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PREFACE

Tue crowning achievement of the Hindus was metaphysical
speculation. But the philosophical literature of India is not only rich
in Metaphysics but also in Psychology, Logic, Ethics, Asthetics,
and Epistemology. There is no system of Indian philosophy which
has not advanced a theory of knowledge, and which has not appealed
to the facts of our experience.  Every school of philosophy has made
valuable contributions to Psychology, Logic, Ethics, and other mental
sciences. But these have never heen treated as separate branches of
study in India.

The Hindu mind is essentially synthetic. It always analyses
a problem into its various aspects, and considers them in their synthetic
relation to onc another. It never destroys the organic unity of
a subject and makes a compartmental study of its different aspects.
In the philosophical literature of India we find a synthetic treatment
of a problem in all its multifarious aspects, psychological, logical,
cthical, and metaphysical. In the later stages of the development of
Indian thought, though we come across separate treatises and mono-
graphs on Logic and Epistemology, we find them mixed up with
Metaphysics. There is not a single work which is exclusively devoted
to the psychological analysis of mental processes,

But though there are no independent sciences of Psychology, Logic,
Ethics, Epistemology, «¢tc., we can collect ample material from the
original works on different schools of Indian philosophy dealing with
thesc mental sciences, disengage them from their metaphysical setting,
and make a consistent study of them. Indian Metaphysic aas, for
some time past, evoked a great deal of interest among the Eastern
and Western orientalists. In recent times some comprehensive works
have been published on systems of Indian philosophy, which,
incidentally, treat of Psychology, Logic, and Ethics. Some valuable
works on Indian Logic and Indian Ethics also have been published.
Myrs. Rhys Davids’ Buddhist Psycholegy is a monumental work vn the
psychology of the Buddhists. But no attempt has yet been made to
give a comprehensive account of the psychology of the Hindus.

The present work is an attempt at a constructive survey o Indian
Psychology. The aim of this book is to give, in brief compass an
outline of the most important topics of Indian Psychology. It wiil
be complete in two volumes. "T'he first volume is wholly devated to
the psychology of perception. The subject is vast and immense 1n
scope, and there is abundant wealth of material on this subject. My
account of the psychology of perception is not at all complete and
comprehensive. My task here is not an historical survey of all the

v



xvi PREFACE

problems of perception in their chronological order, but a systematic
exposition and interpretation of the most fundamental problems of
perception in their logical development of thought. T have tried to
throw light on different topics from the different standpoints of Indian
thought.

There is no empirical psychology in India. Indian Psychology
is based on Metaphysics. The psychological account of some problems
of perception, e.g. perception of the self, perception of the universal,
etc., is unintelligible without consideration of their metaphysical
foundations, So I found it extremely difficult to avoid metaphysical
considerations altogether in my treatment of these topics.

Indian Psychology is based on introspection and observation ;
it is not based upon experiments. Students of introspective psychology
will find ample food for reflection in Indian Psychology. They will
find acute psychological analysis of some very subtle mental processes
which have not yet attracted the attention of the Western
psychologists.

I have indulged in comparisons of Indian Psychology with Western
Psychology here and there, which, I am sure, will be agreeable to
some and disagrecable to others. = But such comparisons are
unavoidable to students of Indian and Western Psychology, though
they may be misleading.

The present work was planned and partly composed more than
a decade ago. Different parts of this work were submitted to the
Calcutta University for Premchand Roychand Studentship in 1922,
1923, and 1924. The work was completed in 1924, and some portions
of it were published in the Meerut College Magazine in 1924 and
1926. But owing to unforeseen circumstances its publication has
been delayed so long. The work has since undergone considerable
alterations in course of revision.

I acknowledge my deep debt of obligation to Sir Brajendra Nath
Seal, then George V Professor of Philosophy of Calcutta University,
who suggested the subject to me, indicated the main line of research,
and helped me with important references.

In addition to the works referred to in the footnotes, I desire to
express my general debt to the works of Thibaut, Keith, Mrs. Rhys
Davids, Aung, S.C. Vidyabhushan, Ganganath Jha, and §. N.
Das Gupta.

My best thanks are due to Professor Haridas Bhattacharya of the
Dacca University, who was good enough to go through a con-
siderable part of the MS. and helped me with many valuable
suggestions. I am also obliged to the publishers for their expediting
the publication of the work.

Fely, 1933.



BOOX 1
CHarrer 1
THE PHYSICAL BASIS OF PERCEPTION
§ 1. Introduction

The ancient Hindus developed a conception of the nervous
system, which is mainly to be found in the medical works of Caraka
and Suéruta, and in the works on Tantra. Caraka and Suéruta
regarded the heart as the seat of consciousness, but the Tantric
writers transferred the seat of consciousness to the brain. Caraka
had a clear conception of the sensory nerves (manovaha nags) and the
motor nerves (dffidvaha nadi). ‘The Tantric writers constantly
referred to the centres of different kinds of consciousness. They
not only distinguished between the sensory nerves and the motor
nerves, but also recognized different kinds of sensory nerves : the
olfactory ncrves (gandhavahd ndds), the optic nerves (ripavaha nads),
the auditory nerves (fabdavahd nddr), the gustatory nerves (rasavaha
nadi), and the tactile nerves (sparsavaha nads).t

In the philosophical literature of the Hindus we find an claborate
account of the sense-organs in the trcatment of the problems of
perception.  The different schools of philosophers had different
views as to the nature, origin, and functions of the sense-oreans,
Their views were based mostly on their systems of philospphy,
though they advanced certain facts of cxperience in support of Heir
views. The Hindu accounts of the sense-organs arc widely diflerent
from those of Western physiology, because they are based mare on
mctaphysical speculation than on scientific observation and expernnent.
In the first Book we shall treat of the nature, origin, and functiong
of the sensc-organs without comprchension of which there ¢srmnal
be an adequate conception of some important problems of the Indian
psychology of perception.

§ 2. The Nature of the Sense-organs. (i) The Buddhist

The Buddhists recognize six varieties of consciousness : visual,
auditory, olfactory, gustatory, tactile, and purcly mental

1 Dr, B. N. Seal, The Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus
pp- 218-225. Sce also H.LP,, ii, 344-357.



2 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY: PERCEPTION

Corresponding to these there are six bases (dfraya) : the organs of
vision, audition, smelling, tasting, touch, and consciousness itself ;
and there are six objects (visaya) @ colours, sounds, smells, tastes,
tangibles, and ideas.! The preceding moment of consciousness is
the basic clement of the next moment of consciousness.2 Thus there
are six sense-organs including consciousness.  Consciousness is the
faculty of intcllect which apprehends non-sensuous objects.3 Tt is
called the mind. It is immaterial and invisible.

Leaving out the mind, there are five sensc-organs. They are
the end-organs (goluka). They are the eye, the ear, the nose, the
tongue, and the skin. They are made up of a kind of translucent
subtle matter.  The five sense-organs are made up of five different
kinds of atoms.5 ‘Thus the sense-organs are material but invisible.
They arc divided into two classes, viz. prapyakari and aprapyakari
sense-organs.  The former apprehend their objects when they come
in direct contact with them. “Fhe latter apprchend their objects
without coming in contact with them. The organs of smell; taste,
and touch are prapyatar:; they must be in immediate contact with
their objects.  The organs of vision and audition are aprapyakari ;
they apprchend their objects at a distance.® The Buddhists do not
hold with the Nyiya-Vaidesika that the sense-organs are different
from the peripheral organs, and the visual organ and the auditory

o
organ come in contact with their objects in order to apprehend them.?

§ 3.7 (i) The Faina

The Jaina recognizes five sensc-organs.8 “They are of two kinds :
objective scnses (dravyendriya) and subjective senses (bhavendriya).®
The former are the physical sensc-organs.  ‘I'he latter are their
psychical correlates. “They are the invisible facultics of the soul.
A physical sense-organ (drawvyendyiya) consists of two parts, viz.
the organ itself and its protecting environment. ‘The former is
called nropti. The latter is called wpakarana’® Each of these is
of two kinds, internal and external. The internal organ is the soul
tself which is embodied in the sense-organ. The external organ is

Stcherbatsky, The Central Conception of Buddhism, p. 58.
Ibid., p. 58. 3 1bid., pp. 96-7.

Keith, Buddhist Philosoply, p. 102,

The Central Conception of Buddhism, pp. 12-13.

The Central Conception of Buddhism, p. 6o,

VPS,, p. 187; Advaitabrahmasiddhi, p. 74.

1
2
1
6
?
8 UT.S, ii, 15. » UTS,, ii, 16. 10 U8, i, 17,



PHYSICAI, BASIS OF PERCEPTION 19

senses ¢ Vitsyiyana mentions three points of difference. In the
first place, the external sense-organs are material, but the mind is
immaterial. "I’hc mind is not material, since it is not of the nature of
an effect, and so does not possess any quality of matter.?

In the sccond place, the external senses apprehend only a limited
number of objects (niyatavisaya), but the mind apprchends all objects
(sarvavisaya). For instance, colours, sounds, tastes, odours, and
touch arc apprehended by the visual organ, the auditory organ, the
gustatory organ, the olfactory organ, and the tactual organ
respectively.  But all these are apprehended by the mind. It guides
all the external senscs in the apprehension of their objects and it
directly apprehends pleasure, pain, and the like.!  Vyasa also holds
that the znanas apprehends all objects (sarvdrtha).? In the third place,
the cxternal senses are of the nature of sense-organs owing to the
fact that they arc endued with the same qualitics as are apprehended
by them. For instance, the olfactory organ is endued with the quality
of odour, and consequently it can apprehend odour. The visual
organ can apprchend colour because it is endued with the quality of
colour. The gustatory organ is endued with the quality of taste, and
so it can apprchend taste. © ‘The auditory organ is endued with the
quality of sound, and so it can apprchend sound. And the tactual
organ can apprchend touch because it is endued with the quality of
touch. But the mind is not endued with the qualities of pleasure,
pain, etc., which arc apprehended by the mind.3

Udyotkara recognizes only the second point of difference between
the mind and the external scnse-organs. He rejects the other two
points of difference. Vitsyayana holds that the external sense-organs
are material, but the mind is immnaterial. But this is not right. In
fact, the mind is ncither material nor immaterial 5 materiality and
immateriality are propertics of products: what is produced out of
matter is materialy and what is produced not out of matter, but out
of something clse is immaterial.  As a matter of fact, however, the
mind is not a product at all, and as such it can be neither material
nor immaterial. Morcover, the auditory organ, wh™ h is an external
sensc-organ, is not material, since it is not a prod £ matter, but
akasa itself.  So the auditory organ also is neinn  matenal nor
immaterial.

But this objection of Udyotkara is based on a misconception of
the meaning of the word *“ material . It may mean either a product
of matter (bhutajanya) or of the nature of matter (bhutatmaka).

1 NM, p. 497. 2 YBh., 1, 19. 3 NBh, i, 1, 4.
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In the latter sense, the auditory organ also is material, since it is of
the nature of d4asa (ether), though it is not a product of it. In the
former sense, all the other sensc-organs are material. The tactual
organ is a product of air; the visual organ is a product of light ;
the olfactory organ is a product of earth ; and the gustatory organ
is a product of water,

Further, Vitsyayana holds that the external senses are sense-
organs because they are endued with certain distinctive qualities,
but the mind is a sense-organ without being endued with any specific
quality. But Udyotkara disputes this point also. For the auditory
organ also does not, through its own quality of sound, apprehend
a sound exterior to itself, as the other external senses do. For instance,
the olfactory organ apprehends an odour exterior to itself, through
the odour inherent in itself. But the auditory organ apprehends
a sound which is not exterior to itself, but which is actually produced
within the ear itself. Hence, Udyotkara concludes that there is only
one point of differcnce between the mind and the external sense-
organs; the external senses ¢an apprehend only certain specific
objects, but the mind can apprehend all objects. And it is proved by
the following reasons. Firstly, the mind is the substratum of the
conjunction with the condition of recollection.  Sccondly, it is the
substratum of the conjunction which brings about the cognition of
pleasure and the like. And thirdly, it presides over all other sense-
organs.!

§ 17. Are the External Sense-organs Prapyakari or Aprapyakari ?

The Nyiya-Vaidesika, the Mimirsaka, the Sarikhya, and the
Vedintist hold that all the sense-organs are prapyakar:; they
apprchend their objects when they come in direct contact with them,
This doctrine is called the doctrine of prapyakarita. But the Buddhist
holds that the visual organ and the auditory organ are aprapyakari ;
they apprchend their objects at a distance without coming in contact
with them. All the other sense-organs are prapyakdri; they
apprehend th <+~ cts when they come in contact with them. The
Jate holds ¢ ly the visual organ is aprapyakari ; it apprehends
its objectata  ance with the help of light without getting at it.

§ 18. (i) The Buddhist

According to the Buddhist, the visual organ is the eyeball or
the pupil of the cye (golaka), and it can apprehend its object without

1NV, 1, 4.
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subtle organs.! Vijiidnabhiksu says that buddhi and ahamkira are
subtle (s#ksma) sensc-organs, and the five organs of cognition, the
five organs of action, and the central sensory or manas are gross
(sthila) sense-organs.2 Vyfsa says that the five cognitive organs, the
five motor organs, and the manas which apprehends all objects are
the determinative modifications of indeterminate egoism (asmizd).®
The sense-organs arc not the same as their physiological sites
or end-organs (adhisthana). "The Buddhists wrongly hold that the
sensc-organs are nothing but the end-organs, They are super-
sensuous.*  Aniruddha argues that, if the sense-organs were identical
with their physical seats, one whose ears have been cut off would be
unable to hear, and one whose eyes are affected with cataract would
be able to see.5 So the sensc-organs arc not identical with their sites.
The scnsc-organs are not material (bhautika) but are products of
aharkara (egoism).S  Aniruddha says that the Naiyayikas labour
under a misconception when they argue that the sense-organs are
made up of those material clements whicharc apprehended by them.?

§ 5. The Origin of the Sense-organs

According to the Simkhya, Prakrti, the equilibrium of sattva
(essence), rajas (energy), and tamas (inertia) is the ultimate ground of
all existence.  Buddhi evolves out of Prakrti when the equilibrium
of sattva, rajas, and tamas is disturbed by a transcendental influence
of the Self (purusa) for the sake of which all evolution takes place.
Buddhi is the cosmic matter of experience : it is the undifferentiated
matrix of the subjective series and the objective series.® From buddhi
evolves ahamkara (the empirical cgo) which gives rise to the eleven
sense-organs and the subtle elements (fanmatra) of matter under the
influence of sattva, rajas, and tamas® Tévarakrsna holds that all
the cleven sensc-organs evolve out of aharmkdra by the preponderance
of sattva, and five tammdtras evolve out of ahamkara by' the
preponderance of famas, and both the sensc-organs and the tanmatras
evolve with the help of rajas.2® Vicaspatimiéra claborates this view,
"The cognitive organs (buddhindriya) are the instruments of knowledge.

L YBh, i, 18,

2 Mahadaharhkarau stiksmendriyam ekadasa ca sthilendriyani, Yoga-
vartika, 11, 18, See also Chayavrtti, i, 18,

3 YBh., 1, 19. 4 88, 1, 23. 5 88V, ii, 23.

5 8.8, i, 20; v, 84. 7 88V, v, 84.

8 The Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, p. 10.

9 8§, i, 16~18, 10 8K, 23,
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§ 19. (it) The Nydya-Vaisesika

Udayana criticizes the above arguments of the Buddhist in
Kiranavali as follows :—

(1) Firstly, what apprchends or manifests an object must come
in dircct contact with it. A lamp manifests an object only because
the light comes in direct contact with it. The visual organ is of the
nature of light, and so the ray of light must go out of the pupil to the
object in order to apprehend it.

(2) Secondly, the light of the visual organ issues out of the pupil,
and sprecads out, and thus can cover a vast object. Hence the field
of vision is not co-extensive with the eyceball or the pupil of the eye.

(3) Thirdly, it is wrong to arguc that a near object and a distant
object can be perceived through the visual organ in the same space of
time. There must be some difference in the moments of time required
in the apprehension of the two objects, though it is not distinctly
felt by us. Light is an extremely light substance, and its motion is
inconceivably swift. So even the distant moon is scen just on opening
the eyes. Some hold that the light of the visual organ, issuing out
of the pupil, becomes blended with the external light, and thus comes
in contact with far and near objects simultaneously, so that the eye
can apprehend the branches and the moon at the same time. But this
is not a correct explanation. On this hypothesis, the visual organ would
be able to apprchend those objects which are hidden from our view,
e.g. objects behind our back. But it can never apprehend these objects.

(4) Fourthly, glass, mica, etc., are transparent by their very
nature : and so they cannot obstruct the passage of light. Hence the
light of the visual organ can penctrate these substances and apprehend
objects hidden behind them. “Therefore, the visual organ must be
supposed to go out to its object and come in dircct contact with it.!
The Nyiya-Vaidesika docs not regard the auditory organ as moving
out to sounds, which are held to travel to the ear; either sounds reach
the car in concentric circles of waves like the waves of water or they
shoot out in all directions like the filaments of a 4adamba.?

§ 20. (ii) The Samkhya

The Sarhkhya also holds that the sense-organs are prapyakari :
they get at their objects in order to apprehend them.  All schools of
philosophers admit that the organs of touch, taste, and smell come

L Kir., pp. 74-5. 2 BhP., 166.
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Superiority and inferiority depend upon functions ; they are relative
terms.)  Manas is the chief organ in relation to the functions of the
external senscs 5 ahamkara is the chief organ in relation to the function
of manas 3 and buddhi is the chief organ in relation to the function of
ahamkara.®  Buddhi 1s the chicf organ for the following reasons.
Firstly, buddhi directly brings about the experience of the self (purusa),
while the other senses do it through the mediation of buddhi.® Buddhi
is the immediate instrument among all the external and internal senscs,
and makes over the object to the sclf, cven as among a host of
servants some onc person becomes the prime minister while the
others are his subordinate officers.®  Secondly, duddhi pervades all
the sense-organs, and never fails to produce the result in the shape
of knowledge.® Thirdly, duddh: alone is the receptacle of all sub-
conscious impressions (samskara). The external organs cannot retain
the residua, for in that case the blind and the deaf would not be able
to remember things scen and heard in the pase. Manas and aharktara
also cannot retain subconscious impressions because even after their
dissolution by means of knowledge of Truth (tattvasiiana) recollection
persists. Hence buddhi has pre-eminence over all.¢  Fourthly, the
superiority of buddhi is inferred from the possibility of recollection
which is of the nature of meditation, the highest of all mental
functions. Recollection is the function of buddhi.? Thus buddhi is
the chief organ and all the other senses are secondary organs.

If buddhi is the principal organ, why should we not regard it as
the only sensc-organ and dispense with the other sensc-organs ?
Vijfianabhiksu replies that without the help of the external senses
buddhi cannot scrve as an instrument in all sensc-activities, since in
that case the blind would be able to see, the deaf would be able s hear.
and so on.? Kapila holds that the ten external senses may be regarded
as different modifications of the chicf organ, manas, owing to the
difference of the modifications of the constituent gunas, sattva, rajas
and tamas.® Just as onc and the same person assumes manyroles in
association with different persons, so manas also becomes manifold
through association with different sense-organs being particularised
by the functions of the diffcrent senses by reason of its becomingone
with the scnses. This diverse modification of the mind is due to the
diverse modification of the constituent gunas.10

1 88, i, 4§. 2 SPB., ii, 45.

3 Vedantin Mahadeva’s commentary, ii, 39.

4 SPB., 11, 40, 5 §PB., i1, 4T1. 8 SPB., u, 42,
7 SPB., ii, 43. 8 SPB., i1, 44. 9 88, 4, 27
10

SPB,, ii, 25, and i, 27.
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§ 7. The Vrtti of the Sense-organs

T'he Simhkhya holds that the sense-organs are prapyakart ; they
move out to their objects in the form of wr#tis or modifications, take
in their forms, and apprehend them. The vr#fis of the senses cannot
be perceived. But their existence can be inferred from the fact that
the sensc-organs cannot apprehend their objects without being related
to them, even as a lamp cannot illumine objects without being related
to them. If the sense-organs be said to apprehend their objects without
being related to them, then they may apprchend all objects, distant
and hidden, But this is not a fact. Hence the sense-organs must be
conceived as moving out to their objects and assuming their forms
without leaving connection with the body. And this is possible only
by means of a peculiar modification of the senses called wrtt2. Thus
the existence of wreti is established. Tt connects the senses with their
objects.t "T'he wyeti is neither a part not a quality of the senses, If
it were a part it would not be able to bring about the connection of
the visual organ with distant ebjects like the sun. If it were a quality
it would not be able to move out to the object. "Thus the vr#ti of
a sense-organ, though existing in it, is differcnt from its part or quality.
Hence, it is cstablished that the or#ti of buddhi also is, like the flame
of a lamp, a transformation quite of the nature of a substance which,
by means of its transparcncy, i ¢apable of receiving tmages of the
forms of objects.?

§ 8. (iv) Susruta and Caraka

Suéruta holds with the Sarikhya that there arc eleven sense-
organs : five organs of knowledge, five organs of action, and the mind
which partakes of the nature of both.? The sensc-organs cvolve out
of ahamkara under the influence of rajas (energy).®  Caraka also
holds that there are cleven sensc-organs, five sensory organs, five
motor organs, and onc internal organ or manas.5 Somctimes
he mentions tweclve sensc-organs: five organs of knowledge,
five organs of action, manas and buddhi® The mind is atomic
and-one in each body.” It is different from the external senses. It
is sometimes called sazrva. Its functions are regulated by the contact
of its objects with the soul. And it controls the functions of the

L SPB,, v, 104; 88, v, 106, and SPB,, v, 106, 2 8PB., v, 107,
3 Suérutasamhita, Sarirasthana, i, 4—¢. 4 Tbid., 2-3.
5 Carakasamhita, Sarirasthana, i, 6, and 30 (Bangabasi edition, Calcutta).

8 Ibid., i, 26. 7 Ibid,, i, 7.
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external senses. ‘I'hey can apprehend their respective objects when
they are led by the mind.! The functions of the mind are the
apprehension of objects through the external senses, subjecting them
to control, comparison, and ratiocination. “Uhen buddhi asccrtains
the nature of the objects. Certain knowledge is the function of
buddhi. When buddhi has brought about definite apprehension one
begins to act, guided by buddhi.®
Caraka says: “There are five sense-organs, five materials
that constitute the senses, five scats of the senses, five objects of the
senscs, and five kinds of perception obtained through the senses,”” 3
Here evidently he speaks of the organs of knowledge. “I'he organs
of vision, audition, smell, taste; and touch are the five sense-organs.
The materials that enter into the composition of the five senses
are light, cther, earth, water, and air respectively.  The physical
seats of the five senses are the two cyes, the two cars, the nose, the
tongue, and the skin, The sense-organs are not the same as
the peripheral organs which are their seats. "T'he objects of the five
senses are colour, sound, odour, taste, and touch. Visual, auditory,
olfactory, gustatory, and tactual perceptions are five kinds of sense-
perception.  As to the composition of the external senses Caraka
seems to be in agreement with the Nyidya-Vaidesika view, But he
does not wholly agree with it. According to him onc particular
element does not cnter into the ‘compasition of a particular sense-
organ ; but all the primal elements exist in each sense-organ, though
only one clement predominates in the composition of a particular
sense-organ. Lhus light especiallv_enters into the composition
of the visual organ, cther into that of the auditory organ, earth inta
that of the olfactory organ, water into that of the gustatory iz,
and air into that of the tactual organ. The particular sense inte whose
composition a particular clement cspecially enters apprehends: that
particular object which has thar element for its essence, since both
partake of the same nature, and one is invested with greater power
over the other,® Light especially enters into the composition-er the
visual organ ; so it can apprehend colour which has light for its essence
Both the visual organ and colour partake of the nature of | right the
former being more powerful than the latter, Hence the visual organ
can apprchend colour. Such is the case with the auditory organ am
sound, and so with the others. This doctrine of Caraka is kired
to the Nyiya-Vaidesika doctrine.  But Caraka does not regird the
! Carakasarhitd, Sitrasthana, viii, 2=3.  * 1bid., Sarirasthana, yp7-8.
3 Ibid., Satrasthana, viii, 2. 1 Carakasamhita, Satrasthina, vili, 4.
6 Carakasamhita, Siitrasthana, viii, 7-8.
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sense-organs as products of matter as the Nydya-Vaidesika holds.
He traces the origin of the senses to aharmkara after the Samkhya.
His cosmology is the same as that of the Samkhya.! Thus Caraka’s
views as to the nature, kinds, and functions of the sense-organs are
partly similar to the Samkhya view, and partly to the Nyiya-
Vaidesika view,

§ 9. (v) The Vedanta

The Samkarite agrees with the Samkhya in recognizing five
organs of knowledge, five organs of action, and the internal organ.2
The Siamkhya recognizes three forms of the internal organ, buddhi,
aharmkdra, and manas. But the Sarikarite admits four forms of the
internal organ, manas, buddhi, ahamkara, and citta. Though the
internal organ is onc and the same, it assumes different forms
according to its diverse funetions. When it has the function of doubt
or indetermination it is called manas. Wihen it has the function of
determination it is called Juddhi. When it produces the notion of
ego in consciousness it is called ahambara. And when it has the
function of recollection it is called eitza. These functions are different
modifications of the same internal organ (antahbarana).?

The five organs of knowledge are made up of the sartvic 4 part
of the unquintuplied material elements. ‘The organs of vision,
audition, smell, taste, and touch are made up of the sattvic parts of
light, ether, earth, water, and air respectively in an uncombined
state.5 "The organs of action are made up of the rdjasic § part of the
unquintuplied material elements. The organ.ef speech, hands, feet,
the excretive organ, and the generative organ are made up of the
rdjasic parts of ether, air, light, water, and carth respectively in an
uncombined state.” The internal organs are made up of the sattvic
parts of the five material clements combined.?

The Raminujist recognizes eleven sense-organs : five organs of
cognition, five organs of action, and the mind.? "The Simkhya
admits three internal organs, and the Sarikarite admits four internal
organs, Both these views are wrong. The so-called internal organs
are nothing but different functions of one and the same internal

-

Carakasamhita, Sarirasthana, i, 30-1.
? Advaitacintakaustubha, p. 7o,
Pertaining to satrva or essence,
Pertaining to rajes or energy.

Ibid,, p. 62; VP, p. 357.

Ibid., p. 65.

Advaitacintikaustubha, p. 62.
Advaitacintakaustubha, p. 6s.
Tattvatraya, p. 54 and p. 70.
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organ, manas.! Sometimes the manas is included in the organs of
knowledge.?

§ 10. The Nature of the Sense-ergans

"The author of Fivaranaprameyasamgraha discusses the nature of
the sense-orpgans.

The Buddhists hold that the sense-organs are the peripheral
organs, viz. the eye, the car, the nose, the tongue, and the skin.
It is the sockets (golata) in the body that constitute the sense-organs.

The Mimamsakas hold that the sense-organs consist in the
faculty of potency (¢a4t) abiding in the sockets. The mere end-organs
do not constitute the sense-organs.

Others hold that the sensc-organs are distinct from both the
end-organs and their potency, and arc distinct substances by
themselves.3

The Sarnkarite rejects the first theory on the ground that certain
animals (c.g. serpents) can hear, though they do not possess the ear-
hole, and the plants which are believed to be sentient living beings
are devoid of end-organs or sockcts,” For the same reason the
Mimarmsaka theory also is rejected.. The Mimiarsaka argues that
the Law of Parsimony demands that we should assume the existence
of potency (sakti) only, and not of the sense-organs endued with
a potency. But the Sarkarite contends that it is ncedless to assume
the existence of the potency also; the Law of Parsimony, if rigidly
applied, will lead us to assume the existence only of the self capable
of knowing things in succession. The self is all-pervading; so it
can produce cognitions in the end-organs. The Mimirsaka himself
admits that the self has modifications of consciousness (jignaparindma)
only in thosc parts of the body in which there are end-organs. Thus
the Mimarhsaka argument ultimately leads to the denial of the sense-
organs altogether. So the Mimimsaka doctrine is not tenable. ‘The
third theory also is not acceptable. There is no proof of ti: cxrwenvs
of the sense-organs as distinct substances quite diffeicur trom the
sockets. It may be argued that perceptions of colour art e like are
due to the action of the self, and since an action alwz .+ requiies an
instrument, the self must require the instrumentality of rhe scnge-
organs to perceive colour and the like. This argument i wron:. The
reason is over-wide. The self acts upon the sense-orcans w Incite

P 'Tattvamukiakalapa, p. 94.
2 Yatindramatadipika, p. 16; NyZyasiddhafijana, » 56,
3 VPS, p. 18s.
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them to action ; but in doing so it does not require any instrument.
If it did it would lead to infinite regress. So the third theory also
cannot be maintained. But the Samkarite believes in the existence
of sense-organs as somcthing different from the peripheral organs on
the authority of the scriptures.?

§ 11, (vi) The Nyaya-Vailesika

Gautama cstablishes the existence of five scnse-organs on the
following grounds :—

In the first place, the existence of five sense-organs is inferred
from five distinct functions.?  Vatsyayana argues that there arc five
purposcs (prayojana) of the senses : touching, seeing, smelling, tasting,
and hearing ; these five purposes require five distinct sensc-organs,
viz. the tactual organ, the visual organ, the olfactory organ, the
gustatory organ, and the auditory organ.. Touch is apprchended by
the tactual organ; but it does not apprehend colour. So we infer
the existence of the visual organ which serves the purpose of
apprehending colour.  Similarly, touch and colour are apprchended
by the tactual organ and the visual organ respectively 5 but these
organs do not apprehend odour. . So we infer the existence of the
olfactory organ which serves the purposc of apprehending odour.
In the same manner, touch, colour, and odour are apprehended by
the tactual organ, the visual organ, and the olfactory organ
respectively 5 but these organs do not apprehend taste. So we infer
the existence of the gustatory organ which serves the purpose of
apprehending taste.  Lastly, touch, colour, odour, and taste are
apprehended by the tactual organ, the visual organ, the olfactory
organ, and the gustatory organ respectively 5 but these organs do
not apprehend sound. So we infer the existence of the auditory organ
which scrves the purpose of apprehending sound. The function of
one sense-organ cannot be performed by another. So the existence
of five sense-organs is inferred from five kinds of sense-activities.®

In the sccond place, the existence of the five sense-organs is
inferred from the fivefold character of the signs in the shape of
perceptions, the sites, the processes, the forms, and the constituents.

Firstly, there are five different kindsof perception, visual, auditory,
olfactory, gustatory, and tactual, from which we infer the existence
of five sense-organs.*

L VPS,, pp. 1850, 2 Indriyarthapaficatvat. NS., iii, 1, 58.
3 NBh,, i1, 1, 8. 4 NS., i, 1, 62,
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Secondly, there are five sense-organs corresponding to the five
sites (adhisthana) or end-organs. The tactual organ, which is indicated
by the perception of touch, has its seat throughout the body. The visual
organ issuing out to the object as indicated by the perception of
colour has its site in the pupil of the cye. ‘The olfactory organ has
its site in the nose. The gustatory organ has its site in the tongue.
The auditory organ has its site in the cavity of the car.! The diversity
of the sensc-organs is proved by the diversity of their locations.
Things with distinct locations are always found to be distinct as in
the case of jars, If the whole body is said to be the seat of all the sense-
organs, then deafness, blindness, and the like would be impossible,
But if the different sense-organs are held to have different sites, the
sitc of one organ being destroyed, the other organs may remain
unaffected so that a deaf or blind person would not necessarily be
deprived of all the sensc-organs. Thus this theory does not involve
any incongruity.? This argument shows that the sense-organs are
different from their physical seats (golaka).

Thirdly, the five scnse-organs involve different processes (gati).
The visual organ, which is of the nature of light, issues out of the
pupil and moves out to the objects endued with colour. The tactual
organ, the gustatory organ, and the olfactory organ come in contact
with their objects resting in their own sitcs. They do not move out
to their objects like the visual organ. The auditory organ also does
not move out to its object. Sound travels from its place of origin
to the auditory organ in a series of waves, T'his argument shows that
all the scnsc-organs are prapyakdri: they apprehend their objects
by coming in direct contact with them.3

Fourthly, the five sense-organs have different magnitudes
(akrti). The olfactory organ, the gustatory organ, and the tactual
organ have the magnitudes of their sites ; they arc coextensive with
their seats. The visual organ, though located in the pupil issues out
of it and pervades its object ‘Thus it is not coextensive with its site
but with the ficld of vision. The audltory organ is i o o
dkdsa, which is all-pcrvadmg 3 still it cannot apprchem. Ad gounds
because its scope is restricted by the disabilities of th: .ul:ruum
in which it subsiss. ‘The all-pervading @4a¢a located in tic car-irole
owing to the adrsta of a person assumes the réle of the auditory
organ, and produces the perception of sound through it.

Lastly, the five sensc-organs have their origin (jati) in i1+ material
elements. ‘The olfactory organ is made up of carth and .y prehends

1 NBh., iii, 1, 62. £ NV., p. 394.  NBh.. »is, 1, 6z.



14 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY: PERCEPTION

smell which is its characteristic quality. ‘The gustatory organ is
made up of water and apprehends taste which is its characteristic
quality. The visual organ is made up of light and apprehends colour
which is its characteristic quality. And the auditory organ is nothing
but gkasa and apprehends sound which s its characteristic quality.?
There is a community of nature between the sense-organs and their
objects. A sense-organ apprehends the distinctive quality of that
substance which enters into its constitution. The Vaidesika also
agrees with this view.

Gautama docs not distinctly mention anywhere that the mind
(manas) is a sensc-organ, But Vitsyiyana points out that Gautama’s
definition of perception, as a non-erroncous cognition produced by
the intercourse of the sense-organs with their objects, inexpressible
by words and well-defined, implies that the mind is a scnse-organ.
If by the sense-organs he means only the external senses his definition
would apply only to perceptions of external objects. But Gautama
does not give a separate definition of internal perception of pleasure
and the like. "This shows that his definition covers both external
perception and internal perception, and the mind Is a sense-organ.?
Vatsydyayana includes the mind in the sense-organs and points out its
distinction from the external senses,® Vidvanitha regards the mind
as a sense-organ. He argues that the perception of pleasure must
be produced through an instrument just as the visual perception of
colour is produced through the instrument of the cyes; and this
instrument is the mind (manas) which is thus a sense-organ (farana).t
Prasastapida describes the mind as the internal organ (antapkarana).
He argues that pleasure and pain are not perceived through the
external senscs ; but they must be perceived through an instrument,
and that is the mind.5 Sarhkaramiéra also gives the same argument.$

§ 12, (vii) The Mimdmsaka

A scnsc-organ is defined by the MImamsaka as that which, rightly
operating upon its object, produces direct presentations. There are
two kinds of sense-organs, external and internal. Therc are five
external organs : the olfactory organ, the gustatory organ, the visual
organ, the tactual organ, and the auditory organ. Of these the first
four are made up of carth, water, light, and air respectively. So far
the Mimimsaka agrees with the Nyaya-Vaidesika. But the Nyiya-

1 NBh,, i 111, 1, 62; NM, p. 477. 2 NBh, 1, 1, 4.
8 NBh., i, 1, 4. 4 SM., 8.
5 PBh., pp. 152-3; Kir, p. 153. 8 VSU,, i, 2, 2.
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Vaisesika regards the auditory organ as of the nature of ether (744¢a),
while the Mimarmsaka regards it as a portion of space (d7#) confined
within the ear-hole. "There is only one internal organ, viz. the mind
(manas). The mind is atomic in nature, as proved by the impossibility
of simultaneous cognitions. It is called the internal organ, since it
operates independently in the perception of the self and its qualities.
But in the perception of external objects it acts in co-operation with
the external senses, since being an internal organ it cannot come in
contact with external objects. It depends upon marks of inference
(linga) to produce inferential cognitions, and it depends upon sub-
conscious impressions (samskdra) to bring about recollection. ‘T'hus
the Mimirisaka view of the nature and functions of the sense-organs
resembles the Nyaya-Vaisesika view.

§ 13, Are the Karmendriyas really Sense-organs ?

The Samkhya and the Vedintst held that the vocal organ, the
prehensive organ, the locomotive organ, the excretive organ, and the
generative organ are the organs of action (farmendriya). They are
regarded as sense-organs because they arc the instruments which
produce the functions of speaking, grasping, walking, evacuation, and
sexual intercourse respectively, The function of one cannot be
done by another.

But Jayanta urges that if these organs arc regarded as sense-organs,
many other organs also should be regarded as such. The throat has
the function of swallowing food ; the breasts have the function of
embracing ; shoulders have the function of carrying burdens. So
they also must be regarded as sense-organs. If it is argued that these
functions can be done by other organs also, then it may equally be
argued that eating and drinking can sometimes be done by hands and
feet, swallowing food by the anus, and the grasping of things by the
mouth. The functions of the so-called motor organs are sometimes
done by other organs also. But the function of one cognitive organ
(buddhindriya) can never be done by another. A person whose eye-
balls have been taken out of their sockets can never perceive colour.
But a person can grasp and walk a little ¢ven with his hands and feet
amputated. Besides, walking is not the function of feet alone ; it
can also be done by hands. If the different parts of the body having
different functions in the shape of actions are said to be motor organs,
then throat, breast, shoulder, etc., also should be included in the
motor organs.? Vidyanandin argues that the so-called motor organs

1 §D., pp. 115-16. * NM.,, pp. 48235 NVT, p. 372.
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are included in the tactual organ.! Hence, there is no nccessity of
supposing the existence of the so-called motor organs.

§ 14. Are there three Internal Organs?

Jayanta argues that onc internal organ, manas, is quite adequate.
It is needless to assume three internal organs, manas, ahamkara,
and buddhi. Buddhi is of the nature of cognition, and so it is of the
nature of an operation of an instrument. Hence it cannot be an
instrument of cognition. Ahamkira (egoism) also is an object of
cognition ; so it cannot be an instrument of cognition. Therefore,
there is only one internal organ, viz. manas.? Vidyinandin argues
that buddhi and ahamkdra cannot be regarded as sense-organs, since
they are modifications of the soul, and results of the sense-organs and
the mind.3 Venkatanatha argues that the so-called internal organs
of buddhi and ahamhkara are functions of the mind which is the only
internal organ.t

§ 15. Is the Manas a Sense-organ?

Gautama does not include the manas (mind) in the list of sense-
organs.® He mentions it separately among the objects of valid know-
ledge (prameya).® Kanada is silent upon the point. But the Nyaya-
Vaidesika writers generally regard the manas as the internal organ
through which we perceive pleasure and pain.” The Mimarhsakas
also recognize the manas as the internal organ. They call it the
internal organ, since it operates independently in the perception of
the self and its qualities. But in the perception of external objects it
acts in co-operation with the external senses, since being an internal
organ it cannot come in contact with external objects.? The Sarhkhya
also regards the manas as an internal sensc-organ. I$varakrgna says
that the manas is a sensori-motor organ (wbhaydtmakam manah)® ;
it partakes of the nature of both the organs of knowledge and the
organs of action. The Vedintists also gencrally recognize the manas
as a sense-organ. ‘The Rimanujists regard the manas as the internal
organ of knowledge, which is the cause of recollection.’? "I'hey differ

L 'Tattvarthaélokavartika, p. 326. 2 NM,, p. 483,

3 Tattvarthadlokavartika, p. 326. 4 Tattvamuktakalapa, p. 94.
5 NS.,i, 1, 12, 6 N5,i, 1,9

7 NBh and NV, i, 1,435 NM,, p. 4843 SM p- 397; VSU.,,iii, 2, 2.
8 $D., pp. 115~16. ® SK., 27.

10 Yatindramatadipiki, p. 16.
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from the Samkhya which regards the manas as partaking of the nature
of both the organs of knowledge and the organs of action They
differ from the Nydya-Vaidesika in holding that the manas is not the
organ of internal perception (mdnasa-pratyaksa), since there is no
internal perception at all.2 Sarikara admits that the manas is a sense-
organ because it is distinctly laid down in the Smrti.3  Manu says :
“There are cleven sense-organs of which the eleventh organ is the
manas.”’ % Vicaspatimisra also holds the same view.> But some
Sarkarites hold a contrary view.

The authors of FPedantaparibhasa, Advaitabrahmasiddhi, and
Advaitacint@kaustubha hold that the manas is not a sense-organ on the
authority of the Sruti. *“ The objects are greater than the sense-organs,
and the manas is greater than the objects.” In this text the manas is
given a higher place than the sense-organs. So it cannot be regarded
as a sensc-organ.® T'he Nyiya-Vaidesika argues that the manas
should be regarded as a sense-organ, since it is the organ of the
perception of pleasure and pain. = Pereeption is always of sensuous
origin. There can be no perecption without a sense-organ. The
author of Vedantaparibhasa argues that the perception of pleasure and
pain does not necessarily imply that the manas is a sense-organ through
which the self perceives pleasure and pain, "T'he perceptual character
of a copnition does not consist in its being produced by a sense-organ.
In that case, inferential cognition also would be regarded as perception,
since it is produced by the mind. The perceptual character of
a cognition depends on the identification of the apprehending mental
mode with the perceived object.”

The Jaina also does not regard the manas as a sense-organ. It is
called anindriya. It is not a sensc-organ. Vidyinanpdin argues that
the mind is not a sense-organ because it is different from the sense-
organs. ‘The sense-organs apprehend specific objects. One sense-
organ cannot apprehend the objects of another. But the mind can
apprehend all objects. So it cannot be regarded as a sensc-organ. It
may be argued that the mind is an instrument (farana) of cognition,
and so it must be regarded as a sensc-organ. But in that case smoke
also would be a sense-organ, since it is an instrument (karana) of

1 Nyayasiddhagjana, pp. 16-17.

2 Nyayaparifuddhi, p. 76.

3 88,1, 4, 17.

¢ Manusarhits, i1, 89—g2.

5 Bhamati, i, 4, 17.

8 VP, pp. 49-51.

7 VP, pp. 52-8; Advaitabrahmasiddhi, p. 156; Chapter VIII.

8 8. C. Ghoshal, Dravyasamgraha, p. 13; PMV,, 1, 5.
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cognition, being a mark (/iriga) of inference. Hence it is wrong to
include the mind in the sensc-organs.!

§ 16. The External Organs and the Internal Organ or Organs

"The Sarmikhya regards the internal organ as threefold in character,
It assumes the forms of buddhi, ahamkira, and manas according as its
functions differ. Idvarakrsia holds that the external organs can
apprehend only the present. But the internal organs can apprehend
the prescnt, the past, and the future.? Gaudapida makes it clear by
examples. The visual organ apprehends only the present colour,
neither past nor futurc colours. The auditory organ apprehends
the present sound, neither past nor future sounds. The tactual organ,
the gustatory organ, and the olfactory organ apprehend respectively
the present touch, taste, and odour, but not past or future ones. This
is the casé with the motor organs alse. "T'he vocal organ utters only
present sounds, but not past or future ones, - 'T'he hands can grasp only
the present jars, but not the past or future ones. The feet can walk
upon only the present road, but not upon past or future ones, The
excretive and generative organs can perform their functions only at
present. The functions of the external organs are confined only to
the present time. They cannot carry us forward to the future and
backward to the past. For this we have to fall back upon the internal
organs. The manas assimilates and discriminates the present as well
as past and future objects. 'Lhe ahankara refers the present as well
as past and future objects to_the unity of the empirical ego. ‘The
buddhi determines the nature of present, past, and future objects.® ‘The
internal organs bring us into contact with the past and the future as
with the present. Vicaspatimigra refers to it in Bhamati.t He holds
that the immediate past and the immediate future should be included
in the present owing to their close proximity to it. He seems to belicve
in the specious present, which is a meeting point of the present, the
past, and the future. And this tract of time is an object of sense-
perception.®

The Nyiya-Vaidesika believes in only one internal organ or
manas. What is the difference between the mind and the external

1 Tattvarthaélokavartika, p. 326,

? Sampratakalam vahyari trikalam abhyantaratmh karanpam. SK., 33.

¥ Gaudapada Bhasya on SK., 33.

4 Bhamad, ii, 4, 17.

5 Vartamanasamipamatitamandgatamapi vartaminam. STK., 33, See
Chapter X.
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senses ! Vitsydyana mentions three points of difference. In the
first place, the external sense-organs are material, but the mind is
immaterial. The mind is not material, since it is not of the nature of
an effect, and so does not possess any quality of matter.!

In the second place, the external senses apprehend only a limited
number of objects (niyatavisaya), but the mind apprehends all objects
(sarvavisaya). For instance, colours, sounds, tastes, odours, and
touch are apprehended by the visual organ, the auditory organ, the
gustatory organ, the olfactory organ, and the tactual organ
respectively.  But all these are apprehended by the mind. It guides
all the external senses in the apprehension of their objects and it
directly apprehends pleasure, pain, and the like! Vyasa also holds
that the smanas apprehends all objects (sarvartha).? In the third place,
the external senses are of the nature of sense-organs owing to the
fact that they are endued with the same qualities as are apprehended
by them. For instance, the olfactory organ is endued with the quality
of odour, and consequently it can apprchend odour. The visual
organ can apprehend colour because it is endued with the quality of
colour. The gustatory organ is endued with the quality of taste, and
so it can apprehend taste. The auditory organ is endued with the
quality of sound, and so it can apprehend sound. And the tactual
organ can apprehend touch because it is endued with the quality of
touch, But the mind is not endued with the qualities of pleasure,
pain, etc., which are apprehended by the mind.3

Udyotkara recognizes only the second point of difference between
the mind and the external sense-organs. He rejects the other two
points of difference. Vitsyayana holds that the external sense-organs
are material, but the mind is immaterial. But this is not right. In
fact, the mind is neither material nor immaterial ; materiality and
immaterijality are properties of products: what is produced out of
matter is material, and what is produced not out of matter, but out
of something else is immaterial. As a matter of fact, however, the
mind is not a product at all, and as such it can be neither material
nor immaterial. Moreover, the auditory organ, wh™ % is an external
sense-organ, is not materialy since it is not a prod £ matter, but
dkasa itself., So the auditory organ also is neitn  material nor
immaterial.

But this objection of Udyotkara is based on a misconception of
the meaning of the word “ material . It may mean cither a product
of matter (bhutajanya) or of the nature of matter (bhutdtmaka).

1 NM., p. 497. 2 YBh, 1, 1q. 3 NBh, i, 1, 4.
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In the latter sense, the auditory organ also is material, since it is of
the nature of dkasa (ether), though it is not a product of it. In the
former sense, all the other sense-organs are material.  The tactual
organ is a product of air; the visual organ is a product of light;
the olfactory organ is a product of carth ; and the gustatory organ
is a product of water.

Further, Vitsydyana holds that the external senses arc sense-
organs because they are endued with certain distinctive qualities,
but the mind is a sense-organ without being endued with any specific
quality. But Udyotkara disputes this point also. For the auditory
organ also does not, through its own quality of sound, apprchend
a sound exterior to itself, as the other external senses do. For instance,
the olfactory organ apprehends an odour exterior to itself, through
the odour inherent in itself. But the auditory organ apprchends
a sound which is not exterior to itself, but which is actually produced
within the ear itself, Hence; Udyotkara concludes that there is only
one point of difference between the mind and the external sense-
organs ; the external senses can apprehend only certain specific
objects, but the mind can apprehend all objects. And it is proved by
the following rcasons. Firstly, the mind is the substratum of the
conjunction with the condition of recollection, Secondly, it is the
substratum of the conjunction which: brings about the cognition of
pleasure and the like. And thirdly, it presides over all other sense-
organs.!

§ 17. Are the External Sense-organs Prapyakari or Aprapyakari ?

The Nyiya-Vaiscsika, the Mimirsaka, the Simkhya, and the
Vedantist hold that all the sense-organs are prapyakari; they
apprehend their objects when they come in direct contact with them.
This doctrine is called the doctrine of prapyakarita. But the Buddhist
holds that the visual organ and the auditory organ are aprapyakari ;
they apprchend their objects at a distance without coming in contact
with them. All the other sensc-organs ate prdpyakdri; they
apprehend th ts when they come in contact with them. ‘I'he
Fafus holds t ly the visual organ is aprapyakari ; it apprchends
its objectata  .ance with the help of light without getting at it.

§ 18. (i) The Buddhst

According to the Buddhist, the visual organ is the eyeball or
the pupil of the eye (golaka), and it can apprehend its object without

1NV, i, 1, 4
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coming in direct contact with it, because the eyeball can never go
out of its socket to the object existing at a distance. According to
the Nyaya-Vaidesika, on the other hand, all the sense-organs are
prapyakdri 5 they can apprehend their objects only when they come
in direct contact with them. Thus the visual organ cannot apprehend
its object without coming in direct contact with it. The Nyaya-
Vaidesika holds that the visual organ is not the eyeball or the pupil
of the eye; it is the seat (golaka or adhisthana) of the visual organ
which is of the nature of light (#¢jas5) ; and this ray of light goes out
of the pupil to the object at a distance and comes in direct contact
with it.

The Buddhist offers the following criticism of the Nyiya-
Vaidesika doctrine of prapyakarita :—

(1) Firstly, the sense-organs are nothing but end-organs (go/aka)
which are within the range of perception. They are not mysterious
entities behind these peripheral organs. 8o the visual organ is nothing
but the pupil of the eye through which we sce visible objects. And
the pupil can never go out of the eye to the object, and come in
direct contact with 1t.

(2) Secondly, the visual organ cannot come in direct contact with
its object in order to apprchend it, for in that case it would not be
able to apprehend an object bigger than itself. But, as a matter of
fact, the visual organ can apprehend vast objects like mountains and
the like. )

(3) Thirdly, the visual organ apprehends the branches of a tree
and the moon at the same time; it takes the same length of time to
apprehend these objects though they are at different distances, If
the eye goes out to its object in order to apprehend it, then it must
take less time to apprehend a near object, and more time to apprehend
a distant object. But, in fact, the eye apprehends the branches of
a tree and the moon at the same time ; it does not take more time
to apprehend the moon than to apprehend the branches; just on
opening our eyes we see both the objects at the same time.

(4) Fourthly, the eye cannot go out to its object 5 for if it could
go out to its object of apprehension, it would never be able to
apprehend objects hidden behind glass, mica, etc., as it would be
obstructed by them.!

Hence, the Buddhist concludes that the visual organ can never
go out to its object to apprehend it; it apprehends its object from
a distance without getting at it.

1 Kir,, p. 74.
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§ 19. (ii) The Nyaya-Vailesika

Udayana criticizes the above arguments of the Buddhist in
Kiranavali as follows i

(1) Firstly, what apprchends or manifests an object must come
in direct contact with it. A lamp manifests an object only because
the light comes in dircct contact with it. ‘I'he visual organ is of the
nature of light, and so the ray of light must go out of the pupil to the
object in order to apprchend it.

(2) Sccondly, the light of the visual organ issues out of the pupil,
and spreads out, and thus can cover a vast object. Hence the field
of vision is not co-extensive with the eyeball or the pupil of the eye.

(3) Thirdly, it is wrong to argue that a ncar object and a distant
object can be perceived through the visual organ in the same space of
time. T'here must be some difference in the moments of time required
in the apprehension of the. two objects, though it is not distinctly
felt by us. Light is an extremely light substance, and its motion is
inconceivably swift. So even the distant moon is seen just on opening
the eyes. Some hold that the light of the visual organ, issuing out
of the pupil, becomes blended with the external light, and thus comes
in contact with far and near objects simultancously, so that the eye
can apprehend the branches and the moon at the same time. But this
is not a correct explanation, On this hypothesis, the visual organ would
be able to apprehend those objects which are hidden from our view,
e.g. objects behind our back. But it can never apprehend these objects.

(4) Fourthly, glass, mica, etc., are transparent by their very
nature : and so they cannot obstruct the passage of light. Hence the
light of the visual organ can penetrate these substances and apprehend
objects hidden behind them. Therefore, the visual organ must be
supposed to go out to its object and come in direct contact with it.}
The Nyaya-Vaisesika does not regard the auditory organ as moving
out to sounds, which are held to travel to the ear; either sounds reach
the ear in concentric circles of waves like the waves of water or they
shoot out in all directions like the filaments of a tadaméba.?

§ 20. (ili) The Sankhya

The Sarnkhya also holds that the sense-organs arc prapyakari :
they get at their objects in order to apprehend them. All schools of
philosophers admit that the organs of touch, taste, and smell come

L Kir., pp. 74-5. ? BLP., 166.
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in direct contact with their objects. The Nyiya-Vaisesika holds that
the visual organ moves out to its objects, but the auditory organ does
not. The Sarhkhya differs from the Nydya-Vaidesika in holding that
the sense-organs come in contact with their objects through their
wrttis or functions, and the auditory organ also moves out to sounds
through its wpe#i like the visual organ.

The Buddhists argue that the visual organ does not move out
to its object, since we see objects through glass, mica, and crystal ;
and the auditory organ docs not move out to its objects, since we hear
sounds at a distance, The Sariikhya refutes this view. Kapila urges
that the sense-organs do not apprehend objects which they do not
reach, because of their not reaching, or because they would reach
everything.! Aniruddha explains this argument. The sense-organs
do not manifest those objects which they do not reach, because they
have the nature of manifesting only what they reach, or come in
contact with. The visual organ gocs out to objects hidden by glass,
mica, and crystal in the formof wy##7 5 these substances do not obstruct
the passage of the wr##i on account of their transparency. ‘The
auditory organ is connected with sound by means of its wr##i or function,
which moves out to it, It docs not apprehend sound at a distance
without reaching out to it. ‘The sensc-organs apprehend objects
at a distance by means of their wr#tis. If it is argued that the sense-
organs do not apprchend objects at a distance because they do not
reach out to them, as in the case of hidden objects, then it may be
pointed out that this disability of the sense-organs (i.e. their not moving
out to their objects) would affect not enly the cognitions of distant
and hidden objects but also those of unhidden objects as well, since
the disability must operate equally in both the cases. But, in fact,
the cognitions of unhidden objects are never so affected. Therefore,
it cannot be maintained that the sense-organs do not reach out to their
objects. If, on the other hand, it is argued that the sense-organs
apprehend objects even without reaching out to them, then they would
apprehend everything which exists within the universe, since there is
no distinction in this respect with regard to all things.2 Hence the
Samkhya concludes that all sense-organs get at their objects.

"The Samhkhya holds with the Nyaya-Vaidesika that the visual
organ moves out to its object. But it does not hold like it that the
visual ‘organ is made up of light, though it has the power of gliding,
since the phenomenon of movement of the visual organ can be
explained by its vr#ti or function.? Aniruddha says that the fact that
the visual organ moves out to distant objects, like light, and manifests

1 88, v, 104. 2 88V., v, 104. 3 88, v, 108
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them, leads to the misconception that it is made up of light. But, in
reality, the visual organ is related to its objects through its wrzzi
or function.! Vijfiinabhiksu says that the visual organ, though not
made up of light, shoots out to distant objects like the sun by means of
its particular modification called wr#ti without altogether leaving the
body, even as the vital air (prdna) moves out from the tip of the nose
up to a certain distance by mcans of its particular modification called
vitalizing without altogether leaving the body.?

§ 21, (iv) The Mimansaka

Kumirila criticizes the Buddhist and Sarhkhya theories of
auditory perception. The Buddhist holds that the auditory organ
apprehends sounds without coming in contact with them. Kumirila
contends that in that case all sounds near and distant would be equally
perceptible, since they are equal in having no contact with the
auditory organ. In that case, both nearand distant sounds could be
either perceived or unperceived ; there would be no sequence in the
perception of sounds, near sounds being first perceived and then
distant sounds ; and sounds coming from different distances would not
have different degrees of intensity. This shows that sounds must
come in contact with the auditory organ in order to be perceived.?

The Sirikhya holds that the auditory organ moves out to the
region where sounds arc produced through the vr#ti. Kumirila
urges that the Samkhya doctrine involves the assumption of two
imperceptible things. T'he so-called @r## or function of the auditory
organ is imperceptible, and the movement of the wvr#fz also is
imperceptible. Itis difficult to conceive how a modification is produced
in the auditory organ by a distant sound. The Sarhkhya may argue
that the auditory organ moves out to distant sounds, owing to its
all-pervading nature, being a product of all-pervading aharkara.
Kumarila urges that this fact would apply equally well to the case of
very distant sounds, and hence all sounds would be heard equally
well. Moreover, the function of the auditory organ, being immaterial,
could not be obstructed by any material obstacles, and hence even
intercepted sounds would be heard.* Thus the Sarhkhya theory is
untenable. Kumadrila holds that sound travels through the air and
reaches the space in the ear, and then produces a modification
(sarskdra) in it. This theory explains many facts about auditory
perception. Sounds are carried to the ear through the air. So when

1 85V, v, 105%. 2 8PB., v, 105,
3 §v,, pp. 760-1; see Chapter IX.
4 SV, pp. 359-360; also Nydyaratnikara.
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the air is intercepted by obstacles sounds cannot be heard. The air
moves along in a certain order of sequence, and hence, we first hear
sounds near at hand, and then distant sounds, and near sounds are
intense and distant sounds are faint.1

§ 22. (v) The Vedantist

The Samkarite also holds that the sense-organs are prapyakars :
they apprehend their objects when they come in contact with them.
Of the five external senses, the olfactory organ, the gustatory organ,
and the tactual organ apprehend their objects, remaining in their
seats. But the visual organ and the auditory organ go out to their
appropriate objects and apprehend them. Even the auditory organ
can move outward to sounds because it is the all-pervading ether
limited by the ear-hole. Just as the visual organ, which is of the nature
of light and very transparent, can move outward to its object and
apprehend it, so the auditory organ also, which is of the nature of
ether, can move out to its object and apprehend it.

The Sarhkarite differs from the Nyaya-Vaiéesika in his view of
the nature of the auditory organ. The Nyiya-Vaidesika holds that
a sound Is produced somewhere in space and spreads in concentric
circles like the waves of water and ultimately strikes the drum of the
ear, and thus produces the auditory perception of sound.? But the
Sarhikarite urges that if this were the case, we would apprehend the
sound as # the ear, and not in the place in which it is generated.
But, in fact, we always perceive a sound in such a form as “ I hear
a sound there”” and not ““in the ear”’. . This conclusively proves that
the auditory organ also, like the visual organ, moves out to the object
and apprehends it. The Sarikarite thinks that it is unnecessary to
assume an infinite series of sounds coming from the original place
in concentric or spherical circles to the auditory organ to produce
the auditory perception of the original sound. "T'he Law of Parsimony
requires that there must be a connection between the sound produced
somewhere in space and the auditory organ. And the connection can
be easily established by supposing that it is the auditory organ itself
that goes outward to the sound and apprehends it.3 In fact, it is the
translucent antalikarana (internal organ) which streams out through
the orifices of the visual organ and the auditory organ and gets at
visible objects and sounds.® The Ramanujist also holds the same view.?
The Vedantists agree with the Simkhya on this point.

1 8V, p.763. 2 BhP.,165-6. 3 VP, pp. 180~1; also Sikhamani,
¢ VP,p.57. B Tattvamuktikalapa, pp. 104 £
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§ 29. Are the External Sense-organs Physical (bhautika) or Psychical
3 & 1y, Y
(ahamkarika) ?

The Nyidya-Vaisesika holds that the external sense-organs arc
material (bhautita) in nature. But the Sarhkhya disputes this view
on the following grounds :-—

(1) In the first place, the sense-organs are prdpyakdri; they
apprehend their objects only when they come in contact with them.
If the sensc-organs were products of gross matter, they could never
go out to distant objects and apprehend them. But, as a matter of
fact, some sense-organs (e.g. the visual organ) can apprehend distant
objects, and hence they must reach out to them. And they can move
out to distant objects if they are products of aharikdra (egoism) and
as such capable of expansion. So the Samkhya concludes that the
sense-organs are psychical, being products of aharkara, and reach out
to distant objects in the form of functions (vr##) which are modified
into the forms of these objects.

(2) In the second place, if the sense-organs were material they
would apprehend only those objects which are of their size. But, as
a matter of fact, they can apprehend objects which are larger or smaller
than themselves. This proves that the sense-organs are not products
of matter but of aharmkaira. .

(3) In the third place, material objects like lamps, which manifest
other objects, also manifest themselves. So, if the sensc-organs were
material they would be able to manifest not only other objects but
also their own nature. But they cannot manifest themselves ; the
sense-organs are not objects of sense-perception.  So they are not
material.l  They are products of ahamkbira. 'The Ramianujist also
agrees with this view.?

Jayanta Bhatta refutes these arguments as follows :—

(1) The first argument is based on a false assumption. The
Nyaya-Vaisesika agrees with the Siriikhya in holding that the sense-
organs are prdpyakari 3 they come in contact with their objects in
order to apprehend them. But the sensc-organs are not the peripheral
organs or the physical seats of eyes, ctc. For example, the visual organ
is not the pupil but the ray of light (#¢jas) which has its seat in the
pupil. And the ray of light can easily stretch out to a distant object
and apprehend it, since its motion is extremely swift. So the sense-
organs nced not necessarily be psychical (@hamidrika) in order to get
at their objects 5 they may be material (bhautika) and yet prapyakart.

L NM.,, pp. 477-8. ¢ Tattvamuktakalipa, p. 91.
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(2) ‘The second argument also is without foundation. The sense-
organs cannot be said to be psychical (@harikdrika) because they can
apprehend objects bigger or smaller than themselves. They can do
it even if they are material. For example, the visual organ, which is
of the nature of light, can expand and apprehend a larger object.
The expansion of an object is not the sign of its psychical character.

(3) The third argument also is beside the mark. The different
sense-organs apprehend different qualities. Every sense-organ does
not apprehend all qualities. The sensc-organs can apprehend only
those qualities of their objects, which inhere in themsclves. For
instance, smell inheres in the olfactory organ; so it can apprehend
only the smell of an object. But it cannot apprehend its own smell.
Tt is by virtue of its own inherent smell that it can apprehend smell
in its object. If the sensc-organs were devoid of qualities, they would
not be able to apprehend anything at all, and they would ccase to be
sensc-organs. ‘Thus the sense-organs can apprehend other objects
but not themselves.! Hence the Nyiya-Vaidesika concludes that the
sense-organs are material.

§ 24. Is there only One Sense-organ ?

Some hold that there is only one sense-organ ; it appears to be
many owing to the difference of wpadhis or limitations. Kapila
refers to this view and criticizes it.2 Aniruddha argues that though
there is a difference of upddhis we must also admit that there is a real
difference of powers, and if the difference of powers is real, the
plurality of sensc-organs also is real.?’ Vijiianabhiksu argues that the
theory of one sense-organ performing different functions through
diversity of powers amounts to the assumption of a plurality of sense-
organs, since these different powers also have the character of sense-
organs.* Hence there is not one sense-organ only.

§ 25. Is the Tactual Organ the only Sense-organ ?

Caraka holds that the organ of touch pervades all the sense-organs.
They are modifications of the sensc of touch. All the sense-organs
apprehend their objects when they come in contact with them, and
contact is nothing but touch. Thus the sense of touch is con-
terminous with all the senses, It is perpetually connected with the
mind which presides over all the external senscs.’

' NM., pp. 478-481. 2 8s., i, 24. 2 88V, i, 24.

t Saktingmapindriyatvat.  SPB., i, 24.

5 Carakasarmhita, Siitrasthina, xi, 3z,
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Vicaspatimisra refers a similar doctrine to some Sarnkhyas
who hold that there are seven sense-organs : the tactual organ which
is the only organ of knowledge and capable of apprehending various
objects like colour, etc., five organs of action, and the mind (smanas).!

Gautama also refers to the doctrine that the sense of touch is the
only sense-organ and criticizes it.2 Vitsyayana, Udyotkara, and others
elaborate his arguments. Some hold that the sense of touch is the only
sense-organ, since all the seats (adhisthana) of scnsc-organs are
pervaded by the tactual organ, so that in the prescnce of the sense of
touch there is perception and in its absence there is no perception at
all. So the tactual organ is the only sense-organ.® This doctrine cannot
be maintained on the following grounds.

It contradicts the facts of actual expericnce. If the tactual organ
were the only sense-organ it would be able to apprehend all sensible
objects, so that colour would be perceived by the blind, sound by the
deaf, and so forth. But, as a matter of fact, the blind can never see
colour, the deaf can never hear sound, and so on. Hence the tactual
organ is not the only sense-organ,?

But it may be urged that the various sense-organs are only special
parts of the tactual organ, which is the only sense-organ. The different
kinds of scnsible objects are perceived through its different parts, so
that when these particular parts are destroyed we cannot perceive
the corresponding objects. The blind fail to see colours because the
particular part of the tactual organ which was located in the eye and
was the means of colour-perception has been destroyed. The deaf
cannot hear sounds because the particular part of the tactual organ
which was located in the ear-hole and was the means of sound-
perception has been destroyed.

"This view Js self-contradictory. If the perception of colours,
sounds, ctc., is held to be brought about by different parts of the
tactual organ, then it contradicts the doctrine that the tactual organ
is the only sense-organ, Are the so-called special parts of the tactual
organ of the nature of sensc-organs or not ! If they are, then there
are many scnse-organs, and the doctrine of a single sense-organ falls
to the ground. If they are not, then colours, sounds, etc., cannot be
regarded as perceptible by the senses.® Thhe hypothesis of a single sense-
organ with different parts endowed with different powers amounts
to the assumption of many sense-organs.®

1 Tanmatrameva hi buddhindriyamanekarupa digrahanasamarthamekam,
Bhamad, 11, 2z, 10, 2 NS, 1, 1, §2~7.

3 NBh., i, 1, 52. ¢ NBh,, iij, 1, 53.

& NV., pp. 389-390. & NM.,, p. 482,
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Further, the tactual organ cannot be regarded as the only sense-
organ because, in that case, there would be simultaneous perception
of colour, sound, and the like. The soul would come in contact with
the mind, the mind with the single sense of touch, and the tactual
organ with colour, sound, etc. Thus there would be simultaneous
perception of them all. But it is not a fact of experience. Colour,
sound, etc., are never perceived at the same time.! Hence there is
not a single sense-organ which apprehends all kinds of sensible
objects.?

Morcover, the doctrine of a single sense-organ involves a con-
tradiction. "The tactual organ is prapyakari ; it can apprehend only
those objects which it comes in contact with ; it cannot apprehend
distant objects. But colour and sound can be perceived from a great
distance. How, then, can they be perceived through the tactual
organ ? If they are percetved through it though it does not come in
contact with them, it should apprehend touch also without coming in
contact with it. Or if the tactual organ can apprehend touch when it
comes in contact with it, it should apprehend colour and sound also
when it comes in contact with them. It should not operate on touch,
colour, and sound in different ways.

But it may be argucd that the tactual organ is prapyakari in
apprehending touch, and aprapyatari in apprchending colour and
sound. If the tactual organ can appreliend colour without coming
in contact with it, it should perceiye hidden as well as unhidden colours,
which is not a fact ; and perception of colour near at hand and non-
perception of colour at a distance would remain unexplained.3
Morcover, if the sense of touch is the only sensc-organ, its
derangement or destruction would make all perception impossible,
But, in fact, we find that though onc sensc-organ is deranged or
destroyed, we can perceive through the other sense-organs.  Hence
there is not a single sense of touch.

! "This is the Nyaya View, 2 NBh,, i, 1, 56,
3 NBL, i, 1, 57, 4 NV, p. 391.






BOOK 1I

Cuarter II

INDETERMINATE PERCEPTION AND
DETERMINATE PERCEPTION

§ 1. Introduction

The Indian thinkers generally recognize two distinct stages of
perception, indeterminate (nirvikalpa) and determinate (savikalpa).
The former is the immediate apprehension of the mere form of an
object, while the latter is the mediate perception of the object with
its different properties and their relations to one another. "T'he former
is an undifferentiated and non-relational mode of consciousness
devoid of assimilation and discrimination, analysis and synthesis,
The latter is a differentiated and relational mode of consciousness
involving assimilation and diserimination, analysis and synthesis,
The former is purely sensory and presentative, while the latter is
presentative-representative,  The former is dumb and inarticulate—
free from verbal images. The latter is vocal and articulate—dressed
in the garb of verbal images. The former is abstract and indeterminate,
while the latter is concrete and determinate. ‘The former is what
William James calls * knowledge of acquaintance ”, and the latter
is what he calls “ knowledge-about .

"The distinction betwecn indeterminate perception and determinate
perception has for centuries engaged the attention of all schools of
Indian thinkers, from both the psychological and cpistemological
points of view. Here we shall attempt a psychological analysis of these
two stages of perception from the Indian standpoints, Though
almost all the systems of Indian thought recognize the cxistence of
indeterminate perception and determinate perception, they hold
slightly different viewsabout the nature of these two types of perception,

Sammkara holds that indeterminate perception apprehends the
mere “ Being ”; it can apprehend neither ap individual object nor
its propertics; it is absolutely indeterminate. The Buddhist holds
that perception is always indeterminate; there is no determinate
perception ; the so-called determinate perception is not perceptual
in character. Indeterminate perception apprehends the specific
individuality of an object (svalaksana) devoid of its generic character
and other qualifications. Kumarila, the founder of the Bhitta school

3t
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of Mimirhsa, holds that indeterminate perccption apprehends the
individual (vyakti), which is the substrate of its generic character
(samanya) and specific character (vifesa). Prabhikara, the founder of
another school of Mimamsa, holds that indeterminate perception
apprehends both the generic character and the specific character of
its object as an undistinguishable mass. Parthasirathimisra, a follower
of Kumirila, holds that indcterminate perception is the immediate
apprehension of an object with its multiform properties such as
generality, substantiality, quality, action, and name, but not as
related to cach other. Vicaspatimira represents the Sathkhya view
of indeterminate perception as the simple apprehension of an object,
pure and simple, unqualificd by its properties.  The earlier
Vaidesikas hold that indeterminate perception is the immediate
cognition of the generic and specific characters of its object
undifferentiated from each other. The earlier Naiyayikas hold that
there is no difference between  indeterminate  perception  and
determinate perception exeept that the former does not apprehend
the name of its object. ~ Both of them apprchend substantiality,
generality, action, and quality.  The Jater Nyaya-Vaidesika holds
that indeterminate perception apprehends an object and its properties
as unrelated to cach other. The Neo-Sarkarite also holds that
indeterminate perception is the non-relational apprehension of an
object which is not necessarily sensuous in character. Raminuja
holds a different view. He regards indeterminate perception as
relational apprehension which apprehiends the first individual of a class
with its generic character in the shape of a structure (sasisthina)
and also its relation to the individual. Thus most of the schools of
Indian philosophers admit the existence of indeterminate perception,
though they hold different views as to its naturc and object. But
Midhva and Vallabha, the founders of minor schools of Vedinta,
deny the existence of indeterminate perception. They regard all
perception as determinate. The Sabdikas also hold the same view.
"They hold that there can be no thought without language, and hence
no nameless, indeterminate perception, No one denies the existence
of determinate perception 3 only the Buddhist holds that the so-called
determinate perception is not perceptual in character. We shall
consider these different views in detail.

§ 2. (i) Samkara

. £ . . . .
According to barikara, indeterminate perception cannot apprehend
any qualifications whatsoever. It cannot apprehend even an object
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(e.g. mere jar, ghata), and its generic naturc (e.g. mere jarness,
ghatatva) unrelated to each other, as some hold 5 for the apprchension
of these qualifications presupposes the apprehension of their difference,
and difference means mutual non-existence, which is not apprchended
even by determinate perception. So it can never be apprehended by
indeterminate perception. Non-existence is apprehended by non-
perception (anupalabdhi). Hence indeterminate perception apprehends
the mere undifferenced “ Being ™ (sat2@), which is identical with
universal consciousness,  Thus Samkara regards indeterminate
perception as absolutely indeterminate or devoid of all determinations.
It neither apprehends an individual object nor its qualities ; it merely
apprehends ** Being ™ or existence (sanmdtravisayam).t

§ 3. (i) The Buddhist

Some hold that indeterminate perception apprehends an object
(visesya) and its qualifications (wifesana) but not their relations to
each other. But the Buddhist holds that indeterminate perception
does not at all apprehend the qualifications of its object, viz. generality,
substantiality, quality, action, and name. They are the forms of
thought (vikalpa).  Perception is always presentative and hence
indeterminate ; it is free from all forins and determinations. It merely
apprehends the specific individuality of its object (svalaksana) devoid
of all qualifications.? "The so-called determinate perception is not
perceptual in character, since it is a presentative-representative process
and not produced by peripheral stimulation alone. The recollection
of a name intervencs between the purcly sensory presentation of an
object and the determinate cognition of it as qualified by its name.
So the determinate cognition of a qualified object cannot be regarded
as a perceptual process.?

Thus the Buddhist agrecs with Saritkara in holding that
indeterminate perception cannot apprehend the qualifications of its
object. But he differs from Sarhkara in so far as he holds that
indeterminate perception does not apprehend the mere * Being ”
but the specific individuality of an object. Hence the indeterminate
perception of the Buddhist is more determinate than that of Sarhkara.

§ 4. (i) The Mimamsaka

Kumirila holds that immediately after peripheral stimulation
there is an undefined and indeterminate perception of an object,
1 8D, pp. 126=~7. 2 NM,, p. 925 SDP,p. 139. * PP, p. 49.

D
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pure and simple, similar to the simple apprehension of a baby or a dumb
person. It arises purely out of the object itself (Suddhavastuja). 1t
apprchends only an individual object which is the substratum of
generic and specific characters. Even in indeterminate perception
there is the apprehension of an object in its two-fold aspect, generic
and specific; but there is no distinct apprehension of the gencric
character as generic, and the specific character as specific.  But is it
not self-contradictory to say that indeterminate perception apprehends
an object, in its two-fold aspect, generic and specific, but yet it
cannot apprehend its generic character as generic and specific
character as specific? Kumirila points out that there is no
contradiction here. The generic character is common to many
individuals. 'The specific character is peculiar to one individual.
The former.is inclusive, and the latter is exclusive. Inclusiveness of
the generic character and exclusiveness of the specific character are
not apprehended by indeterminate’ perception, since it apprehends
only one individual, It cannot apprehend its object as specific, since
it cannot distinguish it from other objects 3 nor can it apprehend its
object as generic, since it cannot assimilate it to other objects. It
apprehends an object, purc and simple, not as qualified by its generic
and specific characters. They qualify the object of indetcrminate
perception, which is their substratum, but they are not apprehended
by it as qualifying its object.. All that Kumiirila means by mentioning
the two-fold aspect of the object of indeterminate perception is to
define the character of the object; and to cmphasize that its object
has a two-fold aspect, generic and specific.!

Prabhakara holds that indeterminate perception apprehends not
merely the individual object, which is the substrate of its generic and
specific characters, but it apprchends also the generic and specific
characters of its object without apprehending their distinction. It
is not an object of inference ; it is felt as perception. The Buddhist
is wrong in holding that indeterminate perception apprehends merely
the specific individuality (svalaksana), since we are distinctly conscious
of the generic character (jati) in it. Sarikara also is wrong in holding
that it apprechends merely the generic character (samdnyamatra),
since we are distinctly conscious of the specific character in it. It
apprehends the bare nature (svarfipamdtra) of the generic character
or community and the specific character or particularity but not their
distinction from cach other, Community (samanya) is inclusive

* Na vifego na simanyarh tadanimanubhayate,

Tayoradhdrabhiita tu vyaktirevavasiyate.—SV., Sitra, iv, 113. Sec
also Sitra, iv, 112, and 118, and Nyayaratnakara,
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(anugata) in character ; it is common to many individuals; and
particularity (vifesa) is exclusive (vydvrita) in character ; it is confined
to a particular individual. The former is the ground of assimilation,
and the latter of discrimination. Indeterminate perception is the
immediate apprehension of an object with its generic and specific
characters.  But since it i1s devoid of assimilation and discrimination
it cannot distinguish the two from each other and apprehend the object
as belonging to a definite class. Indeterminate perception does not
involve assimilation, discrimination, recollection, and recognition.

But how is it that the generic character and the specific character
of an object arc apprehended by indeterminate perception, but not
their distinction ! Prabhikara replies that the apprehension of two
different objects does not necessarily imply the apprehension of their
difference ; the apprehension of the difference between two objects
involves an additional factor, viz. the apprehension of the distinctive
characters of both these objects. Though indcterminate perception
apprehends both the generic and specific characters of its object it
cannot apprehend the difference between the two, because, having
a single individual for its object, it cannot apprehend their distinctive
characters, viz. inclusivencss and exclusiveness respectively.!

-But determinate perception apprehends the generic character of
its object as generic and its specific character as specific, because it
assimilates its object to other like objects and distinguishes it from other
unlike objects. But it may be objected that in determinate perception
also only one individual objeet is present to a sense-organ ; no other
object is present.  Hence determinate perception also cannot
apprehend the generic character as generic and the specific character
as specific, since it presupposes an apprehension of other like and
unlike objects which are not present to the sense-organ. Prabhakara
replies that the sense-organs, being material and unconscious, cannot
apprehend objects; nor can cognitions by themselves apprehend
objects ; it is the self which apprchends all that can be apprehended.
And after indeterminate perception of an object the self remembers
some other objects of the same class, from which it differs in some
respects, and which it resembles in others, by reviving the sub-
conscious impressions of previous perceptions of these objects, And
thus the self comes to have a determinate perception of an object as
belonging to a particular class.! Indeterminate perception apprehends
the bare nature of the generic and specific characters but not the
difference between them. But determinate perception distinguishes

L PP, pp. 54-5.
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them from each other and apprehends its object as qualified by them.
It apprehends the qualified object and the qualifying propertics in
the subject-predicate relation.!

Pirthasirathimisra, a follower of Kumiarila, holds a slightly
different view. Kumirila holds that indetecrminate perception
apprehends an individual object (vyakti) in which the generic character
(samanya) and the specific character (vifesa) subsist. Prabhakara
holds that indeterminate perception apprehends both the generic
character and the specific character of its object but not their
distinction from each other.  Parthasirathimisra holds that
indeterminate perception is an undifferentiated and non-relational
apprehension of an object with its multiple forms and properties, viz.
genus, substance, quality, action, and name. Dcterminate perception
breaks up this undiffercntiated sensory matrix into its component
factors, viz. the qualified object and its qualifying propertics,
differentiates them from and relates them to each other, and
integrates them into the unity of a determinate percept.? It apprehends
an object as belonging to a particular class (c.g. ““ this 1s a cow ),
as being qualified by a particular substance (c.g. ** this is with a staff ),
as being endowed with a particular quality (e.g. ** this is white ), as
doing a particular action (e.g. “this is going ™), and as bearing a
particular name (e.g.  this is Dittha 7).2

Gaga Bhatta also holds a similar view. He defines indeterminate
perception as the apprehension of an object and its propertics as
unrelated to each other. For instance, it apprehends a jar (ghata)
and its generic character (ghatatva), but not as related to cach other.
It does not apprehend its object as a qualificd substance and its generic
character as its qualifying property. Just after the contact of an object
with a sense-organ there is the apprehension of the mere individual
object in which the generic character and the specific character are
not yet differentiated from each other.

Gaga Bhatta'’s view resembles that of Visvanitha, who holds that
indeterminate perception apprehends an object (ghata) and its gencric
character (ghatatva) as unrclated to cach other. It also resembles
the view of Prabhikara, who holds that indeterminate perception

1 Saminyavidesau dve vastuni pradpadyaminarh pratyaksath pratha-
mamutpadyate. , . . Savikalpantu tatprsthabhavi te eva vastuni samanyavise-
sitmand pratipadyate. PP, p. 54 and p. 55.

% Nirvikalpakamanckakaram vastu sammugdhari grhnati, savikalpakaih
tvekaikakarath jatyadikar vivicya visayikaroti. SD., p. 140

3 8D, pp. 139~140.

1 Bhittacintamani, p. 21,
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apprehends an object in which the generic character (samdanya) and
the specific character (vifesa) are not distinguished from each other.

Gagd Bhatta holds that indeterminate perception is an object of
perception. There is a distinct apprehension that there is something.
Some hold that indeterminate perception is an object of inference.
It is inferred from determinate perception of a qualified object, which
presupposes indeterminate perception of its qualifying properties.
Others hold that there is no nced of assuming the existence of
indeterminate perception to account for determinate perception. The
intercourse of an object and its qualifications with the sense-organs
is the condition of determinate perception. Indeterminate perception
of qualifications is not the condition of determinate perception of
a qualified object. Giga Bhatta holds that indeterminate perception
is not an object of inference. It is not mercly a logical stage in the
development of perception. It is a distinct psychological process. It
apprehends an undifferentiated miass of many propertics which are
not related to the object in the subject-predicate relation.

Gigd Bhatta defines determinate perception as the apprehension
of a qualificd object, its qualifications, and the relatic:t between the
two.l  This definition closcly resembles that of Nilakantha. Gaga
Bhatta accepts the Neo-Naiyayika definition of determinate
perception.  Like Pirthasirathimidra, he divides determinate
perception into five kinds, according as it apprchends an object as
qualified by a genus, a substance, an attribute, an action, and a name. 2

§ 5. (iv) The Samihya

Aniruddha holds that perception is of two kinds, indeterminate
and determinate. The Buddhists do not recognize determinate
perception. They define perception as a non-erroneous cognition
free from imagination (kalpand). Imagination is the apprehension of
an object as associated with name, class, and other wikalpas or
categories. And the so-called determinate perception involves such
factors of imagination. So it cannot be regarded as perception,
Perception is entirely free from imagination.

Aniruddha criticizes the Buddhist theory of perception. He urges
that the Buddhist definition of perception is wrong. Perception is
direct and immediate apprehension of an object. It is produced by
conditions of direct and immediatc knowledge, not vitiated by any

1 Savidegsyakam saprakdrakam sasamhsargakan va jfianamh savikalpam,
Bhattacintimani, p. 21.

# Bhattacintzmani, p. 21,
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defect.]  And this direct apprehension or perception is cither
indeterminate or determinate. Indeterminate perception is the
immediate apprehension of an object free from all associations of name,
class, and the like. [t is purely presentative in character. It is free
from representative elements.  But determinate perception s
a presentative-representative process. It involves the recollection of
name, class, ctc., of the object, which were perceived in the past
and are brought back to consciousness by the law of similarity. The
perception of an object reminds us of its name heard in the past; it
reminds us of the class to which it belongs, and so on. And this
perception of an object as having a particular name, and belonging
to a particular class, is called by a special name, viz. determinate
perception because it contains an additional factor of representation
of name and class.?

"The Buddhists may argue that the so-called determinate perception
involves an element of representation, and so cannot be regarded as
perception. But Aniruddha contends that the representative element
does no harm to the conditions of perception, nor does it in any way
vitiate the perceptual character of the cognition. The name of an
object revived in memory by the perception of it does not vitiate the
perceptual character of the determinate cognition, A name is an
arbitrary mark of an object. It cannot obscure its intrinsic character.3
So the determinate perception of an object as bearing a particular
name can apprehend its real naturc, though it involves the recollection
of its name.

Vicaspatimidra  also  recognizes - the distinction between
indeterminate and determinatc perception. He defines indeterminate
perception as the first act of immediate cognition which apprehends
an object, pure and simple, devoid of the relationship between the
qualificd object and its qualifications. And he defines determinate
perception as the definite cognition of an object as qualified by
its generic character, specific character, and other propertics.
Indeterminate perception is the function of the external senses ; they
give us a non-relational apprehension of an object unqualified by its
properties. Determinate perception is the function of manas or the
central sensory. It distinguishes the generic character from the specific
character, and apprehends its object as qualified by them. The
external senses arc the organs of indeterminate perception, while

! Adustasaksatkaripramijanakasaimagrijanitamh pratyaksam. SSV., i, 89,
2 88V, i, 8q.
% Samjfia hi smaryamanapi pratyaksatvarh na biadhate.

Samjilinah s3 tatastha hi na ripacchddanaksama.—S88V., i, 8g.
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manas is the organ of determinate perception. ‘The external senses
apprehend an object as merely *“ this 7', not as “ like this ”” or “ unlike
this”’.  Assimilation and discrimination which are involved in
determinate perception are the functions of manas.

Vijfianabhiksu also distinguishes betwcen indeterminate and
determinate perception, But his view is slightly different from that of
Vicaspati. Vicaspati holds that we have indeterminate perception
through the external senses, which give us only an unconnected mass
of presentations ; and then we have determinate perception through
the internal organ of manas, which converts it into a concrete object
of perception by assimilation and discrimination.  Vijfianabhikgu,
on the other hand, holds that we have both indeterminate and
determinate perception through the external senses.  Manas does not
play any part in determinate perception. Up to the stage of determinate
perception the external senses do cverything,  Assimilation and
discrimination, analysis and synthesis are not the functions of manas
but of the external senses, Vijitanabhiksu cites the authority of Vyisa,
who holds that we perceive an object as endued with generic and
specific characters (samanyavisesatma) through the external senses.?
‘“ Bhiksu thinks that the senses can directly perceive the determinate
qualities of things without any intervention of manas, whereas
Vicaspati ascribes to manas the power of arranging the sense-data
in a definite order and of making the indeterminate sense-data
determinate.” # Vicaspati seems to be in the right. We can hardly
ascribe the interpretative processes of assimilation and discrimination
to the external senses. They are essentially the functions of manas.

§ 6. (v) The Vaisesikas

Prasastapida holds that just after the intercourse of an object
with a sense-organ there is immediate apprehension of the mere form
of the object (svariipamdtra). This Is indeterminate perception. It
apprehends an object with its generic and specific characters, but does
not distinguish them from cach other. It is the primal stage of
perception. It is not the result of any other prior cognition. It is not
of the nature of resultant cognition.

Sridhara clearly brings out the characteristics of indeterminate

1 §TK., 27.

2 SPR, i, 32.

8 A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. i, p, 225.

4 Saminyavidcsajfianotpattivibhaktamilocanamatrath pratyaksam
pramiapam asminndnyat praminantaramasti aphalartipatvat, PBh., p. 187.
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perception. It is the immediate apprehension of the mere form of
an object, which is purely a presentative process free from all
determinations and representative elements.! It apprehends both the
generic character and the specific character of its object as an
indistinguishable mass. It does not analysc its object into its component
qualitics, generic and specific, distinguish them from cach other, and
combine them together by a synthetic act of apperception. It
apprehends its objeet with its generic and specific characters, but does
not apprehiend the generic character as generic and the specific
character as specific, since it apprchends a single individual belonging
to a class, and cannot therefore assimilate it to other like objects,
and distinguish it from other unlike objects. Thus both generic and
specific characters are apprchended by indeterminate perception, but
they are not differentiated from each other and recognized as such.
I't is only at the stage of determinate perception that the generic and
specific characters are distinguished from cach other, and the object
is recognized as belonging to a definite class. If the gencric and specific
characters were not apprehended by indetcrminate perception, they
could not be distinguished from cach other by determinate pereeption.
Hence it cannot be denied that indeterminate perception apprehends
both common and distinctive features of an object. But it cannot
recognize them as such because it is a purely presentative process,
and consequently cannot revive the subconscious impressions of other
individuals perceived in the past. It cannot recognize the generic
character of its object as common to the whole class, and its distinctive
characters as peculiar to it alone, which distinguish it from all other
objects of the same class.2 “Thus Sridhara’s view is similar to that of
Prabhikara.

Sivaditya agrees with Pradastapida and Sridhara in his view on
the naturc of indeterminate and determinate perception. He defines
the former as the apprchension of the bare nature of an object
(vastusvarapamatra), and the latter as the apprehension of an object
as qualified by its properties (visista).3 Sarhkara Midra also agrees
with Sridhara in his view of indeterminate and determinate perception.
He holds that in the perception of substances, qualitics, and actions
there is a determinate consciousness of these individual objects as
qualified by their generic characters, And this determinate
apprchension presupposes an  indeterminate apprehension of the

b Svarlipasyalocanamitramh  grahanamatram  vikalparahitam  pratyak-
samatramiti yavat. NK., p. 180,

% NK., pp. 189-190,

8 §P., p. 68.
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individual objects which are qualified and the generic characters
which qualify them. And this indeterminate apprehension is produced
by the intercourse of the individual objects (visesa) and their generic
characters (sdmdnya) with the sense-organs. This is called
indeterminate perception. It apprehends both common characters
(samanya) and individual characters (vifesa) of its objcct but not the
relation between them. Itis only at the stage of determinate perception
that this relation is apprehended, and a particular substance, quality,
or action is recognized as “ this is a substance ™, * this i1s a quality 7,
or *this is an action .} Determinate perception is due to three
causcs, viz. indeterminate perception of the qualifying properties,
intercourse of the qualified object with a sense-organ, and non-
apprehension of the absence of connection between the qualified
object and its qualifying properties.2 Thus Sarhkara Misra’s view is
substantially the same as that of Sridhara.

§ 7. (vi) The Natyayikas

Vitsyayana recognizes a nameless perception which may be called
indeterminate perception. An object may be perceived even without
an apprehension of its name. When an object is perceived along with
its name and their relation to each other it is said to be apprehended
by determinate perception.  Determinate perception has the same
object as indeterminate perception, but it differs from the latter in
apprchending an additional factor, viz. the name of its object revived
in memory by association. The former is mixed up with the verbal
image of the name of its object, while the latter is free from verbal
images.3

Jayanta Bhatta discusses the different views of indeterminate
perception in the following manner :—

(1) Some (e.g. Buddhists) hold that the object of indeterminate
perception is the specific individual (svalaksana) as distinct from all
other homogeneous and heterogencous objects.

(2) Some (c.g. Sarhkara) hold that the object of indeterminate
perception is Being which is the summum genus.®

1 VsU,, viij, 1, 6.

2 Vidistajfidne viscsanajfiinaviSegyendriyasannikarsatadubhaydsathsarga-
grahasya karanatvavadharanat, V8U,, vii, 1, 2,

3 NBh, i, 1, 4.

4 Sajatiya-vijatiya-paravrttarh svalaksanam. NM., p. 97.

& Mahasamanyah satti. NM,, p. 8.
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(3) Some (e.g. Sabdikas) hold that the object of indeterminate
perception is the word denoting the object, which constitutes its
essential nature,l

(4) Others hold that the object of indeterminate perception is
a multiform object qualified by the different forms of quality, action,
substance, genus, ctc.?

Jayanta Bhatta offers the following criticism of the Buddhist view.
If indeterminate perception apprehends only the specific individuality
of its object, how do its common featurcs suddenly enter into the
determinate cognition ! In fact, the consciousness of generality must
be already imbedded in indeterminate perception, which is only
brought to relief by determinate perception. T'he consciousness of
the class-character must be implicit in indeterminate perception.?

Jayanta Bhatta rejects the Vedantist view also on the following
ground. Mere * Being ” or existence (sa#td) cannot be regarded as
the object of indeterminate perception. For, if it apprehends the mere
being or hare existence of its object, how can its particular features
be perceived ?  The existence of an object can never be perceived
apart from its different qualities.®

Jayanta Bhatta rejects the Sibdika vicw also on the ground that
indeterminate perception can never apprehend the name of its object,
since it presupposes the apprchension of the relation of the object to
its name, and indeterminate perception, being of the nature of non-
relational apprehension, can never apprehend any relation.® Jayanta’s
criticism will be given in detail later on,

Jayanta Bhatta rcjects the fourth view also. It is curious to
hold that indeterminate perception has for its objects all the different
qualities taken together, viz. quality, action, substantiality, generality,
etc. 'They do not always exist in an object.  Sometimes we perceive
generality, sometimes substantiality, somectimes action, sometimes
quality, and so on. So the object of indeterminate perception cannot
be regarded as a multiform object with all its qualifying propertics,

Jayanta Bhatta concludes that the object of indeterminate
perception is essentially the same as that of determinate perception ;
the only diffcrence between them lies in the fact that the former is
devoid of all reference to a name 5 and hence free from verbal images,
while the latter apprehends the name of its object and is thus mixed

1 Vagriipam tattvam. NM., p. ¢8.

? Gunakriyadravyajatibhedadirisitath $abalamh vastu. NM., p. g8.

3 NM., p. 98.

¢ NM.,, p. 99.

5 Sabdollekhavivarjita,. NM., p. 99.
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up with verbal images. Both the types of perception apprchend
generality, substantiality, quality, and action. But the former is
nameless, dumb, and inarticulate, while the latter is vocal and
articulate. "Thus dcterminate perception differs from indeterminate
perception only in apprehending the name of its object.!

Bhasarvajiia defines indeterminate perception as apprehension
of the bare nature of an object immediately after peripheral stimula-
tion.2  Thus he agrees with Praastapada and Sivaditya.  Vasudeva
points out that immediately after the intercourse of an object with
a sense-organ there is no recollection of its relation to a name and
other qualifications. So there is only an immediate apprehension
of the mere existence of the object apart from its qualiries.  And this
is called indeterminate perception.  Jayasihhasiri points out that
immediately after sense-object-intercourse there is an immediate
apprchension of the bare existence of an object, which is free from
recollection and coguition of time and spceial properties.

But it may be argued that as soon as there is the sense-object-
intercourse determinate perception emerges into consciousness and
we are not conscious of indeterminate perception arising before
determinate pereeption.  So there is no indeterminate perception.
But Jayasithhastiri urges that we are not distinetly conscious of
indeterminate perception arising before determinate perception in
our adult expericnce because, owing to habit, as soon as indeterminate
perception arises determinate -perception supervenes and shuts out
the former from our view. ‘This is the reason why, in our adult
experience, as soon as we pereelve that an object exists we perceive
what it is.  But we are distinctly conscious of indeterminate percep-
tion in perceiving an entirely new object, where habit does not
convert  indeterminate  perception  into  determinate  perception
at once.t

Bhisarvajiia defines determinate perception as the apprehension
of an object qualificd by its qualifications such as name, substance
quality, action, genus, and non-existence.  I'he concept of name
(saryiid) cnters into such a determinate perception as “this s
Devadatta . The concept of substance (dravya) enters into such
a dcterminate perception as ““the man is with a stick”. The

1 NM, p. 99.

2 Vastusvarupamatravabhasakarh nirvikalpakam yatha prathamaksasan-
nipatajam jfidnam. Nydyasira, p. 4.

8 Nyayasarapadapaficika, p. 15

4 Abhyasadasayim savikalpasyasiatpaditvannirvikalpinupalambhe’ pyana-
bhyasadadiyaih tasya sphutopalambhat. NTD., p. 86.
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concept of quality (guna) enters into such a determinate perception
as ‘“the cloth is white ™. The concept of action (karman) enters
into such a determinate perception as * the man is going”. The
concept of genus (samanya) enters into such a determinate perception
as “this is a cow . 'The concept of non-existence (abhdva) cnters
into such a determinate perception as *“ the ground is without a jar 7.1
Varadarija also holds that indcterminate perception apprehends
an object in itself devoid of all qualifications such as name, class,
substance, quality, action, and the like ; and determinate perception
apprehends an object as qualified by these qualifications,?

Visudeva raises an intcresting question. What is the organ of
determinate perception?  Is it the external sense-organs or the
internal organ of manas? Visudeva holds that if the same external
sense-organ apprchends the qualified object (videsya) and its qualifica-
tions (visesana), then this sense-organ is the organ of determinate
perception.  But if the qualified object and its qualifications are
apprehended by different cxternal sense-organs, then the internal
organ or manas should be regarded as the organ of determinate
perception. For example, the visual organ is the organ of the
determinate perception of a white cloth because it apprehends the
cloth as well as its white colour. = But the manas is the organ of the
determinate perception of an object with a name such as “ this is
Devadatia®, because “this” is apprehended by the visual organ
which cannot apprehend its name, and the name (Devadatta) is
remembered by the manas. The manas also is the organ of the
determinate perception of a fragrant flower because the flower
is apprehended by the visual organ, and its fragrance by the olfactory
organ. ‘The manas synthesizes the discrete presentations of the
flower and its fragrance given by two different sense-organs into the
composite percept of a fragrant flower. This is a type of
apperception.!

Keéavamisra describes the process of perception as follows.
The self comcs in contact with the manas. The manas comes
in contact with a scnse-organ.  And the sensc-organ comces in contact
with an object. The sense-organ can manifest an object when
it gets at, and is related to, the object.  Then immediately after the
sense-object-intercourse there ariscs an indeterminate perception
of an object as ““ this is something . It is the apprehension of the
mere existence of the object devoid of all its qualifications such as

! Nyayasarapadapaficiki, p. 14.
2 IR p. 6o.
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name, class, and the like. It is followed by determinate perception.
It is the apprehension of the object as qualified by name, class, and
other qualifications. Tt apprehends the relation between the
qualified object and the qualifications. It connccts them together
by the subject-predicate relation. Indeterminate perception is
vague and abstract.  Determinate perception is definite and concrete.
The former is the apprehension of an object as something. The
latter is the apprehension of an object as having a certain name,
as belonging to a certain class, or as having a certain quality.
Kedavamisra raises an interesting question here.  ‘There are
three factors in the production of an effect.  There Is an instrument
(karana) ; there is an operation of the instrument (vydpdra); and
there is a result of the instrument (phala). When a tree is cut by
an axe, the axe is the Instrument of cutting ; the conjunction of
the axe with the tree is the operation of the axe ; and the cutting
of the tree is the result.  So in every act of perception there are three
factors. When we have indeterminate perception just after sense-
object-contact, the sensc-organ is the instrument (farapa) of indeter-
minate perception, the sense-object-contact is the operation (vydpara)
or intermediate agency, and indeterminate perception is the result
(phala) of the operation. When we have determinate perception
after indeterminate perception, the sensc-object-intcercourse is the
instrument (arana), indeterminate perception is the intermediate
agency (uyapdra), and determinate perception is the result (phala).
When after determinate perception we perceive that the object ought
to be accepted, or rejected, or neither accepted nor rejected, indeter-
minate perception is the instrument (4arana), determinate perception
is the intermediate agency (vydpara), and the apprchension of
acceptability, rejectability, or neutrality of the object is the result

(plmla).l
§ 8. (vil) The Neo~Naiyayikas

Gasngeda defines indeterminate perception as the non-relational
apprehension of an object free from all assoclations of name, genus,
and the like.? Vi$vanitha elaborates the view of Gangeda. He
defines indeterminate perception as the apprehension of an object and
its generic character as unrclated to each other immediately after
the intcrcourse of a sense-organ with the object. For instance,
immediately after the contact of a jar with the visual organ we
cannot perceive it as belonging to the class of jars ; we perceive the

1 TBh., p. s. ? Tattvacintamani, vol. i (B.L), p. 8og.
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mere jar (ghata) and mere jarness (genus of jar, ghatatuva) without
their mutual connection.® It is only by determinate perception
that we can apprehend the relation between an object and its generic
character, and perceive it as belonging to a particular class.

According to Vidvanitha, indeterminate perception is not an
object of perception. It is a non-relational mode of consciousness.
Tt apprehends an object and its gencric character but not the relation
between them. It does not apprehend any subject-predicate relation.
And since it is purcly non-relational in character, it cannot be
appropriated by the self. A cognition can be appropriated by the
self only when it apprchends a property (ghatatva) as qualifying an
object (ghata).  For instance, when we have the determinate percep-
tion of a jar as qualified by its gencric character, we can appropriate
it to the sclf and distinctly apprehend it as our own experience.
Here the cognition of the jar qualifies the sclf-appropriated cognition
(anuvyavasaya). The jar qualifies the cognition of the jar. And
the generic character of the jar (ghatatva) qualifies the jar. Al these
qualifications qualify the self~appropriated determinate perception
of the jar.  But in indeterminate perception there is no apprehension
of any qualification (vifrsana) as qualifying an object (vifesya).
Though it apprehends an object and its generic character, it does not
apprehend the relation between them. Tt cannot apprchend the
object as qualified by its generic character. So in indeterminate
perception of a jar its generic character is not the qualification
(prakara) of consciousness; ~and unless there is a qualification of
consciousness it cannot be appropriated by the self and be an object
of distinct apprehension.  Indeterminate perception is not an object
of perception. It is supersensuous and imperceptible.?

This argument docs not seem to be convincing.  Indeterminate
perception is vague and indistinct consciousness. How, then, can
it be an object of distinct consciousness ? It is simple, immediate,
non-relational apprehension.  So it cannot be referred to the self.
But because it cannot be distinctly felt as the self’s experience, it
cannot be said that it is not an object of perception.

Annambhatta defines indeterminate perception as the immediate
apprehension of an object with its properties without apprehending
the relation between them.® He defines determinate perception
as the apprehension of the relation between the qualified object

' Prathamatah ghataghatatvayorvaisistyanavagahi jfianaih jiyate, tadeva
nirvikalpam, SM., 58.

* SM., s58.

3 Videsana-videsya-sambandhinavagihi jfiinam. TSD., p. 30.
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(viSesya) and its qualifications (wifesana), viz. name, genus, and the
like,!

Nilakantha holds a dlightly different view. He holds that
indeterminate perception is the mere apprehension of an object
(visesya), its qualifications (vifesana), and the relation of inherence
(samavdya) without their mutual connection. It does not recognize ,
its object as a qualified thing (visesya), its qualifications as qualifica-
tions (vifesana), and the relation of inherence as subsisting between
the two, The mutual connection among these elements is appre-
hended by determinate perception. Thus unlike Vidvanitha and
Annambbhatta, Nilakantha makes the relation of inherence also an
object of indeterminate perception, though not the connection of
this relation with the qualified object and the qualifications.? But
he agrees with them in regarding indeterminate perception as an
immediate sensory presentation of an object.

§ 9. (viti) The Neo-Samkarite

Dharmarajadhvarindra, the author of Vedantaparibhasa, also
holds that indeterminate perception is the immediate apprehension
of an object without apprehending its relations ; but it may not be
sensuous in character.? The cognitions produced by such sentences
as “this is Devadatta”, (s’yami Devadattah) ‘“that thou art”
(tattvamast) are indeterminate perceptions. = Determinate perception
is the relational apprchension of an object such as ““ I know the jar .4

But how can these cognitions be perceptual in character, since
they are not produced by the sense-organs ! Are they not verbal
cognitions (fabdajiiana), since they are produced by sentences?
Dharmarzjadhvarindra argues that the perceptual character of a
cognition docs not lie in its sensuous origin, but in the identification
of the apprehending mode (pramana-caitanya) with the apprehended
object (prameya-caitanya) which is capable of being perceived and
present at the time of the cognition. And these characteristics of
perception are found also in a cognition produced by such a sentence
as “this is Devadatta™. In this case Devadatta, the apprehended
object, is present to the apprehending mental mode which goes out
to the object and identifies itself with its object. So the cognition
produced by such a sentence as “ this is Devadatta” satisfies all the

! Namajatyadividesanavidesyasambandhavagahi jiianam. 1Ibid., p. 30.
2 Nilakanthi, p. 42.

3 Nirvikalpakarh tu sathsarganavagahi jidnam. VP., p. 8g.

4 Savikalpakath vaidistyavagahi jfianam. VP., p. 8.
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conditions of perception, and consequently must be regarded as
perceptual in character.  Likewise in the cognition produced by
such a sentence as “ that thou art 7, the cognizing self itself becomes
the object of cognition so that there is an identification of the appre-
hending mental mode with the apprchended object. Hence, this
cognition also must be regarded as perceptual in character.

Further, it may be objected : How can the cognition of such a
proposition as *“that thou art™ be indeterminate in character ?
Does it not apprchend the relation between the subject and the
predicate ! Does it not apprehend the meaning of the subject,
the meaning of the predicate, and the relation between the two ?
If it does not apprchend the relation between the two terms of the
proposition, it cannot understand the meaning of the proposition.
If it does apprehend the relation between the two, then it cannot
be regarded as an indeterminate perception.

Dharmarajadhvarindra says that it is not necessary to apprehend
the meaning of the subject, the mecaning of the predicate and the
relation between the two to comprehend the meaning of a propositior.
If we can only understand the intention of the speaker, we can
understand the meaning of a proposition. T'hc import of a proposition,
therefore, is not always understood by apprchending the relation
between the different parts of the proposition.  Moreover, according
to the Sarikarite, the proposition “ that thou art ™ is an analytical
proposition ; it is not a synthetic propesition as Riminuja and
Madhva hold. ‘T'here is no synthetic relation between the subject
and the predicate of this proposition ; but there is simply an identity
of essence or co-essentiality between the subject and the predicate.
In this proposition there is no relation of conjunction, inherence,
cause and effect, or any other kind of relation (sasmsarga) ; such a
proposition is called an abhandartha proposition, the import of which
can be understood without apprehending the relations among its
different parts. Hence the perception of the import of such a pro-
position as “ that thou art ™ does not apprehend the relation between
its subject and predicatc; and, therefore, it is non-relational or
indcterminate.!

Thus, according to the Neo-Sarkarite, any non-relational
consciousness of a presentative character, in which there is an
identification of the apprehending mental mode with the apprehended
object, be it produced by the scnse-organs or not, must be regarded
as an indeterminate perception. 2

1 VP, pp. go—101, and Sikhamani.
2 Chapter VIIIL.
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Mahadevinanda Sarasvati, the author of Tattvanusandhana,
differs from other Samkarites.  He does not recognize the distinction
of indeterminate and determinate perception.  He says that the
Vaidesikas  divide perception into two kinds, viz. indeterminate
perception and determinate perception, and regard the former as non-
qualificd or non-relational apprehension and the latter as qualified
or relational apprchension. But this view is wrong. There is
no proof of the existence of namcless indeterminate perception,!
The Vaidesikas argue that indeterminate perception is inferred from
determinate perception as its invariable condition. Determinate
perception is the apprehension of an object as qualified by its propertics.
But there can be no pereeption of an object as qualified unless there
is already the perception of its qualifying propertics, which is indeter-
minate.  This argument is wrong. The determinate perception
of a qualified object is not produced by the indeterminate perception
of the qualifications but by the intercourse of the qualifications
with the sensc-organs.? 8o the hypothesis of indeterminate per-
ception is gratuitous.

§ 100 (ix) Ramanuja

According to Raminuja, both indcterminate perception and
determinate perception apprehend objeets affected with difference.
Indeterminate perception is not the apprehension of an absolutely
unqualified and undifferenced object or mere * Reing ”, as Samkara
holds, nor the apprehension of a qualified object and its qualifications
unrelated to cach other, as the ‘Nyiya-Vaisesika and Mimirisaka
hold, but it consists in the apprehension of an object gualified by
some difficrence or qualification. It can never apprehend an object
devoid of all difference or qualifications, but of some qualifications.
We never perceive an entirely unqualified object, gnd, moreover,
1t is impaossible 5 for discrimination is the most fundamental condition
of all consciousness, and consequently no consciousness is possible
without some distinction.  We can never pereeive an object without
apprehending some special feature of the object, c.g. the particular
arrangement of its parts (samsthana-visesa).  We can never perceive
a cow without apprehending the peculiar arrangement of her parts,
e.g. dewlap and the like.  Indeterminate perception must apprehend

! Adabdanirvikalpajfiane manabhavat, Tarednusandhine on Advaita-
cintikaustubha, p. 141,

2 Viscsanasannikarsadvidistajfianopapatteh, ibid,, P 141,

8 Nirvikalpakaih nima kenacidvisesena viyuktasya grahanari na sarvavi-
$esarahitasya, R.B, 10, 1, 1.
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an object qualified by some qualities, e.g. its generic character in
the shape of a particular configuration (sarsthana) of its parts, etc.,
because in determinate perception only those qualities which were
apprchended by indeterminate perception are remembered and
recognized.!

The only difference between indeterminate perception and
determinate perception lies in the fact that the former is the percep-
tion of the first individual among a number of objects belonging to
the same class, while the latter is the perception of the second
individual, third individual, and so on. In the perception of the
first cow, there is indeed the apprehension of the class-character
of the cow in the shape of her particular configuration, viz. dewlap
and the like, but there is no consciousness of this generic character
being common to all the cows, since there is no perception of other
cows except the first cow in indeterminate perception. But in the
perception of the second individualy third individual, and so on, this
generic character is recognized as the common character of the whole
class. Thus in the indeterminate perception of the first individual
there is an apprehension of its generic character in the shape of a
particular arrangement of parts, but it is not recognized as common
to the whole class,  Thus what was indcterminate in the perception
of the first individual of a class becones determinate in the perception
of the sccond individual, third individual, and so on. Hence, the
former is called indeterminate pereeption, and the latter, determinate
perception. In indeterminate perception there 75 the apprehension
of the generic character in the shape of a particular structure, since
an object having a structure (sawsthanin) can never be perceived
apart from its structure (sassthana). In determinate perception
we perceive in addition to the object possessing a structure, and the
structure itself, the character of the structure as being common to
the whole class.?

Venkatanitha elaborates the view of Rimanuja. He defines
indeterminate perception as perception devoid of recognition, and
determinate perception as perception involving recognition. The
former is pure perception, while the latter is recognitive perception,
"The former is a presentative process, while the latter is a presentative-
representative process.® The object of both indeterminate and

1 Nirvikalpamapi savidesavisayameva, savikalpake svasminnanubhiita-
padarthavidistapratisandhanahetatvat. R.B,, i, 1, 1.

2 RB,i, 1,1,

8 Sapratyavamarfapratyaksami savikalpam.  Tadrahitam pratyaksam
nirvikalpam. Nyayaparifuddhi, p. 77.
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determinate perception is qualified (wifisra); it is affected with
difference. Indeterminate perception does not apprehend an
unqualified object as some suppose. We are never conscious of a
cognition apprehending an unqualified object.  Nor is there a proof
of its existence.

It is gencrally held that perceptions of the dumb, babies, and
animals are namecless and indcterminate, and apprehend unqualified
objects?  Venkatanitha admits that these perceptions are indeter-
minate and arc devoid of the apprchension of names.  But he does
not admit that they apprehend unqualified objects. Babics and
animals do not, of course, perceive objects as having particular names.
But they do perccive them as having certain qualities.  They never
perceive unqualified objects. They react to different objects
in different ways. ‘T'hey appropriate those objects which are
beneficial to them. And they avoid those which are injurious to
them. ‘This clearly proves that they never perceive objects without
qualitics.

The Naiyayikas, the Mimarhsakas and others hold that indeter-
minate perception apprehends an unqualified object (avisistavisaya).
But Venkatanitha asks:  Does it apprchend an unqualified object
because it does not apprehend the qualifications (vifesana), or the
qualified object (visesya), or the relation between the two (visesana-
visesyasambandha) ! It does apprehend qualifications. We can
never have a cognition without an object.  An objectless cognition
is a logical abstraction. Tt is never a concrete fact of experience.
And no cognition of an object, pure and simple, without qualifications
is possible. So indeterminate perception cannot but apprehend
objects with their qualifications. In fact, cven the Natydyika
admits that indeterminate perception apprehends objects and their
qualifications but not their relation to each other. But what is
the nature of this relation ¢ It is cither inherence or svardpa-
sambandha. 1f it is inherence, as the Naiydyika supposes, why
should he hold that it is apprehended by determinate perception
and not by indeterminate perception ! There is nothing to hinder
the apprehension of the relation of inherence by indeterminate
perception.  If it apprehends the qualified object (dharmin) and the
qualifications (dharma) through the scnse-organs because of their
fitness (yogyard) and intercourse with the sense-organs, it may as well
apprehend the relation of inherence between them for the same
reason. If the relation cannot be apprehended by indeterminate

t §V., sitra 4, 112.



52 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY: PERCEPTION

perception, it can neither be apprehended by determinate perception.
The Naiyiyika should not arbitrarily reserve the apprchension of
the relation of inherence for determinate perception,  If the relation
between the qualified object and the qualifications is svarspa-
sambandha, then as soon as indeterminate perception apprehends
them it also apprehends the relation between them. Swvarapa-
sambandha is not an external relation. It is internal and constitutive.
It constitutes the essence of the terms it relates. So as soon as
indeterminate perception apprehends the terms of the relation it
also apprehends the relation between them. ‘Thus, indeterminate
perception apprehends not only the qualified object and the qualifica-
tions but also the relation between them.!  Both indeterminate and
determinate perception are of the nature of relational consciousness.
Both apprehend qualified objects. The only difference between
them lies in the fact that the former is free from representative
elements, while the latter involves memory and recognition.?

(x) Madhva and Vallabha

The indeterminate perception, according to Sarikara, is a purely
non-relational apprehension which apprehends the mere * Being
(satta). 'The Buddhist makes it more determinate by regarding
the specific individual (svalaksana) as its object. The indeterminate
perception of Kumirila also is more determinate than that of
Sarhkara, since it apprehends an individual object in which the
generic character and the specific character subsist. Prabhikara
and Sridhara make it more determinate, since they make it apprehend
the generic character and the specific character as undistinguished
from each other, Jayanta Bhatta makes it more determinate, and
regards it as a nameless perception which apprchends generality,
quality, action, etc. Parthasirathimiéra makes it morc determinate,
since he makes it apprehend an object with its multiple forms such
as genus, substance, quality, action, and name, but not in subject-
predicate relation. The Samkarite, the Buddhist, the Sarnkhya,
the Mimirsaka, and the Nyaya-Vaidesika regard indeterminate
perception as non-relational apprehension,

But Rimianuja regards it as relational apprehension, which
apprehends the generic character of an object in the shape of a
structure (sassthana) and also the relation of the structure to the
object itsclf. Indeterminate perception apprehends an object

1 Cf. Nilakantha.
% Nyayapari$uddhi with commentary, pp. 77~80.
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not devoid of all qualifications but as qualified by some qualifications.
It apprehends the relation between its object and some qualifications.
Verikatandtha also holds that indeterminate perception apprehends
not only the qualified object and its qualifications, but also the relation
between them. Thus the Rimanujist does not regard indeterminate
perception as a non-relational mode of consctousness, as all others
hold, but as a relational expericnce, This is almost a denial of
indeterminate perception. But if the indcterminate perception
of the Raminujist has a semblance of indeterminateness, Madhva,
Vallabha, and Bhartrhari deny the possibility of indeterminate
perception altogether.

The Madhva Vedintist holds that all perception is determinate.
He defines perception as the concrete apprehension of an object
with its determinate forms. It is of eight kinds. It may be the
apprchension of an object as qualified by a substance, or a quality,
or an action, or a name, or generality, or particularity, or inherence,
or non-existence.  Perception is always concrete and determinate ;
it is never without any form. The Madhva Vedintist does not
recognize formless, indeterminate, non-relational apprehension.!

The Vallabhite also does not admit the possibility of indeterminate
perception.  Purusottamaji Maharija, a follower of Vallabha,
says that all knowledge is determinate, ~ All knowledge is in the form
of judgment, and all judgment involves a subject-predicate relation.
So perceptual judgment also is a determinate relational consciousness
involving a subject-predicate relation. Determinate  relational
consciousness docs not presuppose indeterminate consciousness
of the terms of the relation.  The consciousness of the terms of the
relation is as determinate as the consciousness of the relation. For
example, determinate perception of a man with a stick (dandin) does
not presuppose indeterminate perception of the stick, but definite
and determinate perception of it. Otherwise the stick can never
be used as a term of the relation.2  * Relational consciousness always
demands a definite knowledge of the terms of relation, and definite-
ness implies dcterminateness. Indeterminate knowledge is then
not a possibility. Knowledge is definitencss and definitencss involves
predication.” 3

Purusottamaji Mahdrdja recognizes two kinds of determinate
perception : (1) wifistabuddhi, and (2) samihavalambana. Visista-
buddhi is the determinate apprehension of an object as qualified by

* Pramanapaddhati, p. 11, quoted in Nyayakoda (1893), pp. 896-7.

? Prasthanaratnakara, p. 9,

& Dr. M. N. Sirkar, Comparative Studics in Vedantism, pp. 240-1.
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some properties, It may assume another form called wifisza-
vaisistya-buddhi,  Itis the qualified form of determinate apprehension.
It apprehends an object (e.g. man) qualified by a qualification (dandin),
which again is qualified by another qualification (danda). Vifista-
vaiistya-buddhi is more complex than wvifista-buddhi. Both are
determinate and relational consciousness. ‘The former is qualified
relational consciousness, while the latter is unqualified relational
consciousness.  Visista-buddhi apprehends the relation between a
subject and a predicate, Vifista-vaisistya-buddhi apprehends the
relation between a subject and a predicate, which, in its turn, involves
a subject-predicate relation. Semihdlambanabuddhi is the deter-
minate consciousness of the relation of a qualified object and its
qualification, e.g. a man, a stick, and the conjunction betwcen them.
It assumes another form. The determinate consciousness of a
collection of objects such as a jar, a cloth, and a pillar is a qualified
form of semahalambanabuddhi or combining consciousness. It is
called visista-samihalambanabuddhi

§ 12, (xi) The Sabdika

Bhartrhari and other Sibdikas hold that an object is identical
with its name ; so when an object is apprehended it is apprehended
along with its name. There can be no thought without language.
All cognitions are, as it were, interpchetrated by names. Even
children and dumb persons perceive objeets along with their names
known in their previous births, Hence there can be no nameless
or indeterminate perception.?

Further, the Sabdikas arguc that all practical uses and actions
follow upon determinate perceptions ; hence there is no need of
assuming the existence of indeterminate perception,’

§ 13. The Naiyayska Criticism of the Sabdika View

Vicaspatimig§ra has claborately criticized the doctrine in
Nyayavartikatatparyatika. If objects are identical with their names,
as the Sabdika holds, are they identical with the eternal sound (Sabda
Brahma) or with conventional words which are heard? The first
alternative is untenable. We never perceive the identity of sensible

! Prasthnaratnikara, p. 13.

2 Na so’sti pratyato loke yah $abdanugamadrte. Anuviddhamiva jfianath
sarvarh $abdena gamyate, NVI'T., p. 83; TR, p. 615 NM,, p. 8o.

3 Vyavasayitmakatvena sarvasya vyavahdrayogyatvat, NK., r8¢.
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sounds with the supersensible eternal sound. The second alternative
also cannot be maintained.  If objects are identical with their names,
then children and dumb persons can never perceive objects, since
they never perceive names. It is absurd to hold that they perceive
the identity of objects with their names heard in their past lives.
Moreover, different cognitions are produced by different objects,
and not by different names. A visual perception can apprehend only
a colour; it can never apprchend a sound or a name. Likewise
an auditory perception can apprechend only a sound ; it can never
apprehend a colour. If an object, say, a colour, were identical
with its name, then a blind man would perceive colour through his
auditory organ as he perceives its name through it ; and a deaf man
also would perceive a name through his visual organ as he perceives
the object through it. But this is absurd.

Hence, Vacaspatimi§ra concludes that those who have not yet
learned the meanings of words; or the relation of words to their
objects, must have nameless, indeterminate perception of objects.
Even those who are well versed in the meanings of words, have at
first a nameless, indeterminate perception of an object, which revives
the subconscious impression of its name perceived in the past, and,
together with the recollection of the name, forms determinate
perception.!

Jayanta Bhatta wrongly represents the Sabdika view of percep-
tion and criticizes it. He says that according to some, the object
of indeterminate perception is the word or name which constitutes
the essence of the object.2  Evidently he refers to the Sabdika doctrine
here. The Sabdika holds that all cognitions apprehend objects
together with their names; therc is no nameless apprehension.
Indeterminate perception, which is supposed to be nameless, is
impossible. So the Sabdika does not hold that the object of
indeterminate perception is the word or name, but he denies the
existence of indeterminate perception altogether.

However, Jayanta argues that the Sabdika is wrong in holding
that all cognitions apprehend objects with their names becausc they
constitute their very essence. Indeterminate perception can never
apprehend the name of an object.  If we perceive an object through
the visual organ, it is absurd to suppose that we perceive also its name
through it. A name can never be an object of visual perception,
Moreover, we can never comprehend the meaning of a name unless
we apprehend the relation between the name and the object denoted

1 NVIT, pp. 83-4.

? Vigriipam apare tattvati prameyar tasya manvate. NM., p. 98.
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by it. There can never be the comprehension of a Mame, if the
relation between the name and its object has not already been appre-
hended, or if being perceived in the past it is forgotten, or the residuum
left by the previous perception is not revived.  But in indeterminate
perception the relation between its object and its name Is not appre-
hended ; nor docs it revive the name in memory by association.
It is a purely non-relational presentative cognition.  Hence it cannot
apprehend the name of an object.?

Varadarija also repeats the arguments of Vicaspati and Jayanta.
He argues that the Sibdika doctrine, that there can be no cognition
of an object without its name, contradicts an actual fact of cxperience.
We do perceive an object even without knowing its name. And even
if we know the name of an object, at first we perceive the object in
itself, apart from its name, just after its contact with a sense-organ,
and then remember its name perceived in the past.  The object was
perceived in the past,and its name was heard, and the relation between
them was pereeived.  Thus an association was cstablished between
the idea of the object and the idea of its name. Now just after
peripheral stimulation the object is perceived apart from its name ;
and then the perception of the object reminds us of its name.  And
when the name is remembered the object is perceived as qualified
by its name.  And this is determinate perception,  The recollection
of the name is due to no other condition than indeterminate perception
of the object apart from its name owing to association and revival
of the subconscious impression of the name.2  Thus, determinate
perception of an object qualified by its name presupposes indeterminate
perception of the object in itself apart from its name.?

§ 14. Proof of the Existence of Indeterminate Perception

Parthasirathimira says that the denial of indeterminate percep-
tion is contradicted by our experience.  Just after the contact of an
object with the sense-organ we do experience an imunediate cognition
of an object devoid of all relations, viz. the relation between the
qualified and the qualifications, in which there is not yet a differentia-
tion of the generic characters from the specific characters.t  If there

I NM.,, p. 99.

¥ Sainjfiinirvikalpakimeva sghacaryit sariskarodbodhadvara pratiyogi-
sarjfiasmrtthetuly.  Sarasargraka on TR, p. 62,

3 I'R., pp. 61-2.

4 Pratimo hi vayamaksasannipitdnantaramaviviktasimanyaviesavi-
bhagam sammugdhavastumatragocaramilocanajianam. SD., p. 125.
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were no indeterminate perception there would be no determinate
perception too.  For determinate perception is the apprehension
of the rclation between the qualified object and the qualifying
properties, and the apgrehension of this relation depends upon the
previous perception of the terms of the relation, viz. the qualified
object and the qualifications, Unless these are implicitly known
together by indeterminate perception they can never be differentiated
from, and related to, cach other by determinate perception. Therefore,
indeterminate perception must be the invariable antecedent of deter-
minate pereeption.  In the determinate perception of an object we
remember the particular class to which it belongs, and the particular
name which it bears, which were already apprehended implicitly
by indcterminate perception, and refer them to the object present to
the sense-organs.!  If the class and the name were not perceived at
all, they could never be remembered.  Hence we must admit the
existence of indeterminate perception.

The carlier Naiyayikas, Vaisesikas, and Mimarsakas hold that
indeterminate perception is an object of perception. But the Neo-
Naiyiyikas hold that indeterminate perception is not an object of
perception. There can be no perception of indeterminate per-.
ception because there can be no self-appropriation (anuvyavasaya) of it.
Indeterminate perception is purely non-relational in character ;
if it were related to the self, it would cease to be non-relational and
indeterminate. It can be known only by inference. The deter-
minate perception of an object as qualified by some qualifications
presupposes an indeterminate perception of the qualifications of the
object, without which there  can be no determinate perception,
Visvanitha'’s argument has alrcady been given in detail.

If it is urged that the perception of the qualifications also is
detcrminate, then it would presuppose the perception of the qualifica-
tions of those qualifications and so on ad infinitum. To avoid this
infinite regress we must admit that the perception of the qualifica-
tions of an object, which is presupposed by the determinate percep-
tion of the object as qualified by the qualifications, is indeterminate.?

Janakiniatha claborates this argument further. The cognition
of a qualified object (wisistajfiana) presupposcs the cognition of
qualifications (visesanajfiana), which is its cause.  And this cognition

1 Vikalpayatd hi pGrvanubhitamh jatividesarh sarhjfiavidesarh cAinusmrtya
tena purahsthitash vastu vikalpayitavyam. SD., p. 125,

¢ Vidistajfidnath videsanajfianajanyari vidistajfianatvat danditijfinavat.
Videsanajfianasyapi savikalpatve anavasthiprasangat nirvikalpasiddhih, ‘TSD,,

p- 30.
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is indeterminate. When we have a determinate perception * this
is a jar”, the jar (ghata) is perccived as possessed of its generic
character (ghatatva). This perceptual judgment presupposes the
cognition of the genus of jar (ghatatva or jarness). If there were no
cognition of the qualification (jarness) there would not be the cogni-
tion of the qualified object (e.g. “ this is a jar ).  And when there
is the cognition of the mere qualification (jarness) there is not yet
the cognition of a qualified object.  The apprehension of the qualifica-
tion is entirely indeterminate. This is indeterminate perception.
It is presupposed by determinate perception.

It is childish to argue that the determinate cognition of the
qualification (jarness) in the past life is the cause of dcterminate
perception of a qualified object in this life, because the cause must
be an immediate antecedent of the effect. A cognition in the past
life has nothing to do with a cognition in this life.

It is also foolish to argue that the divine cognition of the qualifica~
tion (jarness) is the cause of the determinate perception of the jar,
since the two cognitions of the qualified object and the qualification
abide in different substrata; they must co-inhere in the same sub-
stratum to be related to each other as cause and effect.  The cognition
of a qualification (e.g. a stick) in'one person is not the cause of the
cognition of a qualified object (c.g. a man with a stick) in another
person.

The determinate recollection of the qualification (jarness) also
cannot be the cause of the determinate perception of a qualified
object (jar). Even this determinate cognition is not possible without
the cognition of qualifications. A determinate cognition is always
produced by the cognition of qualifications. And even the deter-
minate recollection is not possible without the previous cognition
of qualifications.

The recollection of the qualification cannot be indeterminate.
There can be no recollection without previous perception. And
if there is no determinate perception of the qualification, there can
be no recollection of it. Recollection depends upon previous
perception.  If it depends upon previous recollection it will lead to
infinite regress.

Besides, if the qualification is not remembered, the determinate
perception of a qualified object is not possible.  And the conditions
of the determinate perception of a qualified object being absent, and
the conditions of the immediate apprehension of the qualifications
(e.g. jar and the genus of jar) being present, there is nothing
to hinder the production of the immediate apprehension of the
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qualifications. ~ And this immediate apprehension is called
indeterminate perception.!

Let us briefly review the main doctrines of indeterminate and
determinate perccption.  According to the older Naiyayikas,
indeterminate perception is the perception of an object without a
name, while determinate perception is the perception of an object
together with its name.  Jayanta Bhatta ecmphasizes this doctrine in
Nyayama#njari in uncquivocal terms. He says that the object of
indeterminate perception is essentially the same as that of determinate
perception ; the only difference between them lies in the fact that
the former apprehends an object without a name, while the latter
apprchends an object together with its name ; both of them appre-
hend substance, generality, quality, and action.?

But according to Sridhara, Prabhikara, Parthasirathimiéra,
Neo-Naiyiyikas, and Neo-Sarhkarites, indeterminate perception is
the immediate apprehension of an ebject and its qualifications without
their mutual connection, while determinate perception is the appre-~
hension of an object as qualified by its qualifications with their
mutual relations. Indeterminate perception is an undifferentiated
and non-relational mode of apprehension, while determinate per-
ception is a relational and discriminative apprehension of an object,
In indeterminate perception we are merely conscious of the terms
of relations in an object, viz. generality, particularity, substantiality,
quality, action, etc.; but we are not conscious of the relations
among the terms. Indeterminate perception apprehends an object
and its qualifications as merc thats, and not as whats, while determinate
perception apprehends them as whats.  In the language of William
James, in indeterminate perception we have a “ knowledge of
acquaintance > with the “bare immediate natures” without their
relations, while in determinate perception we have a * knowledge-
about ”” them and of their relations inter se.

§ 15.  Proof of the Existence of Determinate Pevception

The Buddhists deny the perceptual character of the determinate
cognition following upon a peripheral stimulation, and regard
indeterminate cognition alone as truly perceptual in character.
According to them, perception is always indeterminate ; the
determinate cognition following upon an indeterminate perception
cannot be regarded as perceptual in character, since it depends upon

1 Nydyasiddhantamafijari (with Nilakantha's Commentary), pp. zo-3.
2 NM., p. 99.
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the recollection of the name denoting its object, and not upon the
direct contact of an object with a sense-organ. Between peripheral
stimulation and the determinate cognition of an object there is an
intervening factor of the recollection of the name of the object.
The determinate cognition, therefore, is not directly produced by
peripheral stimulation but by the recollection of the name of its
object ; it is not a purely sensory presentation but a complex of a
sensory presentation and a memory-image 3 it Is not purcly
presentative but presentative-representative in character.?

This objection of the Buddhists is more apparent than real.
Peripheral stimulation is the principal cause of the determinate
cognition, and the recollection of the name is only an auxiliary cause.
Peripheral stimulation by itself cannot produce a determinate cogni-
tion ; it requires the help of the recollection of the name of the
object to bring about a determinate cognition.? A determinate
cognition is produced by peripheral stimulation, for the sense-organ
continues to operate at the time of this cognition, and produces
a direct presentation of an object. Thus a determinate cognition
1s perceptual in character, because it is produced by peripheral
stimulation which does not cease at the time of the determinate
cognition, and because it consists in the direct presentation of an
object, which is not possible without peripheral stimulation.?  Thus,
though a dcterminate cognition apprehends an object connected
with a name, it cannot but be regarded as perceptual in character,
because it is produced by peripheral stimulation and brings about
a direct and distinct manifestation. of its object as an indeterminate
cognition.t

The Buddhists contend that a determinate cognition is not a
direct presentation ; it is an indircer cognition of its object, since
it is not dircctly produced by peripheral stimulation. Sridhara
argues that cognitions are indirect whenever they are not produced
by peripheral stimulation or the contact of an object with a sense-
organ, as we find in the case of inferential cognitions. But a
determinate cognition is produced by peripheral stimulation ; hence
it cannot be regarded as an indirect cognition.

The Buddhists may urge that a cognition is non-sensuous or
non-perceptual, if it is preceded by recollection, as an inferential

1 NK,, p. 1971.

# NK., pp. 1g91-2.

3 Bavikalpamapyanuparatendriyavydparasya jadyaminamaparoksavabhi-
satvit pratyaksameva. S$D., p. 119, See also PP, p. 6.

4 NK,, p. 193.
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cognition ; a determinate cognition is preceded by recollection,
and hence it is non-sensuous or non-perceptual in character. Sridhara
argues that if sensuousness is ever perceived, it is perceived only in
a determinate cognition ;5 and hence it cannot be denied!  And
a determinate cognition is perceptual in character, not only because
it is produced by peripheral stimulation, and directly manifests an
object, but also because we find in it no such factors as inferential
mark and so forth as we find in inference.?

The Buddhists contend that it is self-contradictory to assert that
a cognition is determinate (vikalpa) and, at the same time, a direct
presentation (aparoksavabhdsa). A direct presentation consists in
the apprehension of the specific individuality of an object (svalaksana),
and the specific individuality is apprehended only by indeter-
minate perception, and not by determinate cognition, A determinate
cognition apprchends an object connected with a word ; and because
a word s not connected with the specific individuality, being a
conventional sign for many objects in general, a determinate cognition
cannot apprehend the specific individuality of an object.  If a word
could denote the specific individuality of an objcct, it would bring
about a direct presentation of it even without the operation of the
sense-organs, and we should have a perception of it.  But, in fact,
it does not bring about a dircct presentation.  Hence a determinate
cognition too, which apprehends an object connected with a word,
cannot apprchend its specific individuality. And because it cannot
apprehend the specific individuality of an object, it is not a direct
presentation (aparoksduabhdsa), and because it is not a direct presenta-
tion it Is not a distinct cognition or perception (visadavabhisa).®

But when we scc a cow with our cyes wide open and have a
determinate perception such as “ this 1s a cow 7, is it not a direct
presentation (aparoksavabhasa) or a distinct perception (visada-
vabhdsa) ! “The Buddhists urge that such a determinate cognition
is not really a direct and distinct presentation, but it appears to be so,
inasmuch as it borrows a semblance of dircctness (dparoksya) and
distinctness (wvaifadya) from its connection with the immediately
preceding indeterminate perception which is a direct and distinct
presentation of the specific individuality of its object.*

If the directness or distinctness of a determinate cognition
following upon an indeterminate perception were not derived from
its connection with the immediately preceding indeterminate percep-
tion—if it were not an adventitious mark of a determinate cognition

1 NK., p. 193. 2 NK,, p. 191.
8 §D., pp. 119-120, 1 8D, p. 121.
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but its intrinsic character——then even verbal and inferential cognitions
too, which are not connected with irdeterminate perceptions, would
be regarded as direct ¢ognitions because they are determinate cogni-
tions. But they are rogarded by none as direct cognitions.

Hence only the indeterminate cognition of the specific individual
(svalaksana) produced by peripheral stimulation is perceptual in
character ; the determinate cognition following upon an indeter-
minate perception cannot be regarded as perceptual in nature, since
it contains representative elements, and is not of the nature of a direct
and distinct cognition. ‘There is only indeterminate perception
and no determinate perception,

Parthasarathimiéra urges that this doctrine of the Buddhist is
anything but satisfactory.  When we perceive a cow with our eyes
wide open we have a direct apprehension of the cow as a cow ; we
feel it as a direct presentation.  And the directness of this presentation
is not an adventitious character of the determinate cognition due
to its connection with an indeterminate perception, as the Buddhists
suppose, but it is an intrinsic character of the determinate cognition,
constituting its essential nature, ~And it cannot be proved that the
directness of the determinate eognition is due to its connection with
an indeterminate perception.  The Buddhists labour under a mis-
conception that directness or indirectness of a cognition is due to
the nature of its object, when they argue that a cognition is direct
if it apprchends the specific individual, and a cognition is indirect
if it fails to apprehend the specifie individual. Were it so, then
generality (samanya) would always be apprehended by an indirect
cognition {e.g. inference), and the specific individual (svalaksana)
would always be apprehended by a direct cognition or perception.
But, as a matter of fact, we know generality both by perception
and inference, and the specific individual also both by perception
and inference.  Even the same object may be apprchended both by
a direct cognition and an indirect cognition ; when it is known
through a sensc-organ it is known by a direct cognition ; and when
it is known through marks of inference, and so forth, it is known by
an indirect cognition. Hence the directness or indirectness of a
cognition is not due to the nature of its object,! but to the instrument
of the cognition. If the cognition of an object is brought about
by peripheral stimulation it is direct, and if it is produced by words,
marks of inference, and so forth, it is indirect. When a determinate
cognition is produced by peripheral stimulation, even with the help of
récollection, we must regard it as a direct cognition or perception,

! Na hyayam paroksaparoksavibhago visayakrtah. SD., p. 122.
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just as an indeterminate cognition produced by peripheral stimulation
is regarded as a direct cognition or perception. Hence directness
is not the special characteristic of indeterminate perception alone,
but also of determinate perception, since both of them are produced
by peripheral stimulation. Though determinate perception is not
purely presentative in character, being a complex of presentative
and representative processes, it must be regarded as perceptual in
character, because the presentative element in it preponderates over
the representative clement owing to peripheral stimulation. Hence
we must admit that determinate cognition produced by peripheral
stimulation is of the naturc of perception.!

§ 16.  The Nyaya-Vaiiesika Analysis of a Definite and Determinate
Perception

We have distinguished between. indeterminate perception and
determinate perception.  We have found that indeterminate percep-
tion is a purely presentative cognition of an object, devoid of assimila-
tion and discrimination, while determinate perception is a complex
presentative-representative progess, involving a direct perception of
an object, and assimilation of it to other like objects, and discrimina-
tion of it from other unlike objects reproduced in memory by
association. Thus determinate perception involves a prescntative
element and a representative element.  When it is definite and
certain, it involves an act of recognition of the particular class to
which its object belongs ; and it also involves a feeling-tone either
pleasant or unpleasant, and also a conative attitude of the self to
react to the object for its appropriation or rejection.?

§ 17. Does Determinate Perception involve Inference ?

Some hold that a full-fledged perception involves an element of
inference also.  According to them, a complete perception involves
the following processes :—

(1) At first after the peripheral contact of a sense-organ with an
object, c.g. a fruit, we perceive the fruit.

(2) Then we remember that this kind of fruit (c.g. kapittha)
gave us pleasure in the past.

(3) Then after recollection we have a paramarsajiiana (know-
ledge that the middle term which is an invariable concomitant, of

1 8D, and SDP., pp. 122-4. 2 NM., pp. 66-7.
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the major term exists in, or is related to, the minor term), such as
* this fruit belongs to the class of kapitthas ”

(4) After this paramariajfiana we infer the pleasure-giving
property (sukhasddhanatva) of the kapittha fruit perceived, such as
“ therefore, the fruit perceived must be pleasure-giving”.  The
process of inference may be shown as follows :—

All Kapitthas are pleasure-giving ;
The fruit perceived is a kapittha :
Therefore, the fruit perceived must be pleasure-giving.

(5) Then after this act of inference, there is another act of
inference such as the following :—

All pleasure-giving things are acceptable (upaddeya) 5 the Kapittha
perceived is pleasure-giving ; therefore, the kapittha perceived is
acceptable.  And when we have come to know that the fruit
perceived is acceptable, the perception of the fruit produced by peri-
pheral stimulation has vanished, and no trace of the perception is
left. Therefore a complete act of perception must be regarded
as rather an act of inference than an act of perception, imasmuch
as the knowledge of the acceptability of the object of perception is
the result of inference.!

Vicaspatimidra admits that this is the order of the successive
steps of a complete perception. At first the perception of the fruit
is produced by the peripheral contact of a4 sense-organ with the object.
Then this perception brings about a recollection of the pleasure-
giving property (sulhasadhanatvasmrﬁ) of this kind of fruit. Then
this recollection in co-operation with the intercourse of the sense-
organ with the object produces a paramariajiiana that “ this fruit
belongs to the class of kapitthas”. Then this paramariajnana
produces an inferential cognition that ** this kepiztha must be pleasure-
giving . Then this inferential cognition, in co-operation with
the sensc-object-contact, brings about the perception that ““this
kapittha is acceptable 7.2

Thus according to Vicaspatimisra, a complete act of perception
involves not only an element of recollection but also an element
of inference. But he contends that, on this ground, perception
should not be identified with inference because the act of inference
involved in a complete perception is not independent of sense-
perception produced by peripheral stimulation ; it co-operates with
the peripheral contact of a sense-organ with its object to produce the

I NM,, p. 66. 2 NM., pp. 66-7.
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perception that “the object perceived is acceptable ”.! Though
recollection and inference are involved in a complete act of perception,
they enter as constituent elements into the perceptive process not
independently of peripheral stimulation ; they always act in co-
operation with peripheral excitation or sense-object-contact, and thus
produce, after all, a complex perception which involves memory
and inference as integral factors.  According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika,
whatever mental state is produced by peripheral stimulation or sense-
object-intercourse must be regarded as perception, though it involves
memory and inference.

Others, however, hold that perception never involves an element
of inference. According to them, at first there is a sensuous per-
ception of an object, e.g. a fruit, produced by peripheral stimulation.
Then this perception brings about a recollection that this kind of
fruit is pleasure-giving. ~And when this recollection is produced,
the initial perception is destroyed ; but when it is being destroyed,
it produces a definite knowledge that * the fruit perceived is pleasure-
giving”.  And this knowledge of the pleasurableness of the fruit
perceived is nothing but the knowledge of its acceptability, because
acceptability is nothing but pleasurablencss. Hence there is no
pardmarsfajfidna, or inference, in an act of perception. What is the
use of postulating an clement of inference in perception, which is
never experienced ! "Thus according to some, though perception
involves recollection, it does not involve inference.l

But it may be objected that pleasurableness of an object cannot
be an object of perception, inasmuch as the power of yielding pleasure
is imperceptible ; so pleasurableness of an object is inferred from the
knowledge that it belongs to a particular class of pleasurable objects.
Jayanta Bhatta urges that if pleasurableness of an object is known
by an inference, then that inference also must be proved by another
inference, and so on ad infinitum. In fact, there is no supersensible
power ; hence pleasurableness of an object is known by direct
perception.

But when we sce an object through the eyes, we do not perceive
its pleasurableness through the eyes. How, then, can we percecive
that the fruit is pleasurable through the eyes? Jayanta Bhatta
replies that pleasurableness of the object is not perceived through
the eyes, but through the mind.  Thus there is no need of assuming
an inference in an act of perception to know the pleasurableness
and acceptability of the object of perception.?

1 NM., p. 67. * NM,, p. 6g.



Charrer 111
THE OBJECTS AND CONDITIONS OF PERCEPTION
§ 1. The Objects of Perception

The Nyaya-Vaisesika divides perception mainly into two kinds,
viz. external perception and internal perception.  External perception
is derived through the external senses, and internal perception
through the mind. External perception is of five kinds, viz.
olfactory, gustatory, auditory, visual, and tactual perception. ‘The
objects of these different kinds of external perception are respectively
the qualities of odour, taste, sound, colour, and touch as wecll as their
generalities and negations. The objects of internal perception
arc the qualities of pleasurc, pain, desire, aversion, cognition, and
volition.  Substances can be perceived only by the visual organ and
the tactual organ ; the remaining sense-organs are capable of per-
ceiving qualities only.?  Let us briefly consider the objects of these
different kinds of perception.

(1) Olfactory Perception
Through the olfactory orpan we cannot perceive a substance
which is the substratum of odour. We have olfactory perception
of odour, the genus of adour, the genus of fragrance, and the genus
of bad odour. We can ncver perceive potential or infra-sensible
(anudbhiita) odour ; we can perceive odour only when it is in an
appreciable degree (wdbhira).

(i) Gusiatary Perception

Through the gustatory organ we cannot perceive a substance
which is the substratum of taste. We can perceive taste and the
genus of taste through the gustatory organ. But we can perceive
taste only when it is in an appreciable degree (udbhita) ; we cannot
perceive inappreciable or unmanifested (anudbhiita) taste.

(iti) Auditory Perception
Through the auditory organ we cannot perceive akasa (ether)
which is the substrate of sound. We can perceive only sound and

1 8M., pp. 242—4.
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the genus of sound through the auditory organ. But we can perceive
sound only when it is in an appreciable degree (udbhiita).

(iv) Fisual Perception

Through the visual organ we perceive not only colours but also
coloured substances. Appreciable colours (udbhitaripa), substances
possessed of appreciable colours, separatencss, number, disjunction,
conjunction, priority, postcriority, viscidity, liquidity, and magnitude
are the objects of visual perception. The movement, the genus,
and the inherence existing in visible things are also the objects of
visual perception. The conjunction of light with visible objects
and appreciable colour are the conditions of visual perception. The
heat of summer is infra-visible because it has not an appreciable
colour ; but it is an object of tactual perception because it has the
quality of appreciable touch.

(v). Tactual Perception

Through the tactual organ we perceive substances as well as
qualities. ~ Appreciable touch (wdbhatasparsa) with its genus and
substances endued with appreciable touch are the objects of tactual
perception.  All objects of visual perception other than colour and
the genus of colour are the objects of tactual perception. For
example, scparateness, number, disjunction, conjunction, priority,
posteriority, viscidity, fluidity, and magnitude, and also the move-
ments and the universals which subsist in tangible objects are the
objects of tactual perception.?

(vi) Internal Perception

Pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, cognition, and volition are the
objects of internal perception. They are perceived through the
mind along with the genus of pleasure, the genus of pain, etc.  The
self also is an object of internal perception.2 The conjunction
of the mind with the self is the condition of the perception of the
self. The united inherence of the mind in the self is the cause of
the perception of the qualities of the self.3  But according to the
older Nyaya-Vaidesika, the self is not an object of perception but an
object of inference ; it can be perceived only by the yogin,?

1T SM., pp. 243=~5; also Dinakari,
t SM.,, p. 253,

# Sce Chapter 1V.

4 See Chapter XIIL
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§ 2. Common Sensibles

There are certain objects which can be perceived through the
visual organ and the tactual organ both. Numbers, magnitudes,
separateness, conjunction and disjunction, priority and posteriority,
motion, viscidity, fluidity, velocity, and their universal essences are
both visible and tangible, if they inhere in substances having appreci-
able colours. These are invisible and intangible in uncoloured or
inappropriate substances.!

Thus certain objects, e.g. colour, sound, odour, taste, and touch
are perceived through one sense-organ. Certain other objects,
e.g. numbers, magnitudes, etc., are perceived through two sense-
organs, viz. the visual organ and the tactual organ. Pleasure,
pain, etc., are the objects of internal perception.  Existence (satta)
and the genus of quality (gunatva) arc perceived through all the
sense-organs.?

§ 3. The Condition of Knowledge

According to the later Vaisesika, the condition of knowledge
in general is the contact of the mind or central sensory with the
tactual organ.? But what is the proof of this? In dreamless sleep
the mind gives up its connection with the tactual organ, which is
aerial in nature, and retires into the nerve of puritat, which is free
from air, wherc it cannot bring about any cognition. But it may
be urged that the mind cannot produce cognition in dreamless sleep
because there is no condition of cognition at that time. Supposing
that the mind does bring about cognition in deep slecp, what kind of
cognition is produced by it? Does it bring about apprehension
(anubhava) or recollection (smarapa)? It cannot bring about
perception as the conditions of perception are absent, There cannot
be any visual perception in dreamless sleep, since there is no contact
of the visual organ with the mind. For the same reason there
cannot be any other kind of external perception. Nor can there be
an internal perception, since there arc no cognitions at that time,
and in the absence of cognitions there cannot be the perception of
the self as well. In dreamless sleep there can be no inference as
the knowledge of invariable connection is absent ; nor can there be

1 VSU. and VSV, iv, 1, 11-12.
? V.8 and VSU,, iv, 1, 13.
% SM., pp. 247-8.
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analogy as the knowledge of similarity is absent ; nor can there be
verbal cognition as the knowledge of words is absent.  Thus there
can be no apprehension in deep sleep as all the conditions of appre-
hension arc absent. Nor can there be recollection in deep sleep
as there s no suggestive force (vdledhaka) at the time to resuscitate
the subconscious traces of previous perceptions.  Thus there can
be no cognition in decp sleep, either in the form of apprehension
or recollection, because the conditions are non-existent.  What,
then, is the necessity of postulating the contact of the mind with the
tactual organ as the general condition of all knowledge ¢ Vidvanitha
contends that it cannot be said that there is no possibility of cognition
in decp sleep.  For the individual acts of cognition, volition, etc.,
which arc the psychoses immediately preceding deep sleep, can be
apprehended during slecp, and the self also can be perceived in relation
to these psychoses.  And there i1s no evidence to prove that the
psychoses  immediately  preceding deep  sleep  are  supra-sensible
(atindriya) 3 nor is there any evidence to prove that those cognitions
which immediately  precede  decp  slumber  are  indeterminate
(mirvikalpa) and hence supra-sensible latindriya). Hence we must
reasonably conclude that there is no cognition in deep slumber,
because there is no contact of the mind with the tactual organ at
that time, the mind retiring into the nerve of puritat, which
is frec from air and consequently free from contact with the
tactual organ.

But if the contact of the mind with the tactual organ, which is
aerial in nature, is regarded as the general condition of all knowledge,
then cither visual perception and gustatory perception must involve
tactual perception, because at the time of visual or gustatory per-
ception there is the contact of the tactual organ {roak) with an object
as well as the contact of the mind with the tactual organ, or there
would be no cognition at all, owing to the inhibition of both visual
or gustatory perception and tactual perception by each other. To
explain this difficulty some suppose that the contact of the mind with
the tactual organ is, no doubt, the condition of knowledge in general,
but visual perception does not involve tactual perception, because
the conditions of visual perception inhibit the emergence of tactual
perception.  Others, again, suppose that the contact of the mind
with the skin (charman) and not with the tactual organ (fvak) is the
condition of all knowledge.  According to them, the absence of
consciousness i deep sleep is duce to the absence of the contact of
the mind with the skin, and the absence of tactual perception at the
time of visual perception is due to the absence of the contact of the
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mind with the tactual organ, which is aerial in nature, though there
is the contact of the mind with the skin.!

§ 4. The General Conditions of External Perception

The older Vaisesikas hold that external perception depends upon
the following conditions :—

(1) The object of external perception must have extensity
(mahattva) or appreciable magnitude. Atoms are imperceptible as
they have no appreciable magnitude.

(2) The object of external perception must consist of many
substances. It must be a composite of many parts (anckadravyavat).
A mote is perceptible but an atom is not, because the former has
magnitude, while the latter has none. A mote has magnitude because
it is composed of many parts. _An atom has no magnitude because
it docs not consist of parts. Therefore, an object, in order to be
perceived, must not be a simple, indivisible atom, but a composite
substance in which a plurality of substances co-inhere. Tt must
be composed of many parts and consequently it must have an appreci-
able magnitude.?

(3) The object of perception must have colour (rdpa). The
air is made up of many parts; and so it has an appreciable magnitude.
But still it is not perceived through the visual organ because it is
devoid of the impression ‘of colour (rupasarmskara). The term
“impression of colour” (ritpasariskira) means inhcrence of colour
(rupasamavdya), or appreciability of colour (rupodbhava), or non-
obscuration of colour (rupanabhibhava). The light of the eye has
colour and magnitude. But it 15 not visible because there is not
appreciable or manifested colour in it.  The light of a meteor also
has colour and magnitude. But it is not visible in midday because
it is obscured by the stronger light of the sun.?

The older Vaidesikas hold that manifest or appreciable colour
(udbhitariipa) is a necessary condition of every kind of external
perception of a substance.  But the later Vaisesikas hold that manifest
or appreciable colour is the necessary condition of visual perception
only, and manifest or appreciable touch (udbhitasparsa) is the
necessary condition of tactual perception, and so on.  This js proved
by the double method of agreement in presence and agreement

1 SM., pp. 247-253.
2 V.S, and VSU,, iv, 1, 6.
3 V.S and VSU, tv, 1, 7.
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in absence. What, then, is the general condition of all kinds of
external perception ? Either there is none, or it is the possession
of a visesaguna (distinctive quality) other than sound and those which
exist in the self. The gédéa (ether) cannot be an object of sense-
perception, though it is endued with a distinctive quality, viz. sound.
The self also is not an object of external perception, though it is
endowed with the distinctive qualities of pleasure, pain, cognition,
desire, aversion, and volition. So the possession of any other
distinctive quality than sound and the qualities of the self may be
regarded as the general condition of all kinds of external
perception.!

The older Vaisesikas may urge that there is a parsimony of
hypotheses if colour is regarded as the general condition of all kinds
of external perception.  But in that case, air would not be an object
of tactual perception as it is devoid of colour. If the opponent
admits that air cannot be an-object of tactual perception, then it may
be urged that there is a parsimony of hypotheses even if we suppose
that appreciable touch (udbhatasparsa) is the general condition of
all kinds of external perception. If the opponent contends that on
this view a ray of light would not be an object of visual perception
as it is devoid of appreciable touch, why should we not admit that it
cannot be an object of visual perception, just as the opponent admits
that air cannot be an object of tactual perception ?  In fact, just
as we perceive a ray of light through our visual organ, so we perceive
air through our tactual organ; these are the facts of experience ;
the tactual perception of airis as' much a fact of experience as the
visual perception of a ray of light. So, ncither colour nor touch
is the general condition of all kinds of external perception of
substances.?

The later Vaidesikas agree with the older Vaisesikas in holding
that extensive magnitude (mahattva) is the general condition of six
kinds of perception.® Extensity is the causc of the perception of
a substance in consequence of its inherence in it. Tt is the cause of
the perception of the qualities, actions, and generalities inhering in
substances in consequence of its inherent-inherence or inherence in
the qualities, etc., which inhere in substances. It is the cause of
the perception of the genus of quality (gunatva), the genus of actions
(karmatva), etc., which inhere in qualities and actions respectively,
which, again, inhere in substances in consequence of its inherent-
inherent-inherence.* By mahattva we mean proportionate extensity,

L SM., p. 245. ® SM., pp. 245-0.
8 BhP., 58. 4 SM., p. 250.
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neither infinite magnitude nor atomic magnitude. Neither all-
pervading ether nor atoms are perceptible.

§ 5. The Conditions of the Fisual Perception of Colour

The older Vaidesikas hold that perception of colour depends on
two conditions, viz. co-inherence of many substances (anckadravya-
samavdya) and particularity of colour (rdpavisesa).! We cannot
perceive the colour of an atom (paramanu) and a binary atomic
aggregate or a dyad (dvanuka), since an atom does not consist of parts,
and a dyad is composed of two atoms only. The colour of an atom
and a dyad cannot be perceived, because they are not composed of
many substances or a plurality of substances do not inhere in them.?
Perception, therefore, depends on the co-inherence of a plurality
of substances from a tertiary atomic aggregate (just perceptible
mote-trasarenu) and upwards in_which a plurality of substances
co-inhere.?

Besides the co-inhesion of a plurality of substances (anekadravya-
samavdya) there is another condition of the perception of colour,
viz. particularity of colour (rapawisesa). * Particularity of colour ™
means particularity abiding in colour. It has three forms, viz.
appreciability (wdbhitatva), non-obscuration (anabhibhitatva), and
the essence of colour (riapatva).?. We have no visual perception
of taste, touch, etc., because they are devoid of the essence of colour
(rapatva). There can be no visual perception of the light of the
eye owing to the absence of appreciability (udbhatatva). ** Appreci-
ability or manifestness is a kind of universal entity residing in a
particular quality of colour, etc., and included in the essence of
colour.” 4

We have already seen that according to Visvanatha, conjunction
with light (aloka-samyoga) and appreciable colour (udbhitariipa) are
the conditions of visual perception.?

§ 6. The Conditions of Tactual, Olfactory, and Gustatory Perception

The older Vaidesikas hold that tactual, olfactory, and gustatory
perceptions also depend upon similar conditions. Just as visual
perception of colour depends on a particularity of colour (ripavisesa),

1V.E, iv, 1, 8, 2 V8U.,, iv, 1, 8.
3 Gough, Faifesita Aphorisms of Kandda, p. 138,
4 V8U,, iv, 1, 8; Gough,E.T., p. 138.

5 SM., p. 244.
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that is, on the distinctive qualities of non-obscuration (anabhibhitatva),
appreciability or manifestness (udbhatatva), or the essence of colour
(réipatva), so the gustatory perception of taste depends on a
particularity of taste (rasavisesa), i.e. on the peculiar qualities of
non-obscuration, appreciability, and the essence of taste.?

There are similar conditions also in other kinds of external
perception (viz. olfactory and tactual) which also depend upon the
co-inhesion of a plurality of substances. Those smells, tastes, and
touches are not apprehended, which are infra-sensible or inappreciable
to the organs of smell, taste, and touch. In a stone we cannot
apprehend smell and taste, because these are inappreciable to the
corresponding sensc-organs.  But in the ashes of a stone we can
perceive its smell and taste, because they are there in an appreciable
degree. Some hold that we can apprchend the smell and taste of
a stone, no doubt, but not distinctly, We cannot perceive the light
(tejas) in hot water, since it 1§ inappreciable or obscured by touch.
Likewisc we cannot perceive the colour;. taste, and touch in com-
minuted camphor, champaka perfume, etc.; owing to their inappreci-
ability. In gold the colour is appreciable ; but its whiteness and
brightness are much obscured.

Buoe it may be urged that gravity inheres in a composite object
made up of many substances, which has thus extensive magnitude
and colour. But why is it 110t perceived through the visual organ ?
It cannot be perceived because the essence of colour (ripatva) and
appreciability arc not existent in gravity. Pradastapida and others
hold that gravity is supra-sensible (atindriya). But Vallavicarya
holds that gravity is not an object of visual perception but of tactual
perception.

‘The Mimarhsaka accepts the Vaidesika view of the conditions
of perception. Extensive magnitude (mahattva) 1s the general
condition of all kinds of external perception. In the perception of
a substance, extensity is a condition through inherence. In the
perception of qualities, actions, and universals, it is a condition
through inherent-inherence,  In the perception of the universals
of qualities and actions, 1t is a condition through inherent-inherent-
inherence.®  Appreciable colour and the conjunction of light with
manifest or unobscured colour are the conditions of visual perception.
Some hold that extensive magnitude and manifest or unobscured
colour are not the conditions of the visual perception of time. The
manifest or appreciable touch is the condition of tactual perception.

Lvsu, iv, 1, 9. 2 YysuU,, iv, 1, 10,
8 See Chapter 1V,
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Colour is not a condition of tactual perception. So air also is
an object of tactual perception, though devoid of colour. Manifest
colour is not the general condition of every kind of external percep-
tion, as the older Vaisesika holds. It is the condition of visual
perception only. Some hold that extensity is a condition of inter-
nal perception too. Others hold that it is not a condition of internal
perception. Some hold that motion is not an object of perception
but an object of inference. Hence extensity is not a condition of
the perception of motion, according to them.’

! BhattacintImani; p. 21.



BOOK III

Cuaaprrer [V

PERCEPTION AND SANNIKARSA

(Or Intercourse of the Sensc-organs with their Objects)

§ 1. Introduction

In this Book we shall deal with the different kinds of intercourse
of the sense-organs with their objects, acquired perception, and
recognition.

Perception is presentative knowledge.  And presentative know-
ledge depends upon the presentation of an object to the self.  And
most Indian philosophers are of opinion that for the presentation
of an object it must enter into some sort of relation with a sense-
organ. Perception depends upon some sort of intercourse (sanni-
karsa) or dynamic communion between its object and a particular
sense-organ. External perception depends upon the intercourse
between external objects and the external scnse-organs. And
internal perception depends upon the intercourse between the self
or its qualitics and the internal organ ot manas. The objects of
perception may be material or spiritual substances (drevya), their
qualities (guna), and actions (karma), and their generic characters
(jar). These diverse objects of perception must enter into direct or
indirect relation with the external sense-organs or the internal organ
according to their nature. Indian philosophers hold the peculiar
doctrine that substances alone can ecnter into direct communion
with the appropriate sense-organs; and the qualities, actions, and
communities inhering in the substances can enter into communion
with the sensc-organs through the medium of the substances in
which they inhere. And the communities of qualities and actions
can enter into communion with the sense-organs through the qualities
or actions in which they inhere, which, again, inhere in substances.
Thus the abstract qualities are related to the concrete qualities which,
again, are related to a substance ; and a substance alone can have
a direct tntercourse with a sense-organ. ‘Thus some sort of direct
or indirect rclation must be established between the perceptible objects
and the appropriate sense-organs. In all kinds of perception the

75
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objects must be directly or indircctly presented to consciousness.
Let us discuss the different views in connection with the intercourse
of the sense-organs with their objects.

§ 2. (i) The Earlier Nydya-Vaiiesika

According to the earlier Nyaya-Vaisesika, perception depends
upon the intercourse (samnikarsa) of the sense-organs with their
objects.  Sawmntkarsa is the function of the sense-organs by means
of which they enter into a particular rclation with their appropriate
objects and bring about the perception of the objects. This inter-
course between the sense-organs and their objects is of six kinds so
far as our ordinary perception is concerned, viz. (1) Union (samyosga),
(2) United-inherence (samyukta-samavaya), (3) United-inherent-
inherence (samyukta-samaveta-samavdya), (4) inherence (samavdya),
(5) inherent-inherence (samaveta-samavaya), and (6) the relation
of qualification and the qualified (videsanata). These different
kinds of sense - object = intercourse (indriyartha - sannikarsa) are
ustrated in the following examples :—

(1) Union (samyega). The perception of a substance (dravya)
is due to its union with a scnse-organ.  For instance, in the visual
perception of a jar there is a union of the visual organ with the jar.?
The Nyaya-Vaidesika docs not hold with the western psychologists
that a substance is perceived through its qualities.  He holds a contrary
view. According to him, qualities are perceived through the sub-
stances in which they inhere,

(2) United-inherence or inherence in that which is in union
(saryukta-samavdya). The perception of a quality or an action is
due to its inherence in a substance which is in union with a sense-
organ. For instance, in the visual perception of the colour of a jar
therc is a union of the visual organ with the jar in which colour
inheres,

(3) United-inherent-inherence, i.e. inherence in that which
inheres in what is in union (sarmyukta-samveta-samavaya). For
instance, in the visual perception of the generic character of the colour
(rapatva) of a jar, there is a union of the visual organ with the jar
in which inheres colour in which again inheres the generic character
of colour.

(4) Inherence (samavaya). For instance, in the auditory

1 A ray of light goes out of the visual organ to the object and comes in
contact with it. See Chapter 1.
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perception of sound there is the inherence of sound in the sense-
organ, viz. the car-drum which is pervaded by akasa (ether), the
substratum of sound. )

(5) Inherent-inherence, ie. inherence in that which inheres
in a sense-organ (samaveta-samaviya). For instance, in the
auditory perception of the generic character of sound (fabdatva)
there is the inherence of the generic nature of sound in sound which
again inheres in J4asa (ether) of the ear-drum.

(6) The relation of qualification and the qualified (vifesanata
ot wilesya~visesana-sambandha). For instance, in the perception
of the absence of a jar on the ground, there is a union of the visual
organ with the ground which is qualified by the absence of the jar.
According to the Naiydyika, inherence (samavdya) and negation
(abhava) are perceived through this kind of intercourse. But
according to the Vaisesika, inherence is not an object of perception ;
it is an object of inference. 8o, according to him, negation alone
can be percetved through this kind of intercourse.d ** All that is
the object of perception must fall withitt one or other of these modes
of contact. The divergence of modes rests on ontological theories :
the eye, for instance, as a substance ¢an come into direct conjunction
with another substance, but only indircctly with colour which
inheres in that substance, and at a further remove with the class
concept which inheres in the colour which inheres in the object
with which the eye is in conjunction.” 2

‘The last kind of the sense-object-intercourse, i.e. visesanatd is
of several kinds which are illustrated below :—

(i) Samyubta-vifesanata. For instance, the visual perception of
the absence of a jar on the ground is due to its qualifying the ground
which is in direct contact with the visual organ.® “I'hus a negation
also must directly or indirectly enter into relation with a substance
which is in direct contact with a sense-organ.

(1) Sarmyukta-samaveta-visesanata. For instance, the percep-
tion of the absence of taste in colour is due to its qualifying that which
inheres in something in contact with a sense-organ.? Here the
absence of taste qualifies colour ; colour inheres in a substance ;
and the substance is in direct conjunction with a sense-organ.

(iti) Sarmyukta-samaveta-samaveta-visesanata. For instance, the
perception of the absence of colour in the generic nature of number
is due to its qualifying that which inheres in something inhering in

1 H.IL, p. 412. Sec also L.L.A,, p. 75. 2 LL.A, p. 75.
3 M., p. 263. ¢ NK., p. 195.
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that which is in direct contact with a sense-organ.l  The absence of
colour qualifies the generic nature of number ; the generic nature
of number inheres in number ; number inheres in a substance,
and the substance is in direct conjunction with a sense-organ,

(iv) Samyubta-samaveta-viSesana-viesanata. For instance, the
perception of the absence of rasatva or the generic nature of taste in
ripatva or the generic nature of colour is due to its qualifying the
qualification existing in something inhering in that which is in
conjunction with a sense-organ.?

(v) Visesanata. For instance, the perception of the absence of
sound 1s due to its qualifying the sense-organ, viz. the car-drum
pervaded by d#asa (ether) which is the substratum of sound.?

(vi) Samaveta-visesanata. For instance, the perception of
the absence of the sound ““ 44a ™ in the sound “ k2" is due to its
qualifying that which inheres in the sense-organ, viz. the car-drum.?
The absence of the sound * £ha’’ qualifies the sound * 42" which
inheres in the ether of the-ear-drum.

(vii) Samaveta-samaveta-visesanata, - For instance, the per-
ception of the absence of * dhatva *’ (the generic nature of the sound
“#ha ) in “ gatva ™ (the generic pature of the sound ““ ga ) is due
to its qualifying that which inheres in something inhering in a sense-
organ.? Here the absence of ‘‘ bhatva™ qualifics “ gatva™
‘“ gatva” inheres in “ga ;' and the sound *‘ ga” inheres in the
ether of the ear-drum.

(vil) Fisesana-visesanata.  For instance, the perception of
the absence of “ gatva ™ in the absence of *“ katua ” s duc to its
qualifying that which qualifics @ sense-organ.! The absence of
* gatva " qualifies the absence of *“ datwa ™ 5 the absence of ** datva
qualifies the ether of the ear-drum.

(ix) Samyukta-visesana-visesanata.  For instance, the percep-
tion of the absence of a cloth in the absence of a jar is due to its
qualifying that which qualifies something in conjunction with a
sense-organ.'  The absence of a cloth qualifies the absence of a pot
the absence of a jar qualifies the ground ; and the ground is in
conjunction with the visual organ.®

Some people regard cither union (conjunction) or inherence only
as the cause of perception ; and they deny the intervening relation-
ships described above.? But the carlier Nyiya-Vaidesika generally
admits six kinds of intercourse between the sense-organs and their
objects, viz. union, united-inherence, united-inhcrent-inherence,

1 8M,, p. 263. ¥ NK, p. 195. 3 See also L.L.A,, pp. 77-8.
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inherence, inherent-inherence, and the relation of the qualified and
the qualification. Substances are perceived through the first kind
of sannikarsa 3 qualities, actions, etc., through the second ; the genus
of qualities, through the third ; sound, through the fourth ; the
genus of sound, through the fifth ; and the absence of a substance,
through the sixth.! All objects of perception must depend upon
one or other of these kinds of sense-object-intercourse.

§ 3. (i) The Later Nyaya-Vaisesika or the Neo-Naiyayika (alaukika

sannikarsa)

In addition to the above six kinds of intercourse, which are called
ordinary intercoursec (laukita sannikarsa), the Neo-Naiyiyikas
recognize three other kinds of extraordinary intercourse (alaukika-
sannikarsa) between the sensc-organs and their objects.

Ordinary sensuous perception depends upon one of the six kinds
of ordinary intercourse between an external or internal sense-organ
and its object. But super-sensuous perception is not produced by
any of these six kinds of ordinary intercourse ; it is produced by an
extraordinary intercourse. The extraordinary intercourse is of three
kinds : (1) the intercourse (with all individual objects of a particular
kind) through their generic character (samanya-laksana-sannikarsa),
which brings about the perception of these individual objects at all
times and places ; (2) the intercourse (with an object not present
to a sense-organ) through its idea revived in memory ( jfigna-laksana-
sanntkarsa) which brings about an indirect perception of that object ;
(3) the intercourse (with remote, subtle, past, and future objects)
produced by meditation (yogaja-sannikarsa), which brings about
the perception of these objects. Let us explain these different
kinds of extraordinary intercourse.

§ 4. (1) The Intercourse through the Knowledge of Generic Character
4 /4 g
(Samanya-laksana-sannikarsa)

Sometimes through the knowledge of the generic nature of an
individual we perceive all other individuals of that kind at all times
and all places, which are possessed of the same generic nature.  In
such a case, the knowledge of the generic nature (samdnya) of an
object constitutes the extraordinary intercourse.  When, for instance,
we see a particular case of smoke with the visual organ, and perceive

1 NK,, p. 195.
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its generic character (dhamatva), there arises in us a perception of
smoke of all times and all places. In this perception there isan ordinary
intercourse, viz. union (sasysga) between the visual organ and the
particular case of smoke, and there is an ordinary intercourse, viz.
united-inherence  (saziyukta-samaydya) between the visual organ
and the generic character of this smoke ; but the intercourse between
the visual organ and all cases of smoke of all times and all places is
not an ordinary one; it is an extraordinary intercourse because
there cannot be an ordinary intercourse of the visual organ with all
cases of smoke of all times and all places. Thhe extraordinary inter-
course consists here in the knowledge of the generic character of
smoke (dhiimatva) which is possessed by all cuses of smoke of all
times and all places. This kind of intercourse, which consists in
the knowledge of a generic character, is called an extraordinary
intercourse through the knowledge of a generic character (samdanya-
laksana-sannikarsa).

But what is the use of admitting such an extraordinary perception
of all the objects at all times and all places possessed of a generic
character, and for that reason, an extraordinary intercourse of the
sense-organs with their objects ¢ It has been urged that the con-
nection between a particular case of smoke and fire was perceived
in a kitchen, but not the connection between all cases of smoke
and fire, since all other cases of smoke were unperceived at the time ;
and if all cases of smoke and all cases of fire were not perceived
through an extraordinary intercourse, then there would not arise
any doubt whether a// cases of smoke are accompanied by fire ;
and unless there is such a doubt there can be no inference that this
casc of smoke is attended by fire, which removes the doubt.
According to Visvanatha, when all cases of smoke are brought to
consciousness through their generic character (e.g. dhéimatva), which
is perceived owing to its inherence in the smoke which is in
conjunction with the visual organ, there arises a doubt in us as to the
invariable concomitance between fire and the cases of smoke in
other times and places, which are not in direct contact with the
visual organ.

It may be objected that if there were an extraordinary intercourse
with all objects through the knowledge of their generic character,
we should become omniscient, inasmuch as in perceiving an object
of knowledge (prameya) we could perceive, through the knowledge
of its generic character (prameyatva), all objects of knowledge of
all times and places.  But Visvanitha urges that though we can
perceive all objects of knowledge through the knowledge of their
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generic character, we cannot perceive their mutual differences
through this kind of intercourse and hence we cannot become
omniscient.!

§ 5. (i) The Intercourse through Association (jiana-laksapa-
sannikaria)

Sometimes an object is not present to a sense-organ, but it is
revived in memory ; and through the medium of its idea revived
we perceive the object. This is called the intercourse through
association, which brings about an indirect perception of the object.
For instance, when we see a piece of sandal-wood we feel that it is
fragrant. What is the cause of this visual perception of fragrant
sandal ?  Here there is a conjunction of the visual organ with the
piece of sandal-wood, which gives rise to the direct visual perception
of the sandal 2; but the fragrance of the sandal cannot come in
contact with the visual organ, and so there cannot be direct visual
perception of its fragrance, But the visual perception of the sandal
brings to consciousness the idea of fragrance by association, which
serves as the extraordinary intercourse in the visual perception of the
fragrant sandal. This will be explamed more elaborately in the
next chapter.

There is a difference between the intercourse through the know-
ledge of generic character (samdnya-luksana-sannikarsa) and the
intercourse through the knowledge of an object revived in memory
(jana-laksana-sannikarsa), though in both there is the intercourse
through 4nowledge. In the former, the knowledge of the generic
character (e.g. dhimatva) docs not bring about the perception of
itself but of its substrata, i.e. the individual objects of all times and
places (c.g. all cases of smoke), which are possessed of the generic
nature. In the latter, the knowledge of an object (e.g. fragrance of
sandal) revived in memory does not bring about the perception of
its substratum (e.g. sandal) but of the object itself (fragrance).®

Some have urged that the visual perception of fragrant sandal
may be explained by the intercourse through the knowledge of
generic character (samdnya-laksana-sannikaria). For instance, when
we see a piece of sandal, the visual perception of the sandal reminds
us of its fragrance (saurabha) perceived in the past, and the generic
character of fragrance (saurabhatva) which abides in the sandal in

b SM., pp. 275-283. HLLL, pp. 4r2-13,
2 The visual qualitics of the sandal-wood.
3 8M., p. 282,
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the relation of inherence (samavdya) and inherent-inherence
(samaveta-samavaya) respectively. The recollection of the generic
nature of fragrance (saurabhatva) through the intercourse through
the generic character (s@manya-laksana-sannikarsa) produces in us
the perception of all individual fragrances, including the fragrance
of this piece of sandal.

To this objection the Neo-Naiyiyika replies that though through
the intercourse of the knowledge of the generic nature of fragrance
(samanya~laksana-sannikarsa) we may perceive the fragrance of the
sandal, we cannot perceive through this intercourse the generic
nature of fragrance itself, owing to the absence of the intercourse
of the visual organ with fragrance. Had there been the generic
naturc of the generic nature of fragrance (sawrabhatvatva), we
could have perceived the generic nature of fragrance (saurabhatva)
through the intercourse of the knowledge of its generic character
(saménya-laksana-sannikarsa). Buty in fact, there is no generic
character of the generic character of fragrance. Hence we cannot
perceive the generic character of fragrance through the intercourse
of the knowledge of its generic character which is non-existent.
"Thus we must admit that there is another extraordinary intercourse
through association (jiidana-laksana-sannikarsa) to account for our
perception of the genenic character of the fragrance of the sandal.
In illusory perceptions generally there is the intercourse through
association ( jfiana-laksana-sannikarsa).  For instance, in the illusory
perception of silver in a nacre; no silver comes in contact with
the visual organ ; but still the idea of silver revived in memory by
association produces the visual perception of silver.!

§ 6. (ili) The Intercourse produced by Meditation (Yogaja-

sannikarsa)

Besides the intercourse through the knowledge of generic
character and the intercourse through association, there is another
extraordinary intercourse of the sense-organs with their objects,
produced by meditation (yogaja-sannikarsa). This kind of inter-
course again is of two kinds ; (1) the intercourse in the perception
of a person who is in an ecstatic condition (yuéta), and (2) the inter-
course in the perception of a person who is out of the ecstatic con-
dition (yufijana). 'The nature of yogic perception (yogi-pratyaksa)
will be fully discussed in a subsequent chapter.?

U H.LL, pp. 413-14. SM,, pp. 283~4; also Dinakarl, pp. 283—4.
? SM., pp. 284—~5; Chapter XVIIL
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§ 7. (i) The Mimamsaka

Gaga Bhatta holds that there are three kinds of intercourse
between the sense-organs and their objects (1) union (saryoga),
(2) united-inherence (samyubta-samavdya), and (3) united-inherent-
inherence (samyukta-samaveta-samavaya). Substances are perceived
through their union or conjunction with the sense-organs. ‘The
qualities, actions, and generalities inhering in the substances are
perceived through united-inherence (samyukta-samavaya). And
the communities of these qualities and actions are perceived through
united-inherent inherence (saryukta-samaveta-samavaya). So far
the Mimarhsaka agrees with the Nyiya-Vaisesika.  But he does not
recognize inherence and inherent-inherence. According to him,
sound Is not perceived through inherence (samavaya) as the Nyaya-
Vaidesika holds, because sound is not a quality but a substance ;
so it is perceived through union or conjunction (samyoga) with the
ear. And consequently, the generic character of sound also is not
perceived through inherent-inherence 5 it is perceived through
united-inherence like the generic character of any other substance
(e.g. a jar). Thus according to the Mimiarhsaka there are only
three kinds of intercoursc between the sense-organs and their objects.!

Salikanitha, a follower of Prabhikara, holds that there are three
kinds of sensc-object-intercourse, viz.. union (sariyoga), united
inherence (samyukta-samavaya), and inherence (samavaya).*

§ 8. (iv) The Sambkarite

According to the Samkarite, there is no relation of inherence
(samavdya). Inherence, according to him, is nothing but identity
or co-essentiality (tadatmya). So the Sarhkarite recognizes the
following six kinds of intercourse between the sense-organs and their
objects :—

(1) Saryega. For instance, the visual perception of a jar is
due to its direct contact or conjunction with the visual organ.

(2) Sarmyukta-tadatmya. For instance, the perception of colour
is duc to its co-essentiality or identity with something (e.g. a jar)
which is in conjunction with the visual organ.

(3) Sarmyuktabhinnatadatmya. For instance, the perception of the
gencric character of colour (ripatva) is due to its co-essentiality with
something (e.g. colour) which is co-essential with that (e.g. a jar)
which is in conjunction with the visual organ.

1 Bhattacintdmani, p. 20. 2 PP, p. 46.
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(4) Tadatmya. For instance, the perception of sound is due
to its co-essentiality with the sensc-organ, viz. the ear-drum which
is pervaded by ether (#4asa).

(5) Tadatmyavadabhinnatva. For instance, the perception of
the generic character of sound (Subdatva) is due to its co-essentiality
with something (e.g. sound) which, again, is co-essential with the
sense-organ, viz. the ear-drum which is pervaded by ether (a4asa).

(6) Visesya-Fifesana-bhava. For instance, the perception of
the absence of a jar on the ground is due to the absence qualifying
something (c.g. the ground) which 1s, therefore, possessed of this
qualification (e.g. the absence of the jar).!

Thus the Swhkarite’s samyoga, samyubta-tadatmya, sarmyuk-
tabhinna-tadatmya, tadatmya, tadatmyavadabhinnatva, and vifesya-
vifesana-bhava correspond to the Naiyiyika's sariyoga, samyukta-
samavaya,  samyukta-samaveta-samavdya, — samavdyd, — samauveta-
samavdya, and wisesya-visesapa-sambandha respectively.

§ 9. The OQther Schools of Vedanta

I’he Riminujist holds that there are only two kinds of sense-
object-intercourse, viz, samyoga and samyuktasrayapa. The percep-
tion of substances is due to their conjunction with the appropriate
sense-organs. And the perception of their qualities is due to the
contact of the sensc-organs with the substances in which the qualities
subsist. The qualities arc brought into relation with the sense-
organs through the direct contact of their substances with the senscs.?

The Vallabhite recognizes five kinds of sensc-object-intercourse,
viz., samyoga, tadatmya, saryukta-tidatmya, samyukta-viiesanata,
and svardpa. ‘The perception of a jar is duc to 1ts contact (sariyoga)
with the visual organ. L'hc perception of the colour of a jar is due
to the contact of the visual organ with the jar which is identical
with its colour. The internal perception of cognition, pleasure,
and other properties of the mind (svadharma) is due to the relation
of identity (tadatmya); there is identity between the mind and its
properties, The perception of the absence of a jar on the ground is
due to the contact of the visual organ with the ground which is the
locus of the absence of the jar.  ““ The locus is perceived by contact,
saryoga, the negation as a predicate of the locus.”” 3 The perception
of the mental modes (vre#) is duc to svardpasambandha 5 they are

L VP, and Sikhamani, p. 87.
¢ Nyayaparifuddhi, p. 77.
8 Comparative Studies in Vedantism, p. 242,
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perceived in themselves without implying any relation beyond
themselves,!

Jandrdana Bhatta, a follower of Madhva, refutes all kinds of
sense-object-intercourse  except union  (samyega). We directly
perceive objects and their qualities througli the sense-organs.  There
is a direct contact of all'perceptible objects with the sense-organs,
And contact implies union. © “There are no other intervening relations
between the senses and their objects. — * “T'he puna (quality) is identical
with the guni (substance), and no relation can be conceived among
them. Samavaya is refuted as involving an infinite regress and
with the refutation of samavdya, the forms of samavdya can have
no hold. . 4bhava (non-existence) is dircetly perceived, and we require

279

no conception of relation.

1 Prasthanaratnakara, pp. 117-18.  Dr. M. N. Sircar, Comparative
Stndies in Fedantism, pp. 242-3.
2 Dr. M. N. Sircar, Comparative Studies in Vedantism, p. 237.



CHapPTreEr V
ACQUIRED PERCEPTION

§ 1. Introduction

In the last chapter we have found that, according to the Neo-
Naiyiyikas, there are not only different kinds of ordinary intercourse
between the sense-organs and their objects, but also there arc three
kinds of extraordinary intercourse. For instance, the visual per-
ception of fragrant sandal is explained by the Nco-Naiyayikas as
due to an extraordinary intercourse through the knowledge of
fragrance, though it is not the proper object of the visual organ.
In western psychology such a perception is generally regarded as an
acquired perception. And this acquired perception has becn
analysed by the different schools of Indian philosophers and explained
in slightly different ways. According to the Jaina, the so-called
acquired perception is a complex psychosis made up of presentative
and representative processes mechanically associated with each other
and involving judgment and inference.  According to the Vedantist
also, it is a psychic compound made up of presentative and repre-
sentative elements integrated together into a compound pereeption.
But, according to the Nyiya-Vaidesika, an acquired perception is
a single integral pulse of consciousness which is presentative or
perceptual in character, though it is preceded by recollection.  ‘The
Nyaya-Vaisesika does not admit the possibility of a composite
consciousness or a psychic compound of distinct psychic entitics.
Let us now discuss these different views about acquired perception,

§ 2. (i) The Faina

The Jaina holds that the visual perception of fragrant sandal
is a case of acquired perception. The visual organ alone cannot
produce the perception of fragrant sandal, since fragrance cannot
be apprchended by the visual organ. Nor can the visual organ
produce this perception, cven in co-operation with the recollection
of fragrance ; for, in that case, odour would be apprehended by the
visual organ, which is impossible. The perception of odour cannot
be produced by the visual organ. So the perception of fragrant

86
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sandal can neither be produced by the visual organ singly, nor in
co-operation with the recollection of odour.! We have, indeed,
an apprehension of fragrant sandal after the operation of the visual
organ in co-operation with the recollection of fragrance. But
from this it does not follow that it is a simple psychosis of the nature
of visual perception produced by the visual organ. In fact, it is a
complex psychosis of presentative and representative processes mixed
up together. It is a mixed mode of consciousness made up of
presentative and representative clements mechanically associated
with each other. There is an integrative association of two
co-ordinate and co-existent clements, the visual percept of the sandal
and the idea of fragrance freely reproduced in memory, The
apprehension of fragrant sandal is simply a sum of two distinct psychic
entities, the present optic sensation of the sandal plus an image of
its fragrance reproduced from past experience by association and
integrated together into a complex psychosis.  And not only so ;
it involves a judgment and an inference. Though the sandal is
petceived by the visual organ, and the fragrance is reproduced in
memory by the law of association, the apprehension of the sandal
as qualificd by fragrance, ‘or fragrant sandal, involves a process of
judgment and an inference.  Thus, according to the Jaina, in the
acquired perception of fragrant sandal there is a free association of
ideas, judgment, and inference. An acquired perception is rather
an act of Inference than perception, though it depends on both
perception and recollection.®  This account of an acquired percep-
tion is similar to the account of the associationist psychology of
the west.

§ 3. (i) The Samkara-Vedantist

The Sarnkarite also holds that the visual perception of fragrant
sandal is not a simple psychosis but a psychic compound of a
presentative element and a representative element. It is a mixed
mode of consciousness made up of a perceptual consciousness and a
non-perceptual consciousness. There is a presentation of the sandal
(i.e. its visual qualitics) through the visual organ ; and there is a
representation of fragrance, since it cannot be perceived by the visual

L Na hi parimalasmaranasavyapeksamh locanamh surabhi candanamiti
pratyayamutpadayati . . . gandhasyapi locanajianavisayatvaprasangat.
PKM,, p. 150. Sec also p. 143.

? Gandhasmaranasahakarilocanavyapirinantaram surabhi candanamiti-
pratyayapratiteh. Tanna pratyaksenasau pratiyate,. PKM., p. 150,
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organ ; these two heterogeneous elements are mixed up together
and produce the compound perception of fragrant sandal. ‘This
psychic compound is not of the nature of a chemical compound
but of the nature of a mechanical mixture. The presentative
clement and the representative clement do not lose their identity
in the mixed mode.

The Naiyayika may urge that if we recognize a mixed mode of
presentative and represcntative processes, then presentation and
representation would not be regarded as natural kinds. There
cannot be an intermixture of natural kinds. But the Sarikarite
contends that there is no contradiction in the intermixture of
presentative and representative elements in perception.?  The
Naiyayika prejudice against intermixture of natural kinds or genera
(sam#karya) does not find place in the Vedintic monism,

It may be asked : In the visual perception of fragrant sandal
is the apprehension of fragrance presentative or non-presentative !
It may be said that it can be neither. It cannot be presentative
because here the apprehending mental mode does not take in the
torm of fragrance and identify itself with it, which is a condition
of perception, according to the Samkarite. Nor can it be non-
presentative, because the conditions of non-presentative knowledge
are absent.  For example, the knowledge of invariable concomitance
between sandal and fragrance being absent, there can be no inference
of fragrance in the visual perception of fragrant sandal.  But the
Sarhkarite holds that the apprehension of fragrance must be non-
presentative ; for if fragrance of this picce of sandal were already
perceived, then the apprehension of fragrance in this casc would be
a recollection (emrtz), and if it were not already perceived, then the
apprehension of fragrance in this case would be inferential.® It can
never be presentative because fragrance is not an object of visual
perception. ‘Thus according to the Sarhkarite, the visual perception
of fragrant sandal is a mixed mode of consciousness made up of a
presentative element and a representative element. It isa compound
perception or tied perception in which an idea is tied 10 a percept.
It is a presentative-representative complex. In this way the visual
perception of sweet mangoes also may be explained.?

The Samkarite does not hold that such an experience is not a kind
of perception at all but a case of inference. According to him,

! Surabhicandanamityadijfifnamapi candanakhandamée paroksam, sanr-
bhamée paroksam. VP., p. 67.
* VP, p. 68. * Sikhamani, p. 67. Sikhamani, p. 68.
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even an act of inference involves an element of perception as a con-
stituent factor ; for instance, in the inferential cognition of fire in
a mountain the apprehension of fire is inferential, but the appre-
hension of the mountain is perceptual 5 these two psychoses are the
integral factors of inferential knowledge.  So, here, an act of percep-
tion involves an element of recollection and sometimes an act of
inference as an integral factor. Herein lies the difference between
the Jaina and the Vedantist in their views of acquired perception.

§ 4. (i) The Nyaya-Vaisestka

According to both the Jaina and the Sarikarite, the visual
perception of fragrant sandal is a mixed mode of consciousness or
a psychic compound of presentative and representative processes.
But the Nyaya-Vaisestka, like William James, docs not admit the
possibility of a mixed mode of consciousness. Every psychosis is
simple. There cannot be a psychic compound of simultaneous
psychoses owing to the atomic nature of the manas, without which
there can be no psychosis at all.  According to this view, the visual
perception of fragrant sandal is a simple psychosis, though it is
preceded by the visual perception of the sandal and the recollection
of its fragrance. Tt is an integral pulse of consciousness in the
language of William James.

Sridhara refutes the theory of psychic fusion in explaining an
acquired perception in Nydyakandali. In the visual perception
of fragrant sandal, fragrance is the qualification (visesana) and sandal
is the qualified object (widesya). Some hold that both the qualifica-
tion and the qualified object—the fragrance and the sandal—are
apprehended by a single compound psychosis. They explain this
perception in the following manner. The visual organ cannot
apprehend  odour (fragrance), and the olfactory organ cannot
apprehend the sandal (i.e. the visual qualities of the sandal) ; and
hence these two scnse-organs cannot apprehend the relationship
between fragrance and the sandal, since the perception of relationship
would depend upon the perception of the two factors related.  But
just as the single psychosis of recognition, which is a kind of percep-
tion, is produced by a sense-organ in co-operation with the sub-
conscious impressions of past experience, and thus apprehends both
the past and the present, so the visual perception of fragrant sandal
is produced jointly by the visual organ and the olfactory organ,
and hence it apprchends both the sandal and its fragrance.? This

! Sikhamani and Maniprabha, pp. 68-9. 2 NK., p. 117,
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requires a word of explanation. According to this view, the visual
perception of fragrant sandal is a compound perception involving two
factors, viz. the visual perception of the sandal and the recollection
of fragrance, Here the first psychosis depends upon the past
expericnce of fragrance produced by the oltactory organ. ‘Thus
ultimately the visual perception of fragrant sandal is produced by
both the visual organ and the olfactory organ.
But Sridhara contends that this explanation is not satisfactory.
A cognition is not made up of parts ; if it were so, then one part of
it could be produced by the olfactory organ, and the other by the
visual organ.  But, in fact, there can be no composite consclousness
or a psychic compound. A cognition is an impartible whole or
a simple psychosis.  And if such a simple psychosis produced by both
the visual organ and the olfactory organ apprehends the sandal as
well as its fragrance, then from this it would follow that the odour
(fragrance) is apprehended by the visual organ, and the sandal (apart
from fragrance) by the olfactory organ 5 because that thing is appre-
hended by an organ which is the object of the cognition produced
by that organ. But since the internal organ or manas is atomic,
it cannot operate upon the two sense-organs at one and the same time.
Henee it must be admitted by all that in the visual perception
of fragrant sandal at first the fragrance of the sandal (vifesana) is
perceived by the olfactory organ, and then afterwards the visual
organ produces the visual perception of the sandal alone (vifesya) in
co-operation with the previous olfactory perception of fragrance.t
Jayanta Bhatta also gives a similar account of acquired perception
in Nyayamaijari. He analyses the visual perception of a fragrant
flower. In this perception there is a visual perception of the flower,
but not of its fragrance, since odour is not an object of visual percep-
tion.  So there cannot be a visual perception of the flower as qualified
by fragrance, or the fragrant flower. What happens in this case is
that the present visual perception of the flower is qualified by the
previous cognition of the fragrance produccd by the olfactory organ
on a previous occasion, and the flower is perceived as fragrant not by
the visual organ, because it cannot apprehend odour, but bv the internal
organ or manas. Thus, according to Jayanta Bhatta, though there
is 4 visual perception of the flower, there is not a visual perception
of the fragrant flower. The visual presentation of the flower
is qualificd by the idea of fragrance perceived in the past by the
1 Ghranena gandhe grhite padcattadgrahanasahakirind caksusa kevala-

visesydlambanamevedarh vifesyajianamh janyate ityakimendpyabliyupagan-
tavyam. NK., p. 117.
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olfactory organ, and the single unitary perception of the fragrant
flower is not produced by the visual organ but by the internal organ
or manas, even as the single unitary process of recognition—which
is a kind of qualified perception or a perception produced by peripheral
stimulation qualified by the recollection of a past expericnce—is
produced by the internal organ or manas.t 'Thus Jayanta Bhatta
regards an acquired perception as a new type of a synthetic unity of
apperception,

It may be objected that the flower is qualified by present qualifica-
tions. But the fragrance that is manifested in consciousness in the
perception of the fragrant flower docs not exist at present, but existed
in the past and was apprehended by the olfactory organ. How can
a past qualification qualify a present object ! Jayanta Bhatta replies
that just as after eating ninety-nine fruits we come to the hundredth
fruit and recognize it as such, only because the perception of this
fruit is qualified by the previous perception of the ninety-nine fruits
which no longer exist, so in the perception of a fragrant Hower
the present visual perception of the flower is qualified by the previous
olfactory perception of fragrance.?

Thus Jayanta Bhatta holds that there cannot be a visual per-
ception of a fragrant flower, since odour can never be perceived by
the visual organ.  When the flower is perceived by the visual organ,
and the idea of fragrance is revived from past experience, the fragrant
flower is perccived by the central sensory or manas, which can
apprehend all sensible objccts, colour, odour, etc.  But this is rather
avoiding the difficulty.  When we see a flower, or a piece of sandal-
wood, we distinctly feel that it is fragrant.  We distinctly feel that
we have a wisual perception of the fragrant flower or the fragrant
sandal.

The Neo-Naiyiyikas, Gangesa and his followers hold that
when we sec a piece of sandal-wood and feel that it is fragrant, we
have not an internal perception of fragrant sandal through the central
sensory, as Jayanta Bhatta holds, but a distinctly visual/ perception
of the fragrant sandal. But how can we have a visual perception
of fragrant sandal, since fragrance can never be an object of visual
perception ! (angesa replies that the visual perception of fragrant
sandal is not an ordinary perception (laukika-pratyaksa) due to an
ordinary intercourse (laukika-sannitarsa), but it is an extraordinary

1 Locanagocare’pi kundakusume tadavisayagandhavidesite vahyendriyad-
virakagrahanamaghatamanamiti minasameva surabhi kusumamitijfidnam,
NM.,, p. 461.

2 Thid n 4Ar



92 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY : PERCEPTION

perception (alaukika pratyaksa) due to an extraordinary intercourse
(alaukika sannikarsa). There cannot be an ordinary imtercourse
of the visual organ with the fragrance of the sandal, since odour is
not an object of visual perception.  But the fragrance of the sandal
revived in memory by association constitutes an extraordinary inter-
course called jiana-laksapa~-sannikarsa, and through it gives rise
to the visual perception of the fragrant sandal.  Here, though there
is an ordinary intercourse of the visual organ with the sandal-—and
thus there is a dircct visual perception of the sandal—there is an
extraordinary intercourse through the idea of fragrance revived in
memory by association, and thus there arises a visual perception of
the fragrant sandal. Thus the Neo-Naiyiyika differs from Jayanta
Bhatta, who holds that though the sandal is perceived by the visual
organ, the fragrant sandal is not perceived by it but by the central
scnsory or manas, when there is a visual perception of the sandal
and a recollection of its fragrance perceived by the olfactory organ
in the past.!

Vardhamina distinguishes between the visual perception of
fragrant sandal and the olfactory perception of the fragrance of sandal.
Sometimes we see a piece of sandal and at once perceive that it is
fragrant.  And sometimes we smell an odour and at once perceive
that it is the fragrance of sandal. The former perception is produced
by the visual organ in co-operation with the recollection of fragrance
perceived by the olfactory organ on a previous occasion. And the
latter perception is produced by the olfactory organ in co-operation
with the recollection of sandal perccived by the visual organ in the
past.?

Both the earlicr and later Naiyayikas admit that the perception
of fragrant sandal is a single unitary presentation ; it is nota compound
of presentative and representative elements but a presentation
qualified by a representative process which is its immediate ante-
cedent. The Naiydyika does not admit a psychic compound or
a mixed mode of consciousncss, which is admitted by the Samkarite.
According to him, there is no simultaneity of psychoses owing to
the atomic nature of the manas, and, moreover, there cannot be an
intermixture of two heterogeneous psychoses, e.g. a presentative
process and a representative process. This has been clearly pointed
out by Udayana in Nyayakusumarijali.®

1 8M,, pp. 283—4. Sec Dinakan also, pp. 283-4. TA,, p. 14. Sce
Ch. IV, § 5.

¥ Kusumafijaliprakasa, p. 105 (Benarces, 1912).

3 Nyayakusumaiijali, p. 104 (Benares, 1972),



Cuarrer VI
RECOGNITION
§ 1. The Nature of Recognition

The process of recognition has been analysed by all the schools
of Indian thinkers from both the standpoints of psychology and
epistemology.  Here, we shall attempt only a psychological analysis
of recognition from the different standpoints of Indian thinkers.

Recognition is a complex psychosis depending upon presentative
and representative processes. It depends both upon peripheral stimula-
tion and ideal reproduction of a past experience, A cognition pro-
duced by puxphcral stimulation is admitted by all to be perception,
and a cogamnon rcproduud in imagination by the revival of the residua
of past experience is admitted by all to be recollection.  But recogni-
tion is a complex psychosis which depends both upon peripheral
stimulation and reproduction of a past experience.  Is it, then, to be
regarded as a single psychosis or two psychoscq? If it is a single
psychosis, is it a kind of puccpnon or quite a ncw pbychosm ¢ The
Buddhist holds that I‘L(,O&lllthﬂ 15 not a single unitary psychosh
but a mechanical composition of two psychoacs, presentative and
representative, 'The Nydya-Vaidesika, the Mimamsaka, and the
Vedantist hold that recognition is single psychosis of the nature of
perception ; according to them, it is a qualified perception. The
Jaina holds that recognition is a single psychosis, but it is not a kind
of perception ; it is a unigue psychosis ; it is neither presentative nor
representative, nor both, but suz generss 5 it is a chemical compound,
as it were, of presentation and representation, different from both.
Let us now consider the different views of recognition in detail.

§ 2. (1) The Buddhist

When we perceive a pot and recognize it to be an object of our
past experienice, we have a recognitive consciousness such as “ #his is
that pot . Ts this recognition a single psychosis or a combination
of two psychoscs, presentative and representative ? If it is a single
psychosis, the Buddhist asks, what is its cause ?

(1) The sense-organ cannot be the cause of recognition,
since it requires a present object for its stimulation to produce a
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cognition ; it can never come in contact with a past object and so
cannot account for the consciousness of thazness or the past condition
of the object involved in recognition.

(2) The subconscious impressions (samskdra) left by previous
perceptions cannot be cause of recognition, because they refer to past
perceptions of which they are residua, and therefore cannot account
for the consciousness of thtsness or the present condition of the object
involved in recognition.

(3) Nor can recognition be brought about by the co-operation
of the sense-organ with sub-conscious impressions, because they are
found to operate scparately and produce different cffects. The
sense-organ always produces direct apprehension, and subconscious
impressions always produce memory ; so they can never bring about
a single effect in the shape of recognition when they co-operate with
cach other,!

Hence recognition s not a single psychosis produced cither by
the sense-organs or by subconscious impressions or by both together,
but it involves two discrete psychoses, presentative and representative,
mechanically asociated with each other. It cannot be a single
unitary process, for one and the same psychosis cannot apprehend the
past as well as the present condition of an object, and thus can never
apprehend its identity in the past and the present. It 15 a mechanical
composition of presentative and representative processes, of which the
former apprehends the present character of its object and the latter
apprehends its past character.  We have no psychosis to apprehend
the identity of an object in the past and the present.

Even if we concede that recognition is a single psychosis, what
is the nature of its object ¢ If it apprehends a past object, it does
not differ from recollection ; if it apprehends a future object, it does
not differ from constructive or anticipatory imagination ; if it
apprehends only what exists at the present moment, then it does not
recognize the identity of its object in the past and the present ; and
it is self-contradictory to hold that it can apprehend an object as
existing in the past, the present, and the future.?

For the same reason it cannot be held that recognition apprehends
an object as qualified by a previous cognition, for a past cognition
does not exist at present, and therefore cannot qualify the object of
the present cognition 3 and if the past cognition, which is supposed
to qualify the object of recognition, is not at all apprehended as past,
an object cannot be perceived as qualified by the previous cognition

! NM., pp. 448-9. 2 NM., p. 449.
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in an act of recognition. Thus recognition cannot be regarded
as a kind of qualified perception.! It consists of two distinct
psychoses, presentative and representative.

§ 3. (ii) The Nyaya-Faiiesika

The Nyiya-Vaidesika holds that recognition is a single unitary
process. It apprehends both the past condition of its object and its
present condition by a synthetic act of apperception.  Jayanta Bhatta
severely criticizes the Buddhist theory of recognition in Nydyamadijari.

The Buddhist argucs that there is no recognition as a single
psychosis because there is no cause of recognition. ‘The cffect
cannot exist if there is no cause of it.  Burt this is reversing the order
of things. We may infer a causc of a given effect, but we cannot
deny the existence of the effect, even if we cannot account for i,
Though neither sense-organs nor subconscious impressions by them-
selves can account for the fact of recognition, still when they co-
operate with each other, their co-operation can account for it. Though.
scnse-organs can  produce only perception, and subconscious
impressions can produce ouly rvecollection, yet when they co-operate
with each other, they can produce recognition, which is a kind of
qualified perception.?

What is the object of recognition, according to the Nydya-
Vaidesika ?  The object of recognition is something existing at
present but also qualified by the past time. Thus recognition
apprehends both the past and present character of its object.?

But the Buddhist asks : Is it not self-contradictory to suppose
that one and the same mental process, viz. recognition, apprehends
the past as well as the present character of its object, inasmuch as
the past and the present cannot cxist at the same time, and so cannot
simultancously qualify an object ? The past is past ; it does not
exist at present ; how, then, can both the past and the present be
apprchended by the same act of recognition, and qualify its object ?
The Naiyayika replies that the past is apprehended as past, and the
present is apprchended as present by recognition ; so that the object
of recognition is onc and the same, being qualified by the past and
the present both. Hence there is no contradiction in holding that
recognition apprehends an object qualificd both by the past and
the present.?

I NM., p. 449. * NM,, p. 459.
3 Atitakalavidisto vartamanakalivacchinnadcartha etasyamavabhasate,

NM., p. 459. 4 NM., p. 459.
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But the Buddhist asks again : How is it that a presentative
cognition produced by peripheral stimulation apprehends an object
qualified by the past time ? The Naiyiyika replies that the object
which existed in the past exists at present also ; so in recognition
the object is presented to consciousness as existing at present and
also qualified by the past. And there is nothing incongruous in
this. When we eat a number of fruits, say, one hundred, and after
eating ninety-nine fruits come to the hundredth fruit, we have the
consciousness of having eaten ninety-nine fruits, so that the cognition
of the hundredth fruit is qualified by the fruits which existed in the
past, many seconds before the hundredth fruit is caten, and the number
hundred recognized ;5 and cven though what is past is not preseat
at the time, yet the relation which the object had with the past time
is certainly present in the object, and the qualification of an object
by its relation to the past time is all that is necessary for recognition
apprehending an object as qualified by the past time.!

Is, then, recognition presentative or representative ! According
to the Nyiiya-Vaisesika, it is presentative or perceptual in character,
though 1t is produced by the sense-organs with the help of sub-
consclous Impressions. Fory according to the Nyiya-Vaisesika,
whatever mental state is produced by peripheral stimulation is an
immediate, presentative or  perceptual cognition.  Recognition
is produced by peripheral stimulation, though with the help of sub-
consclous impressions left by previous perceptions 3 hence it must be
regarded as a kind of presentative cognition or perception.  Though
the sense-organs by themselves:cannot produce the cognition of 4
past object, yet in co-operation with the subconscious impressions
of past experience they can produce the cognition of an object as
qualified by the past time. Hence recognition is defined by Jayanta
Bhatta as the perception of a present object qualified by the past
time, due to the contact of a sensc-organ with the present object, or
as the perception of a present object, as modified by its past cognition.
Just as the visual perception of a flower is modified by the previous
olfactory perception of its fragrance, which is not perceived by the
visual organ at the present, and thus brings about the indircet visual
perception of a fragrant flower through the central sensory or manas,
so in recognition the perception of a present object is modified by
a past cognition reproduced in imagination. Though pure perception
is produced by the peripheral organs, and pure recollection is produced
by subconscious impressions, recognition is produced by the co-
operation of both, and the object of recognition is perceived through

' NM., pp. 459—460.
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the manas, as qualified by the past cognition of the object.? Sivaditya
also defines recognition as the apprehension of an object as qualified
by the past time.2  Midhava Sarasvatl regards recognition as the
apprehiension of an object as qualificd by the present and the past
time.?  Vigvanitha refers to a doctrine which regards recollection
as a cause of recognition, since a subconscious impression without
being revived cannot bring about recognition, and it is better to hold
that a recollection, rather than a revived impression, is the cause of
recognition,

Thus recognition is not a mixed mode of consciousness made
up of presentative and representative clements, for the Nyiya-
Vaidesika does not admit the simultancity of two or more cognitions
owing to the atomic nature of the manas.  According to this view,
recognition is a single presentative cognition or perception, but
qualified by the past time or by the past cognition of the object.
Recognition, therefore, is a kind of gqualificd perception.

§ 4. (W) The Mimarsaka

Kumirila agrees with the Naiydyika in regarding recognition
as a presentative cogniton.  He puts forward the following reason.
Whatever cognition is  produced by peripheral  stimulation s
presentative or perceptual in natarc. - Recognition is present when
there is peripheral stimulation.  Though recognition is preceded
by an act of recollection, it is not to be regarded as non-perceptual
in character, inasmuch as it is produced by the contact of a sense-
organ with a present object.  "There 1s no injunction that only such
a cognition is to be regarded as a perception, as is prior to recollection,
Nor is the operation of the sensc-organs, after recollection, precluded
by any valid reason. Thus the fact of following upon recollection
cannot deprive a cognition of its perceptual character, if it is produced
by peripheral stimulation. For these reasons, Kumirila regards
every cognition as a perception, which is produced by peripheral
stimulation, whether it appears before or after recollection,  Hence
he regards recognition as a kind of perception.®

§ 5. (iv) The Sanmkara-Vedantist

The Samkarite agrees with the Naiyilyika and the Mimiuhsaka
in holding that recognition is a perceptual cognition produced by
I NM., p. 461, 2 8P, p. 68,

3 Mitabhasini, p. 25. 4 SM.,, p. 497.
§ §V.,, Satra iv, Slokas 234~7.
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peripheral stimulation and subconscious impressions co-operating
together,

Akhandinanda Muni, the author of Tattvadipana asks : What
is the cause of recognition ?  Is it produced by the residua of past
experience ?  Or is it produced by peripheral stimulation ?  Or is it
produced by both together ?  The first alternative is false. Residua
of past experience can apprehend only the past condition of an object ;
they cannot apprchend the distinctive character of the object as
determined by the present time and space. The second alternative
also is false. The sensc-organs can apprehend only the present
condition of the object; they cannot apprehend the distinctive
character of the object as determined by the past time and space.
And the Buddhist contends that the third alternative also is false
for the following reason. If recognition were produced by peripheral
stimulation and subconscious impressions together, it would be
characterized by the dual nature of pereeption and recollection, and
thus would not be able to apprehiend the identity of the object in
the past and the present. ~ According to the Buddhist, one and the
same cognition cannot be both immediate and mediate, presentative
and representative, But the Vedintist believes in the fusion of
psychoses, and thus regards recognition as a single complex psychosis
apprehending the identity of an object in the past and the present,
due to peripheral stimulation in co-operation with subconscious
impressions.  Akhandinanda Munt points out that though recognition
is produced by the co-operation of peripheral stimulation and sub-
conscious impressions, it is perceptaal in character and does not involve
the twofold element of perception and recollection, for recollection
Is produced by subconscious impressions alone. But it may be
objected that if recognition is perceptual in character, it cannot
apprchend the past condition of the object, which is involved in
recognition. "The Vedantist replies that recognition apprehends
the past condition of the object, because it is not produced by peri-
pheral stimulation alone but by peripheral stimulation together
with subconscious impressions.?

Thus both the Vedintist and the Naiyayika regard recognition
as a kind of perception. But there is a slight difference between
the two views. According to the Vedintist, recognition is a single
complex psychosis containing presentative and representative clements
—it is a presentative-representative process. According to the
Naiyayika, recognition is a single simple psychosis which is presentative

! Tattvadipana, p. 273. See also Tattvapradipika, pp. 214~15.
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in character ; it does not contain both presentative and representative
elements ; it is a kind of perception which is produced by peripheral
stimulation and subconscious impressions together.  The Vedantist
believes in the fusion of elementary psychoses into a composite
psychosis.  But the Naiyayika cannot believe in psychic fusion for
two reasons. In the first place, two psychoses cannot be simul-
taneously present in the self, owing to the atomic nature of the mind.
In the second place, perception and memory are entirely different
kinds of psychoses, and there can be no intermixture of two distinct
classes. But the Vedantist does not believe in the atomic nature of
the mind, and he has no prejudice against the intermixture of distinct
kinds of psychoses. 8o he believes in the simultaneous occurrence
of two distinct kinds of psychoses and their fusion into a unitary
composite psychosis. Herein lies the difference between the
Naiyayika view of recognition and the Vedantist view.

§ 6. (v) The Faina

The Jaina rcgards recognition as a single unitary psychosis
produced by perception and recollection both, which apprehends the
identity of an object in the past and present. It is ncither of the
nature of perception nor of the nature of recollection, nor a mechanical
association of perception and recollection both, nor a composite
psychosis containing the  twofold element of perception and
recollection. It isa unique psychosis ; it is sui generss 3 it 1s a single
unitary psychosis produced by perception and recollection both.
Perception apprehends the present condition of an object.
Recollection apprehends the past condition of an object.  Recognition
which is a quite new psychosis apprehends the identity of an object
in the past and the present.  So recognition is different from percep-
tion and recollection, and its object also is different from that of
perception and recollection.  Thus the Jaina differs from the Nyaya-
Vaidesika, the Mimarhsaka and the Vedintist, who regard recognition
as a kind of perception, and from the Buddhist, who regards it as a
mechanical association of two distinct psychoses, viz. perception
and recollection,

§ 7. (i) The Fana Criticism of the Nydya-Vailesika View

The Nyiya-Vaisesika, the Mimarhsaka and the Vedantist regard
recognition as a kind of perception. But it cannot be regarded as
a kind of perception. For wherever peripheral stimulation is present
perception is present, and wherever peripheral stimulation is absent



100 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY: PERCEPTION

perception is absent.  But wherever peripheral stimulation is present,
recognition is not present, and wherever peripheral stimulation 1s
absent, recognition is not absent.  In other words, recognition docs
not directly follow upon peripheral stimulation.  If it did, then we
should have recognition cven at the time of the perception of an
individual object for the first time.  Nor can it be said that recognition
is produced by a sense-organ in co-operation with the recollection
of the object owing to the revival of the residua left by the previous
perceptions of the object, because perception is quite independent of
memory.  If perception did depend upon memory, it would never
apprehend an object which was never perceived in the past—it would
never apprehend a new object.

It may be argued that recognition is different from recollection,
since it apprehends an object existing here and now ; and hence
it is a kind of perception. The Jaina contends that perception
is produced by peripheral stimulation ;- and peripheral stimulation is
possible only when the stimulus is present ; and hence perception
apprehends only a present object. But as recognition apprehends
the identity of an object in the past and the present, its object cannot
be apprehended by perception which depends upon the stimulation
of a sense-organ by a present object. It has been urged that the
recollection of an object of past experience gives rise to a cognition
in response to peripheral stimulation, which is called recognition,
Thus recognition is a kind of perception, inasmuch as it is produced
by peripheral stimulation not independently, but in co-operation with
the recollection of a past experience. But this also is impossible.
A perception can never apprehend the past condition of an object.
How, then, can it incorporate into itself the recollection of past
experiecnce !t In  fact, recognition is neither perception nor
recollection, but a sui generis psychosis produced by both.? It is
not a kind of perception, since it is not direct and immediate
knowledge,

§ 8. (i) The Faina Criticism of the Buddhist View

The Buddhist holds that recognition is not a single psychosis,
but a mechanical association of two distinct psychoses, presentative
and representative, there being no third kind of cognition different
from perception and memory, which may be called recognition.
The Jaina contends that recognition is distinctly felt as a single

1 PKM., p. 97.
? Darfanasmaranakiranakarh sankalanath pratyabhijfitnam, PMS,, p. 2.
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unitary process produced by perception and memory both, which
apprehends the identity of an object in the midst of past and present
modifications.!  Recollection camnot apprchend the identity of an
object in the past and the present, since it can apprehend only the past
condition of an object. Nor can perception apprchend the identity
of an object in the past and the present, since it can apprehend only
the present condition of an object.  And if it is said that a determinate
cognition arising out of the residua of both perception and recollection
apprehends the identity of an object in the past and the present, then
that is nothing but recognition which is quite a new psychosis.

"The Buddhist himself admits the possibility of a psychic fusion in
the consciousness of a motley colour (citrajfiana) in which many
cognitions of blue, yellow, etc., are fused together.  Why, then,
should he object to the possibility of a new psychosis of recognition
produced by presentation and representation both 7 Even supposing
that recognition consists of twa discrete psychoses—presentative and
representative——mechanically associated with each other, are they
felt in consciousness as interpenctrating cach other, or in mechanical
juxtaposition with cach other? In the former case, recognition
would be felt either as perception or as recollection.  In the latter,
it would be felt as a dual consciousness, both presentative and repre-
sentative, distinct from cach other, But, in fact, recognition is
never felt either as perception or recollection or both together.
Hence it must be regarded as a unique psychosis differing both from
perception and recollection. And the object of recognition is neither
a past object nor a present object, but the identity of an object in
the past and the present, which can never be apprehended by percep-
tion and recollection.

The Jaina holds that there is a sort of mental chemistry in the
production of the state of recognition ; it is not a result of mechani~
cal composition and association of presentative and representative
processes, as the Buddhist supposes.  Recognition is sui generis. It
is a compound psychosis, no doubt, but like a chemical compound,
it differs in quality from its constituent elements. Tt differs both from
perception and recollection, and is yet a combination of the two
psychoses,

Prabhicandra includes all kinds of presentative-representative
cognition of relations in recognition. "I'he perception of identity,
similarity, dissimilarity, rclation of sign and signate, etc., are involved

b Smaranapratyaksajanyasya  plirvottaravivartavartyckadravyavisayasya
safikalanajfidnasyaikasya pratyabhijfidnatvena supratitatvat. PKM., p. 97.

® PKM., pp. 97-9.
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in recognition. It implies the elaborative processes of comparison,
assimilation, discrimination, spatial and temporal localization,*

Prabhicandra agrees with Herbert Spencer and William James
in holding that not only the ultimate feelings and sensations are
presentations, but the relations among them also are presentations,
The relational processes do not imply the synthetic activity of the
understanding, and consequently are not necessarily involved in the
operations of conceptual thinking. Thus Prabhicandra differs
from Bradley and Green who regard relational processes as the
synthetic operations of the understanding.

But is it not sclf-contradictory to say that one and the same
psychosis has two temporal marks 7 The Jaina replies that if there
is dual nature in the process of recognition, it is not self-contradictory,
because the manifoldness of one and the same object of knowledge
is usual, since contradiction is the very essence of the reality. The
manifolduess of recognition is a datum ; we cannot deny its existence
or explain it away.

1 PMS,, p. 2, and PKM,, p. 97.
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Cuarrer VII
THEORIES OF PERCEPTION
§ 1. The Buddhist Theory of Perception

There are four schools of Buddhists, The Vaibhisikas hold
that the external world is an object of perception. They maintain
the independent existence of nature and mind ; the nature is extra-
mental and is immediately perceived by the mind,  The Sautrantikas
also hold that the external world exists. But according to them,
it is not an object of direct perception. The external objects produce
presentations in the mind through which we infer the existence of
external objects, From the epistemological point of view, both
the Vaibhiasikas and the Sautrantikas are realists ;3 but the former are
advocates of naive realism, while the latter are hypothetical dualists or
cosmothetic idealists, to usc the expression of Hamilton. The
Yogaciras do not believe in the existence of extra-mental objects.
According to them, the immediate objects of our consciousness are
the ideas of the mind ; these ideas can never carry us beyond them-
selves to extra-mental objects.  Thus the Yogicaras are subjective
idealists. The Madhyamikas annul the existence of mind and matter,
subject and object, and go beyond them to the void (si#nya) which
is beyond the scope of intellectual knowledge. Thus the Madhya-
mikas are nihilists, But here we arc not concerned with the
epistemological theories of perception.  We shall deal here only with
the psychological analysis of perception given by the Buddhists.
The only Buddhist work in which we find a psychological analysis
of perception is Nydyabindu of Dharmakirti with its commentaries,
Nydyabindutika and Nydyabindutitatippani. Here the subject has
been treated probably from the Sautrantika point of view.!

Dinniga defined perception in his Pramana-samuccaya as the
cognition which is free from 4alpands or mental concepts, e.g. name,
clags, and the like.? Dharmakirti defined perception as the non-
erroneous cognition devoid of mental concepts or éalpands.®  Percep-
tion must be non-erroncous.  This is the logical condition of valid

v Keith, Buddhist Philosophy, p. 308.

# Pratyaksarh kalpanapodhath namajatyadyasamyutam.

3 Kapandpodham abhrantath pratyaksam. NB., p. 1.
To3
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perception.  But here we shall not discuss the conditions of valid
perception, So far as its psychological naturc is concerned, per-
ceptual cognition must be free from mental constructs or alpands.
Perception 1s direct or immediate knowledge. If perception is
defined as the cognition produced by the sensc-object-contact, as
the Naiyiyika docs, mental perception will be cxcluded from the
category of perception.  Perception is direct presentation of an object
(saksatkarijianam).t

Perception must be free from kalpanas.  But what is falpana ?
Kalpana, according to Dharmakirti, is a name which denotes an
object.  Perception, therefore, must be free from all association
of names. It must be inarticulate, nameless, or indeterminate
perception.  Names are artificial verbal signs which are assigned
by the mind to the objects of perception, when it recognizes them as
members of a particular class or as the same as perceived before.
To associate an object of perception with a name, thercfore, is to
remember similar objects pereetved in the past and recognize them.
"This 1s not produced by the object aof perception.  When the sense-
organs come in contact with their appropriate objects, they produce
direct presentations or perceptual cognitions.  The objects are
presented to the mind, when they come in contact with the proper
sense-organs.  But the act of recognition or assigning a name to
the object of perception is not directly praduced by the sense-object-
contact. Names of objects are never presented to the sense-organs.
"They are never presented to the senses by the objects of perception.
The acts of recognition and naming involve the unification of the
objects of present experience with the objects of past cxperience,
so that they are not directly produced by objects coming in contact
with the proper sensc-organs, for past ohjects can never be presented
to the senses.

Sometimes though the objects of perception are not associated
with definite names, they are capable of being associated with names,
For instance, though an infant does not know the names of objects,
and as such his perception is not associated with any name, it may not
be frec from kalpana or mental construct,  Even an infant does not
begin to suck the breast of his mother, until he recognizes the breast
to be the same as experienced before.  Thus perception must be
free from all association with names, and it must not involve any
content of consciousness which may be represented by names ; it
must not involve naming and recognition 5 it must not contain any
ideal factor or mental construct. It must be the direct and immediate

L NBT, p. 12,
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presentation of an object, free from all elaborative or interpretative
processes. It must represent only the given element in experience,
It must not import anything new into the given order from within
the mind from past expericnce.}

The Naiyiyikas and others hold that indeterminate perception
apprehends the qualificd object (vifesya) and qualifications (visesana),
but not their relations to cach other. But the Buddhist contends
that indeterminate pereeption does not at all apprehend the qualifica-
tions of its objecty viz. generality, substantiality, quality, action,
and name, but it simply apprchends the mere object apart from its
qualifications. It cannot apprehiend both the qualified object and
its qualifications. It mercly apprehends the specific individuality
of an obhject (svaluksana) devoid of all qualifications.

“T'he specific individuality of an object is unique and swi generis §
it is quite different from :mything other than itself 5 it can never
be expressed by words 5 it is apprehended only by pergeption.  So
perception is always indeterminate.  There is no  determinate
perception. The so-called determinate perception is not perceptual
in character because it is not produced by peripheral stimulation.
It is produced by the recollection of the name of the object perceived.
Between peripheral stimulation and the determinate cogmition there
is an intervening factor of the recollection of the name.  So the
determinate cognition is not purely presentative in character, but
it 1s a presentative-representative process. But the Buddhist regards
perception as entirely free from factors of imagination.  So he does
not admit the possibility of determinate perception.?

Dharmakirti recognizes four  kinds  of perception 5 sense-
pcrccprion (tndriyajiiina), mental pm'ccption (manevijiana), self-
consciousness (svasawivedana), and yogic perception ( yagzpratya&m)
Sense-perception  is produccd by the sc nsC-organs. It is an
‘“immediate feltness )% a bare sensation. It gives rise to mental
pereeption which immediately suceeeds ity and belongs to the same
series.  Mental pereeption is duce to four causes @ the objective datum,
e.g. external stimulus (dlambana-pratyaya), the co-operative causc
(sahakaripratyaya), e.g. light in visual pereeption, the dominant
cause, c.g. the sense-organ (adhipatipratyaya), and the immediate
cause, c.g. the immediately preceding cognition  (samanantara-
pratyaye). Dharmottara  distinguishes  mental  perception  from
sense-pereeption. When the visual organ has ccased to operate we

VNB and NRU, pp. 13-14. Sce also Buddhist Philosophy, p. 309.

2 See Chapter lI.

3 Buddhist Philosephy, p. 310,
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have mental perception. So long as the visual organ continues to
operate, the perception of colour is nothing but sense-perception.l
So mental perception is continuous with sense-perception, and
immediately follows upon it. Self-consciousness is the percep-~
tion of the mind and mental states like pleasure and pain.
The direct and immediate apprehension of mental states is of the
nature of self-conscious awareness (svasamvedana). They are not
perceived by other cognitions, as the Nyaya-Vaidcsika holds. They
are directly perceived by themselves. Self-consciousness is percep-
tion, since it directly intuits itsclf, is devoid of concepts, and free
from error.?  Yogic perception is the direct intuition of the real,
due to intense meditation on the four truths of Buddhism.?3 We
shall discuss the Buddhist doctrine of yogic intuition later on.4

§ 2. The Faina Theory of Perception

The Jaina recognizes only two kinds of valid knowledge : direct
knowledge (aparcksa) and indivect knowledge (paroksa).? Know-
ledge is direct when it is immediate or distinct. Knowledge is
indirect when it is mediate.  Perception is direct or immediate
knowledge because it is directly derived from the scnses and the
mind, while mediate knowledge (c.g. inferential knowledge, verbal
knowledge, etc.) is derived through the medium of some other
knowledge.

Mantkyanandi defines  perception as distinct apprehension
(vifadam  pratyaksam)® What s the mcaning of distinctness?
That knowledge is distinct, which is not mediated by some other
kind of knowledge. And that knowledge is distinct, which appre-
hends an object in all its details.?

Perception is of two kinds: sdrmuvyavaharika pratyaksa and
mukhya pratyaksa® ‘The former is the ordinary perception of
everyday life.  The latter is super-normal perception. Sarmyavaha-
rika pratyaksa, again, is of two kinds : perception produced by
the senses (indriya-nivandhana) and perception not produced by the
senses (anindriya-nivandhana)® ‘The Jaina regards the eye, the
car, the nose, the tongue, and the skin only as sense-organs. He

LNBT, p. 19.

? Tacca jfdnaripaihh  vedanamatmanah saksatkari nirvikalpakam
abhrantam, NBT,, p. 20, See Buddhist Philosophy, p. 317.

¥ NBT, pp. 20-1.  * Chapter XVIIL, 5 PMS, 1, 1~2.

& PMS, 1, 3. 7 PMS, ii, 4.

8 PMS,, ii, 5, 11, PNT,, i, 4-5. ¥ PMS, ii, s.
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does not regard the mind (manas) as a sense-organ. The mind is
called no-scnse-organ (anindriya). Hence the two varicties of
ordinary perception are sense-perception and mental perception.
Mutkhya pratyaksa is of three kinds : avadhi or clairvoyant perception
of objects at a distance of time and space, manahparyaya or telepathic
knowledge of thoughts in other minds, and kevala or infinite know-
ledge unlimited by time and space, or omniscience.! ~ All of them are
perceptual in nature.

The Jaina distinguishes between dariana and jfidna.  Darsana is
the simple apprehension of an object.  Just after peripheral stimula-
tion therc is the bare cognition of an object in a general way. Tt
apprehends only its general features (sattamatra) and not its particular
features. Fiana is the apprehension of the special features of an
object. Dariana is the “ knowledge of acquaintance”, while
jhana is the v knowledge about” an object. Darfana is called
indeterminate perception  (nirvikalpa ]mma) in other systems of
philosophy.  But the Jaina does not rccognuc it as jiidna or know-
ledge. Frana is always determinate 5 1t must have a definite form
(sakara) ; it must apprehend the special features (vifesa) of its object.?
So the Jaina does not regard darsana as indeterminate perception,
because perception is always definite and determinate.

In our ordinary perception (samvyavahdrika pratyaksa) there
are four stages : (1) Avagraha, (2) Iha, (3) Avaya, and (4) Dharana.®

Just after darfana there is avagraha. Dardana is the simple
apprchension of an object in a general way. When a stimulus
acts upon a sehse-organ, there s an excitation in Consciousness,
and the person is barcly conscious of the mere existence (sattamatra)
of an object. This is darsana. It Is indistinct and indefinite.
Just after this simple apprehension there is the cognition of an object
together with its general and special features (e.g. white colour).
This is avagraha.t It grasps the details of an object. But it does
not apprehend all the details of the object. It excites a desire in
the person to know more about the object. This desire to know
the particulars of the object is called Aa.5 It is a desire to know
whether the object is this or that.  In the stage of avagraha we have
the perception of white colour. But in the stage of 7ha we desire
to know whether the white object 1s a row of herons or a flag.®
Then there is avdya. It is the ascertainment of the true nature

1 PNT,, i, 19, 20, and 23. 2 Dravyasargrahavrtti, 4.
3 PNT., i, 6. U/T'S, i, 15.

4 PNT,, i1, 7. Sarvarthasiddhi, 1, 15.

5 PNT, i, 8. 6 Sarvarthasiddhi, i, 15.
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of the object.r  * In the third stage, Avaya, there is a definite finding
of the particulars which we desired to know in the sccond stage,
The sccond stage (avagraha) is merely an attempt to know the
particulars, while the third stage consists in the ascertainment of
these particulars,”*  When we observe the upward and downward
movement of the birds and the fluttering of their wings we definitely
know that there is a row of herons and not a flag.®  Avaya is the
definite perception of an object as this and not that. It involves
assimilation and discrimination.  In it we clearly perceive the
similaritics of the object with other objects perceived in the past, and
its differences from others. It involves the recognition of an object
as belonging to a definite class. It is definite and determinate
pcrccption Then it gives rise to dharana or retention.  * Dhdrand
consists of the Ltstmg impresston which results after the objcct with
its particulars, is definitely ascertained. It is this impression
(sarnskara) which enables us to remember the object afterwards,” ¢
Retention is the cause of recollection,  “Fhus the Jaina recognizes
four stages of ordinary perception : avagraha or the perception of
some features of an objecty 7hZ or the desire to know more about
it, avaya or the definite ascertainment of its real nature, and dhdarana
or retention of the perception. Of these the last can hardly be
regarded as a stage in perception.  _Aw@ya or definite and determinate
perception should be regarded as the last stage of perception "The
]‘mn does not recognize darfana as a distinct stage in perception.
It is quite different from ]rmna or knowledge. And perception
is a kind of jfiana. Darsana_is presupposed by perception but not
nvolved init.  Perception gives us knowledge of an object with its
qualities and relations.  Different accounts are given by different
authors, of the four stages of perception given above.

Thus the Jaina theory of perception differs from the Buddhist
theory mainly in this that perception, according to the latter, is the
direct presentation of an object, while, according to the former, per-
ception Is presentative-representative.  According to the Buddhists
perception is always indeterminate, while according to the Jaina
perception is always determinate.  According to the Buddhists, per-
ception is the immediate knowledge of the specific individual
(swalaksana) devoid of all association with names or facts of past
expertence.  According to the Jaina, however, perception is the
presentative-representative  cognition of extra-mental objects and

L PNT, 1, 9. ? 8. C. Ghoshal, Dravyasarhgraha, p. 15.
8 SarvarlhaSIddhi, 3, 13. * 8. C. Ghoshal, Dravyasarhgraha, p. 15,
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their relations to one another.  According to the Buddhists, percep-
tion does not represent the relations of extra-mental objects ; these
are imported by thought or imagination from within the mind into
the scnse-data to bring about determinate cognitions, which are,
therefore, not perceptual in character.  According to the Jaina,
on the other hand, the extra-mental objects and their relations to
one another are facts of direct and immediate experience.  The
Jaina, thercfore, agrees with James and Herbert Spencer in holding
that relations are not imposed by the intelleet upon the raw sense-
materials to convert them into a system of intelligible experience,
but they arc embedded in direct and immediate experience as contents
of consciousness.

§ 3. The Naiyayika Theory of Perception

Gautama defines perception as the non-crroncous cognition
produced by the intercourse of the sense-organs with the objects,
not associated with any name, and well-defined.?

In this definition the different kinds of perception, the condition
of valid perception, and the genesis of perception have been described.
Perception is of two kinds, viz. indcterminate (avpapadesya) and
determinate (vyavasdyatmaka). We have already discussed  the
nature of indeterminate (rvikalpa) and determinate (savikalpa)
perception in detail.  Here we shall bricfly discuss the nature and
origin of perception, and not - the conditions of valid perception.
Perception is that cognition which is produced by the intercourse
of the sensc-organs with the objects.  ‘This definition is given in
Tarkasamgraha.®

In this definition only the specific condition of perception has
been stated.  In perception there is not only the contact of the sense-
organs with the objects, but also the contact of the sense-organs with
the mind, and the contact of the mind with the self.  Thus there is
a fourfold contact between the sense-organs and the objects, the
sense~organs and the mind, and the mind and the sclf.3

This definitton, therefore, does not give us an cxhaustive
enumeration of all the factors that co-operate in producing perception,
It points out only that condition which is the specific cause of percep-
tion, and which distinguishes it from all other forms of cognition.

! Indriyarthasannikargotpannaih  jiidnam  avyapade$yam  avyabhicari
vyavasdydtmakam pratyaksam. NS, i, 1, 4.
® Indriyarthasannikargajanyam jianam pratyaksam. 'TS., p. 29.

3 NBL,, i, 1. 4.
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It does not mention the other conditions, viz. the contact of the mind
with the sense-organs, and the contact of the mind with the self;
because they are common to inference and other forms of cognition
also.1

But it may be contended that the contact of the mind with
the sensc-organs also is a specific condition of perception, which is
not present in other forms of cognition. So this condition also
should be distinctly mentioned.  Vatsydyana rightly points out
that the contact of the sense-organs with the objects is as good a
distinctive featurc of perception, as the contact of the mind with
the sense-organs. So when one distinctive feature has been men-
tioned, there is no nced of mentioning the other similar features,
as the definition is not meant to be an exhaustive cnumeration of all
the conditions of perception.?

Udyotkara offers other explanations too. Firstly, the sense-
object-contact is the distinctive feature of every individual pereeption.
In every individual perception, which s produced by the sense-
object-contact, what differentiates it from every other perception
is either the sense-organ concerned, or the object perceived 5 and
each individual perception is called either after the sense-organ,
or after the object. For example, the perception of colour is called
either wisual perception or colour-perception ;5 and no perception is
ever called after the mind-sense~contact; the perception of colour,
for instance, is never called mental perception.

Secondly, the mind-scnse-contact is the common factor among all
kinds of perception, which are otherwise different.  In other words,
the contact of the mind with the Sense-organs does not differ in
different kinds of perception ; it remains the same in different kinds
of perception,.

Thirdly, the mind-sense-contact is not mentioned as the
distinctive feature of perception, since with regard to perception the
mind-sensc-contact stands on the same footing as the mind-soul-
contact, firstly because individual perceptions are never called either
after the mind or after the soul ; and secondly becausc both these
contacts subsist in a substratum which is imperceptible by the senses ;
thirdly because neither of these two contacts belongs to the perceived
object ; and lastly because both these contacts subsist in the mind,
These are the reasons why the mind-sense-contact has not been
mentioned in the definition of perception.?

An objection has been raised against this definition that it excludes

1 NBhL, i, 1, 4. ® NBh, i, 1, 4.
¥ NV, i, 1, 45 S.L., Indian Thought, vol. vi, pp. 135-7.
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cognition of the self and its qualitics of pleasure, pain, etc., from the
category of perception, becausc the mind is not a sense-organ.
Gautama does not mention the mind as a sense-organ, when he
enumerates the sense-organs.! Thus the cognition of pleasure,
pain, etc., which is produced through the instrumentality of the mind,
cannot be regarded as perception, since the mind is not a sense-organ.
But, as a matter of fact, the cognition of pleasure and pain is neither
inferential nor verbal, since the conditions of inference and verbal
cognition are absent,  So it is absolutely necessary that the cognition
of pleasure, pain, ectc., should be included in perception, and yet
the above definition excludes it.

Vitsydyana points out that the cognition of pleasure, pain, etc.,
is included in perception by Gautama, since perception is defined by
him as that kind of cognition which is produced by the contact of
the sense-organ and the object, and the mind & a sense-organ.
Gautama has not mentioned the mind as a sense-organ when he has
enumerated the sense-organs owing to the fact that the mind is
different in character from the other sense-organs. What is the
difference between the mind and the other sensc-organs ! Vitsyayana
mentions three points of difference, - In the first place, the external
sense-organs are material, while the mind is immaterial. In the
second place, the external sense-organs operate upon only a limited
number of objects, while the mind is cffective on all objects,  For
mnstance, colours are apprehended by the visual organ 5 odours are
apprehended by the olfactory organ ; - tastes are apprehended by the
gustatory organ ; sounds arc apprchended by the auditory organ ;
and touch is apprehended by the tactual organ. But the mind
apprehends all objects.  In the third place, the external sense-organs
are of the nature of sense-organs owing to the fact that they are
endowed with the same qualitics as arc apprehended by them. The
olfactory organ is endowed with the quality of odour and consequently
it can apprehend odour. The visual organ is endowed with the
quality of colour and consequently it can apprehend colour. The
gustatory organ is endowed with the quality of taste ; so it can appre~
hend taste. The auditory organ is endowed with the quality of
sound ; so it can apprehend sound. And the tactual organ is
endowed with the quality of touch; so it can apprchend touch.
But the mind is not endowed with the qualities of pleasure, pain,
etc., which are apprehended by the mind.?

Thus when perception is defined as the cognition produced

1 NS,1, 1, 12, 2 NBh, i, 1, 4.
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by the contact of the sense-organs with the objects, the cognition
of pleasure and pain also is included in perception, inasmuch as the
mind is a sensc-organ.

Though both the contact of the mind with the sclf and the contact
of the scnise-organs with the objects are necessary conditions of all
external pcruﬂptlona, the latter must be regarded as the principal
cause. For sometimes a man goes to sleep with the determination
that he will wake up at a certain time and by force of this determina-
tion he wakes up at that time ; but sometimes when a man is awakened
from deep sleep cither by a very loud sound or by a rude shaking,
his waking perceptions of the sound or the touch are primarily due
to the contact of the sensc-organs with the objects,  So predominance
must be given not to the mind-soul-contact, but to the sensc-object-
contact ; because in such cases the soul has no desire to know and
does not put forth an effort to direct the mind towards the object.
Morcover, when a man with hig:mind entirely pre-occupied with one
thing, desires to know another thing, he puts forth energy to dircct
his mind towards the object and pereeives it 5 in such a case we cannot
say that the sensc-object-contagt is the principal cause. But when a
man with his mind entirely pre-oceupied with one thing suddenly
comes to have the cognition of anether thing, brought about by the
forcible impact of the object upon a sense-organ, withoutany desire or
mental effort on his part, the contact of the sense-organ with the
object must be regarded as the principal cause of perception, since in
this case there is no desire or effort on the part of the self to know
the object.?

In the case of the man whose mind is pre-occupied, the cognition
that suddenly appears is sometimes entirely due to the force of a
particular object of sense-perception ; its force stands for intensity
(tivratd) and vigour (patuta) ; and this force of the object affects
the scnse-object-contact, and not the mind-soul-contact,* This
clearly shows that the sense-object-contact is the principal cause of
perception. "Che different kinds of sense-object-contact have already
been dealt with.  Jayandrayana holds that the soul is the constituent
cause, the mind-soul-contact is the non-constituent causc, and the
sense-object-contact is the efficient cause of perception.’?

Thus the Naiyiyika explains the origin of perception by a con-
catenation of conditions, viz. the sense-object-contact, the mind-
sense-contact and the mind-soul-contact. It docs not describe the

1 NBh., il, 1, 26 3 ET., Indian Thoughe, vol. 1i, pp. 38-9.
2 NBh., i, 1, 293 BT, Indian Thought, vol. 1i, p. 42.
VSV, viii, 1, 3.
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specific functions of the different factors involved in perception,
as the Samkhya does.  [t, indeed, overcomes the Sirikhya dualism
of buddhi (intcllect) and purusa (sclf) by regarding the former
as a quality of the self ; but it does not explain the relation between
the sclf and the object, and the correspondence between knowledge-
forms and object-forms.  An unwarranted and uncritical assumption
on which the Naiyayika theory of knowledge is based is that know-
ledge is produced, like any other physical effect, out of a collocation
of causal conditions ; psychic causation and physical causation are
quite the same in nature.  “The production of knowledge is no
transcendental occurrence, but is one which is similar to the effects
produced by the conglomeration and movements of physical causes,” *
The self, the mind, the sense-organs, and the objects are the main
factors which bring about perceptual knowledge by their contact
with one another.  They have no specific functions in the production
of pereeptual knowledge 5 they simply come into contact with one
another, and by their mutual contact gencrate perception.

§ 4. The Neo-Naiyaytka Theory of Perception

The older Naiyayika defined perception as the non-erroncous
cognition produced by the contact of the sense-organs with the
objects, not associated with any name, and well-defined.2 This
definition describes the nature of perception as well as the conditions
and kinds of perception.  Perception is produced by the intercourse
of the sensc-organs with their appropriate objects.  The logical
condition of right perception consists in' the want of contradiction
or in its correspondence with reality. It is of two kinds, indeterminate
(avyapadesya) and determinate (vyavasdyaimaka).  But this definition
does not apply to the perception of God or to the pereeption of Yogis.
So Bhisarvajiia defines perception as right and dircet or immediate
cognition.?

This definition is peculiar to Bhisarvajiia.  Raghava points
out in his commentary that if we adopt the definition of Gautama,
we exclude from pereeption the divect cognition acquired by the
yogisy, which is undoubtedly a perceptual knowledge and yet it is not
produced by the intercourse of the sense-organs with the objects.
The word aparoksa in the definition is cxplained by Righava as the
cognition not produced by the word (fubda), or the mark or sign of

Y Das Gupta, A History of Indian Philossphy, vol. i, p. 330.
2 NS, i, 1, 4.
3 Samyagaparoksinubhavasidhanar pratyaksam. Nyayasira, p. 2.
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inference (liriga), for the former is the instrument of verbal knowledge
or knowledge derived from authoritative statement (fabdajiiana),
and the latter is the instrument of inferential knowledge (anumiti).
Visvanitha defines perception as the cognition which is not produced
through the instrumentality of another cognition.! It is direct or
immediate knowledge. It is not derived through the medium of
some other knowledge. This definition applies both to human
perception and divine perception. It excludes inferential knowledge,
analogical knowledge, memory and verbal knowledge, because
inferential knowledge is produced through the instrumentality of the
knowledge of universal concomitance ; analogical knowledge s
produced through the instrumentality of the knowledge of similarity ;
verbal knowledge is produced through the instrumentality of the
knowledge of words ; and memory is produced through the instru-
mentality of previous apprehension (anubhava).?

This is the Neo-Naiyiyika definition of perception.  Gangesa,
the founder of this school of Nydya, defined perception in this way.
Perception is direct or immediate knowledge. This is the
characteristic of perception, It may be produced by the intercourse
of the sense-organs with their proper objects.  Or it may be produced
directly by the contact of the mind with the objects owing to certain
occult powers of the mind. = So it is proper to define perception as
direct immediate knowledge not derived through the medium of
some other knowledge.

§ 5. The Mimarisaka Theory of Perception

Jaimini defines perception as the cognition produced in the self
by the intercourse of the sensc-organs with objects, and he points
out that it cannot apprehend super-sensuous merit.

This definition is practically the same as that of the Naiyayika,
Gautama defines perception as the non-erroncous cognition produced
by the sense-object-contact, inexpressible by words, and well-defined.
This definition states the conditions and kinds of perception. It
shows that perception is of two kinds, viz. indeterminate (avyapadesya)
and determinate (vyayasayatmaka). It lays down the condition of
valid perception. Perception must be non-erroncous, in order to
be valid.  Jaimini’s definition does not describe the different kinds
of perception.  Nor does it lay down the condition of valid perception.

! Jnanakaranakath jHanam pratyaksam. SM., p. 237.
2 SM., pp. 237~-240.
3 Jaiminisiitra, 1, 1, 4.
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Barring thesc, the two definitions are practically the same.  Annarh
Bhatta defines perception as the cognition produced by the intercourse
of the sense-organs with objects,!  T'his definition is almost identical
with that of Jaimini. If we analyse Jaimini’s definition we find that
perception requires the existence of (1) a present object of perception,
(2) a sense-organ with which the object comes into contact, and (3)
the self (purusa) in which the cognition is produced.  In perception
there must be an intercourse between the sense-organs and their
objects. And there must be something more. "Vhe sense-organs
must be connected with the mind, and the mind with the self.  Thus
there must be the sense-object-contact, the mind-sense-contact,
and the mind-soul-contact in external perception.?

The Naiyiyika contends that this definition includes doubtful
perception and illusion in perception. Though perception is said
to be produced by a real object, and as such excludes hallucinations
which are not produced by cxternal stimuli, it does not exclude
doubtful perception and illusion which are produced by external
stimuli.®

Kumiirila tries to avoid this objection by saying that semprayega
means the right application of the sense-organs to their objects,
so that doubtful perception and illusion are excluded from perception.t

Pirthasarathimiéra points out that Jaimini has not defined
perception in the above s#fra.® He simply says that perception
is not the condition of the apprehension of supersensuous merit
So the Naiyayika’s objection is beside the mark.

It cannot be urged that this definition does not include the
perception of pleasure, pain, ctc., since it does not depend upon the
external sense-organs. For it depends upon the contact of pleasure,
pain, etc., with the internal organ or mind.?

Prabhikara defines perception as dircet apprehension (saksat
pratitih).®  In every act of perception there is a triple consciousness
(triputisarivit), viz. the perception of the knowing sclf, the known
object, and knowledge itself. As regards the objects of perception,
they arc to be classified into substances, qualities, and classes.®
As regards the act of perception itself, it is of two kinds, viz. indeter~
minate perception and determinate perception.’®  As regards the

LTS, p. 29,

2 Yuktisnehaprapurani on SD., p. 98. (Ch, 8.5.)

3 NM., pp. 100-101. t §V, Sitra 4, Sloka 38.

b Jaiminisitra, i, i, 4. 6 $D., p-111; also SV, v, 19.
? SD,, pp. 111-12. & PP, p. 51

9
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knowing self, it is manifested as the knower or subject of all kinds
of knowledge, e.g. perceptual, inferential, verbal, ctc., because all
cognitions are appropriated by the self. And dircet apprchension
itself also is always sclf-cognized 5 it is not cognized by another
cognition, as in that case there would be regressus ad infinitum.
According to Prabhikara, consciousness is sclf-luminous ;5 it manifests
both the self and the not-sclfy the knowing subject and the known
object. This is the peculiarity of the Prabhikara doctrine of percep-
tion as distinguished from the Bhitta doctrine of perception explained
above.

L Chapter XIII.



Crarrer VIII
THEORIES OF PERCEPTION (Conrn.)
§ 1. The Samkhya Theory of Perception

Kapila defines perception as a cognition which takes the form
of an object, being related to it.t  Vijfidnabhiksu clucidates the
definition by saying that perception is the psychic function
(buddhivrtt) which gocs out to the object and is modified by the
particular form of that object to which it is related. The psychic
function itsclf is not produced by the proximity of the object, but only
its particular mode is produced by it, which inhcres in the psychic

“function. The psychic function goes out, like the flame of a lamp,
through the gateways of the sense-organs, to the external object
which is proximate to it, and is modificd by the particular form of
the object.?

Thus the proximity of an external object to the buddh: (intellect)
is the indispensable condition of perception in general.  And the
proximity of the sense-organs is a spectal condition of external sense-
perception.  But if the proximity of the object to the buddh: were
the condition of perception in generaly perception would be possible
even when there was no contact of the sense-organs.  But such
perception is unknown. The Sirikhya holds that ramas or inertia
of the buddhi obstructs its functioning, and when it is overcome by
the contact of the sense-organs with objects, or by certain intuitive
powers of the yogis, we come to have mental modes.  And it is for
this incrtia of the buddhi that there are no mental modes in dreamless
sleep.®

Iévarakrsna defines perception as determinate cognition of an
object (produced by its proximity to the sense-organ).

Vicaspatimidra fully brings out the significance of this definition.

In the first place, there must be a real object of perception,
This characteristic differentiates perception from illusion. The
object transforms the mental mode into its own particular form,
which is in itself formless. "The objects of perception are both

1 Yatsambandhasiddhaih  tadakarollekhi  vijfidnath  tat pratyaksam,
88, i, 89. 2 $PB, i, 80.

3 8PB., 1, 91, 1 Prativigayadhyavasdyo drstam. SK., .
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external and internal, external as the gross sensible objects, ¢.g. earth,
water, etc., and internal, as pleasure, pain, and the like. Even the
subtile fanmatras, which are infra-sensible to us, are the objects of
perception to the Yogin.

In the second place, the perception of a particular kind of
object (colour, sound, etc.) involves the operation of a particular
sense-organ (eye, ecar, etc.), which consists in its intercourse with
its object.  "This characteristic differentiates perception from memory,
inference, etc.

In the third place, perception not only involves the existence
of an object, and the intercourse of a sense-organ with the object,
but it also involves the operation of the intellect (buddhi) which
produces a definite and determinate cognition of the object. When
the sense-organs come in contact with the objects, the inertia (famas)
of the intellect is overcome, and the essence or intelligence-stuff
(sattva) springs forth in it, in consequence of which a definite and
determinate cognition of the object is produced. This characteristic
of perception excludes doubtful cognitions.!

§ 2. The Place and Function of the Sense-Organs

Vicaspatimi$ra illustrates the process of perception by an example.
Just as the headman of a village collects the taxes from the villagers
and gives them over to the governor of the province, and the local
governor hands them over to the minister, and the minister, to the
king, so the external scmsc-organs, having an immediate appre-
hension of external objects; communicate the immediate impressions
to the mind (manas), and the mind refleets upon them and gives them
over to the cmpirical ego (ahaskara) which appropriates them to
itself by its unity of apperception and gives these self-appropriated
apperceived impressions of the objects for the enjoyment of the sclf
(purusa).?

"Thus perception involves the functioning of certain organs.
It involves the operation of the external sense-organs, the central
sensory or the mind (manas), empirical ego (ahamkira) and the
intellect (buddhi).

§ 3. The Function of the External Sense-Organs

"The sense-organs have only an immediate apprehension (#locana-
mdtra) of objects.® Vicaspatimi§ra explains this immediate appre-
hension (@locanajiiana) as sammugdha-vastu-darsana, i.c. intuitive

1 8TK,, s. 2 8TK., 36. 3 8K., 28.
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apprehension of an object as a homogencous unit. The external
sense-organs apprehend an object as an undifferentiated homogeneous
unit, as merely #his, but not as like this or unlike this.1

But while Vicaspatimi§ra interprets the dlocanajiiana  as
indeterminate perception (nirvikalpajiiana), Vijiiinabhiksu interprets
it as both indeterminate (nirvikalpa) and determinate (savikalpa)
apprehension.  Some hold that the external sense-organs produce
an immediate, indeterminate apprehension of objects,. and regard the
definite and determinate apprehension as the product of the manas.
But Vijfianabhiksu cites the authority of Vyisa who says in his
Yoga-bhasya that the sense-organs give us definite and determinate
apprehension of objects.  Vijfidnabhiksu further says that there is
nothing to contradict the determinate apprehension of the sense-
organs.?

§ 4. The Function of the Manas (Mind)

When the sense-organ has an immediate apprehension of the
object, the mind (manas) reflects upon ity breaks up its object into its
component factors, viz. the substance, and its adjuncts, its thatness
and whatness, and thus assimilates 1t to similar objects and dis-
criminates it from disparate objects. . Thus Iévarakrsna defines the
tunction of the manas as reflection or discrimination.? Vicaspatimidra
cxplains it thus. The mind carefully reflects upon the object
intuitively apprehended by a sensc-organ, and determines it as /ike
this and wnlike this, and thus discriminates it by relating the object
to its properties in the subject-predicate relation (visesana-visesya-
bhava). "T'he first apprehension is simple and immediate, like the
apprehension of a child, a dumb person, and the like 5 it is produced
by the mere thing ; but when after this, the thing as distinguished
from its properties, by its genus and the like, is recognized, that process
of determination is the operation of the mind.4  Vijianabhiksu also
describes the function of the mind as determination or ascertainment.?

Thus the function of the mind may be interpreted as the power
of selcctive attention which, by its analytico-synthetic function of
dissociation and association, breaks up the non-relational immediate
intuition of the object, brings out all the relations involved in it, and
thus renders it definite and determinate by assimilation and
discrimination.

L 8TK., 28, also STK., 27. 2 SPB,, ii, 32. Sec Chapter I
3 8K., z7. ¢ 8TK., 27.
5 §PB, i, 71.
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§ 5. The Function of Ahamkira {Empirical Ego or Egoism)

When the mind renders the immediate and indeterminate appre-
hension of the sensc-organs definite and determinate by assimilation
and discrimination, the empirical ego (aharikara) appropriates it
to itself and thus transforms the impersonal apprehension of the object
into a personal expericnce suffused with cgoism.

I$varakrsna identifies egoism (ahamkara) with self-appropriation
(abbimana).t  Vicaspatimisra explains the function of aharkira
as follows :—

“1 alone preside over the object that is intuited by the sense-
organ, and definitely perceived by the mind, and I have the power
over all that is perceived and known, and all those objects are for my
use. There 15 no other supreme except “ 17, [ am. 'This
self-appropriation is called ahamtara or cgoism from its exclusive
application.” * Vijainabhiksu also regards sclf-appropriation as the
function of ahartkara.®

§ 6. The Function of Buddhi (Intellect)

When the empirical ego (ahasmkara) appropriates the determinate
apprehension of the mind to itself by its empirical unity of apper-
ception, the intellect (buddhi) assumes a conative attitude to react
to it, and resolves what is to be done towards the object. "The
function of the intellect 1s the ascertainment of its duty towards the
object known.  T'his explanation has been offered by Vicaspatimisra,
who observes : ““ Every one who deals with an object first intuits
it, then reflects upon it, then appropriates it to himself, then
resolves,  this is to be done by me,” and then he proceeds to act.
‘This is familiar to cvery one.” ¢

Thus the act of ascertainment that such an act 1s to be done is
the operation of the intellect.  This is the specific function of the
intellect, not differing from the intellect itself,

This will be clear from another example of Vicaspatimisra,
which illustrates the successive operation of the internal and external
organs in perception.  “In dim light a person at first apprehends
the mere object as an undifferentiated unit, then attentively reflects
upon it, and determines it to be a terrible thief by his bow and arrow,
then thinks him in reference to himself, e.g. * he is running towards
me’; and then resolves or determines, © I must fly from this place.” ” 8

1 8K., 24. 2 STK,, 24. 3 8PB., 1, 72.
+ §TK,, 23. 5 §TK., 3o0.
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Narayana Tirtha gives the same explanation of adhyavasdya in
Samkhya-Candyiki., Adhyavasaya is a modified condition of the
intellect, as flame is that of a lamp ; 1t is determination in such a form
as ““ such an act is to be done by me .2

But Gaudapada explains adhyavasaya as intellectual determina-
tion of the object of perception as belonging to a definite class, such
as “this 1s a jar™, “this is a cloth™, ctc.?  Vicaspatimisra also
explains adhyavasaya elsewhere as ascertainment or determinate
knowledge consequent upon the manifestation of the essence (sattva)
of the intellect, when the nertia of the intellect is overcome by the
operation of the sense-organs in apprchending their objects.®

§ 7. The Unity of the Functions of the Internal Organs

According to the Samkhya, external perception involves the
co-operation of the internal organs with the external sense-organs.
But the internal organs ar¢ mot to be regarded as three different
and independent substances or facultics, but only as antahkarana in
its three grades of functions.  Buddhi, aharkara, and manas are one
in nature 5 they togcether constitute the one internal organ (antah-
karana). The Simkhya docs not believe in faculty psychology.

Vijiidnabhiksu clearly brings out the organic unity of these three
internal organs and their functions, ~/Every one has, at first, a definite
knowledge (nifcayajiiana) of an object, and then thinks it in reference
to himself in this way : “ Herc am 1,” “ This is to be done by me.”
T'hus self-apperception (abhimdana) is an cffect of determinate know-
ledge (niscayajiana).  The function of the cmpirical ego (ehankara)
is self-appropriation (abhimana), and that of the intellect (buddhi) is
determinate  knowledge (niscayajfiana) 3 but self-appropriation is
the effect of determinate knowledge, since it is invariably preceded
by determinate knowledge. And if the functions of two substances
are related to each other as cause and effect, the substrata of these
functions too must be related to cach other as cause and effect.  So
empirical ego (ehambira), the substratum of sclf-appropriation
(abhimdana), must be the effect of the mtellect (buddhi), the substratum
of determinate knowledge (nifcaya-jiiana). Hence though the
internal organ (antahkarana) is onc and the same, it appears in its
threcfold character as 1t has threc distinct functions. Buddhi,
ahambara, and manas are three successive functional modifications
of one and the same antahkarana.

1 Samkhyacandrika, 23. ? (Gaudapidabhdsya on 8K, 23,

3 STK., 3.
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Vijfidnabhiksu supposes that self-appropriation follows upon
determinate knowledge.!  But Viacaspatimiéra interprets adhyavasdya
as the intention or volition of the agent to react to the object of
perception in a definite way and holds that this intention follows
upon sclf-appropriated knowledge.

§ 8. The Relation of the External Sense-Organs to the Internal
Organs

The relation of the external organs to the internal organs has
been well defined by calling the former the gateways or doors of
knowledge and the latter the gatckeepers.?

The external organs reccive immediatc impressions from external
objects, and communicate them to the internal objects, and com-~
municate them to the internal organ (antahkarana) which, in its
different functions of _reflection (manana), self-apperception
(abhimana), and determination (adhyavasdya), makes them definite
and determinate, and receives them for the enjoyment of the self.
The external sense-organs come in contact with external objects
and thercby supply us with the “manifold of intuitions” in the
language of Kant. The function of the particular senses is simple
apprehension. ' What they apprehend is a mere manifold, a congeries
of discrete impressions, though each apprehends only a manifold
of a particular kind. "The mind or central sensory operates on this
“ manifold of intuitions ”” and synthesizes the congeries of discrete
impressions into distinct aggregates-or groups. Until the discrete
sensations given by sensibility (or the external senses) are formed
into groups, there can be no perception of them as things. It is
the function of the mind (manas) to form these groups and thereby
to transform a certain number of sensations into one distinct percept.
Then the fluctuating sensations are referred to the umity of the
empirical ego, when the consciousness supervenes that the sensations
are mine, that I perceive. This sclf-apperception is the function
of the empirical ego (ahamkara). The perception is not complete,
till the object has been determined by a further process of thought,
till it has been identified by reference to the category to which it
belongs. It is the function of the intellect (buddhi) to define and
ascertain objects by recognizing that they realize a certain type.
And it is the intellect which imports the empirical relations of space
and time, which are nothing but the constructions or categories of
the understanding (buddhi-mirmana) into the spaceless and timeless

1 §PB,, i, 64. ? 8K., 35; see Chapter I
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continuum of discrete impressions synthesized by the mind into
distinct groups and referred to the unity of the empirical ego.  When
the percept has been fully determined in this way, it is presented by
the intellect to the self (purusa), in order that it may have an experience
ofit. According to Kant, sensibility supplies us with mere * manifold
of intuitions > ; the unity of the manifold is contributed entirely by
the understanding.  According to the Samkhya, synthesis proceeds
from the three internal instruments, mind, empirical ego, and the
intellect or understanding.  According to Kant, time and space are
the forms of sensibility. According to the Sarhkhya-Yoga, space
and time are the categories of the understanding,  But according to
both, knowledge is the joint product of sensibility and reason (or the
intellect).  But the Sarkhya does not oppose sensibility and reason
to each other ; scnsibility, mind, self-apperception, and reason (or
intellect) all are the channels of perception ; all these are opposed
to the self (purusa) which alene is conscious—sensibility, mind,
empirical ego, and intellect being but insentient cvolutes of Prakrti
for the enjoyment of the self.

§ 9. The Purusa as the Transcendental Principle in Perception

We have explained the function of the external and internal
organs in the process of perception.  But how is it that the external
and internal organs, which are insenticut principles, can have
conscious apprchension of objects, It is the self (purusa) that makes
them apprehend objects.  According to the Simkhya-Y oga, percep-
tion depends upon two metaphysical conditions, In the first place,
it implies the existence of an extra-mental object.  In the second
place, it implies the existence of the self (purusa).

‘Thus Vyisa observes that the object is independent of the mind,
and common to all persons ; and the minds, too, are independent
of objects, which operate for the enjoyment of the self ; the enjoy-
ment of the self (in the form of the knowledge of an object) arises
from the relation of the mind to the object.?

"The Buddhists, however, deny the existence of the self and hold
that the mind is self-conscious and self-luminous.  But the Samkhya-
Yoga holds that the mind (cifta) is not sclf-luminous, since it is an
object of consciousness.?  Just as the other sense-organs and sensible
objects are not self-luminous, inasmuch as they are objects of
consciousness, so the mind, too, is not self-luminous inasmuch as
it is an object of consciousness. The mind cannot be self-conscious

1 YBh,, iv, 16. 2 Na tat svabhasaih drsyatvat. YBh., iv, 19.
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(suabhasa) as it is the effect of the unconscious prakrti.  How, then,
can it manifest the object? The Samkhya-Yoga admits the
existence of the self (purusa) as the cognizer and enjoyer of the mind.
The essence of the self is consciousness ; it Is not an attribute of
the self.  The self-luminous sclf is reflected upon the unconscious
mind ' (huddhi) and mistakes the state of the mind for its own state.
The self is neither entirely similar to the mind nor entirely different
from the mind. It is different from the mind for the following
reasons i—

Firstly, the mind (buddhi) undergoes change or maodification,
since its objects are sometimes known and sometimes unknown ;
but the sclf is unchanging or immutable, since its object, the mind
is always known.?

Secondly, the self realizes its own end ; but the mind (buddhi)
realizes the end of the self, which'is different from the mind, since
it co-operates with the body and the sense-organs.?

Thirdly, the mind (buddhi) takes the forms of all insentient
objects which are the combinations of the three ultimate veals, viz.
essence (saftva), encrgy (rajas)y, and enertia (famas), and thus appre-
hends them, Hence the mind itsclf is made up of the three funda-
mental reals and is thus insentient ; but the self is the witness of the
unconscious buddhi and the ultimate reals.?

But if the self is not quite similar to the mind (buddhi), it is not
quite different from the mind (buddhs), since the sclf) though pure
in itself, knows the state of the uniconscious mind (buddhi) intelligized
by the reflection of the self in it, and erroneously supposces it to be its
own state.?  The buddhi, though unconscious in its natutre, becomes
conscious or intelligized by the reflection of the self-luminous purusa.
But on this point there are two slightly different views.®  Viicaspati-
misra holds that the sclf-conscious purwsa is reflected on the
unconscious luddhi and thus intelligizes it or makes it conscious.
Vijianabhiksu, on the other hand, holds that not only is the self
reflected on the buddhi in its particular state, but the illuminated
condition of the buddhi, too, is reflected back upon the self.  "L'hus
there 1s mutual reflection of the self upon the luddhi and of the
buddh: upon the self.  "Thus the Samkhya-Yoga avoids the theory
of intcraction, but it does not commit itself to the theory of psycho-
physical parallelism, since there is a mutual reflection of the sentient
self and the insentient buddhi upon each other.

1 Herc we take the word “ mind ™ in the sense of duddhi (intcllect),
2 YBh,, ii, zo. 3 See Chapter XIII.
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The Samkhya doctrine of perception is based upon dualistic
metaphysics,  But the Sirhkhya does not advocate the Cartesian
dualism of matter and mind because both these are made up of the
same stuff, viz. the ultimate reals, e.g. mass-stuff, cnergy-stuff, and
intelligence-stuff, and both are unconscious.  "The Sarmkhya dualism
is the dualism of parasa (conscious self) and prakrei (unconscious
primal nature) of which luddhi 1s an cvolute or modification.  The
Sarikhya dualism is not the uncompromising dualism of the
Cartesians,  The dualism of the Sarmmkhya is modified by the
admission that there are different grades of existence among
the modifications of prakrts, the highest of which is buddhi.  Buddhi
is unconscious, no doubt, but it is not entirely foreign to the nature
of the purusa 3 itisso transparent and light owing to the predominance
of intelligence-stuff (sattva) that it can catch the reflection of the
purusa, whereas gross material objects cannot reflece the light of
the pwrusa owing to the predominance of mass-stuff (famas), the
factor of obstruction. Thus, according to the Simkhya, buddhi
is an intermediate reality between gross matter and the conscious
purusa, which partakes of the nature of both ; it 1s unconscious
like gross material objects, but it is transparent like the self-luminous
purusa. It is only in the buddhi that the conscious purusa and the
unconscious material objects ¢come into contact with each other,
This supposition may be compared with the hypothesis of Descartes
that it 1s only i the pineal gland of the brain that the body and the
mind, which arc entirely heterogencous in nature, can interact upon
cach other, The Sarhkhya, however, does not believe in the theory
of interaction.  Nor docs it believe inthe theory of parallelism. It
holds an intermediate theory which partakes of the nature of both, It
advocates the theory of mutual reflection,! of the conscious purusa
upon the unconscious buddhiy and of the unconscious but intelligized
buddhi on the conscious purusa. Thus the conscious purusa seems
to act upon the unconscious bwddhi, when it is reflected upon the
unconscious buddhi 3 and the unconscious luddhi scems to act upon
the conscious puruja, when the intelligized buddhi is reflected upon
the conscious purusa.  The Samkhya doctrine of mutual reflection
of purusa and the buddhi on each other thus looks like the theory of
interaction.  And since corresponding to the consciousness of the
self there is a modification of the unconscious buddhs and corresponding
to the modification of the buddhi there is a consciousness of the self,
the Sarhkhya theory looks like the theory of parallelism. But
really it is neither of the two,  "The buddhi is unconscious but active 5

1 This is the doctrine of Vijfianabhiksu, See Chapter XI1IL
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the purusa is conscious but inactive. But the purusa crroneously
regards itself as active owing to the reflection of active buddhi on it,
and the unconscious buddhi seems to be conscious owing to its
proximity to the conscious purusa.l

But how is contact or proximity possible between two objects
which are entirely heterogencous in nature and are thus independent
of each other? "Though the purusa and the buddhi are hetero-
geneous, they stand in a definite relation to each other. They are
related to each other as a means to an end ; the buddhi serves the
purpose of the purusa 5 the activity of the buddhi is for the realization
of an end of the purusa.

Thus though the self is changeless and inactive and consequently
cannot act upon the unconscious buddhi to make it conscious, still it
reflects itself upon the transparent essence of the buddhi (buddhisattva)
when it is transformed into the form of its object, and appears to have
the same function in itself, and the unconscious buddhi appears to be
conscious by recciving the reflection of the purusa.?

§ 10.  The Relation of the Sense=Organs to the Purusa

We have discussed at length the relation of the purusa to the
buddhi.  Let us consider the general relation of the organs of percep-
tion, both external and internal, to the parusa and to their appropriate
objects.  Why do the organs or instruments of perception act at all ?
What induces them to perform their respective functions ?  They
are not guided by the purusa in performing their functions.  The
external and internal organs perform their respective functions for
the accomplishment of the purpose of the purusa. They have a
spontancous disposition to realize the ends of the purusa and perform
their respective functions by mutual incitements.3

We may quote a few lines here from Professor Wilson’s comment.
“The organs of sense are said to act by mutual invitation or incite-
ment.  Their co-operation in the discharge of their respective
functions is compared to that of differcnt soldiers in an army, all
engaged in a common assault, but of whom one agrees to take a spear,
another a mace, another a bow. It is objected, that the organs being
declared non-senticnt, incapable of intelligence, cannot be supposed
to feel, much less to know, any mutual design or wish, dkata or
abhipraya ; and the terms are explained to signify the sensible influence
which the activity of one exerts upon that of another, if there be no

1 8PB,, i, 87, 99, and 104.
2 YBh., ii, zo. 3 8K., 31.
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impediment in the way ; a sort of sympathetic action. "The motive
for this sympathetic action is the purpose of soul, fruition, or libera-
tion 5 which purpose they of their own accord, but unconsciously,
operate to fulfil, in the same way as the unconscious breast
spontaneously secretes milk for the nourishment of the infant.  As
the milk of the cow of its own accord exudes for the use of the calf,
and awaits not the effort of another, so the organs of their own
accord perform their office for the sake of their master, soul. They
must act of their own nature 3 it is not in the power of anyone to
compel them to act. . . . They are not compelled to action even by
soul, as a divinity; but fulfil soul’s purposes through an innate
property, undirected by any external agent.” !

Thus there is an unconscious adaptation of the external and
internal organs to their appropriate objects and there is also an
unconscious adaptation between the organs of perception and the
self.2 There is an unconscious teleology between them.

Vicaspatimisra explains the operation of the sense-organs by
the thirst for enjoyment (bhogatrsna). So long as it persists in
the mind, the sensc-organs apprehend their proper objects for the
enjoyment of the self 5 but when it is rooted out from the mind,
the activity of the sensc-organs ccases and consequently there is
the cessation of the enjoyment of the purusa too.

Vyasa says that even as the inactive loadstone attracts a piece
of iron to it by its own power, so the objects, though inactive in
themselves, attract the active mind by their own influence, relate
the mind to themselves, and transform it into their own forms.
Hence that object which colours the mind in a particular state is
known by the mind in that state, and all other objects are unknown.?

§ 11. The Conditions of Perception
We may summarize the conditions of perception as follows e

(1) A real object of perception must exist. This characteristic
distinguishes perception from illusion.

(2) The external sense-organs yield an immediate apprehension
of their objects.

(3) The mind (manas) reflects upon this immediate apprehension
of the external sense-organs, and makes it definite by assimilation and
discrimination.

(4) The ahamiara (empirical ego) appropriates to itself this

1 SK pp. 14.7-8 (VVll:,on s edition, 1887).
K, 31. 3 YBh, iv, 17.
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determinate apprehension of the mind and refers it to the empirical
unity of apperception.
(5) The buddhi (intellect) resolves what is to be done towards
the object perceived 5 it is the will to react to the object perceived.
(6) Vhe purusa (sclf) enjoys the perception of the object. It is
the transcendent principle of intclligence which intelligizes the
unconscious buddhi and makes perceptive consciousness possible.

Perception, therefore, involves many processes from the mere
sense-cognition to the conative attitude of the mind to react to
the object perecived 5 it involves immediate apprehension as well
as many interpretative processes.

§ 12. The Vedanta Theory of Perception

According to the Samkara Vedinta, there is one universal,
eternal, ubiquitous, changeless light of consciousness, which is called
Brahman, This cternal consciousness is modalized in three ways.
It is modalized by different objects and called object-consciousness
(visaya-caitanya). It is modalized by mental modes and called
cognitive-consciousness (pramapa-cattanya). And it is modalized
by different minds and called cognizing-consciousness (pramaty-
caitanya). Thus though there is only one universal consciousness,
it is determined by the mind or internal organ (antapkarana), the
activitics of the mind or mental modes (antahkaranavrtti), and
the objects cognized (vigaya). These are the determinants of
the universal light of consciousness.

Perception, according to the Sarikarite, is only caitanya or con-
sciousness.2  Though the universal and eternal consciousness
(Brahman) can never be produced, the empirical modalitics of this
consciousness as determined by the mental modes may be said to be
produced by the sensc-organs 5 for the sensc-organs produce the
mental mode or activity of the internal organ, which serves to mani-
fest and modalize the eternal light of consciousness, And the
activity of the mind or internal organ is said to be cognition (jiiana),
inasmuch as it serves the purpose of qualifying or determining the
consciousness.®

§ 13. The Identification of Pramana-caitanya with Prameya-
cattanya
Perception involves the function (vr#ti) of the internal organ
(antahkarana). The translucent antahkarana, which is of the nature
1 VP, pp. 55-6. 2 VP, p. 41. 3 VP, p. 42.
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of light (tafjasa), moves out to the object through the channel of
the sense-organs, and is modified into its form. This modification
of the internal organ into the form of the object cognized is called
writi.  Priti, thercfore, is the mental mode which apprehends the
object,!

"This out-going of the apprehending mental mode (vr#t) to the
object is involved only in perception. In inference and other kinds
of cognition the mental mode does not go out to the object. For
instance, in the case of inference of fire from smoke, the mental mode
(vrtti) does not go out to the fire, since the visual organ does not come
in contact with the fire but with the smoke. But in the case of the
perception of a jar, the mental mode which apprchends the jar goes
out to the jar, is modified into its form, and occupics the same position
in space with it. So the consciousness determined by the appre-
hending mental mode becomes identified with the consciousness
determined by the jar, since the determinants of the two conscious-
nesses having an identity of locus cannot bring about any difference
in the consciousnesses determined by them.  Thus in the perception
of the jar, the consciousness modalized by the jar (ghatavacchinna-
cartanya) is identified with the consciousness modalized by the mental
mode which is modificd iato the form of the jar (ghatabara-
vrttyavacchinnacaitanya). In other words, there is an identification
of the apprehending mental mode (pramdua-caitanya) with the object
(visaya-caitanya)—of the perceptive-consciousness with the percept.?

S 14 The Identification  of - Pramaty-caitanya  with Pramana-
caitanya

There is a distinction between the bare perception of an object
and the perception of the object ws olbject.  In the former there is
only an identification of the cognitive-consciousness (pramana-
caitanya) with the object-consciousness (visaya-caitanya). But in
the latter there is not only an identification of the cognitive-conscious-
ness with the object-consciousness but also an identification of the
cognitive-consciousness (pramdna-caitanya) with the cognizing-
consciousness (pramdty-caitanya).  In it the apprchending mental
mode is referred to the empirical self (pramatr) and identified with it.

But it may be objected that in the perception T sec this 7 the
empirical self or I-consciousncss (aham) is clearly distinguished
from the empirical object or his-consciousness (idam). How, then,
can the former be identified with the latter ? The Samkarite

Y VP, p. 37. 2 VP, pp. 58-9.
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points out that the perception of an object depends on the identifica-
tion of the object-consciousness (visaya-caitanya) with the cognitive-
consciousness (pramana-caitanya), and the cognitive-consciousness
is not different from the cognizing-consciousness, or the consciousness
determined by the activity of the internal organ (antahkarapaurttya-
vacchinnacaitanya) is not different from the consciousness determined
by the internal organ iwclf (antahbaranavacchinnacaitanya).  Thus
in the perception of an object as object, not only the object-conscious-
ness is identified with the cognitive-consciousness, but also the
cognitive-consciousness is identified with the cognizing-consciousness,
so that the object-consciousness becomes identified with the cognizing-
consciousness or self-consciousness. Here the identification of the
ohject-consciousness (prameya-caitanya) with the self-consciousness
(pramatr-caitanya) docs not mean the absolute identity of the two,
All that it intends to convey is that the being of the object is not
independent of, and separate from; the being of the self. The
object becomes a percepty only when there is an identity of the
knowing subject with the known object. . When I sce a jar, the
jar becomes identified, in point of being, with my being ; hence
the jar becomes an object of my perception. In the pereeption
“T see the jar ™, though there is a distinction between my self and
the jar, the being of the jar (ghatasatza) is not independent of, and
separate from, the being of my self (pramatr-satta). ‘The object
is not identical with the self] nor is it an evolute or modification of
the self. But the object being super-imposed on the object-
consciousness (visaya-caitanya), the being of the object is identical
with the being of its substratum, viz. the object-consciousness,
since the Sarkarite does not admit that the being of a superimposed
entity (aropitasatta) is separate from the being of its substratum
(adhisthana-satta).

Thus the being of the substratum of the percept is identical with
the being of the percept.  The substratum of the percept is the
object-consciousness (visaya-caitanya). “The object-consciousniess is
identical with the cognitive-consciousness (pramana-caitanya), because
when the mental mode is modified into the form of the object, the
consciousness determined by the mental mode (pramana-caitanya) is
identificd with the consciousness determined by the object (visaya-
caitanya). ‘The cognitive-consciousness (pramana-caitanya), again,
is identical with the cognizing-consciousness or sclf-consciousness
(pramatr-caitanya), because the former is the consciousness determined
by the activity (vreti) of the internal organ (antahkarana), while
the latter is the consciousness determined by the internal organ itself,
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and there is not a real difference between the internal organ and its
activity.  Thus the object-consciousness is identical with the self-
consciousness, and hence the being of the object perceived is identical
with the being of the percipient sclf. The sclf-consciousness
(pramaty-caitanya) is the substratum of the percept, so that the being
of the percept is identical with the being of the sclf.  "Thus the
perception of an object as distinct from the self and yet related to it
involves the identification of the object-consciousness (visaya-
cattanya) with the cognitive-consciousness (pramana-caitanya) and
the  sclf-consciousness  (pramdty-caitanya).!  In other words, it
involves the identification of the perceived object with the appre-
hending mental mode and the percipient self.  We may graphically
represent the Sarhkarite doctrine of perception by the following
cquations :—

(1) The object-consciousness (wisaya-caitanya) — the coguitive-
consciousness  (pramana-caitanya - ot - antahkarapavrityavacchinna-
cattanya),

The  cognitive~-consciousness — (antahtaranavrityavacchinnaca-
tanya) =~ the cognizing-consciousness or self-consciousness (antah-
karandvacchinnacaitanya).

The object-consciousness = (visaya-caitanya) == the  sclf-
consciousness (pramdaty-caitanya).

(2) The being of the cognized object (visayasatta) — the being
of the substratum of the cognized object (visayadhisthanasatta) ox
the being of the object-consciousness (visaya-caitanya-satta).

The being of the object-consciousncss (visayacaitanyasattd) = the
being of the self-consciousness (pramdtreaitanyasatta).

The being of the cognized object (visayasatta) == the being
of the cognizing self (pramatr-satta).

§ 15.  The Internal Perception

Just as in external perception the object-consciousness is identified
with the cognitive-consciousness, so in the internal perception of
pleasure the consciousness determined by pleasure is identified with
the consciousness determined by the mental mode apprehending the
pleasure. Here both the consciousness determined by the pleasure
and the consciousncess determined by the mental mode are determined
by limitations which subsist in the same substratum.  In other words,
the pleasure and the apprehending mental mode, both of which are

Y VP, pp. 58-9, and pp. 75-7.
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determinants of universal consciousness, subsist in one and tiie same
substratum, viz. the internal organ.t  Thus both in external percep-
tion and internal perception there is an identification of the object-
consciousness with the cognitive-consciousness and  the  self-
consciousness. According to the Sarhkarite, this is the most funda-
mental condition of perception.

Thus mental states of pleasure and pain are perceived by the self
with the aid of their corresponding wrttis or mental modes.  But
though pleasure and pain are perceived with the aid of their corre-
sponding wrttis, these wrttis themselves are directly perceived by
the self without the intervention of other vyttis.  1f one vrtti requires
another wrtti for its apprehension, then that will require a third
wrtti and so on ad infinitum.  So, according to the Sarhkarite, vr#tis
or mental modes are cognized by direct intellectual intuition
(kevalasaksivedya), in which the adventitious processes are not
necessary. ‘The mind and its qualities, viz. pleasure and pain, are
directly perceived by the witness (saésin) through the agency of the
corresponding vrttis or mental modcs, but the wp#tis themselyes are
directly perceived by the witness (saksin) not through the medium
of other intervening vr#tis.?

§ 16. The ldentity of Locus of the Mental Mode and the Object

In the perception of an objcct the mind (antahkarana) streaming
out of the sense-orifices of the organisin reaches the object, and is
determined into a mode or wr## by taking the form of the object,
which occupies the same position in space with the object.  In this
way there is a correspondence or harmony between the mental order
and the given order® The apprchending mental mode (vret)
and the object (visaya) are distinct from cach other, but still they
correspond with each other in occupying the same position in space,
and the mental mode (vrfzi) having the same form as that of the
object. In fact, according to the Sarhkarite, there is not an ultimate
distinction between the mind and the object, both of them being the
products of nescience and determinants of the one universal, eternal
consciousness. It is by means of the vrets or empirical mental mode
that the mind comes to be related to the object.  The vy, therefore,
relates the mind to the object.  But it is not a fertium quid between
two unrelated terms. The wr#t7 is an empirical mode of the mind,

1 VP, p. s5q.
2 VP, pp. 79-82. Sce Chapter XII.
3 K. C. Bhattacharya, Studies in Vedantism, p. 54.
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which takes the form of the object. The wrtti, therefore, is the
meeting-place, as it were, of the two substances, the mind and the
object. It is not different from the mind, because it is a mode of
the mind. It is not different from the object, because it is the trans-
formation of the mind into the form of the object, i.e. it incorporates
the form of the object into itself. Thus the mental mode, being
identified with the object, occupies the same position in space. In
perception the mind and the object occupy the same space-position 3
they have an identity of locus. This distinguishes perception
from infercnce.  In inference the mind does not go out to
the object inferred to take the form of the object. It merely thinks
of the inferred object but does not go out to meet it.  But in percep-
tion the mind goes out to the object and is transformed into its shape.
Professor Bhattacharya rightly observes: “The distinction is
practically that drawn in modern psychology, only viewed from
the point of view of the Self’s spontancity, that in perception the
given element and its interpretation are welded together in a unity,
while in inference they are kept distinct. In perception, the self
as invested with the mental mode becomtes further materialized into
the particular function of the sense-organ cxcited by the particular
stimulus.” 1

§ 17.  The Identity of the Time-position of the Mental Mode and
the Object

In pereeption the apprehending mental mode (vrfti) and the
object (wisaya) should not only occupy the same position in space
but also the same position in time. ‘1’h¢ mental mode in the form
of a pereeptive process occupics the present moment in time.  So
the object of perception also should occupy the present moment in
time, The perceptive process and the perceived object should
occupy the same time-position.  Otherwise the perception of pleasure
would be quite the same as the recollection of pleasure. In the
perception of pleasure the pleasure (visaya) and the apprehending
mental mode  (vr#t) occupy the same space-position. In the
recollection of pleasurc also the pleasure remembered (visaya) and
the recollection of pleasure (wr#ti) occupy the same space-position.
How, then, can we distinguish the perception of pleasure from
recollection of pleasure f  We can do so if we admit another con-
dition of perception.  In the act of perception, the perceptive process
and the perceived object must occupy the same time-position. In

Y Studies in Fedantism, p. 54.
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the recollection of pleasure, the pleasure, which is the object of
recollection, exists in the past, while the apprehending mental mode
(vrtti) in the form of recollection exists at present, so that the two
are not co-eval. Hence, in order to exclude the act of recollection
from the act of perception, we must lay down another condition of
perception, viz. the object of perception must exist in the present
time.!

§ 18, The Fitness (Yogyata) of the Object

In order to exclude the fabdajiiana (knowledge through authori-
tative statement) by means of which we can apprehend supersensuous
objects such as spiritual merit and demerit (dharmadharama), we
must add another qualification to the object of perception.  The
object of perception must be yogya or capable of being perceived 5
it must not be by its very mature imperceptible (ayogya).
Spiritual merit and demerit arc as much qualities of the mind as
pleasure and pain.  Why, then, are not the former percetved, while
the latter are perccived 7 The Sarhkarite replies that the former
are, by their very naturce, imperceptible. What is capable (yogya)
of being perceived and what is incapable (ayogya) of being perceived
can be known only by the result of our attempt to perceive them.
Some objects arc perceptible by their very nature, while others are
imperceptible by their very nature,?

Thus the direct perceptibility of an object consists in the fact
that the subjective consciousness underlying the apprehending
mental mode becomes united with the consciousness underlying the
object, the object existing in the present time and capable of being
perceived through a specific sensc-organ, and the apprehending
mental mode also having the same form as that of the object.d

§ 19. The Different Kinds of Perception

The author of Fedanta paribhasa divides perception into two
kinds, viz. scnsuous (imdriyajanys) perception and non-sensuous
(indriyajanya) perception.  The former is produced by the sense-
organs, while the latter is not.  Dharmarajd dvarindra regards the
external senses only as sensc-organs,  He does not regard the mind
as a sense-organ.  So by sensuous perception he means external
perception, and by non-sensuous perception he means internal

1 VP, pp. 59-60. 2 VI, pp. 61-2. VP, p. 74.
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perception.  We have sensuous perception of external objects, and
non-sensuous perception of pleasure, pain, and the like.

But the Naiyayika may object that if the mind is not a sense-
organ, we cannot speak of the perception of pleasure and pain, because
perception is always produced by a scnsc-organ.  The Sarhkarite
replics that the perception of pleasure and pain does not necessarily
imply that the mind is a sense-organ through which the self perceives
pleasure and pain. The directness (saksattva) of a cognition does
not consist in its being produced by a sense-organ.  If it did so,
then inferential cognition also would be regarded as dircet perception,
since it is produced by the mind which is regarded by the Naiyayika
as a sense-organ.  Morcover, God has no sensc-organ but still He
has perception.  Hence the Naiyayika contention is  absolutely
unfounded.  According to the Sarhkarite, production by a sense-
organ (indriyajanyata) is neither a sufficing condition nor a necessary
condition of perception (pratyaksajfiana) ; the directness of a cognition
(saksattva) or its perceptual character (pratyaksatva) depends on the
identification of the cognitive-consciousncss with  the  object-
consciousness, or, of the apprehending mental mode with the per-
ceived object 2 as we have already scen.

The Samkarite divides perception, again, into the perception
of an object (jieyapratyaksa) and the pereeption of a cognition
(jRanapratyaksa). "T'he former is perccived through the medium
of a mental mode (vret). - The latter §s perceived in itself without
the intervention of a mental mode 3 as we have already scen.

The Sariikarite recognizes the distinction between indeterminate
(nirvikalpa) perception and determinate (sawikalpa) perception.
We have alrcady dealt with them.t

The Sathkarite divides perception into two other kinds, viz.
the perception of the witness sclf (jivasaksipratyaksa) and the percep-
tion of the divine witness (Ifvarasaksipratyaksa)® We shall deal
with them in the last chapter.

§ 20. The Function of Antahkarana and the Sense-organs in
Perception

We have scen that wresi or mental mode relates the percipient
self to the perceived object. It reveals the consciousness underlying
the object. Without it there can be no perception of an object,

VP, p. 177. 2 VP, p. 52

3 VP, pp. 79-82. 4 VP, p. 89; Chapter IL
8 VP, p. 102,
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mental or extra-mental. Pleasure and pain are perccived through
the corresponding mental modes, and external objects also are
perceived through the corresponding mental modes or wvrttis,  And
urtti is the modification of the internal organ (antahkarana) into the
form of the object. Therefore, without antapbarana there can be
no perception,

But if the empirical self (jiva) perceives an object through the
instrumentality of a wr##7 or function of the internal organ (antah-
karana), what is the use of the scnse-organs? The Sarhkarite
holds that the intercourse of the sense-organs, with external objects
Is necessary for perceiving them, since it is the cause of the vre#
or mental mode which reveals the object-consciousness, If the
consciousness underlying the object is not revealed, it cannot be
perceived.  And if a w77 or mental mode does not move out to
the object and remove the veil of nescience which conceals the
consciousness underlying the object, the object-consclousness cannot
be revealed.  And a or#f or mental mode is not possible, if there is
no intercourse of the sensc-organs with the objects of pereeption.
It is the sense-object-intercourse that produces a mental mode or
vrtti which is necessary for perception.  This is the function of
the sense-organs in perception.. We have already discussed the
different kinds of scnse-object-intercourse recognized by the
Sarhkarite,

§ 21, The Vedantist Doctrine of Vet

The Samkarite agrees with the Samkhya in holding that the
mind (antahkarana) goes out to the object and assumes its form,
so that the form of the object corresponds to the form of the appre-
hending mental mode. This account of the Sarhkhya-Vedinta
runs counter to the account of Western psychology, according to
which, the object comes in contact with a scnse~organ and produces
an affection in it, which is carried to the brain, and this affection
produces an impression in the mind. Western psychology gives
priority to the object which acts upon the mind or subject. The
Sarhkhya-Vedinta, on the other hand, gives priority to the mind
or subject which goes out to the object, acts upon it, and assumes its
form. The physiological account of the perceptual process is
extremely vague, There is a yawning gulf between the cerebral
process and the mental process. It cannot be bridged over.  How

1 VP, p. 87. 2 Chapter 1V.
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the cortical vibration in the sensory centre in the brain produces
a sensation in the mind is a mystery. The Samkhya-Vedanta
mitigates the uncompromising dualism of matter and spirit by
admitting that Juddhi or antapkarana is an intermcdiate reality
between unconscious matter and conscious spirit. It is material,
no doubt, but it is made up of very subtile matter, and is,
so to say, a hyper-physical entity. It is plastic and translucent in
nature and reflects the light of consciousness, on the one hand, and
takes in the form of the object, on the other.  According to the
Samkhya-Vedinta, the object docs not break in upon the mind
and imprint its form in it, but the mind goes out to the object and
assumes its form. ‘Thus, though both the object and the subject
(mind) are necessary for perception, dominance is given to the sub-
ject, and the object is regarded as subordinate to the subject. The sub-
Jject and the object, therefore, cannot be regarded as co-ordinate terms
in knowledge, but the subject is always the dominant factor.  The
supreme importance of the wr##i of the mind in perception proves
the dominance of the subject-element. * The object can never have
priority to the subject. Bat the subject (mind) can pour itself
into the object and incorporate it into itself.  T'his is what is intended
by the Samkhya-Vedanta, when it holds that the mind goes owt to
the object and assumes its form. = And it is much easier to conceive
the out-going of the mind intelligized by the conscious self to the
object than the r-coming of the unconscious object to the mind.
Morcover, according to the Sarikarite, both the object and the mind
(antahkarana) have only an empirical existence, being modifications
of nescience ; but the mind has this advantage over the object that
it has the power of reflecting the light of consciousness in itself and
thus appearing to be conscious,  So the mind is supposed to go out
to the object and assume its form. Thus the hypothesis of vreti
is not entirely unreasonable.

§ 22.  Objections to the Vedantist Doctrine of Friti CGonsidered

Some object that all objects are capable of being illumined by
the light (prasdda) of the witness self (saksin).  What, then, is the
use of the wreti or mental mode ! Even though it may be necessary
to postulate the vpti to assume the form of the object, there is no
need of admitting that the wr#zr moves outward to the object of
cognition,  Just as it is held that the witness (s@ésin) illumines an
object of inference, which is not present to a sense-organ, through
the agency of a vr##i which does not move out to the object, so it may
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be held that the witness illumines the object of direct perception,
which is present to a sense-organ, with the aid of a vr#ti which does
not move out to the object perceived.

This theory does not obliterate the distinction between perceptual
knowledge and non-perceptual knowledge. ‘The difference between
the two lics in the fact that the former is produced through the
instrumentality of the sense-organs, while the latter is not produced
through the instrumentality of the sense-organs.?

This objection has been refuted in three ways by the Vedintists.

(1) Some Vedintsts hold that in perceptual knowledge the
light of consciousness determined by the object of perception illumines
the object, since the object-consciousness (visaya-caitanya) is the
substratumn of the object and hence this alone can llumine ir,  The
cognizing-consciousness (pramatr-caitanya) or the consciousness deter-
mined by the internal organ cannot illumine the object, because it
does not constitute the essence of the object, and is not related to it
by the relation of identity in essence (tddatmya). And it is the
vrtti or apprchending mental mode that moves out to the object,
removes the veil of nescience that conceals the object-consciousness,
and reveals it.  When the object-consciousness is thus revealed by
the or#s it illumines the object. . But in non-perceptual knowledge
there is no sensc-object-intercourse which is the cause of the moving
out of the vr#ti of the mind 5 so the consciousness determined by
the mental mode, which docs not move out to the object, illumines
the non-presented object.?

(2) Other Vedintists hold that just as the perception of pleasure,
pain, etc., is duc to these being in direct relation to the principle
of consciousness underlying them, so the perception of external
objects is duc to these objects being in direct relation to the light of
consciousness underlying them, and the outward movement of the
vrtti of the internal organ is necessary for disclosing the consciousness
that underlies these objects. ‘Thus the direct cognition of external
objects is due to the direct relation between these objects and the
consciousness underlying them. But if the object-consciousness
is not disclosed, it cannot be directly related to external objects of
which it is the substratum.  And the object-consciousness is disclosed
by the or#ti of the internal organ which moves out to the external
objects, removes the veil of nescience, and reveals the light of
consciousness underlying them.3

¥ SLS., pp. 335 and the gloss. (Jivananda’s edition.)
? BLS., pp. 335-6. % SLS,, p. 336.
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(3) Other Vedintists hold that in the perceptual knowledge
of an object we perceive a certain vividness (spaszata) which is lacking
in the object of non-perceptual knowledge.  T'hus though we might
hear of the sweetness and fragrance of the mango from a trustworthy
person cven a hundred times, our knowledge of the sweetness and
fragrance would lack in vividness. This vividness in the object of
direct sensuous perception is due to the fact that the consclousness
underlying the object, which is disclosed by the wrtti or mental mode
moving out to the object, is identical in essence with the object itself.
In other words, the vividness of the object perceived is duc to the
disclosure of the object-consciousness which consists in the removal
of the veil of nescience which conceals it ; and this removal of the
veil of nescience is due to the wr#ti moving out to the object.  The
absence of vividness in the object of non-perceptual knowledge is
duc to the fact that no wr#ti moves out to the object, and thus does not
disclose the identity of the objéct with the consciousness underlying
it1 So the outward movement of the wreti to an object is the
necessary condition only of the direct kiowledge of the object.

chl':'f‘j.“f 1 SLS., p. 337 and pp. 339—340. Sce also SL.






BOOK V

Cuarrer IX
PERCEPTION OF SPACE AND MOVEMENT

§ 1. Introduction

The Nyiya-Vaiesika holds that there is one, cternal, ubiquitous
space, which is not an object of perception. It is inferred from the
spatial characters of proximity (aparatva) and remoteness (paratva).
But the spatial characters of position, direction, and distance can be
perceived directly through vision and touch. The Mimarhsakas
also hold that these can be perceived directly through vision and
touch. According to them, the spatial characters of direction and
distance can be dircctly perceived through the auditory organ also.

The Sarhkhya-Patafijala, on the other hand, holds that space
and time are the categories of the understanding or constructions
of the intellect (buddhinirmana) according to which, it understands
the phenomenal world. It is the understanding which imports
the empirical relations of space, time, and causality into the world
of reals, viz. intelligence-stuff (satfva) cnergy-stuff (rajas) and matter-
stuff (tamas). When we have mtellectual intuition (wirvichard
nirvikalpaprajiia) we apprehend the reals as they are in themselves
without the imported empirical relations of space, time, and causality.!
According to Sarhkara also, space, time, and causality arc categories
of the understanding, according to which the world of phenomena
is interpreted.  According to the Buddhist idealists, space and time
apart from concrete presentations are ideal constructions of the mind,

§ 2. The Mimamsata. Direct Auditory Perception of Direction

Space must be distinguished as desa (locus) and ik (direction).
According to the Mimirsaka, both locus and direction are directly
perceived through the auditory organ, though they are perceived
as qualifying adjuncts (vifesana) of sounds. The Mimarhsaka holds
that the ear-drum or the auditory organ is prdpyakari and hence
produces the perception of a sound, only when it actually comes in

1 B. N. Seal, The Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, p. 21.
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contact with the sound. The ear does not go out to its object,
viz. the sound which is at a distance, but the sound is produced in
a certain point of space at a distance and propagated to the ear-drum
through the air-waves. Thus the ear-drum never comes in contact
with the locus of a sound ; it comes in contact with the sound,
when it is carried into it through the air-waves, Thus we perceive
a sound, only when the sound is carried to the ear-drum through
the air waves.  But can there be a direct perception of the locus
(desa) of the sound through the car-drum ? “The ear-drum produces
the perception of a sound when it is in actual contact with the sound,
which 1s propagated to the ear-drum through the air-waves from
another point of space. So the audible sound may be said to have
its locus in the car-drum itsclf. But is a sound perccived to have its
locus in the car-drum ! Or, is it perceived to have its locus in another
point of space? We find in our actual experience that sound is
never perceived without a local colouring 5 and it is never perceived
as having its locus in the ear-drum. = It is always perccived as having
its locus in another point of space. But if the ear-drum can never
produce the auditory perception of a sound without coming in direct
contact with the sound, and if it ¢an never go out to the locus of the
sound, where it is produced (Sabdotpattidesa), it cannot produce the
perception of a sound having its locus in a distant point of space.
All that it can do is to produce the perception of a sound having
its locus in the ear-drum, because the perception of the sound is
produced only when the sound is not in its original locus, i.c. the
point of space where it was produced, but when it is in the ear-drum.
But, as a matter of fact, we never perceive a sound as having its locus
in the ear-drum, but in another point of space outside the car-drum.
Sounds coming from different directions are perceived as having
different local characters.  Whenever sounds are perceived they are
perceived as coming from particular directions ; they are never
perceived without their local characters. We have a distinct
auditory perception in such a form as * the sound comes from this
dircction . Thus when sounds come into the car-drum from
different directions, they come into it not as mere sounds, but as
coloured by the different directions from which they come.r  And
the car-drum, being in contact with these sounds, Is in contact with
their different local colourings too, and consequently, it produccs
the perception of different sounds with different local characters.
Thus though the car-drum cannot come in actual contact with the

! Yatastu difa dgatd dhvanayastaya vidistarn dabdath bodhayati, sa hi
dik rotrapraptya éakyate $rotrena grahitum, SD., p. §54.
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direction of a sound, yet it can produce the perception of the sound
with the local character of its direction. This is the reason why
we perceive audible sounds not as scated in the ear-drum but coming
from different directions outside the ear-drum.

According to the Mimarhsaka, therefore, just as sounds are
directly perceived through the ear, so also the directions from which
they come. We never perceive sounds, pure and simple, but sounds
with their different local characters ; and hence through these local
characters of sounds we directly perceive the different directions
from which they come.

But though according to the Mimirhsaka there is a direct
auditory perception of direction, we must not suppose that, according
to him, there can be a direct auditory perception of direction apart
from, and independently of, the perception of sounds. Just as there
can be no independent perception of time through the sense-organs
apart from the perception of their appropriate objects, so there can
be no independent perception of space iy the form of direction through
the ear apart from the perception of sounds. Thus we perceive
space as direction through the auditory organ, not as an independent
entity, but only as a qualifying adjunct of sounds, which are coloured
by the directions from which they come.!  Hence, according to the
Mimirhsaka, we have a direct auditory perception of space in the
form of dircction.? The Naiyiyika also holds that direction is
perccived through the perceptions of cast, west, and the like.?

§ 3. Direct Auditory Perception of Distance and Position

The local position of an object can be determined, if its direction
and distance from us can be ascertained, because the local position
of an object is nothing but its position in a point of space in a particu-
lar dircction and at a particular distance from us,  "T'hus the local
position of an object in relation to us involves its direction and distance
from us.

We have already seen that according to the Mimirhsaka, the
direction of a sound can be directly perceived as the local character
of the sound through the auditory organ. But how can distance
be perceived through the ear? Sounds coming from a proximate
point of space are perceived as most intense (fivra) but their intensity

! Yadyapi na svitantr yena disah drotragrihyatvarh tathapi $abde
grhyamane tadvidesanataya digapi érotrena grhyate. S$D., p. 554.

2 SD., pp. 5534

3 NM., p. 137.
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becomes feebler and feebler as they come from greater and greater
distances. Thus sounds are perceived as having different degrees
of intensity according to their varying distances. And through
these different degrees of intensity of sound-sensations we directly
perceive the distances from which they come.!

And as we directly perceive the directions of sounds through the
local characters of acoustic sensations, and their distances through
the different degrees of their intensity, we can casily infer the original
position of sounds, As a matter of fact, whenever we perceive
sounds, we directly perceive their directions as well as distances
through their different local characters and different deprees of
intensity respectively, and consequently, we vaguely perceive their
local positions too. But the local positions of sounds cannot be
exactly ascertained without an act of inference from the dircctions
and distances of sounds.?

§ 4. The Mimanisaka Explanation of the Lxtra-organic Localization
of Sounds

According to the Mimamsaka, the perception of a sound is
produced only when it has come imto the car-drum which is in direct
contact with it ; it cannot be perceived when it is in its own original
position outside the ear-drum..  Thus the real seat (paramartha desa)
of an audible sound is the ear-drum ; the real seat of an audible
sound can never be the place where it was originally produced
(dhvanyutpattidesa). Still we perceive an audible sound as having
its scat not in the ear-drum, but in the original position in space.
For this the Mimirsaka offers the following reason. When the
sound comes into the ear-drum it comes with a particular local
colouring, qualified by the direction and position from which it
comes, and consequently we perceive the sound with a particular
local character and a particular degree of intensity through which we
directly perceive the direction and the original position of the sound.
And thus because of the non-apprehension of the real seat of an
audible sound, viz. the locus of the ear-drum, and because of the
apprehension of the original position of the sound through its local
character and intensity, we mistake the original position of the sound
for its real seat. Thus in the extra-organic localization of sounds

1 Dhvanayasca kramena mandibhavantah pratyasannad dardd darataracca
dedadagatastiviath mandarh mandatarath ca $abdamh bodhayanti. $p,,
PP 55475,

2 8D, pp. §54-5.



PERCEPTION OF SPACE AND MOVEMENT 145

there is an error of judgment. Just as in the illusory perception
of silver in a shell we perceive the shell before our eyes, but we
reproduce the silver in memory perceived in another place owing
to their similarity and crroneously connect the position of the shell
with silver, though in reality there is no connection between the two,
so we erroncously connect an audible sound with its original position
in space outside the ear-drum, though, in fact, the car-drum itself
is the real seat of the audible sound. Thus in the perception of a
sound in such a form as “ there is a sound at such a distance to the
east 7’ there is an extra-organic localization of the sound in which
there is an illusory projection of the sound into the point of space
in which the sound was originally produced.?

§ 5. The Buddhist Explanation of the Extra-organic Localization
of Sounds

According to the Buddhists, though the olfactory organ, the
gustatory organ, and the tactual organ- apprchend their objects,
viz. smell, taste, and touch respectively, when there is a direct contact
of the objects with the sense-organs, the visual organ and the auditory
organ are aprapyakdri, i.c. they can apprehend their objects without
coming in direct contact with them.? Thus a sound nced not
come from its locus of origin into the car-drum in order to be
perccived as the Mimiarmsaka supposes; but it can be perceived
through the ear though it is at a distance from the sound. And
as there is a real connection between a sound and its place of origin,
the extra-organic localization of a sound-sensation is not illusory,
There is no error of judgment in referring a sound-sensation to
a particular point of space where the sound was originally produced.?

§ 6. The Mimamsaka Criticism of the Buddhist View

Kumirila offers the following criticism of the Buddhist view,
On the Buddhist hypothesis, we cannot account for the apprehension
of a sound by a person ncar at hand and the non-apprehension of
a sound by a person far away from the sound. And also, on the
Buddhist view, we cannot account for the fact that a sound is first
perceived by a person ncar it, and then perceived by a person far
away from it; nor can we account for the fact that sounds have
different degrees of intensity (tivramandadivyavastha) according as
they come from greater and greater distances.

1 8D., and SDP., p. 535. 2 See Chapter L.
3 8§D, and SDP, p. 557.
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If the ear could apprehend a sound even from a distance without
coming in direct contact with the sound as the Buddhists suppose,
then all sounds far and near would be simultaneously perceived
through the ear, and there would be no such order in the perception
of sounds as the sounds proximate to the ear are perceived first and
then those which are at a distance. But these arc the facts of
experience. First we perceive those sounds which arc near us,
and then we perceive those which are at a distance. The same
sound is first perceived by a person near the sound, and then by one
at a distance, ‘This order of succession in the perception of sounds
can never be cxplained by the Buddhist theory. If the ear could
apprehend a sound from a distance without coming in direct contact
with the sound, then it would simultaneously apprchend all sounds
far and ncar. Hence the Buddhist theory is not sound.!

§ 7. Perception of Movemeni. (i) The Prabhakara

The Prabhikara holds that movement is not an object of percep-
tion, It is inferred from disjunction and conjunction which are its
effects. Salikanitha says : *“We do not perceive anything over
and above disjunctions and conjunctions in a moving substance.
The movement in a moving object is inferred from its disjunctions
and conjunctions.” 2 When an object. moves, what we actually
perceive is not the movement of the object, but only its disjunctions
and conjunctions with certain points in space, from which we infer
the existence of movement.  Movement is not the same thing as
disjunctions and conjunctions, since the former subsists in the moving
object, while the latter subsist in outside space.®

§ 8. (i) The Bhatta Mimanisaka

Parthasarthimiéra disputes the view of Prabhikara and holds
that movement is an object of perception.  Prabhikara argues that
we perceive only the disjunction of an object from one point of space
and its conjunction with another point of space which did not exist
in the object before ; so they must spring out of a cause which is
inferred from the effect, and that cause is movement; we never

1 8D, and $DP., pp. 557-83 SV, pp. 760~1.

2 Pratyaksena hi gacchati dravye vibhagasarhyogatiriktavisesanupalabdheh.
Yastvayath gacchatlti pratyayah sa vibhagasarhyoganumitakriydlambanah.
PP, p. 79.

3 PSPM,, p. 91
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perceive movement but infer it from its effect. The substance itself
cannot be regarded as the cause of its disjunctions and conjunctions,
since it was there even before they came into being.!

Parthasarathimisra contends that movement can never be inferred,
since it could be inferred only as the immaterial cause (asamavdyi-
karana) of the conjunctions and disjunctions of a thing with points
in space, and this would mean that movement would be cognized
as subsisting in the thing as well as in space ; but, as a matter of fact,
we never cognize movement in space but only in the moving thing.2
So movement cannot be regarded as an object of inference,  Prabhi-
kara argues that we do not perceive anything over and above the
conjunctions and disjunctions of a moving object.  Parthasirathimisra
contends that when a snake moves on the ground both the snake and
the ground have conjunctions and disjunctions ; but still we appre-
hend that the snake is moving, and not the ground. Hence the
object of apprehension is the movement of the snake which is
responsible for our cognition that the snake is moving, and not the
ground. And this movement can never be an object of inference.
It is an object of perception.®

§ 9. (i) The Faisesita

Kanida holds that movement is an object of visual perception
when it inheres in a coloured substance.  Sarikaramisra points out
that it is an object of visual and tactual perception both,> Movement
cannot be perceived through vision and touch when it inheres in an
uncoloured substance.®  According to the older Vaidesikas, colour
or form (rfipa) is a condition of both visual and tactual perception.
But the later Vaidcesikas discard this doctrine.  They make manifest
colour a condition of visual perception, and manifest touch a condition
of tactual perception.” But both the schools hold that movement
is an objcct of visual and tactual perception under certain conditions.
"This doctrine finds favour also with the Western psychologists.

Sridhara quotes a passage from Prakaranapaicika explaining the
Prabhikara doctrine of inferrability of movement, and subjects it to
severe criticism.® His criticism is substantially the same as that of
Parthasirthimisra. Prabhakara argues that we do not perceive

1 8D., pp. 267-8. 2 PSPM., pp. 91-2,

3 6D, p. 274. 1 VS, iv, 1, 11.

5 VSU., iv, 1, 11. 6 VS, VSU,, and VSV, iv, 1, 12,
? V8V, pp. 373—4: BhP, and SM,, 54-6; see Chapter 111
8

PP, 795 NK,, p. 194.
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anything apart from disjunctions and conjunctions in a moving
object ; movement is not perceived, but inferred from disjunctions
and conjunctions. T'his argument is unsubstantial. If movement
of an object is said to be inferred from disjunctions and conjunctions,
it should be inferred as subsisting both in the object and in what it
moves, since disjunctions and conjunctions belong to both of them.
For instance, when a monkey moves from the root of a tree to its
top and again from the top to the root, we ought to infer that the
tree is moving as well as the monkey, since the disjunctions and
conjunctions inhere as much in the tree as in the monkey. But
we never infer that the tree is moving.!  When we suddenly perceive
a flash of lightning at night in the midst of dense darkness we perceive
its movement, but not its conjunctions and disjunctions with points
of space.? Hence movement is an object of perception.

1 NK., p. 1943 also Randle, Indian Logic in the Early Schools, p. 113.
2 NK., p. 195.



Cuarrer X
PERCEPTION OF TIME
§ 1. Introduction

In this chapter we shall deal with perceptual time as distinguished
from conceptual time, or with the time apprehended by perception
as distinguished from the time of ideal construction. We shall not
consider the nature of time as a reality.  The Indian philosophers
are of opinion that time is a coeficient of all consciousness including
external perception and internal perception. But they do not
recognize the perception of time as an independent entity. ~ According
to them, there is no sense for empty time apart from events or changes ;
succession and duration are the two important constituents of time.
So some Naiydyikas and the Vedantists analyse the perception of
time into the perception of succession and the perception of duration.
They derive the perception of succession from the perception of
changes, and the perception of duration from the perception of the .
“specious present”. And they regard the perception of the
“specious present” as the nucleus of all our time-consciousness.
They derive the conception of the past and the future from the
perception of the *specious present '’ in which there is an echo of
the immediate past and a foretaste of the immediate future. In it
there is a rudimentary consciousness of the past and the future which
are clearly brought to conscioustiess by memory and expectation
respectively.  The Buddhists, however, do not belicve in duration
and the “specious present . They believe only in succession and
the mathematical present. They recognize succession alone as the
only constituent of time, and identify the perception of time with the
perception of succession. And they regard the perception of
succession as identical with the perception of changes. They do
not believe in time apart from changes. They identify time with
succession, and succession with changes. Thus they identify percep-
tion of time with the perception of changes. They do not believe
in the perception of time as a qualifying adjunct of all events or
changes. But the consciousness of change is not identical with
change-consciousness. ‘The consciousness of transition is not
the same as transition-consciousness. So the Buddhists try their
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best to derive duration from succession, and explain away the unity
and continuity of time. Let us now discuss the main problems of
temporal perception.

§ 2. Is Time an Qbject of Perception ?

The first question that arises in connection with temyporal percep-
tion is whether time is an object of perception or not.  According
to the Vedintists, time is a coefhicient of all perception. The
Bhatta Mimarsakas and some Naiydyikas too hold that time is
perceived by both the external and the internal sensc-organs as a
qualification of their objects of perception.

Jayanta Bhatta has discussed the possibility of the visual percep-
tion of time.  Can time be an object of visual perception ? According
to the Vaisesika, an object of visual perception must have extensity
or appreciable magnitude (mahattva)and manifest or sensible colour
(udbhiitarapavattva).l  But time is colourless. How, then, can
it be an object of visual perception? The Naiyayika rctorts :
How is colour perceived though it is colourless ¢  Certainly an
object has colour which inheres in it 5 but colour itself has no colour
inhering init.  And if colour can be perceived, though it is colourless,
then timc also can be an object of visual perception, though it is
colourless.  Jayanta Bhatta says that timc 75 perceived through the
visual organ ; it is a fact of experience; and so it cannot be denied,
though we may not account for'it; a fact of experience cannot be
argued out of existence.  As a matter of fact, that is visible which
can be perceived through the visual organ, be it coloured or colourless 3
and time can be perceived through the visual organ, though it is
colourless 5 hence none can deny the visual perception of time.2

Ramakrsnadhvarin, the author of Siéhdmani, rightly points out
that if we deny the visual perception of time because it is colourless,
we cannot account for our visual perception of an object as existing
at present, e.g. *‘ the jar exists now ' (idanim ghato wvartate). If
the present time were not an object of this perception, then there
would be no certainty as to the time in which the jar is perceived to
exist, but there would be a doubt whether the jar exists at present
or not. But, in fact, the jar is definitely perceived as existing now ;
the actual perception of the jar is not vitiated by the least doubt
whether the jar exists at present or not.  Such an undoubted percep-
tion of an object as existing “ now ' clearly shows that besides the

1 Chapter [IL 2 NM,, pp. 136~7; see also VP, p. 20,
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object, an clement of time also, viz. the present time, enters into the
visual perception of the object.

But if time is regarded as an object of visual perception, though
it is colourless, because of our visual perception of an object as
existing ‘“ now ', then it may cqually be argued that dkdsa (ether)
also is an object of visual perception, because of our visual perception
of a row of herons in akasa (akase valaka). But akaia is not admitted
to be an object of perception ; it is regarded as a supersensible object
which is inferred from sound as its substrate.!  And if, in spite of
our visual perception of a row of herons in akdsa (aTkase valaka),
akdsa is not regarded as an object of visual perception, or of any
kind of perception, whatsoever, then why should time be regarded
as an object of visual perception, because of our visual perception
of an object as existing “ now ' ?

It may be argucd that the visual perception of a row of herons
in gkasa is an acquired perceptionlike the visual perception of fragrant
sandal.  Just as in the visual perception of fragrant sandal the visual
presentation of the sandal (i.e. its visual qualities) is blended with
the representation of its fragrance percetved by the olfactory organ
on a previous occasion and revived in memory by the sight of the sandal,
so in the visual perception of a row of herons in @kasa, the visual
perception of the row of herons (valaka) is blended with the idea of
akaia which is represented to consciousness by another cognition
by association, and so @kdfa is not an object of visual perception.
But if this argument is valid, then it nmiay as well be argued that the
element of time which enters into every perceptive process is not an
object of perception, but it is represented in consciousness by another
cognition, with which it is associated in experience, and thus the
element of time entering into every perception is not an object of
direct perception,?

The truth is that the visual perception of an object as existing
“now 7 is not an acquired perception like the acquired perception
of fragrant sandal, because in this perception the element of time
(now) is felt as an object of direct visual perception ; nor is it like
the visual perception of a row of herons in akasa, because akdsa
docs not cnter into the perception as a qualification (vifesana) of its
object. The present time is perceived as a qualification of cvery
object of perception. Whenever an object, event, or action 1Is
perceived, it is not perceived as timeless, but as existing or occurring
in time, or qualified by the present time,

1 Sikhamani and Maniprabhi on VP, p. 25, 2 Ibid., p. 26.
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And time is not only an object of visual perception, but of all
kinds of perception. It is perceived by all the sense-organs, external
and intcrnal, as a qualification of their objects.? Here we are
reminded of Kant’s doctrine that time is the form of external and
internal perception.

§ 3. No Perception of Time as an Independent Entity

But though time is an object of perception, it is never perceived
as an independent entity. One of the cssential characteristics of
time is succession, and succession is never perceived apart from
changes. So we can never perecive time apart from actions or changes
which occur in time. The temporal marks of before and after,
sooner and later, ctc., are never perceived apart from actions or
changes. And if there is no distinct perception of time apart from
that of changes, are we to say-that, there is no perception of time,
but only a perception of changes &  Is time nothing but change or
action ! Some hold that time apart from action is a fiction of
imagination ; time is identical with action or change ; time and
action are synonymous. Hence there is no perception of time at
all, but only that of actions (karyamatravalambana).?

"The Naiyiyika admits that there is no perception of time apart
from that of actions. But from this it does not follow that there
is no perception of time at all 5 for an ¢lement of time always enters
into the perception of actions as a constituent factor ; actions are
never perceived without being qualified by time 5 actions unqualified
by time or timeless actions are never perceived, The perception
of time is inscparable from the perception of actions ; but they are
not identical with each other.  Hence the legitimate conclusion is
that time cannot be perceived as an independent entity, but only as a
qualifying adjunct (visesana) of events or actions ; there is no percep-
tion of empty time devoid of all sensible content, but only of filled
time or time filled with some sensible matter.  Just as there is no
perception of mere actions unqualified by time, so there is no percep-
tion of empty time devoid of all sensible content.  When we perceive
succession or simultancity, sooner or later, we do not perceive mere
actions, but we perceive something else which qualifies these actions,
and that is time.  Tlime, therefore, is perceived not as an independent
entity, but as a qualification of the objects of perception ; there is no
perception of empty time.?

1 8D, p. 554 Yatindramatadipikd, p. 23 ; Kusumafijaliprakasa, Ch. 1L,
p. 41 2 NM,, p. 136 3 Ibid., p. 136.
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But it may be urged, if time is an object of perception, why is it
perceived not as an independent entity, but only as a qualification
of perceptible objects 7 Jayanta Bhatta says that it is the very nature
of time (vastusvabhava) that it can be perceived only as a qualifica-
tion of perceptible objects, and not as an independent entity like a
jar ; and the nature of things (vastusvabhava) or the law of nature
can never be called in question.  This is the final limit of explana-
tion. We can never account for the ultimate nature of things.?
So time is an object of perception. The Bhatta Mimdrsaka also
admits that time cannot be perceived by the sense-organs as an
independent entity, but it is perceived by all the sense-organs as a
qualification (vifesana) of their own objects.?

This psychological analysis of the perception of time is parallel
to that of William Jamcs. “ We have no sense,” he says, “ for
empty time. . . . e can no more intuit a duration than we can intust
an extension devoid of all sensible content.” 3 Kant’s notion of a pure
intuition of time without any sensible. matter is psychologically
falsc.

§ 4. Perception of the Present

Some deny the existence of the present time and consequently
of the perception of the present.  When a fruit falls to the ground,
it is detached from its stalk and comes gradually nearcr and nearer
to the ground, traversing a certain space and gradually passing from
one position to another, say, from # to b, from 4 to ¢, and so on until
it comes to the ground. When the fruit has passed from a to 5,
the space between a and 4 is thespace traversed, and the time related to
that traversed space is that which has been passed through (patitakala
or the past); and when the fruit will pass from 4 to ¢, the space
between & and ¢ is the space to be traversed, and the time related to
this space is that which is to be passed through (patitavyakala or the
future) ; and apart from these two spaces, the traversed space and the
space to be traversed, there is no third space left intervening between
them which may be perceived as being traversed and give rise to the
perception of the present time.  So the present time does not exist,
Here by the present time is meant the mathematical time-point which
is the boundary line between the past and future. But such a time-
point is never an object of actual perception.  Hence there is no

1 NM.,, p. 137.

2 Kalo na svatantryenendriyairgrhyate.  Athaca visayesu svesu grhyama-
nesu tadviSesanataya sarvairapindriyairgrhyate tadvat. $D., p. §54.

3 Principles of Psychology, vol. i, pp. 619-20.
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present time at all.!  T'his argument reminds us of Zeno’s dialectic
against the possibility of motion,

But Vitsydyana rightly points out that time cannot be conceived
in terms of space but only in terms of action.? Thus Vitsyiyana
anticipates Bergson in holding that there can be no spatial representa-
tion of time. According to him, time is perceived as qualifying
an action ; an action is perceived as occurring in time, When,
for instance, the action of falling has ceased, and is no more, it is
perceived as past ; and when the action of falling i1s going to happen
and not yet commenced, it is perceived as future ; and when the
action of falling is going on, it is perceived as present. Thus time-
consciousness is found in the perception of action.  When an action
is no more, it is perceived as past 5 when it is wot yet begun, it is per-
ceived as future 5 and when it is going on, it is perccived as present.?

If an action is never perceived as going on, how can it be perceived
as no more or as not yet ! For instance, if the action of falling is
not perceived as going on, how can it be perceived as having ceased,
or as going to happen ! As a matter of fact, what is meant by the
past time or the time “ that has been fallen through ™ (patitatala),
in the present case, is that the action of falling is over or no more ;
and what is meant by the future time or the time “to be fallen
through ”* (patitavyakala) is that the action of falling is going to
happen and not yet begun, so that at both these points of time, past
and future, the object is devoid of action 5 but when we perceive
that the fruit is in the process of falling, we perceive the object in
action. Thus time is perceived not in terms of space but in terms of
actions ; when they are perceived as going on or in the process of
happening, they are perceived as present ; when they are perceived
as over or no mote, they are perceived as past, and when they are
perceived as going to happen and not yet begun, they are perceived as
future, The consciousness of the present is the nucleus of the
consciousness of the past and the future ; the past and the future are
built upon the present. Tlime is perceived only through an action ;
the actual happening of an action is perceived as present ; and unless
an action is perceived as happening or present, it can never be
perceived as past or future, inasmuch as the action does not really
exist in the past or in the future but only in the present.  Hence
the perception of thc present cannot be denied as all our time-
consciousness is centred in it.4

1 NBh., i, 1, 37; Jba, E. T\, Indian Thoughe, vol. ii, p. 245,
2 Nadhvavyangah kilah kim tarhi? Kriyavyangah, Ibid,, i, 1, 38.
8 Ibid, i, 1, 38. 4 NBh. and NV, ij, 1, 38,
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The whole controversy hinges on the meaning of the present
time. Vatsyiyana takes it in the sense of the ‘“specious present ”
or felt present which is a tract of time.  His opponent takes it in the
sense of the mathematical time-point or indivisible instant which is
never a fact of actual experience.  Viatsydyana is right in so far as
he gives a psychological cxplanation of the specious present which
is the basis of our conception of the past and future. He anticipates
the most modern psychological analysis of our time-consciousness
in western psychology. A few quotations from books on modern
western psychology will not be out of place here.

“ Let anyone try,” says William James, * to notice or attend to,
the present moment of time. One of the most baffling experiences
occurs. Where 1s it, this present? It has melted in our grasp,
fled ere we could touch it, gone in the instant of becoming. . .. Itis
only as entering into the living and moving organization of a much
wider tract of time that the strict-present is apprehended at all.  Ttis,
in fact, an altogether ideal abstraction, not only never realized in sense,
but probably never even conceived of by those unaccustomed to
philosophic meditation.  Reflection leads us to the conclusion that
It smust exist, but that it dees exist ¢an never be a fact of our immediate
expericnce. The only fact of our immediate experience is
what Mr. E. R. Clay has well called ‘the specious present’.” 1
Elsewhere he says, “ The origmal paragon and prototype of
all concetved times is the specious present, the short duration of
which we are immediately and incessantly sensible.”” 2 J. M. Baldwin
also bears out this view of James.  He says, * Subjectively, each
individual constructs his own time-order from the standpoint of the
“specious ” or felt present by means of images in which past and
future, not actually present, are represented. It is only from this
standpoint that the terms past and future have proper meaning.,  In
this construction are included not only the times of the individuals’
private cxperiences, but all times which may be dated from the
present ‘now '3

Vitsylyana’s account of the perception of the time-series closely
resembles that of Volkmann and Stout. ““No more’ and “ not
yet ', says Volkmann, “are the proper time-feelings, and we are
aware of time in no other way than through these feelings.” ¢ This

Principles of Psychology, vol. i, pp. 608-9.

Ibid., p. 631.

Dictionary of Philosophy and Psychology, vol. ii, p. 698,

Psycholegy, § 87, quoted by James in his Principles of Psychology, vol. i,
p- 031.
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doctrine of Volkmann has been elaborated by Stout, who has
beautifully expressed his view as follows :—

*“Actual sensation is the mark or stamp of present time. ‘The
present time as distinguished from the past or future, is the time
which contains the moment of actual sensation. . . . Distinction
between past, present, and future can only be apprchended in a
rudimentary way at the perceptual level.  But there is, even at this
level, what we may call a “ not yet’ consciousness and a * no more ’
consciousness. The ‘not yet’ consciousness is contained in the
prospective attitude of attention, in the pre-adaptation for what is
to come which it involves, This ‘not yet’ consciousness is
emphasized when conation is delayed or obstructed, as when the dog
is kept waiting for its bone.  The ‘ no more * consciousness emerges
most distinctly when conation is abruptly disappointed or frustrated.
With the advent of ideal representation the ‘no more’ and the
‘not yet’ experiences become much more definite.” 1

Ladd says, “ It is by the combination of imaging and thinking,
in which every conceptual process consists, that the vague conscious-
ness of a ‘still-there’ is converted into the conception of the
present’ 5 the consciousness of the ‘mnow-going’ or *just-gone’,
into the conception of ‘the past”’; and the consciousness of the
‘not yet there’, with its affective accompaniment of expectation
or dread, into the conception of “the future . 2

§ 5. The Scnsible Present s Instantaneous (The Buddhist View)

Time has two esscntial characteristics, viz. succession and duration.
But the Buddhists do not recognize the existence of duration or
block of time. They identify time with mere succession of ideas.
The Buddhists hold with Berkeley and Hume that there is no abstract
time apart from presentations. Time is not a substantive reality,
as the Naiyiyikas hold, but it is a cluster of successive presentations ;
an abstract time apart from momentary impressions is an artificial
conceptual construction. And according to the Buddhists, there
are no continuous and uniform impressions (dharavahika-jiiana) but
- only a series of detached and discrete impressions, a perpetual flux
of successive presentations (ksanabharigura-jiiana). Continuity is only
an illusory appearance due to our slurring over the landmarks of
impressions owing to their similarity. Momentary sensations alone
are real ; there is no continuity among discrete sensations. The

L A Manual of Psychology, second edition, 1910, pp. 405-6.
2 Psychology Descriptive and Explanatory, p. 497.
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seeming continuity of impressions is nothing more than the rapid
succession of impressions owing to the rapidity and uniformity of
stimulations, Thus the Buddhist doctrine is quite the same as that
of David Hume.

Time may be viewed either as one-dimensional or as bi-
dimensional.  Either it may be regarded as having only linear
extension or succession, or it may be regarded as having simultaneity
and succession both, The Buddhists hold that there is no
synchronousness or simultaneity ; there is only succession or sequence
among our presentations. So a momentary presentation can neither
apprehend the past nor the future, but it apprehends only the present
which has no duration. "Thus according to the Buddhists, the
sensible present has no duration ; it is an instant or a “ time-point .1

"The Vedantists and some Naiyiyikas hold that the sensible present
is not a mathematical point of time but has a certain duration ; the
sensible present is a tract of time extending over a few moments—
it is an extended present or the ‘specious present ™ (vitata eva
kdlah).2  According to them the *‘specious present” having a
certain duration yields us one unitary presentation without flickering
of attention.

But the Buddhists hold that there is no “ specious present” ;
the present has no duration; it is instantancous or momentary
inasmuch as our impressions are momcentary, Our presentations
are not somewhat prolonged processes, but instantaneous or non-
during events.  And there are no continuous and uniform impressions,
as the Vedantists and some Naiyayikas hold.

According to Prabhikara, in the consciousness “ 1 know this
(aham idant janami) there is a simultancity of three presentations,
viz. the presentation of the knower (I), the presentation of the known
object (#his), and the presentation of knowledge (or the relation
between the knower and the known). This is Prabhakara’s
doctrine of Triputi Sarhvit or triple consciousness.

The Buddhists hold that the three elements are not simultaneous ;
but they are discrete and detached from one another ; there is no
relation among them ; there can be no relation between the knower
and the known. They hold that at first there is a particularized
presentation (sq@éara-jfiana) of “ 17 (aham), then that of * this”
(idam), and then that of “ knowing ”” (janami). Thus these discrete
and momentary impressions flow in succession. But when the first
impression of “I1” vanishes, it leaves a residuum (vasana) which

! Pratyaksasya hi ksana eka grahyah. NBT., p. 22,
2 NM,, p. 450,
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colours and modifies the second impression of ““this” ; and when
the second impression vanishes, it leaves a residuum which colours
and modifies the third impression. Thus though these three
impressions are discrete and isolated from one another, there is a
cumulative presentation of these momentary impressions owing to
the transference of residua from the preceding impressions to the
succeeding oncs (vdsand-samkrama) and the residua of the former
colouring or modifying the latter (wpaplava). Thus the Buddhists
have invented the hypotheses of residua (vdsang), transference of
residua (vasandsarmkrama), and modification of impressions by residua
(upaplava) to explain away the fact of continuity or the consciousness
of transition; a succession of presentations is certainly not the
consciousness of succession. The Buddhists do not explain, but
explain away the fact of unity and continuity of consciousness.t

The Buddhists examine the perceptive process and show that
perception cannot apprehend the “ specious present . A perception
is nothing but a presentation ; and a presentation is the presentation
of a single moment; it cannot apprehend the past and the future.
If therc is a serics of presentations, a, b ¢, etc., is it the antecedent
presentation b (uttaravijiiana), or is it the succeeding presentation 4
that takes hold of the preceding presentation by the hind part, as it
were ¢ ‘The Buddhists answer that 4 can neither take hold of ¢,
nor can it take hold of a. = The past as past is not present ; and the
future as future is not present. Hence the present presentation
can ncither apprehend the past nor the future presentation, and
consequently, there can be no divect apprehension or perception of
the past and future.?

But the Buddhists hold that the past enters into the present at
the time of passing away, and the future also enters into the present,
though it is not yet come, so that the present presentation is an echo
of the immediate past and a forctaste of the immediate future.3
Thus the Buddhists surreptitiously introduce an clement of linking
or transition between the past and the present, and between the present
and the future to explain our consciousness of the continuity of time,
But though they admit that the past and the future cnter into the
present, they insist that it is only the present that is perceived and not
the past or the future which enters into the present.  Such is the
nature of our experience that it unfolds successively—onc presenta-
tion appearing and then disappearing.  And in this series of presenta-
tions an antecedent statc (p#irvadasa) cannot come in contact with

L VPS8, p. 75. 2 NM,, p. 450.
* Vartaminanupravedena bhiitabhavinoh kilayoh grahanam. Ibid., p. 450.
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a subsequent state (#paradaid), and a subsequent state cannot come
in contact with an antecedent state.  All sense-presentations appre-
hend the present alone which is instantaneous or momentary.!

Some Naiyayikas hold that sometimes the present is perceived
as extended or with a certain duration, for instance, when we perceive
a continuous action, e.g. cooking, reading, etc.? The sensible
present is not momentary, but has a certain length of duration
(vartamanaksano dirghal) 5 it is not made up of a single moment,
but composed of a number of moments (nanaksanagandatmaka).®

‘The Buddhists urge that time cannot be a composite whole made
up of parts; it cannot be a cluster of simultancous presentations
because there is no simultaneity among presentations, Time is not
bi-dimensional, as some Naiydyikas hold, but it is one-dimensional.
There is no simultaneity, but only succession among our presenta-
tions. It is foolish to hold that perception apprehends an extended
present with a certain duration,*

The Naiyiyika and the Vedantist hold that a continuous and
uniform impression bears clear testimony to the unbroken and
uninterrupted existence of its object; and conscquently, it appre-
hends an cxtended present with a certain duration,

The Buddhists object that there is no uniform impression
(avicchinna-drsti).  Every impression is momentary ; there cannot
be a continuous impression,  When there is a rapid succession of
momentary impressions, they appear to be continuous, though they
are not really so.  And becausc there is no continuous impression,
there can be no perception of the “specious present ”” with a certain
duration.*  Even if there were a continuous impression, it would not
be able to apprchend the “ specious present 7, because an object must
be presented to consciousness in order that we may have a presentative
knowledge of the object, and the object cannot be presented to
consciousness for more than onc moment, since all objects are
momentary.®  But, as a matter of fact, there can be no continuous
and uniform impression 5 consciousness must always apprehend itself
as momentary ; and not only consciousness is momentary, but
also the consciousness of the momentariness of consciousness is
momentary. Here the Buddhists differ from the Neo-Hegelians,
Green, and others, who suppose that the consciousness of the relation

L NM., p. 450.  Thid,, p. 450.

8 Ibid., p. 451. “ Psychologically considered, there is no such thing as
a * mathematical point of time *—no time that is not enduring time,” Ladd :
Psychology Descriptive and Explanatory, p. 311.

4 NM,, p. 451 5 Ihid, p. 432
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of impressions must be enduring; momentary impressions are
apprehended as momentary by a consciousness which must be
permanent. ‘Thus, according to the Buddhists, all presentations
are momentary, and as such they can apprehend only the present
which has not a length of duration, but is constituted by a single
moment ; the sensible present, therefore, is Instantaneous or
momentary. !

§ 6. The Sensible Present has Duration (The Nayayika and the
Vedantist View)

The Buddhists recognize only one aspect of time, viz. succession.
They try to explain away the other aspect of time, viz. duration.
But some Naiyayikas and the Vedantists clearly recognize the import-
ance of duration apart from which succession has no meaning, The
Buddhists have argued that a presentation cannot apprehend the past
and the future as they are not presented to consciousness; it can
apprchend only the present which is constituted by a single moment.
The Naiyayika urges that even a momentary glance (nimesa-drsti)
can apprehend the continued existence of an object. Why should,
then, perception be regarded as apprehending the instantaneous
present ? 2 Even supposing that a momentary glance cannot appre-
hend the past and the future, but only the present, what is the span
of the present time perceived by a continuous and uniform impression
(animesa-drsti) ! Is it a time-poiut or a tract of time? Is it an
instant or a length of duration? The sensible present continues
as long as the continuous and uniform impression persists without
an oscillation of attention, and as long as it is not interrupted by another
impression ; so that this single unitary presentation apprehends not
an instantancous present but a lengthened or extended present with
a certain duration,?

T'he Buddhists may urge that such an extended present is a tract
of time made up of a number of moments ; but the present is really
a single moment ; the immediately preceding moment is past and
the immediately succeeding moment is future ; so they cannot be
perceived, The Naiyayika replies that in determining the span of
the sensible present we must not assume at the outset that it is
momentary, but we must determine it by an appeal to experience.

1 Ksanikagrahi pratyaksamiti siddham. NM., p. 452.

2 Ibid., p. 462.

3 Animesadrsting drstyavicchedadaviechinnasattaka eva dréyate iti na
ksanikagrahi pratyaksam. Ibid., p. 463.



PERCEPTION OF TIME 161

A psychological investigation must not be guided by metaphysical
speculation ; but metaphysics must be based on psychology.  Psycho-
logically considered, there is no mathematical point of time, but only
a tract of time. T'hat time must be regarded as present which is
grasped by a single continuous impression without a break or inter-
ruption. And such an unbroken and uninterrupted impression
apprehends the present as an unbroken and uninterrupted block or
duration of time., Hence the sensible present is not an instant,
but has a length of duration.

The Buddhists may urge that even according to the Naiyiyika
there cannot be a stable consciousness (sthirajfiana) but only a series
of momentary impressions ; how, then, can he hold that there can
be a perception of the * specious present ’ ? Though all Naiyiyikas
hold that a psychosis extends over three moments—the moment of
production, the moment of existence, and the moment of destruction—
and there can be no simultaneity of psychoses owing to the atomic
nature of the central Sensory of manas, yet there are some Naiyayikas
who hold that a continuous and uniform impression is not destroyed
at the third moment.?  Besides, the temporal mark of a consciousness
need not necessarily correspond with the temporal mark of its object.
An object is apprehended by consciousness as having a continued
existence. A pulse of consciousness, though existing at present,
can apprehend the past as well as the furure as past and future.?
The feeling of the past is not-a past feeling ; and the feeling of the
future is not a future feeling. For instance, a present recollection
apprehends the past; a present flash of intuition (pratibha jidna)
apprehends the future; and a present inference apprehends both
the past and the future!

The Buddhists may urge that the operation of the sense-organs
does not exist for more than a single moment ; and in the absence
of a continued peripheral action there cannot be a perception of an
extended time or the “ specious present ”’

The Naiyayika replies that peripheral action does not exist for
a moment, but continues for some time. The perception of an
object depends upon the intercourse of a sense-organ with an object,
and this intercourse is not momentary, but persists for some time ;
peripheral stimulation is not a momentary act, but a somewhat
prolonged process ; and consequently perception does not apprehend an
instant or a *“ time-point ”’, but a tract of time with a certain duration.!

L' NM,, p. 463,
? Jhanamtu vartaminakalamapyatitindgatakalagrahi bhavati.  NM.,,
p. 463.
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Vitsyayana says that sometimes the present is perceived as
unmixed with the past and the future, for instance, when we perceive
that a substance exists. And sometimes the present is perceived
as mixed up with the past and the future, for instance, when we
perceive the continuity of an action, e.g. cooking, cutting, etc. Thus
Vitsydyana admits that the present is sometimes perceived as having
a certain duration.!

According to the Vedintists, too, a continuous and uniform
impression (dhardvahikabuddhi) is a single unitary psychosis with
a certain duration; it is not a series of momentary impressions in
rapid succession, as the Buddhists hold.  In the continuous impression
of a jar the mental mode which assumes the form of the jar is one
and undivided as long as the jar is presented to consciousness without
any flickering of attention, and is not interrupted by another psychosis.
Tt is not made up of many momentary psychoscs, because accordmg
to the Vedantist, a psychosis continues in the field of consciousness
as long as the mind does not assume the form of a different object.
So the Vedantist also admits that a continuous and uniform presenta-
tion does not apprehend an instantancous present, but an extended
present with a certain duration.2 Thus the Vedantists and some
Naiyayikas hold that the sensible present has duration, while the
Buddhists hold that the sensible present is instantaneous or momentary.
Certainly the former view is psychologically correct. "The Buddhists
deny the ** specious present *’ because it contradicts their fundamental
doctrine of impermanence or momentariness.

This psychological discussion of the “ specious present " in the
medieval philosophical literature of India anticipates the same kind
of discussion in the modern psychology of the West. Professor
William James borrowed the word *specious present”  from
E. R. Clay and gave currency to it. He expresses his view most
beautifully as follows :—

“The practically cognized present is no knife-edge, but a saddle-
back, with a certain breadth of its own on which we sit perched,
and from which we look in two directions into time. The unit
of composition of our perception of time is a duration, with a bow
and a stern, as it were, a rearward and a forward looking end.” *

1 NBh, 1, 1, 41, 2 VP, p. 26.
8 Principles of Psychology, vol. i, p. 60g.



Cuaprer XI

PERCEPTION OF THE UNIVERSAL (¥4TI)—INDIAN
NOMINALISM, CONCEPTUALISM AND REALISM

§ 1. Introduction

The problem of the universal and the individual has been
approached in the West from the psychological, logical, and meta-
physical points of view. The Indian thinkers also have investigated
the problem from thesc different standpoints, not in abstract isolation
from one another, but in their synthetic unity. ‘The psychological
aspect of this question, as understood by the different schools of Indian
philosophers, is incomprehensible without a metaphysical considera-
tion of it. So we shall attempt here a psychological study of the
problem with reference to its metaphysical basis.

In the Western thought, there are mainly three theories of the
universal, viz. nominalism, conceptualism, and realism. According
to nominalism, the individuals alone are real—there are only individual
things in nature, and particular ideas in the mind; there is no
universal at all in reality—only the namec is gencral. According
to conceptualism, there are only individual things in nature without
any universal class-essence in themy, but the mind has the power of
forming a concept or an abstract gencral idea of individual things.
Thus, according to it, there is no universal in nature, but the universal
exists in the mind in the form of a concept or gencral idea,  According
to realism, the universal exists both in nature and in the mind ; there
is a universal or class-cssence among the individual things of nature,
and there i3 a universal notion or concept in the mind corresponding
to the class-essence in nature. Thus, according to nominalism,
there is no universal at all either in nature or in the mind ; according
to conceptuzlism, the universal exists only in the mind ; according to
realism, the universal exists both in nature and in the mind.  Besides
these main theories there are certain intermediate positions.

Among the Indian thinkers also we find a perpetual conflict
between realists and nominalists. The note of conceptualism is not
prominent, though not altogether absent, The Buddhists are
thoroughgoing nominalists. The Naiyayikas, the later Vaidesikas,
and the Mimirhsakas (Bhatta and Prabhikara) represent different

163



164 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY: PERCEPTION

schools of realism. Kanida, the father of the Vaidesika system,
and the earlier Vaisesikas are conceptualists. The Jaina is a
nominalist tending towards realism. Raminuja also is a nominalist
with a bent for realism.

The Buddhists hold that specific individuals (svalaksana) alone
are real 5 they are apprehended by indeterminate perception ; there
is no universal or class-cssence at all in the specific individuals ; the
universal notion is an unreal abstraction of the mind; it is a con-
ceptual construction of the mind to carry on the practical purposes
of our life.  The Buddhists are the most uncompromising nominalists.

The earlier Vaiscsikas hold that universality or community
(samdnya) is a mark by which the understanding assimilates a number
of objects and forms a group or class ; the universal is relative to the
understanding.  Kanida and his earlier exponents hold that
the universal is a concept of the mind. They are conceptualists.

The Naiyiyikas, the later Vaisesikas, the Bhattas, and the
Prabhikaras hold that there is a real universal or class-cssence among
the individual objects of nature. . But there is a difference of opinion
as to the relation of the universal to the individual. The Nyaya-
Vaidesika and the Prabhikara hold that the universal is different
from the individual, and the relation hetween them is that of inherence,
the latter being the substrate of the former. The Bhitta, on the
other hand, holds that the universal is both different from, and identical
with, the individual ; the relation between the two is that of identity-
in-difference,

The Jaina holds that there can be no universal notion in the
mind, unless therc is a real universal in nature. The universal
notion is not an unreal fiction of the mind as the Buddhists suppose ;
it is real, and consequently it must be based on reality. Corre-
sponding to a universal notion in the mind, there must be a real
universal in nature. But what is the nature of the real universal ?
[t is not a class-essence.  The Jaina does not recognize its existence.
There can be no one, eternal, ubiquitous class-essence in the
individuals belonging to the same class, as the realists suppose. So far
the Jaina agrecs with the Buddhist and supports nominalism. But
he differs from the Buddhist in that he recognizes the real existence
of similarity or likeness among the individual members of the same
class. 'The likeness is the objective ground of a universal notion.
T'o this extent, the Jaina tends towards realism.,

Ramanuja also holds a similar doctrine. According to him,
individuals alone are real ; there is no class-essence in them ; but
there is a closc likeness or resemblance (sausadriya) among them in
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the shape of certain definite collocations or configurations (sazsthana)
of parts among the individuals. Thus, Raminuja agrees with the
Jaina in holding that there is a real likeness among the individual
things belonging to the same class. Raminuja only gives an
interpretation of the likeness among the individual members of a class.
Thus, both the Jaina and Riminuja are not out-and-out nominalists
like the Buddhists, though they deny the existence of a class-essence 3
they are nominalists with a leaning towards realism. They are
advocates of modified nominalism.

All Indian realists agrec in holding that the universal is an object
of perception ; it can be perceived through the sense-organs; it is
not an ideal construction of the mind. The experience of the universal
is not conceptual, but perceptual. This is seldom admitted by the
Western realists, The Indian realists differ from one another only
in their views as to the relation of the universal to the individuals.

§ 2. (1) The Buddhist doctrine of Nominalism

The universal in the form of a class-essence (7@7) can never be
an object of perception. A perceptible object produces the percep-
tion of it in the mind. But the universal (jaz) is eternal ; so it
cannot produce its cognition. = If; in spite of being eternal, the
universal does produce a cognition, it will never cease to do so.
and consequently the cognition of no other object will be possible.?

Moreover, the universal can never be perceived, for perception
has for its object only the momentary specific individuals (svalaksana)
unconnected with other individuals preceding and succecding them.
By the universal we mean that feature which is common to a whole
class of objects.  If such a universal character does exist at all, it
can be known only after collecting all the individual objects belonging
to a class and ascertaining their common character. Thus, the
knowledge of the universal presupposes that of all the individuals
in which the universal exists. How, then, can such a universal
be known by indeterminate perception (nirvikalpa pratyaksa), which
arises just after the contact of an object with a sense-organ, and is
quite independent of any other cognition, preceding or succeeding it ?
1f it is apprehended by determinate perception (savikalpa pratyaksa),
it is unreal for that very reason. According to the Buddhist, indeter-
minate perception alone is valid as it is free from all forms and
categories (vikalpa); determinate perception Is invalid as it is not
free from thought-determinations. "Thus, the universal can be

1 SD., p. 381.
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apprehended neither by indeterminate perception nor by determinate
perception,

Nor can it be proved by inference (anumana) and verbal cognition
(fabda), for these too have for their objects the unreal forms of ideal
construction (vikalpa), and as such cannot apprehend the ontological
reality.

Hence specific individuals alone are real, since they are appre-
hended by indeterminate perception. The universal is nothing
but 2 mere form of determinate cognition having no real existence
in the world.?

§ 3. The Buddhist Criticism of the Nyaya-Vaisesika Realism

According to the Nyidya-Vaisesika, the universal is different
from the individual ; it inheres in the latter which is its substratum 3
there is one, eternal, ubiquitous universal among the members of
a class.

The Buddhist offers the following criticism of this view :—

(1) Firstly, things which are different from one another must
occupy different portions of space. But the universal is never
perceived to occupy a space different from that of the individual.
So the universal must not be different from the individual. Moreover,
things which are different from one another can be perceived apart
from one another. For instance, a cloth can be perceived apart
from a jar as they are different from each other. But the universal
can never be perceived apart from the individual. Hence the
universal cannot be different from the individual.

(2) Secondly, it may be said that though the universal is different
from the individual, it cannot be perceived apart from the individual
simply because the former cxists in the latter.  But this is impossible.
The universal can never exist in the individual. If it does so,
does it exist in each individual wholly or partly ? Both the alter-
natives are untenable. If the universal exists in its entirety in one
individualy then it cannot exist in any other individual, and being
one, it cannot exist entirely in many individuals. REvidently, if
the universal exhausts itself in one particular, it cannot exist in another
without being produced anew. But this is absurd. The universal
is eternal ; it cannot be produced at all. Nor can it exist partly
in all the individuals, for it has no parts. Then, again, it is not
possible for the same universal to exist partly in the past, present,
and future individuals.

1 NM., pp. 297-8.
* Vikalpakiramatrat simanyam, alikar va. SD., pp. 381-2.



PERCEPTION OF THE UNIVERSAL (JAT) 167

(3) Thirdly, even supposing that the universal exists in the
individual, does it exist everywhere in all the individuals, or only in
its proper objectives ?  For instance, docs the universal cow (gorva)
exist in all individuals belonging to different classes, e.g. cows, horses,
etc. (sarvasarvagata)? Or does it exist only in all the individual
cows (pindasarvagata) ?

If a universal (e.g. the genus of cow or gotva) exists in all
the individuals belonging to different classes (e.g. horses, cows,
buffaloes, etc.), then we should perceive the genus of cow (gotva)
in horses, that of horse (asvatva) in cows, and so on, and thus there
would be an utter confusion or intermixture of genera (sdikarya).

It may be said that though a universal exists in all the individuals
belonging to different classes, the individuals belonging to a particular
class have the power of manifesting a particular universal. For
instance, only the individual cows can manifest the universal cow
(gotva), which is ubiquitous (sarvasarvagata). But according to
the Buddhist idealist, existence consists in its being perceived.! If
the universal exists everywhere, it should be perceived everywhere.
Even if a universal, though all-pervading, can be manifested only by
certain individuals, it does not follow that this universal must be
perceived only in those individuals. = If certain individuals manifest
a universal which is ubiquitous, they must manifest it as it truly is,
A lamp manifests certain objects. It does not follow from this
that these objects are perceived in the lamp. Likewise, certain
individuals manifest a universal. It does not prove that the universal
must be perceived in those individuals.

If, on the other hand, a universal exists only in all its objectives
or proper subjects (pindasarvagata or svavyaktisarvagata), how can
it be perceived in a newly born individual ! For instance, if the
genus of cow (gofva) exists only in all individual cows, how can it be
perceived in a newly born cow, if it did not exist in that place before
the individual was born ?  The universal cannot be born along with
the individual as it is eternal. Nor can it come from any other
individual, because, firstly, it is without any form (em#rta), and con-
sequently Incapable of movement, and, secondly, it is not perceived
in the individual from which it comes. Nor can it be said that the
universal exists partly in the individual from which it comes, and
partly in the newly born individual to which it comes, because the
universal is without any parts. And thus when an individual is
destroyed, the universal does not remain in that place, because it
is not perceived there.  Nor is it destroyed along with the individual,

1 Cf. Berkeley.
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because it is eternal. Nor does it go to some other individual
because, firstly, it is without any form (amfirta) and consequently
incapable of movement, and secondly, the universal cannot enter
into another individual in which it already exists.

(4) Fourthly, the Nyiya-Vaisesika holds that the relation
“between the universal and the individual is one of inherence (sama~
_waya) ; the universal inheres in the individual. The Buddhist
denics the relation of inherence altogether, and identifies it with
identity (tadatmya). Inherence, according to the Vaidesika, is the
relation between two entities which can never be perceived apart
from each other, e.g. the relation between a substance and its qualities,
the relation between the constituent parts and the composite whole,
the relation between the universal and the individual, etc. The
Buddhist holds that those entities, which are not perceived apart
from each other, are not different from cach other, but they are
identical with each other. Simultaneity and inseparability of percep-
tions constitute a test of identity. ‘The universal can never be
perceived apart from the individual 5 hence they are not different
from cach other.

(5) Lastly, if the universal inheres i» the individual, we must
have such a perception as *“ there is the universal cow #z this individual
cow ’ (tha gavi gotvam). But, as a matter of fact, cvery one perceives
a cow as * this 75 a cow ’ (iyam gaujr), and not as * there is the class
“cow’ in this particular cow 7’ (tha gavi gotvam). This clearly
shows that the individual is not the substratum of the universal,
but identical with it. Nor can it be said that the universal is the
inner essence of the individual, because the former is entirely different
from the latter, How can onc, eternal, and ubiquitous universal
be the essence of many, non-eternal, and discrete and isolated
individuals ?  If even such contradictory things, as the universal and
the individual, were identical with each other, then cows and horses
also would be identical with each other, and thus there would be an
utter confusion in the whole world. Thus, the Buddhist comes to
the conclusion that the universal can never be different from the
individual.

§ 4. The Buddhist Criticism of the Sratriya Fiew

According to the Srotriyas, there is a rapa-ripi-laksana-sambandha
between the universal and the individual. But this also cannot be
proved. If the universal is the r@pa of the individual which is the

1 NM., pp. 298-300; SD., pp. 379-380.
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rapin in relation to the former, what is meant by rapa? Does
it mean colour (subladi), or form (dkdra), or essential nature
(svabhava) ?

(1) If it means colour—if the universal is the colour of the
individual——then colourless substances such as air, mind etc., qualities,
and actions would have no universality in them. But, as a matter
of fact, they are supposcd to have universality in them.

(2) 1fr@pa means form (akara), and consequently, if the universal
is the form of the individual, then the formless qualities would have
no universality in them, though they are supposed to have it.

(3) If rapa means the intrinsic or essential nature (svabhdva)
and conscquently, if the universal is the essential nature of the
individual, then they are not different from each other. An object
is never perceived as different from its essential nature.  Hence
the universal is not different from the individual, If there is any
difference between them, there is a difference in name, but not in
substance.

Then, again, is the r7pa a different substance from the rapin ?
Or is it the same substance as the rzpin ?  Or is it the property of
the ripin ?

(4) The first alternative is untenable.  The universal, which
is the riapa of the individual (r#zpin), is never perceived as a substance
different from the individual (vastvantaram).

(5) The second alternative contradicts the position of the
opponent. If the universal is the same substance as the individual
(vastveva), then they are identical with each other, and it is useless
to speak of the rapa-rapi-laksana-sambandha between them.

(6) The third alternative also is untenable.  If the universal is
the property of the individual (vastudharmay), it should be perceived
as distinct from the individual. But, in fact, it is never perceived
as distinct from the individual. And if the universal is inseparable
from the individual, it is uscless to speak of a relation called r#pa-
ripi-laksana-sambandha between them, for they are not different
from each other, Still if it is insisted that there is a rapa-ripi-
laksana relation between the universal and the individual, the
Srotriyas cannot distinguish it from conjunction and inherence.

Hence the Buddhists come to the conclusion that there cannot
be a rapa-rapi-laksana relation between the universal and the
individual .

I NM.,, p. 299.
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§ 5. The Buddhist Criticism of the Bhatta Realism

The Bhatta MImirisaka holds that there is a relation of identity-
in-difference between the universal and the individual. The
universal is both different from the individual, and identical with it.
The perception of an object involves two elements, viz. inclusion
or assimilation (anugama) and exclusion or discrimination (vydurtts).
This dual character of perception must correspond to the dual
character of its object. Universality or community is the objective
ground of assimilation, and particularity or individuality is the
objective ground of discrimination. So the object of perception
must be both universal and particular.

The Buddhist urges that it is self-contradictory to assert that one
and the same object can be both universal and particular, one and
many, eternal and temporary, existent and non-existent. Such
an object is never found in experience ; it is a fiction of Imagination.

One and the same object can never be multiform in character.
"There is only one form in an object, viz. particularity that is real.
"The universality of an objcet is merely an unreal form superimposed
upon the object by determinate cognition. It is the specific
individuality (svalaksana), pure and simple, unmixed with universality,
that is perceived just after the contact of the object with a sense-organ.
Hence specific individuality alone is real and universality is unreal,
It cannot be said that both the characters of an object, viz. universality
and particularity are perccived; and, therefore, both of them are real.
For, in that case, the doublc moon also would be real because it is
perceived.!

According to the Buddhist, perception is always indeterminate ;
and indeterminate perception can never apprehend an object with
the dual character of universality and particularity. It can appre-
hend only the specific individuality of an object, and never its
universality, because, like all things, it has a momentary existence,
and, consequently, it cannot apprehend that feature of the object
which it has in common with many other objects. Thus, specific
individuals alone are real, since they are apprehended by indeterminate
perception ; the universal is an unreal form of imagination.

§ 6. The Buddhist’s refutation of the Realist’s Objections

(1) Firstly, the realist urges that just as various specific individuals
are admitted to account for a variety of indeterminate perceptions,

1 NM., pp. 300-30I.
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so various universals or class-essences (e.g. gotva, asvatva, etc.)
must be admitted to account for various determinate cognitions
{e.g. of cows, horses, and the like).

The Buddhist argues that the variety of determinate cognitions,
too, can be explained by the variety of specific individuals. ~ According
to him, specific individuals are the causes of indeterminate percep-
tions, and indeterminate perceptions, again, are the causes of deter-
minate cognitions ; so that a varicty of specific individuals produces
a variety of indeterminate cognitions, which, in its turn, produces
a variety of determinate cognitions. Thus, it is needless to suppose a
variety of universals to account for a variety of determinate cogni-~
tions as the realist supposes.

(2) Secondly, the realist may ask : If universals are nothing but
unreal forms of imagination how can they serve the practical purposes
of our life ? According to the Buddhist, every thing is momentary,
and so the specific individuals (svalaksana) are momentary. Hence
the specific individual, which is apprehended by indeterminate
perception, is destroyed at that very moment, and no action is possible
with regard to that object ; and that individual with regard to which
there is an action is destroyed at that very moment, and so it cannot
be attained. Hence one individual is perceived, while there is action
on another individual, and thus practical actions are not in keeping
with the real nature of things. How, then, can unreal forms of
determinate cognitions serve the practical purposes of our life ?

The Buddhist argues that even the unreal forms (vikalpa) of
determinate cognitions can serve the practical purposes of our life.
Just as the cognition of a gem produced by the ray of a gem leads to
the actual attainment of the gem, and thus serves a practical purpose
of our life, so determinate cognitions produced by indeterminate
perceptions of specific individuals and, consequently, having a
semblance of specific individuals which are capable of evoking
effective actions, lead those who are desirous of effective actions to
the attainment of those specific individuals. Thus, determinate
cognitions, though not in keeping with the real nature of specific
individuals, indirectly lcad to the actual attainment of them, and
in this way serve the practical purposes of our life. Hence it cannot
be said that determinate cognitions, having no real things for their
objects, but having unreal forms (vikalpa) superimposed on them,
cannot serve the practical purposes of our life.  Thus, in spite of the
non-existence of universals, practical actions can follow from unreal
determinate cognitions.

(3) Thirdly, the realist may contend that discrete specific
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individuals can never produce a universal notion in the mind. How
can specific individuals, which are absolutely different from one
another, produce one and the same universal notion, if the universal
does not really exist? If they can produce a universal notion,
in spite of their absolute difference, the realist asks : How is it that
certain individuals produce the universal notion of cow, while certain
other individuals produce the universal notion of horse, and all
individuals do not produce all universal notions ?

The Buddhist retorts : How can the individuals of the realist,
which are different from one another, have an identical essence in
the form of the universal, and how can they be the substrates of the
same universal, and how can they manifest the same universal !
And, moreover, how is it that certain individuals are rclated to a
certain universal, and not all individuals are related to all universals ?
If the rcalist argues that certain individuals, by their very nature
(svabhavat), are related to a certain universal, and not all individuals
are related to all universals, then it may equally be argued that certain
individuals, by their very nature, produce the same universal notion
in the form * this is a cow ', *“ this is a cow ”, and so on, in spite
of the non-existence of the universal.! Thus the Buddhist does not
believe in the existence of the universal,

§ 7. (1) The Modified Nominalism of the Faina

The Buddhist believes only in specific individuals which are
like themselves. He does not believe in the universal. He is an
uncompromising nominalist. - According to him, particulars or
individuals alone are real ; there is no universal or class-essence
among them ; they are characterized by themselves; there is not
even likeness or similarity among them. The Jaina agrees with the
Buddhist in denying the existence of a class-essence in the individuals
belonging to the same class; but he differs from the latter in
recognizing the existence of common characters or resemblances
among them, which he regards as the real universal. The Jaina
does not go so far as to say that specific individuals alone are real
and there is no likeness or similarity among them. According to
him, there is likeness or similarity among the individuals belonging
to the same class, and this likeness is the real universal ; there is
no universal class-essence among them. This doctrine may be
compared with J. S. Mill's nominalism. According to Mill, though
there is not a universal class-essence among the individuals belonging

1 §D., pp. 382-3.
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to the same class, still there are certain fundamental qualities common
to them all; and in thinking of general terms, though we have
concrete images before the mind, we concentrate our attention
on the fundamental attributes common to them, and recognize them
as common to the whole class.

Thus the Jaina is neither an uncompromising nominalist nor
an uncompromising realist. The Buddhists are out-and-out
nominalists, They recognize the existence of specific individuals
only. They entirely deny the existence of the universal. The
Nyiya-Vaiscsika and the Mimarhsaka, on the other hand, recognize
the cxistence of one, eternal, and ubiquitous universal in the
individuals. They are out-and-out realists. The Jaina holds an
intermediate position. He also recognizes the reality of the universal,
but according to him, the universal is not one, eternal, and ubiquitous,
as the realists hold, but is multiform, non-eternal, and non-pervading
or limited ; and this universal is-nothing but the common character
or similarity among the different individuals belonging to the same
class, The Jaina does not recognize the existence of any other
universal than this common character or similarity which is perceived
through the sense-organs like colours and the like.  And this common
character, according to him, Is the cause of the universal notion
which has no other object than this.

The difference between the Nydya-Vaidesika and the Mimarhsaka,
on the one hand, and the Jaina, on the other, is that according to
the former, the universal notion has its objective counterpart in the
real universal or class-essence in the individuals, which is different
from them, and is one, eternal, and ubiquitous, while according to
the latter, the universal notion has its objective counterpart in the
common character or similarity of many individuals, which is not
one, but many, existing in many individuals—not eternal, but
temporary, being produced and destroyed along with the individual
in which it exists—and not all-pervading, but confined only to the
individual in which it exists. ‘Thus the Jaina is neither an uncom-
promising nominalist like the Buddhist nor an uncompromising
realist like the Nyiya-Vaidesika and the Mimiarisaka, He is an
advocate of modified nominalism.

According to the Jaina, an object of knowledge is both universal
and particular (s@manya-visesatma). It is not merely universal
like the Being or Brahman of Sarikara ; nor is it merely particular
like the specific individuals (svalaksana) of the Buddhist. It is
characterized both by common characters (samanya) and by uncommon
or distinctive characters (vifesa). Our consciousness of similarity
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(anuvrttapratyaya) has for its object common characters (sdmdnya),
and our consciousness of difference (vydurttapratyaya) has for its
object uncommon or distinctive characters (visesa). The conscious-
ness of an object involves assimilation and discrimination both.
Assimilation is due to common characters, and discrimination is due
to uncommon characters,  Hence an object of knowledge is both
universal and particular, since it is characterized by common and
uncommon characters both. The common characters again,
which constitute the real universal (samanya), according to the Jaina,
are of two kinds, viz. tiryak samanya and wrddhvata samanya. By
tiryak samanya he means similar modifications (sadrsaparindmas-
tiryak), e.g. dewlap and the like in cows.m By wrddhvata samanya
he means the permanent substance which abides in the midst of past,
present, and future modifications (pardparavivartavyapi-dravyam-
@rddhvata),® e.g. earth in its various modifications. So the common
characters of an object are constituted by its permanent substance
which persists in the midst of all its modifications, and its modifica-
tions which are similar to those of other like objects.  And these
arc the real universal ; there is no other universal than these common
characters.3

§ 8. The Faina Criticism of the Buddhist Nominalism

Prabhacandra criticizes the Buddhist doctrine of nominalism in
the following manner :—

(1) Firstly, the Buddhist argues that the universal is not per-
ceived apart from the individual 3 hence it does not exist,

But the Jaina urges that the universal is as much an object of
perception as the individual; it is an object of uncontradicted
experience in the form of “inclusive” or assimilative perception,
just as the individual is an object of uncontradicted experience in
the form of *“ exclusive ™ or discriminative perception. Just as the
exclusive perception of particularity cannot be denied, so the inclusive
perception of universality also cannot be denied. Both these
experiences are uncontradicted. And the verdict of uncontradicted
experience can never be called in question. Hence, uncontradicted
assimilative perception establishes the real existence of the universal
(samanya) common to many individuals, which cannot be apprehended
by discriminative perception.

(2) Secondly, the Buddhist argues that there is no universal

1 PMS,, p. §. 2 Ibid,, p. 5. 3 PKM., pp. 136 .
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apart from the individual, for there are not two distinct cognitions
of the universal and the individual,

But the Jaina urges that there #s a difference between the cognition
of universality and that of individuality, for all of us perceive the
difference. There are two distinct cognitions of the universal and
the individual. It is true that both of them are perceived at the
same time and in the same object.  But that does not prove that
they are apprehended by one and the same cognition. For, in that
case, the colour and the taste of a cake perceived at the same time
would be apprehended by a single cognition. But, as a matter of
fact, the cognitions of the colour and the taste, though simultaneous,
are different from each other, Nor can it be argued that the universal
is identical with the individual, since both of them are perceived at
the same time through the same sense-organ. For, in that case,
the wind would be identical with the sun, since sometimes both of
them are perceived at the same time through the tactual organ.
In fact, the difference between two objects is proved by the difference
in their cognitions. And therc /s a difference between the cognition
of the universal and that of the individual : the former is inclusive,
while the latter is exclusive in nature.  Hence the universal is
different from the individual.  Moreover, sometimes we perceive
only the common character (e.g: tallness) of two objects (e.g. a post and
a man) but cannot perceive their distinctive characters as in doubtful
perception. This conclusively proves that the cognition of the
universal is different from the cognition of the individual. And
this difference in cognitions proves the real difference in their objects.
Thus the universal must be different from the individual.

(3) Thirdly, the Buddhist contends that the experience of
universality (anugatapratibhasa) does not necessarily imply the real
existence of the universal, for it can be produced by different
individuals.

But the Jaina urges that the experience of universality is never
possible without the real existence of the universal 5 for otherwise
it would not be experienced in the same form in all times and places.
Moreover, individuals are different from one another; difference
constitutes the essential nature of individuals.  How, then, can they
produce the experience of universality ? Still, if the Buddhist insists
that different individuals can produce the experience of universality,
then for the same reason, different horses would produce the universal
notion of *“ cow 7’y which is absurd.

(4) Fourthly, the Buddhist contends that though individuals
are absolutely different from one another, and devoid of common
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characters, still the preclusion of certain individuals (e.g. cows) from
those individuals which are neither their causes nor effects (e.g.
horses, buffaloes, etc.) is the cause of the experience of universality
(e.g. “cow ") and the consequent action.

But the Jaina replies that the negation of contradictories is not
at all possible in those individuals which are devoid of common
characters 5 hence it cannot be the cause of the experience of
universality. Moreover, the negative conception of the “ negation
of contradictories ”* can never lead to practical action, which always
follows from positive cognitions. Besides, if the experience of
universality is possible without the real existence of the universal
in nature then, for the same reason, the experience of individuality
also would be possible without the real existence of the individual
in nature, which is not admitted by the Buddhist. Hence, if
discriminative perceptions have for their objects discrete individuals
in the world, then assimilative perceptions too must have for their
objects real universals in the world. | Thus the universal has a real
existence in nature.

(5) Fifthly, the Buddhist contends that though there is no real
universal in the individuals, the expericnce of universality is due to
the illusory identification of different individuals owing to the
similarity of the actions produced by them. For instance, though
different cows have no real identity among them, yet they seem to
be identical in nature, sincg all of them produce similar actions, e.g.
milking, carrying, etc.

But the Jaina urges that different individuals produce different
actions.  If it is said that the ideatity of the actions produced by
different individuals is due to the similarity of other actions, then
it would lead to regressus ad infinitum.  Even the cognitions produced
by different individuals are different from one another; so they
cannot account for the experience of universality.

(6) Lastly, the Buddhist contends that the illusory identity
of different indeterminate perceptions is due to their producing one
and the same universal notion ; and the illusory identity of different
individuals is due to the illusory identity of the indeterminate percep-
tions which arc produced by different individuals. Thus, according
to him, an illusory identity is superimposed on the different indeter-
minate perceptions produced by different individuals, because of
the identity of the universal notion produced by them ; and an illusory
identity is superimposed on the different individuals on account of
the illusory identity of their effects, viz. indeterminate perceptions.
Thus an identity is superimposed on indeterminate perceptions,
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though they are absolutely different from one another, and this
superimposed identity, again, is superimposed on specific individuals
which are absolutely different from one another.

The Jaina urges that this theory of the superimposition of a super-
imposition is, indeed, a nice hypothesis, which does not appeal to
reason but to blind faith ! As a matter of fact, indeterminate
perceptions, which are absolutely different from one another, can
never produce one and the same universal notion. Had it been so,
the indeterminate perceptions of horses and other animals too would
have produced the universal notion of “cow ”. So, it is wrong to
argue that the illusory identity of different individuals is due to the
illusory identity of the indeterminate perceptions of these individuals,
and the illusory identity of the indeterminate perceptions is due to
their producing one and the same universal notion.

Hence the Jaina concludes that the universal really exists in
the world in the form of common characters or similarity (sadrsa-
parinama), since it is an object of uncontradicted cxperience.l

§ 9. The Faina Criticism of the Nydya-Vaifesika Realism

The Nyiya-Vaidesika holds that there is a real universal in the
individuals, and it 1s one, eternal, and ubiquitous. But this doctrine
is refuted by the Jaina almost by the same arguments which have been
advanced by the Buddhist to prove the non-existence of the universal.
The Jaina does not believe in any other universal than likeness,
since likeness alone is an object of perception, and nothing beyond
likeness is perceived. And this universal in the form of likeness is
not one but many, since it exists in many individuals ; it is not
eternal but temporary, since it is produced and destroyed along with
the individual in which it exists; it is not ubiquitous but limited,
since 1t is confined to the individual in which it exists,

It cannot be argued that the cognition of the universal notion
itself proves the existence of one, eternal, and ubiquitous universal.
For, what does it mean? Docs it mean that wherever there is a
universal notion, there is such a universal ?  Or does it mean that
wherever there is such a universal, there is a universal notion ?

The first meaning is not possible. It cannot be held that where-
ever we have a universal notion, there is a real universal corre-
sponding to it. For, we have a universal notion of universals such
as the generic character of cows (gotva), the general character of

! PKM,, pp. 136-7.
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horses (afvatva), etc. ; but is there a universal of universals corre-
sponding to the universal notion ? The Nyaya-Vaidesika does not
admit the existence of a universal of universals. Then, again,
we have the universal notion of the different kinds of negation or
non-existence, antecedent non-existence, subsequent non-existence,
mutual non-existence, and absolute non-existence. But is there
a universal of negation among these different kinds of negation ?
The Nyiya-Vaidesika does not admit the existence of the universal
of negation. But these universals of universals and negations can
be explained by the common characters in the different universals
and the different kinds of negation respectively. Hence there is no
other universal than common character or similarity.

The sccond meaning also is impossible. It cannot be held that
wherever there is a real universal in the world, there is a corresponding
universal notion in the mind. For, though there is not a real
universal in the cooks in the form of their generic character
(pdcakatva), according to the Nyidya-Vaidesika, still there is the
universal notion of *‘ cook > (pdcatah, pacaka ityadi). Such a
universal notion is not produced by the function (karma) of the
cooks, for functions differ with each cook ; and different causes can
never produce the same effect.” Nor can it be produced by the
community of functions (¢armasamanya), for, if it is possible at all,
it can produce the universal notion of cooking but not of
the cook.?

Hence the Jaina concludes that the universal notion cannot
have for its object one, eternal, and ubiquitous universal existing
in different individuals. There is no other universal than the common
character or similarity, which is not onc in many individuals, but
differs with each individual in which it exists, ~And such a universal
in the form of a common character differs in each individual like
the uncommon or distinctive characters. Just as an individual is
distinguished from other individuals by virtue of irs distinctive
characters, so it is assimilated to other individuals by virtue of
those characters which it has in common with them; and these
common characters are perceived in the form “ this is similar to that
“that is similar to this”, and so on. Just as the distinctive
characters of individuals lead to effective actions by producing
discriminative perceptions in the mind, so the common characters
of individuals lead to effective actions by producing assimilative
perceptions in the mind.?

1 PKM,, p. 139. 2 PKM,, p. 140,
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§ 10. The Faina Refutation of the Mimamsaka Objections

(1) Firstly, the Bhatta Mimiarhsaka urges that if the common
character or similarity constitutes universality, why do we perceive
an individual cow as “ this 75 a cow »’, and not as *“ this is /ike a cow ’ ?
The Jaina replies that we have such a perception because of the
superimposition of identity or similarity (abhedopacarat).

The Jaina further retorts : How can the Bhatta explain such
a perception as ““this is /ike that ”,—'‘ the white cow 1s /ike the
black cow > ?  If the Bhatta argues that we have such a perception,
because of their relation to the same universal, then, the Jaina says,
we should have such a perception as * these two individuals are
possessed of the same universal . “The Jaina holds that we have such
a perception as “ this 75 a cow 7, and not as “ this is /ée a cow 7,
because of the superimposed identity between the two individuals
on account of their common characters.

(2) Secondly, the Bhatta asks: If an individual is perceived
to be like another individual on account of their common characters,
how can these common characters, again, be perceived as /ike one
another ?  Is it because of other common characters among these
common characters ! If so, then it would lead to infinite regress.

The Jaina replies that just as distinctive characters can be
perceived as distinct from one another without supposing other
distinctive characters among them, so the common characters among
individuals can be perceived as like one another without supposing
any other common character among them. 'The hypothesis of any
other universal than the common characters among individuals is
unwarranted by the facts of experience.!

§ 11. (i) The Modified Nominalism of Ramanuja

Riminuja holds almost the same view as the Jaina, as regards
the universal. According to him, there is no other universal (yati)
than a configuration or arrangement of parts (sasisthdna) among
the individuals ; but there is a likeness in the configurations of
individuals. In individual objects there are points of likeness, but
not a universal class-essence (jar). Riminuja entirely denies
the existence of a class-essence, but he admits the existence of funda-
mental likeness or close resemblance. What is fundamental likeness
(sausadysya) ? That property of the object, which is the unconditional
and invariable condition of the use of the word *“much alike”

1 PKM,, p. 140.
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(susadria) is fundamental likeness (sausddriya). If likeness is not
a property of an object, it is no likeness at all.  If it exists as a property
in another object, then it leads to infinite regress. Therefore, there
is no class-essence in individuals, but only a likeness or similarity
among certain individuals. And even among these individuals not
a single quality is found to belong to all the individuals of a class
(e.g. cows). How, then, can we define fundamental likeness
(sausadrsya) among them ? Ramanuja holds that the individual
members of a class are not found to possess a definite quality in
common, but they resemble one another in the greatest number of
qualities (pauskalya). ‘This doctrine reminds us of Mill’s doctrine
of Natural Kinds, according to which the members of the same class
have the greatest number of resemblances among them, and differ
from the members of a different class in the largest number of points.
Raminuja further urges that therc is not only no identity of class-
essence among the different individuals of a class, but there is not
even an identity of name among them. Thus Raminuja goes further
than Hume and Mill, when he holds that even the name 1s not general
among the individuals of a class. When we say * cow ”’, we mean
different cows in different times and spaces. A is like B, B is like C,
C is like D. ‘Thus therc is not a single Jikeness among A, B, C, and
D ; but there are different Akenesses because the correlative terms
differ in cach case. Raminuja, thus, is an advocate of thorough-
going nominalism. But he does not go the length of saying that
there is no likeness at all among the specific individuals, which are
absolutely different from one another. Thus the Buddhists are the
most uncompromising nominalists.” RAmanuja is a bit less uncom-
promising, and the Jaina is still less so. If the Buddhists be regarded
as typical cxponents of thorough-going nominalism, the Jaina and
Ramanuja both may be regarded as advocates of modified nominalism.

Raminuja holds that at the stage of indeterminate perception,
i.e. the perception of the first individual of a class, we perceive a
particular arrangement of parts (samsthana) which is the distinctive
character of the whole class, but we do not recognize it to be the
common character of all the individuals belonging to the class, for
at that time we have not yet perceived any other individual. Thus,
even in indeterminate perception the universal character of an object
is known, but not as universal, for, according to Riminuja, there
is no other universal than a particular collocation of parts, which is
common to all the individuals of a class, and this class-character in
the form of a particular collocation of parts (sazsthana-riapa-
jatyadi) is as much an object of sense-perception as the individual
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object (pinda) itself ; and, moreover, the individual which has a
particular collocation of parts can never be perceived apart from
the particular arrangement of parts. Hence, according to Riminuja,
both universality and individuality enter into the indeterminate
perception of an object, but the universality or common character
is not recognized to be the common character of all the individuals
belonging to the class, The common character is known to be
common only at the stage of determinate perception or the perception
of the second, the third, and the subsequent individuals.}

§ 12, (iv) The Madified Conceptualism of Kandda

Kanada defines universality and particularity as mental concepts ;
they are relative to the understanding (mmanyam vifesa it
buddhyapeksam).?  He lays stress on the activity of thought in
relation to universality and particularity. By universality he means
a mark or quality by which the understanding assimilates a number
of objects and forms a group or class. By particularity he means
a mark or quality by which the understanding differentiates one object
from others. Thus universality and particularity are mental concepts.
Hence Kanida seems to advecate the doctrine of conceprualism.
But he is not an extreme conceptualist, since he admits that
universality (samdnya) has a real existence in the form of common
qualities in individual objects.  Thus Kanida advocates a modified
form of conceptualism with a tinge of realism. But the later
Vaidesikas agree with the Naiyiyikas and advocate realism.

§ 13. (v) The Nyaya-Faisesika Realism

The Buddhist holds with Hobbes that universality lies only in
name ; it is an unreal fiction of imagination (vikalpa). He is a.
nominalist. The Jaina and Ramanuja hold that the universal is
real 5 it exists in the individuals in the form of common characters ;
there is no other universal besides these. They are modified
nominalists, Kanida holds that universality and particularity are
relative to the understanding, though corresponding to them there
are common qualitics and individual peculiarities respectively i
individual objects. He is a modified conceptualist. The later
Vaidesikas, however, are realists. They lay stress on the reality of
the class-essence in the individuals,

I RB, i, 1, 1, and Srutaprakaéika.
2VS, i 2 3.
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The Naiyayikas also recognize the existence of the universal
as distinct from the individual. The universal is related to the
individual by the relation of inherence. There is one universal
in all the individuals belonging to the same class. Though it exists
in them, it is independent of them. It is not born with them ; nor
does it perish with them. It is eternal 5 it is unborn and imperish-
able. 'This doctrine of eternal universals resembles the realism of
Plato. The universals of the Naiyayika are eternal types like the
Ideas of Plato; the individuals are born and destroyed, but the
universals subsist for cver. But still the Naiydyika does not support
the Platonic doctrine of universalia ante rem. Plato’s Ideas exist
in the transcendental world as eternal archetypes while his individuals
exist in the sensible world ; his Ideas are truly real, but his individuals
are mere shadows of the Ideas, and as such unreal. The Naiyiyika's
individuals are as real as his universals ; both of them have ontological
reality. Morcover, Plato’s Ideas are not immanent in the individuals
so long as they exist 3 but the Naiydyika's universals exist in the
individuals as their formative principles 5 they are immanent in
them so long as they exist; there is an intimate and inseparable
relation between them, called inherence (samawvdya). Thus the
Naiyayika supports the Aristotelian view of wniversalia in re. But
his universal is one and ecternal, while his individuals are many and
non-eternal ; the universal subsists before the individuals are born
and after the individuals are destroyed. 5o far the Naiyayika supports
the Platonic doctrine of wniversalia ante rem. "Thus his realism is
a peculiar blend of Platonic and Aristotelian realism.

§ 14. The Psychological Basis of Realism—Perception of the Universal
(a)

Jayanta Bhatta shows that the universal is as much an object
of perception as the individual. The Buddhists hold that the specific
individual (svalaksana) alone is an object of perception ; the universal
is never perceived 3 it is an unreal fiction of imagination (vikalpa).
The Naiyiyika argues that the universal cannot be said to be unreal,
since, ltke the individual, it is an object of uncontradicted and
undoubted perception produced by the peripheral contact of an object
with a sense-organ. The universal is as much an object of in-
determinate perception as the individual. If the individual alone
were the object of indeterminate perception, how could the universal
suddenly enter into distinct consciousness at the stage of determinate
perception 7 If it is urged that the universal is simply a name,
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and as such only a wikalpa or an unreal form of imagination, then
the Naiyiyika replies that the universality of an object can be
apprehended, even when the name of the object is not yet known,
For instance, when a man coming from the Deccan, where there
are no camels, suddenly sees a number of camels, he perceives the
universality of the camels, though he does not know their names.
Though a man does not know the name of a number of objects
belonging to the same class when he perceives them for the first
time, he can perceive both their common and distinctive features,
universality and particularity. At the first sight of four fingers we
perceive them both as similar to, and different from, one another.
So it cannot be held that through perception we can apprehend
only the particularity of an object, and not its universality. More-
over, if at the time of perceiving the first individual belonging to
a class only its distinctive feature is perceived, we cannot recognize
the second individual perceived at some other time as belonging
to the same class. The Buddhist may argue that the recollection of
the first individual at the time of perceiving the second individual
is the causc of recognition ; the recognition of the sccond individual
is a complex presentative-representative process involving the per-
ception of this individual and the recollection of the first individual.
But the Naiydyika points out that the second individual, according
to the Buddhist, is quite different from the first, and has no similarity
with it. Then, what is the use of remembering it at the time of
perceiving the second individual ! How ean it help us in recognizing
the second individual ? If it has anything to do with the recognition
of the second individual as belonging to the same class, then, at first,
there must be a perception of both the common and distinctive
features of the first individual. Thus at the first stage of indeterminate
perception just after peripheral stimulation the universality of an
object is as much perceived as its particularity, and hence universality
can never be denied. Universality is as much real as particularity,
since both of them are objects of indeterminate perception, which
is purely immediate and unsophisticated experience.

If it is urged that at the stage of indeterminate perception we
cannot distinctly point out the common feature of an object, then it
may equally be argued that at this stage we cannot also point out
the distinctive feature of the object. If it is urged that community
cannot be perceived at the stage of indeterminate perception, because
the perception of community depends upon the perception of those
objects which have common qualities, then it may equally be argued
that particularity of an object too cannot be perceived at this stage,
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because the perception of its particularity too depends upon the
perception of those objects from which it is distinguished. If the
community of an object cannot be perceived, because it depends
upon the assimilation of this object to other like objects, its particu-
larity also cannot be perceived, because it depends upon the discrimina-
tion of this object from other disparate objects. If the particularity
of specific individuality (svalaksana) of an object is perccived at the
stage of indeterminate perception, its universality too must be
perceived at the same time,

But can we not apprehend an object, pure and simple, in its
bare nakedness, stripped both of its common and distinctive features
at the stage of indeterminate perception ? If so, what is the exact
nature of its object ! Evidently it cannot be determined at the stage
of indeterminate perception, which is purely an immediate experience.
It can be determined only at the stage of determinate perception,
which clearly shows that both umiversality and particularity are
objects of indeterminate perception. In fact, indeterminate percep-
tion is the immediate experience of the common and distinctive
features of an object as mere #hats, and not as whats ; these are
apprehended as unrelated to one another, In determinate perception
we apprehend these common and distinctive features as whats or
as related to one another, Indeterminate perception is the pure
immediate apprehension of objects and their qualities (both common
and particular) per se. Determinate perception is the clear appre-
hension of the objects and their qualities inter se.

It has been argued that it is self-contradictory to assert that one
and the same object is characterized by contradictory qualities such
as universality and particularity. But, in fact, there is no contradiction
here, because we do not perceive the contradiction. Neither the
perception of community contradicts that of particularity, nor does
the perception of particularity contradict that of universality ; hence
both the perceptions are real, and none of them is illusory.?

§ 15. The Nydya-Vaisesika Criticism of Buddhist Nominalism

Jayanta Bhatta offers the following criticism of the Buddhist
doctrine :—

(1) Firstly, the Buddhists argue that the universal is not different
from the individual, because they are not perceived to occupy
different portions of space, like a jar and a cloth. But this is false.
The universal is not perceived to occupy a space different from that

1 NM,, pp. 309-311,
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of the individual, not because it does not exist, but because it exists
only in the individual, which is its substratum,

(2) Secondly, the Buddhists arguc that the universal cannot
exist in the individual, because it cannot be conccived to exist in
the individual either wholly or partly. Jayanta Bhatta replies that
the universal does exist in each individual wholly or entirely. It
cannot be said that if the universal exists wholly in a particular
individual, it cannot cxist in any other individual because it has already
exhausted itself in the former individual ; for we do perceive the
universal in each individual, and the fact of our uncontradicted
experience can never be challenged ; and the universal can never
exist partly in each individual, because it has no parts.

(3) Thirdly, the Buddhists argue that a universal can neither
be all-pervading nor limited to certain individuals belonging to the
same class ; it can neither exist in all individuals to whatever class
they may belong, nor can it exist in all its proper objectives.

Jayanta Bhatta replies that a universal exists everywhere, not
only in its proper subjects, but in all the particulars. But it cannot
be perceived in all the individuals, because it is not manifested by
all of them ; a particular universal (e.g. the genus of cow or gotva)
is manifested by a number of particular individuals (e.g. cows) ;
and in the absence of these manifesting individuals, the universal
is not perceived. And an individual ¢an manifest a universal, only
when it is perceived ;3 unpereeived individuals can never manifest
a universal. Thus, though a universal exists everywhere, it cannot
be perceived everywhere because the munifesting agents are not
present everywhere, A universal is perceived wherever its mani-
festing agents or individuals are perceived, because individuals can
manifest a universal only in that particular space and at that particular
time, where and when those individuals are perceived. So we are
not to suppose that the universal ** cow ” did not exist in the particular
cow just born before its birth, but it comes into it when it is born,
since the universal is incapable of movement.

And there is no harm in admitting that a universal exists only
in its proper subjects. Whenever a particular individual comes to
exist, it comes to be related to the universal. Though the universal
is eternal, its relation to a particular individual comes into existence
only at that moment when the individual comes into being.

(4) Fourthly, the Buddhists argue that the universal cannot
inhere in the individual, as the Nyiya-Vaidesika holds, since there
is no relation of inherence ; inherence (samavdya) is nothing but
identity (tadatmya). The Buddhists deny the possibility of any other



186 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY: PERCEPTION

relation than identity between two entities which are inseparable
from each other, e.g. substance and quality, universal and particular,
and so on.

Jayanta Bhatta replies that inseparability of two things does not
prove their identity. Though a substance and its quality are
inseparable, being never perceived apart from each other, one is
perceived as distinct from the other.  Likewise, though the universal
is never perceived apart from the individual, they cannot be regarded
as identical with each other, since they are perceived as distinct
from each other. Therefore, the difference of the universal from
the individual is proved by the difference in their perceptions.

(5) Fifthly, the Buddhists argue that only specific individuality
is real, since it is the object of indeterminate perception ; universality
is the product of conceptual construction (vikalpa), and consequently
unreal.  To this Jayanta Bhatta replies that universality and
individuality both are real, inasmuch as both of them are objects of
uncontradicted experience,  The Buddhists cannot deny the reality
of universality. What is his complaint against the perception of
universality ¢ He does not deny the universal notion (anuvrttijiiana).
What, then, is the power (fakf) in the individual, which produces
such a universal notion ? And if there is such a power in the
individual, s it different from the individual, or identical with it ?
Is it eternal or non-eternal ?  Is it perceptible or inferable ? If
it is different from the individual, it must be universal ; if not, the
individual can never produce the universal notion. If it is eternal,
it is universal, since the individuals are born and destroyed ; and if
it is non-eternal, and as such identical with the individual, it can
never produce the universal notion. If it is perceptible, the universal
is realy and if it is inferrable, then also the universal is real.

(6) Sixthly, the Buddhists may argue that just as the Nyiya-
Vaidesika holds that a particular universal (e.g. the class-essence
of cows or gotva) can exist only in some particular individuals (e.g.
cows), so it may be said that some particular individuals (e.g. cows)
can produce a universal notion (e.g. of the class *“ cow ), though
in reality there is no universality in them.

Jayanta Bhatta urges that this argument is absurd. If there
is a peculiarity (atifaya) in a cognition, there must be a corresponding
peculiarity (atifaya) in its object. If you admit that a peculiarity
in the effect is produced by a corresponding peculiarity in its cause,
then you must admit that the universality of a notion must be produced
by a corresponding peculiarity in its object, viz. universality, Hence
the universal is real.!

1 NM.,, pp. 311-14.
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(7) Lastly, the Buddhists may argue that the unity in the
individuals is not the unity of their universality, but it is the unity of
the individuals themselves.

Sridhara replies that this is not possible. For, if there were no
universality, there could be no unity among the individuals, or their
causes, or their effects or actions. If the unity in the individuals
were due to the unity of their causes, then there would be no unity
among the individuals which are produced by different causes, e.g.
fire produced by the friction of wood, fire produced by electricity,
etc. So, also, if the unity among the individuals were due to the
unity or sameness of their effects, then there would be a unity even
among heterogeneous individuals ; for instance, both cows and
buffaloes give us milk ; hence cows would be regarded as the same
as the buffaloes.! Hence the unity in the individuals must be due
to the universal in them. The universal can never be denied. It
is a fact of uncontradicted experience. So the Nyidya-Vaidesika
affirms the reality of the universal.

§ 16. (vi) The Prabhatara Realism

The Pribhikara holds that the universal (74#) is real, since we
recognize an cssential identity among a number of individuals which
are perceived as different from one another ; the sameness in the
midst of differences proves the existence of the universal in them.2
It exists in each individual entirely, since we recognize the same
class-character in every individual. Tt is distinct from the individuals
in which it subsists. It iseternal. Itisan object of sense-perception.®
It is never perceived apart from the individual. So far the Prabhikara
agrees with the Nydya-Vaidesika. But he differs from the latter
in holding that the relation of inherence (samavadya) between the
universal and the individual is not eternal.  When a new individual
of a class is born, a new relation of inherence is generated, by which
the individual is brought into relation with the universal (y4#) that
exists in other individuals. And when an individual is destroyed,
the relation of inherence between this individual and the universal
is destroyed.* Moreover, according to the Vaisesika, therc is the
summum genus (pard jati), viz. Being or existence which is supposed
to be the common character of all entities. The Pribhdkara does
not recognize the existence of the highest genus, viz. Being (sazta),
since we have no consciousness of it.  We have to admit that there

L NK., p. 318. 2 PP, p. 17 and p. 87.
3 Ibid., p. 17. 4 Ibid., p. 26.
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is such a jati as substance, because we perceive a number of individual
substances as having certain characters in common. But we have
no such consciousness of satfd or pure being ; we do not perceive
a number of things as merely * existing ” 3 and so we cannot admit
that there can be such a jati as pure being or satzz. When we speak
of an individual object as existing (sat), we do not mean that it has
any class-character as being (sat) 3 but we mean simply that the
individual has its specific existence (svariipasatta) or individuality.!
“*That all things are said to be sa# (existing) is more or less a word
or a name without the corresponding apprehension of a common
quality. Our expericnce always gives us conerete existing individuals,
but we can never expericnce such a highest genus as pure existence
or being, as it has no concrete form which may be perceived.  When
we speak of a thing as saz, we do not mean that it is possessed of any
such class-characters as safzé (being) ; what we mean is simply
that the individual has its-specific existence or svardpa-satta .

Prabhakara agrees with Kumirila in holding that the universal
(jati) is real and is an object of sense-perception.  But he differs from
Kumirila in his view of the relation between the universal and the
individual. According to Prabhakara, the universal is different from
the individual. But according to Kumarila, the universal is both
different from, and identical with, the individual. According to the
former, there is a relation of difference between the universal and
the individual, while according to the latter, there is a rclation of
identity-in-difference.

Prabhikara objects to the Bhatta theory of identity-in~difference
between the universal and the individual for the following reason.
If both the universal and the individual were perceived by one and
the same act of cognition without contradicting cach other, then the
theory would be regarded as valid. But they cannot be perceived
as such.  Onc and the same act of cognition cannot apprehend both
the difference and the identity between the universal and the individual.
Just as when we perceive the difference between the universal and
the individual, we also perceive both the members of the relation
(i-e. the universal and the individual) as distinct, so when we perceive
the identity between the two, we should perceive only onc of them,
either the universal or the individual because of their identity.? In
such a case, a single object, viz. either the universal or the individual
would give risc to two cognitions of both the universal and the

! PP, pp. 29-30.
2 Das Gupta, 4 History of Indian Philosophy, pp. 381~2.
3 PP, p. 20.
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individual and their identity with each other. But it is not possible
either for the universal to produce a cognition of its identity with
the individual, nor is it possible for the individual to produce a cogni-
tion of its identity with the universal. So it cannot be said that
both difference and identity are apprehended by one and the same
act of cognition. Hence the universal must be regarded as different
from the individual.?

§ 17. (vii) The Bhatta Realism

We have already seen that Kumarila agrees with Prabhikara in
holding that the universal () is real. Its existence can never be
denied, because it is an object of sense-perception. Whenever we
perceive an object, we perceive it as belonging to a particular class.
The act of perception involves assimilation as well as discrimination,
It is inclusive (anuwvrtta) as well as cxclusive (wygureta). The
clement of assimilation or inclusion in perception clearly shows that
in the object of perception there must be a class-character or
universality. The reality of the universal in the object of perception
is the ground of assimilation. The reality of the universal is also
proved by inference and other sources of valid knowledge which
are based upon it. The ground of inference and other kinds of
knowledge is universality (jat). So they confirm the reality of
the universal far from contradicting it. If they contradict the
existence of universality on which they are based, they would
contradict their own existence.?

Kumirila does not hold with the Buddhist that the universal
is non-different from, or identical with, the individual. Nor does
he hold with the Nyaya-Vaiesika and Prabhakara that the universal
is different from the individual. According to him, the universal
is both different from, and identical with, the individual.3 He
does not hold with the Nyiya-Vaidesika that there is a relation
of inherence between the universal and the individual. He rejects
the relation of inherence altogether. A relationship, according to
him, can exist only between things which are distinct entitics, but
inherence is regarded as a relation between things which are
inseparable, and hence it is impossible. Kumirila rejects the Jaina
view of the universal as similarity, because similarity cannot exist
without universality® He rejects also the view of the universal

1 8D, pp. 395-6. 2 Tbid., pp. 386-7.
3 Ibid.,, pp. 392 and 398. t Keith, Karma-Mimamsa, p. §8.
§ SD., p. 499.
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as a particular arrangement of parts, because configurations of parts
are destructible, but the class-character is indestructible.

§ 18. The Bhatta Criticism of the Buddhist Dectrine

The Buddhists argue that if the universal is different from the
individual, it must be perceived as different from it.  But, as a matter
of fact, the universal is never perceived as different from the
individual.  And if the universal is non-different from the individual,
then the individual alone is real, and there is no universal apart
from the individual. The Buddhists sct forth their argument in
the following way : * What is real must be either different or non-
different (yadvastu tadbhinnamabhinnam va bhavati) 5 the universal
is neither different nor non~different from the individual ; therefore
the universal must be unreal.”

Parthasirathimisra points out that there can be no inference,
if there is not an apprehension of universal concomitance (vyaptigraha)
between the major term (wydpya) and the middle term (vydpaka) ;
s0, in the above argument the universal concomitance between the
major term and the middle term has already been apprehended ;
otherwise there would be no such inference.  The major term here
is “* the genus of reality * (vastutva)and the middle term is ** difference
and non-difference ” (bheddbhedan). ~And the apprehension of
uniform connection between  the genus of reality (vastutva) and
difference and non-difference (heddbhedan) establishes the existence
of community (jati), for vastutva is of the nature of jati.  Otherwise,
how can the Buddhist argue that the reality (vastutva) of the universal
is not possible because of the non-apprehension of its difference and
non-difference from the individual ! When he argues that there
is a universal concomitance between *“ wastutva ” (major term) and
“ difference and non-difference ”’ (middle term), he admits the
reality of wastutva, and consequently of community (samdnya),
because vastutva is of the nature of a universal. Thus the very act
of inference by which the Buddhists prove the unreality of the
universal presupposes its existence.?

But the Buddhists may urge that the term wastu (reality) has not
for its object vastutva (the genus of vastu or reality), but it is due to
a phenomenal condition (aupddhika). Why, then, does the Bhatta
say that the term wastu (reality) has vastutva (the genus of reality)
for its object, which is of the nature of a universal ?

1 §D., pp. 387-8.
% Ibid., p. 388, and also SDP.



PERCEPTION OF THE UNIVERSAL (JATI) 191

Parthasarathimiéra replies that the above argument of the
Buddhists is not admissible ; if there 1s no vastutva, call it a ja#i or
upddh, it must presuppose the existence of the universal ; for the
inference depends upon the existence of vastutva, and this 1s called
jari by the realist. Otherwise, even the non-existence of vastutva
(reality) in a samanya (universality) cannot be proved. How can
the negation of s@manya be proved without assuming the samanya
(community) itself ?  If words are only aupddhika, ie. due to
accidental conditions, they cannot have the power of denoting objects.
According to the Buddhists, everything in the world s individual in
nature ; therefore, the individuals which are absolutely different
from one another cannot constitute the denotation of words, The
Buddhists hold that there is one condition or mark (upadhi) which
is one and the same in different individuals, viz. apprehensibility.
But that which remains identical in the midst of different individuals
is nothing but the universal. Hence the reality of the universal is
established both by perception and inference.

§ 19. The Bhatta Criticism of the Faina Doctrine

The Jaina holds that there is no need of assuming a separate
existence of the universal ; it consists in the similarity of individuals.
Parthasirathimisra urges that the universality cannot consist in
similarity (na ca sddriyameva samanyam).? Because, in the first
place, if universality consists merely in the similarity of individuals,
then we should perceive an individual cow m the form “ this is Jée
a cow ", and not in the form * this zs a cow ”’.  But, as a matter of
fact, we never perceive a cow as ‘“‘this is fée a cow . Hence
universality cannot be identified with similarity, as the Jaina supposes.
And, in the second place, even similarity among different individuals
is not possible, if there is no real universal among them, for similarity
means common qualities, Similarity is not possible apart from
universality.  Those things are similar to one another, which possess
properties in common. Thus similarity does not constitute
universality (samanya), but follows from it. For instance, a cow
is similar to a gavaya (wild ox); their parts are different from one
another, so that the parts of the cow cannot exist in the parts of the
gavaya ; therefore, a certain property (dharma) must be supposed
to exist in the different parts of the cow and the gavaya, so that their
similarity may be perceived in spite of their difference; and that
common property is called universality. Hence it cannot be held,

1 §D., pp. 388-9, and also SDP. 2 $D. and SDP,, p. 409.
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with the Jaina, that mere similarity among things constitutes their
universality or community (s@mdnya).!

§ 20. The Bhatta Criticism of the Nyaya-Vaisesika Doctrine

Is the universal different or non-different from the individual ?
According to the Buddhists, the universal is non-different from the
individual which alone is real. The Buddhist doctrine has already
been refuted. ‘The Nydya-Vaisesika, on the other hand, holds that
the universal is different from the individual ; but it is not perceived
apart from the individual, because it is inseparably related to it
‘What is the relation between the universal and the individual ! Itis
inherence. What is inherence? It is a relation between two
objects which are inseparably connected with each other, and which
gives rise to such a cognition as * here it is .2

Parthasirathimiéra offers the following criticism of the Nyaya-
Vaidesika doctrine :—

(1) The universal is said to inhere # the individual ; inherence
is the relation between two entities inseparably connected with each
other, which gives rise to such a cognition as ““ here itis .  But when
we perceive a cow, we have such a perception as “ this s a cow ”
(iyarn gauh) and not as “here is the class-essence of cow (gotva) in
the individual cow " (ha gavi gotvam). ‘I'his clearly shows that the
universal is identical with the individual—it is not entirely different
from the individual.

(2) Then, again, what is meant by inseparable connection
(ayutasiddhi) } 1t is the negation or absence of separable connection
(yutasiddhi). What, again, is scparable conncction (yuttasiddhi)?
Does it mean the capacity for separate or independent movements
(prthaggatimattva)?  Or does it mean subsistence in different
substrates (prthagisrayasrayitva)? In either case, argues Partha-
sirathimiéra, there would be no relation between the composite
whole (avayavi) and its component parts (avayava), because there
can be a movement in the parts without a movement in the whole,
and because the whole and its parts inhere in different substrates—
the whole inheres in its parts and the parts inhere in their component
atoms. Likewise, the universal and the individual too have different
substrates, because the substrate of the universal is the individual,
and the substrates of the individual are the parts of the individual.

1 $D, and §DP,, p. 409.
2 Ayutasiddhanimihaprtyayahetuh sambandhah. SD., p. 390.
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Hence Parthasirathimi$ra concludes that inherence is such
a relation between the container and the contained that the latter
produces a corresponding cognition in the former.! The universal
inheres in the individual. ‘This means that the universal (e.g.
class-essence of cow, or gotva) produces an apprehension of it in the
individual (e.g. an individual cow or govyats#;). But if the universal
produces an apprehension of it in the individual, for instance, if an
individual cow is perceived as belonging to the class ““ cow ', then
we cannot admit a difference between the individual and the universal.
We must admit a non-difference or identity between the two on the
basis of perception.

(3) The Nyidya-Vaidesika may urge that the universal is
“inclusive ””  (anuvrtta), while the individual is “exclusive ”
(vpavrtta). The universal is common to many individuals, but
the individuals are different from one another. For instance, the
class-essence of cow (gofva) is one and the same in all the individual
cows ; but the individual cows are differerit from one another.  How,
then, can the universal be identical with the individual ? If the
two are identical with each other, they must be of the same nature ;
either the universal must be * exclusive 7 like the individual or the
individual must be “ inclusive * like the universal, In other words,
if the universal is identical with the individual, either the universal
will differ in different individuals, or the individual will be common
to many individuals.

Parthasirathimisra retorts + If the universal is absolutely different
from the individual, how can the individual be perceived as universal ?
How can an individual cow be perceived as belonging to the class
* cow "’ when we perceive a cow as ““ thisisacow "' ?  This can never
be explained by the Nyiya-Vaisesika, according to whom, the
universal is absolutely different from the individual, though the
former inheres in the latter. But the Bhitra Mimimsaka has no
difficulty in explaining it.  If the different characters of the universal
and the individual, viz. * inclusiveness ”’ and “* exclusiveness ™ prove
the difference between the two, the * likeness ** (tadriapya) between
the universal and the individual as shown by the perception of an
individual as belonging to a particular class proves their identity.
Thus the Bharta Mimimsaka concludes that there is a relation of
identity-in-difference between the universal and the individual
the universal is both different from, and identical with, the individual.

(4) The Nyaya-Vaidesika may urge : How can identity and

! Yena sambandhenidheyamidhire svinuripam buddhim janayati sa
sambandhah samavaya iti. SD., pp. 391-2.
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difference both subsist in one and the same object ! Is it not self-
contradictory to assert that the universal is both different from the
individual, and identical with it ? The Bhatta Mimarhsaka argues
that there is no contradiction here ; for both difference and identity
are perceived together by a single act of perception; if difference
and identity were perceived by two cognitions, one contradicting the
other, like the two cognitions *“ this is silver " and ** this is not silver ”,
then therc would be a contradiction. But ncither the perception
of difference contradicts the perception of identity, nor does the
perception of identity contradict the perception of difference.  Hence
both of them are valid.  In the perception * this is a cow 7, there are
two cognitions, viz. the cognition of * this ' (iyam buddhi) and the
cognition of *“ cow ” (gebuddhi); these two cogmitions have two
different objects; the former has an ““individual ” (an individual
cow or govyakti) for its object, while the latter has a universal (the
class-essence of cow or gotwa) for its object. Thus the twofold
perception of an object such as ““this is'a cow ” proves the dual
character of the object, viz. both its individuality and universality.
Hence the universal cannot be different from the individual.t

§ 21. The Bhagta Criticism of Prabhakara’s Qljections

Prabhikara has argued that one and the same act of cognition
cannot apprehend both the difference and the identity between the
universal and the individual. ~ His argument has already been given
in detail.

Parthasirathimi$ra contends' that this argument s baseless.
"The cognition of two objects does not necessarily involve the cognition
of their difference.  For sometimes two objects are perceived, but
not the difference between the two ; for instance, when two trees are
perceived from a distance, the difference between the two is not
perceived.  When an individual member of a class is perceived for
the first time, both the individual and the universal arc perceived,
but not the difference between the two. When another individual
belonging to the same class is perceived, it is assimilated to the first
individual as belonging to the same class, and differentiated from it
as being a different individual ; and it is then alone that the difference
between the individual and the universal is perceived. Hence it
is unreasonable to hold that the cognition of two objects necessarily
involves the cognition of their difference.  Similarly, it is unreason-
able to hold that the cognition of a single object necessarily involves

1 4D, pp. 390-4.
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the cognition of its identity.  For instance, when a person is perceived
from a distance, we have a doubtful cognition such as ** Is he Devadatta
ot Yajfiadatta” ! Thus a single object gives rise to two cognitions.
Hence it cannot be held that the cognition of two objects necessarily
involves the cognition of their difference, or the cognition of a single
object necessarily involves the cognition of its identity.

But the cognition in the form “this is another ” apprehends
difference ; and the cognition in the form ** this is no other ” appre-
hends identity. A person who perceives both a white cow and a
piebald cow has a cognition in such a form as “ this is a cow and this
also is a cow ", and so he perccives the identity between the two ;
and he has also a cognition in such a form as *‘ the white cow is
different from the piebald cow *” and thus apprehends their difference.
Hence we conclude that the universal is both different from the
individual, and identical with it

Prabhikara may urge that the universal is cternal, while the
individual 1s non-eternal——the universal 1s common to many
individuals, while the individuals arc diffcrent from one another,
How, then, can the universal be identical with the individual ?
If they were identical with each other, in spite of their opposite
characters, the universal would be non-cternal and different in different

?

individuals, and the individual would be eternal and common to
many individuals, and thus there would be an utter confusion in the
whole world.

Pirthasirathimisra replics that there is no contradiction here,
A multiform object may be eternal in some, and non-eternal in other,
respects 3 it may be identical with other objects in some respects,
and different from them in others. The universal considered as
an individual is non-eternal 3 and the individual considered as a
universal is eternal.  So there Is no contradiction here.?

‘Thus, according to the Bhatta, the universal is not identical
with the individual, as the Buddhists hold, nor is it different from
the individual, as the Nyiya-Vaidesika holds, but it is different from
the individual in some respects, and identical with it in others. The
relation between the two is identity-in-difference. The Bhatta
realism closely resembles the realism of Aristotle and Hegel, according
to whom, the untversal cannot exist apart from the individuals,
and the individuals cannot exist apart from the universal; the
universal is the inner essence of the individuals, and the individuals
are the outer expressions of the universal; the universal and the
individual are abstractions apart from each other; the universal

1 §D., pp. 395-8. 2 §D., p. 390.
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is neither wholly identical with the individuals, nor wholly different
from them ; in fact, they together constitute the concrete reality.

§ 22. The Bhatta Doctrine of Identity-in-Difference

Pirthasirathimisra sets forth two reasons for the Bhatta doctrine
of identity-in-difference between the universal and the individual.

(1) In the first place, in the cognition * this is a cow ™ the
co-inherence (samanddhikaranya) of the two elements, viz, * this "’
(an individual cow) and *“ cow ”’ (the class-essence of cow) in the same
object proves the identity between the individual and the universal.
And the fact that the two cognitions of *“ this ™’ and *“ cow * are not
synonymous with each other proves the difference between the
individual and the universal. Hence there is no contradiction
in holding that the universal is both different from, and identical with,
the individual.

(2) In the sccond place, the universal is different from the
individual in some respects, and identical with it in others.  If the
universal were both different and non-different from the individual in
respect of the same qualities, there would be a contradiction. But
just as one and the same object can be both long and short in com-~
parison with different objects, so one and the same universal can be
both different and non-different from: the individual in different
respects. For instance, when we have such a perception as ** this
piebald cow 75 a cow ”’; we perceive the individual cow as identical
with the universal “ cow . But when we have such a perception -
as * that white cow is not a piebald cow ”, the universal *“ cow ”
is perceived as different from the individual cow. The universal
“cow " (gotva) differs from a white cow in respect of a black cow,
but not in its essential nature.  An individual cow differs from the
universal “cow " (gotva) in respect of certain qualities, actions,
and other universals, but not in its essential naturc. And one
individual cow differs from another individual cow in its specific
nature, but not in its generic nature. Hence there is no contra-
diction in holding that the universal is both different from, and identical
with, the individual.!

§ 23. (viii) The Modified Realism of Sarkara

According to Sarhkara, Brahman alone is ultimately real, which
is one, universal, eternal, and ubiquitous Being. He admits no

1§D, pp. 393-5.
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other real universal than Being which is Brahman. But he admits
the existence of other universals in the phenomenal world. There
are the universals of cows and other substances, qualities, and actions ;
these universals are not born.  Only individual substances, individual
qualities, and individual actions are generated ; but their universal
essences are not born.?  They arc the archetypal forms, as it were,
of the individual substances, qualities, and actions.

But these archetypal forms or universals are not eternal in the
sensc in which Brahman is etcrnal.  Brahman is beyond time, space,
and causation; it is beyond all change and becoming, But the
universals of individual substances, qualities, and actions have an
empirical existence in the phenomenal world.  They are the evolutes
of nescience and as such phenomenal appearances from the standpoint
of Brahman. Their reality is inferior to that of Brahman but
superior to that of individual objects. They are, like the Ideas of
Plato, the types which are progressively realized in individual objects
of the sensible world.  The individuals are born and perish, but
the universals are unborn, They arc the models according to which
God moulds the sensible world.

The later Sarhkarites, however, do not recognize the existence
of the universal, because it can neither be perceived nor inferred.?
The perception of one and the same form (e.g.  cow ”) in different
individuals (e.g. cows) cannot be regarded as 2 proof of the existence of
the umversal (* cow ”).% Tf it is regarded so, does it mean that we
have the apprehension of * cow *’ in on¢ individual cow as much as
in another individual cow ?  Or does it mean that we have the
apprchension of one and the same nature of cow in all individual
cows ! Or does it mean that we apprchend that the different
individuals possess one and the same property 7 The first alternative
is not tenable.  Just as we apprehend the samc form of the moon
in different pots of water in which it is reflected though there is
no universal moon, so we may apprechend the same form of cow in
different cows though there is no universal cow (gorva) in them.
The second alternative also is not tenable. It is not possible for us
to determine the nature that is common to all individuals of the same

' Na hi gavadivyaktinzmutpattimattve tadakrtinamapyutpattimattvari
syat, dravyagunakarmanduw hi vyaktaya evotpadyante nakrtayah. S.B,
i, 3, 28.

% Pratyaksadanumanad va na jatth seddhum arhati, ‘Tattvapradipika,
p. 303. )

3 Na tavat gaurgaurityabhinnakaragrahi pratyaksari jatau pramipam.
Ibid., p. 303.
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kind. Even if we were able to ascertain the common quality,
it would be useless to postulate a jati or class-essence which is different
from the common quality. The third alternative also is untenable.
When we perceive a man with a stick we perceive the man as possessing
a stick.  But when we perceive an individual cow, in which the
class-cssence is supposed to exist, we never perceive the cow as
possessing the class-essence (gorva). It may be urged that we
perceive at least the same configuration or arrangement of parts
(e.g. dewlap, ctc.) in different cows. But this resemblance in con-
figuration of parts is not the universal or class-essence of the realist.
Hence the universal can never be perceived,  Nor can it be inferred,
Citsukha sets forth the same arguments as the Buddhists have
advanced against the existence of the universal (jatf) !

v Tattvapradipiks, p. 303.



CHarrer XII
PERCEPTION OF COGNITION

§ 1. Introduction

According to Kumirila, an act of cognition cannot be directly
perceived 5 it is inferred from cognizedness ( fiatara) or manifestness
(prakatya) produced by the cognition in the object. According
to some Mimirisakas, the act of cognition is inferred from the
consciousness of its object; it is not an object of perception.
According to Prabhikara, a cognition is directly perceived by itself ;
every cognition perceives itself, the cognizing self and the cognized
object. According to the Nyiya-Vaidesika, a cognition is an object
of perception; but it is not perceived by itself but by another
cognition through the internal organ or mind ; we perceive a cognition
by internal perception through the mind, just as we perceive an
external object by external perception through the external senses.
According to the Jaina, a cognition-is perceived by itself in
apprehending its object ; it is not perceived by any other cognition.
According to the Buddhist idealist; a cognition is self-luminous ;
it apprchends itself but not an external object as there is no such
object ; a cognition is not apprehended by the self because there is no
self at all.  According to the Sarhkhya-Pitafijala, a cognition is not
perceived by another cognition but by the self because a cognition
is unconscious. According to Samkara, a cognition is not perceived
by another cognition but by itself 5 it is self-luminous.

§ 2. (i) The Bhatta Mimarmsaka

Parthasarathimi§ra gives an exposition of Kumirila’s doctrine
of inferrability of cognition. According to the Bhatta Mimarhsaka,
a cognition cannot be perceived, but it is inferred from the result of
cognition, viz. cognizedness (jAdtatd) or manifestness (prakatya) in
the object. For instmce, when we know a jar we have an appre-
hension that the jar is cognized by us; and from this cogmzedness
of the object we infer the existence of the cognition ; a cognmon
is inferred from the cognizedness of its object.! Parthasirathi gives
three arguments for the existence of cognition. In the first place,

! Jnitatinumeyarh jfidnams.
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an action involves four factors, viz. an agent of action (kartr), an
object of action (farma), an instrument of action (karana), and a
result of action (phala) which inheres in the object. An act of know-
ledge, therefore, has an agent or subject of knowledge or knower
(sAatr), an object of knowledge (jiieya), an instrumental cognition
(karapajiiana), and a result of knowledge, viz. cognizedness ( jfiatata)
in the object. Just as the act of cooking produces cookedness in
the object cooked, so the act of copnition (jignakriyi) produces
cognizedness (ffigtata) in its object, and from this cognizedness as an
effect we infer the existence of its cause, viz. cognition. Thus a
cognition cannot be perceived either by itself or by any other cognition,
but is inferred from the cognizedness in its object.

In the second place, a cognition is inferred from the relation
between the knowing subject (afman) and the known object (artha),
which is apprehended by internal perception. If there is not an
adventitious condition intervening between the self and the object,
how is it possible for the self to be related to the object ? Therefore,
from the specific relation hetween the subject and the object involved
in knowledge we infer the existence of cognition.  Here, cognition
or consciousness is hypostatized as a third term between the self
and the not-self, which relates the two to each other.2  Even those
who hold that all cognitions are self-luminous (svapratasa) must
admit that this relation between the sclf and the not-self, which
is involved in knowledge, is an object of internal perception. Other-
wise, it cannot be said “ the jar is cognized by me ™. 'This self-
appropriated cognition is not possible unless we know the relation
between the cognizing sclf and the cognized object and the relation
between the cognition and its object.  No other object can be spoken
of than what is manifested to consciousness. If it is urged that
a cognition is sclf-luminous, and its object is manifested by the
cognition, by what is the relation between the cognition and its
object manifested ? It may be urged that this relation too is
manifested by the same cognition. But Parthasirathi points out
that when the cognition is produced, the relation between the cogni-
tion and its object does not yet come into existence. The relation
of a cognition to its object consists in its manifesting the object;
it is no other than this. So when a cognition is produced and its
object is manifested, the relation that is produced between the two

' $D., pp. 201-2.

? Jnanakriyadvarako yah kartrbhiitasyatmanah karmabhiitasya carthasya
parasparath sambandho vyaptrvyapyatvalaksanah sa manasapratyaksavagato
vijfidnarh kalpayati. $D., p. 202.
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cannot be the object of that cognition as it has ceased to operate.
It cannot be argued that at first the cognition manifests its object,
and then it manifests its relation to the object, since the cognition
is momentary. Nor can it be argued that the relation between the
cognition and its object is self-luminous, becausc there is no proof
of its self-luminosity. Hence, Parthasarathi concludes that the
relation between the self and the object, which is an object of internal
perception, proves the cxistence of a cognition, and this relation
cannot be dented by any one.!

In the third place, the existence of a cognition is inferred from
the peculiarity (atifaya) produced by the cognition in its object.?
This peculiarity must be admitted even by those who hold that the
cognizer, the cognized object, and the cognition are manifested by
consciousness.  From this peculiarity (atifaya) produced in the object
by a cognition we infer the existence of the cognition itself. Hence
a cognition can be perceived neither by itself nor by any other
cognition,

Kedavamisra gives an exposition of the Bhiatta doctrine and
criticizes it. He puts the Bhatta argument in a slightly different
form. When I know a jar the cognition of the jar produces in it
a peculiar property, viz. cognizedness { fiidtatd).  After the cognition
of the jar is produced, the cognizedness of the jar is recognized in
such a form as * the jar is cognized by me ”'.  "The peculiar property
of cognizedness is produced in the jar when the cognition of the jar
is already produced, and cognizedness is not produced in the jar when
the cognition of the jar is not produced.. So the existence of cognized-
ness is proved by the method of double agreement. Cognizedness
is not possible without cognition ; the effect cannot be produced
without the cause. Thus cognizedness proves the existence of
cognition as its cause by means of presumption (arthapatti).?

§ 3. The Nyaya-Vaisesita Criticism of the Bhatta Doctrine

(1) Sridhara urges that the Bhitta Mimarhsaka commits the
fallacy of hysteron proteron when he argues that a cognition isinferred
from cognizedness in its object. An object is cognized when it is
related to a cognition. Its cognizedness (jAdtatd) consists in its
relationship with the cognition (jfianasambandha). We cannot
apprehend cognizedness unless we apprehend the cognition itself.

! Manasapratyaksagamyo'rthena sahatmanah sambandho jfignam kal-
payati. SD., p. 204.

2 Arthagato jiianajanyo’tiayah kalpayati jiianam. $D., p. zos.

2 TBh., p. 17.
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The apprehension of a relation presupposes the apprehension of the
terms of the relation. In order to apprehend cognizedness, which
consists in the relation of an object to a cognition, we must already
apprehend the object and the cognition which are related to each
other. Cognizedness presupposes cognition, and apprehension of
cognizedness presupposes the apprchension of cognition.  So
cognition can never be inferred from cognizedness.!

The Bhatta may argue that we must admit a peculiar property
called cognizedness (;7atata) in an object in order to account for the
regularity in the relations of cognitions to their objects. A particular
cognition apprehends a particular object and not any other. The
cognition of a jar apprehends the jar, and not a cloth.  What is the
reason of this ? The Bhitta answers that the cognition of a jar
produces cognizedness in the jar, and not in a cloth. ~ So it apprehends
a jar, and not a cloth. It is cognizedness (jAdtatd) that relates
particular cognitions to particular objects.  An object Is apprchended
by that cognition which produces cognizedness in it. So we must
admit cognizedness in an object of cognition, which relates the
cognition to the object.

(2) Udayana contends that even cognizedness is not possible
without some regularity in the patural relation between cognitions
and their objects.2 The Bhagta argues that a particular cognition
apprehends a particular object because it produces cognizedness in it,
and not in any other object. . Udayana asks : Why should a particular
cognition produce cognizedness in a particular object and not in any
other ! It may be argued that a particular cognition produces
cognizedness in that object which is apprehended by it.  Udayana
says that the argument involves circular reasoning. A cognition
apprehends a particular object because it produces cognizedness in it,
and a cognition produces cognizedness in a particular object because
it apprehends it. Thus the objectivity (visayatd) of an object
depends upon its cognizedness (jAatata), and its cognizedness depends
upon its objectivity, Udayana argues that it is needless to assume
the existence of cognizedness. The so-called cognizedness of an
object is nothing but its objectivity or the character of being an
object of cognition, There is a natural relation between a cognition
and its object so that the former apprehends the latter.?

1 NK., p. 96.

% Svabhavaniyamabhivadupakaro’hi durghatah.  Kusumafjali, p. 63.
(Benares, 1913.)

3 Svabhavavidesa eva visayatdniyamakah, anyatha jfiatatidhine’pi
niyamanupapattih iti svabhiva eva niyamakah. Haridasitika on Kusumaijali,
p. 64. (Benares, 1913.)
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Vicaspatimisra also offers a similar criticism. The Bhatta holds
that an object is apprehended by that cognition which produces
cognizedness in it, Vacaspatimisra contends that there is no need
of cognizedness in the object. The so-called cognizedness is held
to be related to the object neither by conjunction nor by inherence
but by natural relation.  And if cognizedness is related to the object
by natural relation, the cognition also may be related to it by natural
relation, and there is no need of assuming the intervening factor of
cognizedness between the cognition and its object.

Sivaditya also holds that cognizedness is nothing but the relation
between a cognition and its object,? and there is no proof of its existence
apart from this relation.

Keéavamisra also argues that cognizedness is nothing but the
character of being the object of cognition. When we apprehend
a jar we do not apprehend its cognizedness ; but we simply apprehend
that the jar is the object of cognition. There is no cognizedness
apart from its objectivity.

The Bhatta may urge that the jar is said to be the object of
cognition because it is the substratum of cognizedness produced by
the cognition. The objectivity of the jar cannot be of the nature
of identity. ‘The jar cannot be said to be an object of cognition
because there is an identity between the jar and its cognition.  There
can be no identity between an object and its cognition because the
former is the object (visaya) and the latter is the subject (visaym). If
by the objectivity of a thing we mean that a cognition is produced
by it, then objectivity would belong to the sensc-organs and other
conditions which produce a cognition. ' This leads us to conclude
that something is produced in the jar by the cognition, by virtue
of which the jar alone, and nothing else, becomes the object
of consciousness, and this is called cognizedness. Thus cognized-
ness is not only perceived through the sensc-organs but is also
inferred from the possibility of the objectivity (wisayatd) of an
object.

Kesavamisra disputes this view. He argues that subjectivity
and objectivity follow from the very nature of things. There is such
a natural peculiarity in a cognition and its object that the former is
the subject (visayin) ® and the latter is the object (visaya) in relation

! Khandanoddhara, pp. 143—4.

? Jfatatd jfianavisayasambandha eva. SP,, p. 3o.

3 In Western philosophy the self is described as the subject of knowledge.
But in Indian philosophy sometimes a cognition is called the subject (wisayin)
in relation to its object (wisaya).
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to the other.) An object does not require cognizedness in it to be
apprehended by a cognition.

(3) Otherwise, argues Kedavamidra, past and future objects
could never be the objects of cognition, since it is not possible for any
cognition to produce cognizedness in them. It is not possible for
a property to be produced in an object at a time when the object
does not exist 3 a property cannot exist withoutasubstratum. Cognized-
ness is a property of the object; hence it can never be produced in
past and future objects, though they can be apprehended.?  Udayana
also urges that a cognition can produce cognizedness in present
objects but not in past and future ones, though they arc apprehended.
We have recollection of the past and expectation of the future at
present, But the present recollection or expectation can never
produce cognizedness in past or future objects, since they do not
exist at present.  This clearly shows that an object is apprechended
by a cognition though it does not produce cognizedness in it.  So
we must admit that there is a natural relation of subject (visayin) and
object (visaya) between a cognition and its object.?

The Bhatta argues that the act of cognition produces in its
object a peculiar condition known as cognizcedness, just as the act
of cooking produces in rice the condition of cookedness. ‘ And
this cognizedness being a property of the object is known along
with the object itself.”” 4

(4) But Sridhara urges that this is a false analogy. In the case
of rice we distinctly perceive cookedness in the rice in its being
changed from tandula (uncooked rice) to edana (cooked rice) ; but
in the case of the object in question we do not perceive any such
cognizedness,  As for the direct perceptibility (aparoksaripata) of an
object and its capability of being accepted or rejected, these also
consist in its relationship to cognition ; they are not properties of
some other property of the object, viz. cognizedness.

(5) Sridhara further argues that just as when an object is known,
there is produced in it a peculiar property called cognizedness, so
when this cognizedness is known, another cognizedness must be
produced in that cognizedness, and so on ad infinitum.® If cognized-
ness be regarded as self-luminous, in order to avoid this infinite

1 Svabhavadeva visayavisayitopapatteh.  Arthajfidnayoretidréa eva
svabhaviko videsah yenanayorvisayavisayibhavah, ‘I'Bh., p. 17.

2 TBh., p. 17.

3 Svabhava eva tatra niyimakah, Haridasitika on Kusumafijali, p. 64.
(Benares, 1913, )

4 Dr. Ganganatha Jha, E'T. of NK,, p. 213.

5 See also TBh., p. 17.
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regress, then we may as well admit that the cognition itself is self-
luminous.

It may be argued that an object has an existence extending over
the past, the present, and the future ; but when it is cognized it is
cognized as belonging to the present.  And cognizedness is nothing
but the condition of the object determined by the present time ;
and this being an effect of the cognition is the mark for the inference
of the cognition.

(6) But Sridhara contends that by * the condition of the object
determined by the present time ** (vartamanavacchinnatd) we mean
its condition qualified by that time (vartamanatalavisistatd); and
this belongs to the object by its very nature; and this condition is
not produced, but only known by cognition.!

The Bhitta may argue that cognition is of the nature of an action,
and an action always produces a result in its object; so the act of
cognition must produce a result in its object in the shape of
cognizedness.

(7) Udayana contends that all actions do not produce results
in their objects. For instance, an arrow penetrates the ether,
but its motion cannot produce a result in it. So here the reason is
overwide. Moreover, an action is always of the nature of motion
(spanda), but cognition is not of the nature of motion. 8o here the
reason is non-cxistent. If an action means the operation of an
instrument, then the sensc-organs, marks of infercnce, words, etc.,
do not produce a peculiar result in an object but in the self.?
Varadarija also argues that cognition is not of the nature of an action ;
it is of the nature of a quality produced by the operation of the sense-
organs and the like, which inheres in an all-pervading substance,
the self, like pleasure.®  Thus it cannot be argued that cognizedness
in an object is inferred from its cognition because it is of the nature
of an action.

The Bhitta may arguc that determinate cognition (visistabuddhi)
is determinate because it apprehends the relation between the qualified
object (vifesya) and its qualification (visesana). So the determinate
perception of a jar as cognized (jfidts ghatah) apprehends the relation
between the jar (wisesya) and the cognition of it (vifesana) 3 and
this relation is cognizedness. Thus determinate perception proves
the existence of cognizedness which constitutes the relation between
a cognition and its object,

! Ganganatha Jha, E/T. of NK., pp. 213-14. NK,, pp. 96-7.
? Nyayakusumafjali, 4th chapter, p. 11, (Benares, 1912.)
3 TR, p. 52.
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(8) Udayana contends that determinate perception apprehends
the natural relation between a cognition and its object, which may
be called objectivity (visayata); it apprchends an object as
apprehended by a cognition. It is needless to assume the existence
of cognizedness to account for determinate perception. If deter-
minate perception of a cognized object requires cognizedness in the
object, then determinate perception of a finished (4rta) jar or a desired
(i5¢a) jar would require finishedness or desiredness in the jar, If
such a peculiar property is thought to be needless the peculiar property
of cognizedness also is equally ncedless.  Determinate perception
of an object as cognized apprebends the natural relation between
itself and its object, which is called visayata or objectivity. ‘There
is a svarapasambandha between a cognition and its object by virtue
of which the former is the subject (visayin) and the latter is the object
(visaya). ‘There is no tertium quid in the form of cognizedness
between a cognition and its objects. The natural relation between
a cognition and its object by virtue of which the former apprehends
the latter is called wisayaza. It is needless to assume cognizedness
(j#iGtatd) apart from objectivity (visayata).

The so-called cognizedness (jfiatata) is nothing but objectivity
(visayatd) which constitutes the svarapasambandha between a
cognition and its object.?

§ 4. The Fana Criticism of the Bhatta Doctrine

The Bhatta Mimamsaka argues that if cognition is regarded
as perceptible it would be regarded as an object (4arma); and as an
object of cognition it would require another instrumental cognition
(karanajndna) because every action on an object requires an instru-
ment ; and if that instrumental cognition is regarded as an object
of perception it would require another instrumental cognition, and
so on ad infinitum. 1f this instrumental cognition through which
a cognition Is cognized is imperceptible, then the first cognition of an
object also may be regarded as imperceptible, but yet capable of
manifesting its object. One and the same act of cognition cannot
be the object (#arma) of cognition and the instrument (éarana) of
cognition. Hence a cognition cannot be regarded as an object of
perception ; it is imperceptible.?

1 Nyayakusumafijali, 4th Stabaka.
# Tarkaprakasa on Nyiyasiddhantamafijari, p. 30.
3 PKM,, p. 31.
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Prabhacandra, a Jaina philosopher, offers the following criticism
of this argument :—

(1) ‘The cognizer (pramatr), and the cognition or cognitive
act (pramana), and the resultant cognition (pramiti) are as perceptible
as the object of cognition (prameya), for we distinctly perceive these
factors of knowledge in our experience. In the cognition ** I know
the jar through myself”, the cognizer “ 17, the instrument
*“ myself ", and the result *“ knowing ** arc as much objects of percep-
tion as the cognized object, viz. “ the jar 7. There is no hard and
fast rule that whatever is perceived must be perceived as an object
(karma) of perception. For, in that case, there would be no
perception of the self which is never perccived as a cognized object
(karma), but always as a cognizer (kartr). And if the self can be
perceived as a cognizer, and not as an object of cognition, the cognition
also may be perceived not as an object of perception, but as an instru-
ment of perception.

(2) It may be argued that the cognition through which an
object is manifested to consciousness is stmply an instrument (karana)
of the manifestation of the object, but it is not perceptible. Then
it may as well be argued that the self which is manifested as the
cognizer is simply the agent (kartr) of cognition, but it is not per-
ceptible. But the Bhitta recognizcs the perceptibility of the self.
So he should as well admit the perceptibility of cognition.  The self
is perceived as a cognizer or the agent (kartr) of the act of cognition.
And the cognition is perceived as the instrument (karana) of cognizing
an object. Moreover, if the self is perceptible it can cognize an
external object by itself. What, then, is the use of postulating
an imperceptible cognition between the cognizing self and the
cognized object ! It may be urged that an agent can never produce
an action without an instrument, and so the self as the agent of the
act of cognition requires the instrumentality of a cognition to appre-
hend an object.  In that case, the instruments of internal and external
organs would be quite adequate to bring about the consciousness of
an object.  So there s no use of assuming an imperceptible cognition
to serve the purpose of an instrument here,

(3) If no action is possible without an instrument what is the
instrument in the cognition of the sclf by itself ?  If the self itself
is the instrument of self-cognition, then let it be the Instrument of
object-cognition too. There is no use of assuming an imperceptible
cognition. Hence the cognition through which an object is known
must be regarded as perceptible.

(4) If the Bhatta admits that both the self and the resultant
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cognition (phalajfiana) of the object can be perceived, though they
do not appear in consciousness as the object (karma) of cognition,
but as the agent and the result of cognition respectively, he must also
admit that the instrumental cognition or cognitive act (karanajfidna)
too can be perceived, not as an object of cognition but as an instrument
of cognition.

(5) Again, according to the Bhitta, the instrumental cognition
(karanajiiana) 1s not cntirely different from the cognizer (#artr) and
the resultant cognition (phalajiiana) ; so if the latter are perceptible
the former also must be regarded as perceptible.  If the instrumental
cognition differs from the cognizer and the resultant cognition not
as a form of cognition, but only as an instrument, then the instrumental
cognition cannot be said to be imperceptible ; for as cognition it
does not differ from the cognizer and the resultant cognition ; and
so if the latter arc regarded as perceptible the former also must be
regarded so.

(6) Moreover, the self and the cognition (keranajiiana) through
which it knows an object are directly revealed in our experience,
So they cannot but be regarded as objects of consciousness;  for
whatever is revealed in our experience 1s cognized, and whatever
is cognized is an object of consciousness.' It is sclf-contradictory
to suppose that the self and its cognition are not objects of perception
though they are directly revealed in our experience.  If the cognitive
act cannot be perceived as an object (karma) of consciousness though
it is directly revealed in our experience, it cannot be an object of
consciousness through another instrumental cognition.  Hence the
cognitive act must be regarded as an object of perception.

(7) In the cognition “ I know the jar * I am directly conscious
of myself as qualified by the cognition of the jar. So my cognition
of the jar is as much an object of perception as my sclf and the jar.
Just as we cannot deny the perception of the object, so we cannot
deny the perception of its cognition. If there is no perception of
the cognition of the jar there can be no perception of the jar itself.
An unperceived cognition can never manifest an object.

(8) Then, what is the nature of cognizedness from which
the cognitive act is said to be inferred 7 Is it a property of the object
(arthadharma)? Or is it a property of the cognition (jianadharma)?

It cannot be a property of the object, for, in that case, it would
persist in the object like its other properties (e.g. blueness) even when
it is not cognized by a particular person.  But, as a matter of fact,
cognizedness does not persist in the object at any other time than

1 Pratiyamanatvarh hi grahyatvarh tadeva karmatvam, PKM.,, p. 31.



PERCEPTION OF COGNITION 209

when it is cognized. And when the object is cognized by a person,
its cognizedness appears at that time as the private property of the
particular person (svasddharanavisaya). It is never found to exist
in the object as the public property of many cognizers (anckapramdtr-
sadharanavisaya). Hence cognizedness cannot be a property
of the object.

Nor can cognizedness be a property of the cognition, since the
cognitive act of which it is supposed to be a property is imperceptible
according to the Bhitta, and what is imperceptible can never be the
substrate of cognizedness.!

(9) Is cognizedness, then, of the nature of consciousness
(s#ianasvabhava), or of the nature of an object (arthasvabhava)?
Is it subjective or objective 7 If the former, then as consciousness
it must be imperceptible like the act of cognition ; and so it cannot
serve as the mark (/miga) of inferring the cognitive act.  Moreover,
it is foolish to argue that though the act of cognition (karanajhiana)
is imperceptible, cognizedness is an object of perception in spite of
its being of the nature of consciousness. If the act of cognition
cannot be an object of perception because it is of the nature of con-
sciousness, cognizedness too cannot be an object of perception for
the same reason. [f, then, cognizedness is of the nature of an object
(arthasvabhava), it is nothing but the manifestness (arthaprakatya)
of the object.  But an object cannot be manifested if the cognition
by which it is manifested is itself unmanifested. If the cognition
itself is unperceived, it can never manifest its object.?

Hence the Jaina concludes that a cognition must cognize itself
in order to cognize an object; it manifests itself and its object
(svaparaprakasaka).

§ 5. The Ramanujist’s Criticism of the Bhatta Doctrine

The Bhatta holds that cognition is inferred from cognizedness
(sAdtatd) or manifestation (prakatya) of an object. Venkatanitha,
a follower of Raminuja, urges that a cognition is nothing but the
manifestation of an object 3; so the former cannot be inferred from
the latter. It may be argued that the cognition or manifestation
in the self is inferred from manifestation in the object. ‘The former
is the object of inference and the latter is the mark of inference.
But, if in spite of the presence of cognition or manifestation in the

! PKM.,, pp. 31~-2.

* PKM.,, p. 32. See also Syadvadamaijari, pp. 88—go.
3 Arthaprakdéo buddhih, Tattvamuktakalapa, p. 394.
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self, manifestation in the object (prakatya) is thought to be necessary
in order to make it an object of speech and action, then let all the
conditions which are said to produce cognition be regarded as the
immediate cause of manifestation in the object. What, then, is
the use of cognition ! It is neither necessary for the use of an object
nor for its manifestation. Thus the Bhitta doctrine leads to the
negation of cognition, which is absurd. So cognition is not inferred
from manifestation of an object.!

§ 6. (ii) Another School of Mimanisa

Sridhara considers another doctrine which is kindred to the
Bhatta doctrine. Some hold that the act of cognition is inferred
from the consciousness of objects.2 We are conscious of objects;
and this consciousness is not possible without an act of cognition,
The cognitive act, therefore, Is inferred from the consciousness of
objects. Bhaskara refers to this doctrine.in his commentary on the
Brahmasiitras. He says that this doctrine is held by some Mimarh-
sakas, According to them, the act of cognition (jiana-ériyd) is the
cause of the consciousness of objects (visayasamvedana).®

‘This doctrine slightly differs from the Bhatta theory. The
Bhatta holds that the act of cognition 1s inferred from cognizedness
(jfiatata) which is a peculiar property of the object produced by the
cognition. But according, to this theory, the act of cognition is
inferred from the consciousness of an object (visayasamuvedana) which
is a property of the self,

§ 7. Criticism of the Doctrine

(1) Sridhara rightly points out that there is nothing to choose
between the two doctrines. They are of a piece with each other.
Where does the so-called consciousness of an object (visayasamvedana)
reside ? It abides ecither in the object or in the self. It cannot
inhere in the object because it is unconscious. Nor can it inhere
in the self, for in that case there would be no difference between the
cognitive act and the consciousness of an object both inhering in
the self. Hence it cannot be argued that the former is inferred
from the latter.

It may be urged that there is some difference between the two
so that the former can be inferred from the latter. The act of

! Tattvamuktakalipa, p. 394 ; also Sarviarthasiddhi.
% Vigayasarhvedaninumeyar jfianam. NK,, p. 97.
3 Bhaskara’s commentary on B.S., p. 6.
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cognition is the activity of the cognizing self (jiiatrvyapara) by which
it apprehends an object. Cognitive activity is the cause, and con-
sciousness of an object is the effect. 'The cause is inferred from the
effect.

(2) Sridhara contends that if such an activity of the cognizing
self (jiatruyapara) exists it is either non-eternal or eternal.  Ifitis
non-cternal it must have a cause. 'The Mimirhsaka argues that the
intercourse of an object with the sense-organ aided by the contact
of manas with the self is the cause of cognitive activity (jidnakriya)
which, in its turn, is the cause of object-consciousness (visayasarive-
dana). Sridhara urges that the sense-object-contact aided by the
mind-soul-contact may as well be regarded as the cause of object-
consciousness. It is needless to assume another intermediate cause
in the shape of cognitive activity (jAatrvyapara) to produce object-
consciousness.  If, on the other hand, the cognitive act is held to be
eternal, then also it is a necdless hypothesis. Consciousness of an
object is not cternal. Sometimes it appears and sometimes it does
not appear. So it is non-eternal. Its occasional appearance is
due to certain accessory conditions, viz. the occasional contact of
objects with the sense-organs and the like. And as these conditions
can adequately account for the consciousness of objects it is necdless to
assume any eternal cognitive act as its cause. In fact, the appre-
hension of the object (arthdvabedha) and all subsequent activity
(vyavahara) bearing on the object can be accomplished by the con-
sciousness of the object itself.  Hence, the existence of cognitive
activity which is said to be inferred from consciousness of an object
}s a gratuitous assumption.

It may be argued that consciousness of an object cannot inhere
in the self because consciousness does not constitute the essential
nature of the self. Consciousness of an object is produced by the
object, the sense-organs, manas, and the self.  If the self is essentially
unconscious it is on a par with the other conditions of consciousness,
viz. the object, the sensc-organs, and manas, which are unconscious.
The self has no special efficacy in the production of consciousness.
So there is no special reason why consciousness should inhere in the
self, and not in the sense-organs, and the like.

(3) Sridhara contends that everything cannot be proved. Reason
has ultimate limits. It cannot get over the Law of Nature (svabhd-
vaniyama). Though consciousness is produced by the self, manas,
the sense-organs, and the object it is the Law of Nature that con-
sclousness inheres in the self and not in others, even as a cloth pro~
duced by threads and the shuttle inheres in the threads and not in the
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shuttle. Threads are not the cloth, but still the cloth inheres in
the threads. Likewise, the self is not of the nature of consciousness,
but still consciousness inheres in the self. Thus it cannot be argued
that consciousness cannot inhere in the self. Hence Sridhara con-
cludes that cognition is not inferred from consciousness of an object.?

(4) Bhiskara also rcpeats substantially the same arguments
against the above Mimarhsaka doctrine. It is needless to assume
the cognitive act (jignakriya). There is nothing to prove its existence.
What is the cause of the cognitive act?  These Mimiamsakas hold
that the sense-organs produce the cognitive act which, again, produces
consciousness of objects (visayasamuvedana). Bhiaskara urges that
there is no use assuming the production of the cognitive act by the
sense-organs. They may as well directly produce consciousness
of objects. What is the use of the intermediate process of the act
of cognition ?  When there is the action of objects on the scnse-
organs there is consciousness of the objects, and when there is no
action of objects on the sense-organs there is no consciousness of the
objects. So the method of double agreement proves that the sense-
organs are the cause of comsciousness of objects. If they require
an intermediate process of cognitive act to produce consciousness of
objects, then this cognitive act will require another cognitive act,
and so on ad infinitum. To ayoid this infinite regress we must
admit that the sense-organs directly produce consciousness of objects.

(5) The advocates of the doctrine hold that the act of cognition
(jAanakriya) is inferred from consciousness of objects (vrgayasan-
vedana). Bhaskara asks : What is the mark of inference here ?
It cannot be consciousness, since the relation between consciousness
and the act of cognition is not apprehended because the latter is
imperceptible.  If the act of cognition is perceived there is no need
of assuming that it is inferred from consciousness of objects.  Thus
Bhiaskara concludes that consciousness of objects is itself cognition ;
there is no act of cognition different from it; and the subsequent
action on objects in the form of their acceptance or rejection is the
result of consciousness of objects. Hence the hypothesis of the
act of cognition is entirely uscless.?

§ 8. (ili) Prabhdtara

Prabhakara holds that in every act of cognition three things are
apprehended. . Every object-cognition reveals the object, itself, and
the subject (triputipratyaksa). The object is apprehended when

1 NK,, p. 97. ? Bhaskara’s Bhasya on B.S., pp. 6-7.
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it 1s related to a cognition ; the cognition reveals the object. And
the cognition reveals itself ; it is self-luminous. It not only reveals
itself and its object but also the sclf which is its substrate.  Cognition
may be compared to light. Light reveals an object to which it is
related.  So cognition reveals an object to which it Is related.  Light
does not require any other object to reveal it ; it is self-luminous ;
it reveals itself. Likewise, cognition does not require any other
cognition to apprehend it; it is self-luminous ; it apprehends itself.
Light not only reveals itself and its object but also the wick of a lamp
which is its substrate. Similarly, cognition not only reveals itself
and its object but also the self which is its substrate.  "Thus a cognition
apprehends itself, its object, and its subject. Every act of cogni-
tion involves object-consciousness, subject-consciousness, and
cognition-consciousness or self-conscious awareness.!  But cognition
does not cognize itself as an object of cognition but as cognition.

§ 9. Criticism of Prabhdkara’s Doctrine

Sridhara argues that every cognition does not reveal the self
and itself. For instance, in the visual perception “ this is a jar”’
the self and the cognition arc not apprehended 5 there 1s simply the
apprehension of the jar.2  This is the primary cognition of an object.
But sometimes this cognition is appropriated by the self and appre-
hended in the form “I know the jar”. 'This is the secondary
cognition of an object. It reveals the object, the subject, and itself.
In the primary cognition of the jar enly the jar is apprehended
through the visual organ.  But in the secondary cognition of the jar
there is the mental perception of the jar as qualified by the cognition
and the self.? In the visual perception of the jar, the self and the
cognition are not apprehended. If they were apprehended along
with the jar they would become objects of visual perception, which
is not possible. They are perceived by the mind as qualifying the
object of perception when it is appropriated by the self. A cognition
is not necessarily self-cognition. Consciousness does not necessarily
involve sclf-consciousness,*

I NK., p. 1. See Chapter XIII,

2 Ghato’yamityetasmin pratiyamane jRatrjfidnayorapratibhdsanat, NK.,
p. 91.
93 Ghatamaharh janamiti jfigne jfiatrjfianavisistasyarthasya manasaprat-
yaksatd, NK., p. g2.

4 NK,, pp. 91—2. Sec Parthasarathi’s criticism of Prabhakara’s doctrine
in Chapter XIII
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§ 10. (iv) The Nyaya-Faisesika

The Nyiya-Vaisesika holds that a cognition is not inferred
from the cognizedness of its object, as the Bhitta holds. Nor
is it cognized by itself; as the Buddhist idealist, the Jaina, and the
Vedantist hold. A cognition is perceived by another cognition which
is called enuvyavasgya. A cognition is directly apprehended by
internal perception. According to the Nyaya-Vaisesika, therefore,
a cognition can never turn upon itself to make itself the object of
cognition. Though a cognition manifests another object (para-
prakasaka), it can never manifest itself (svaprakasaka) ; it is other-
manifesting but never self-manifesting.  But though a cognition
is not manifested by itsclf, it can be manifested by another cognition.!
A cognition is perceived by another cognition through the mind.

§ 11. The Faina Criticism of the Nyiya-Vaisesika Doctrine

Prabhicandra criticizes the Nydya-Vaisesika doctrine as follows :

(1) The Nyaya-Vaidesika holds that a cognition is perceived
by another cognition, as it is an object of valid knowledge like a cloth.?
Just as an external object is known by a cognition, so a cognition is
known by another cognition. = According to the Bhitta, the act of
cognition can never turn upon itself and make it an-object of appre-
hension ; it is inferred from the result of the cognitive act in the
object, viz. apprchendednesss  there is a cognitive act between
the self and the object of cognition, which is not perceptible. The
Nyiya-Vaidesika holds that a cognition cannot, indeed, turn upon
itself and make it an objecct of its own apprehension, but it can be
apprehended by another cognition.

The Jaina argues that just as pleasure is not cognized by another
cognition but by itself, and the divine cognition is not cognized by
another cognition but by itself, so a cognition too in the sclf must
be regarded as self-cognized, and not cognized by any other cognition.
If a cognition in us is cognized by anothcr cognition, then this
cognition must be cognized by another cognition and so on ad infinitum.

(2) The Naiyayika may argue that there is no infinite regress
here. For in God there are two cognitions, one of which appre-
hends the entire universe, and the other apprehends that cognition ;
there is no need of postulating any other cognition in God.

1 Jfianath jfidnintaravedyam. PKM.,, p. 34.
? Jfdnath jRanintaravedyath prameyatvdt patidivat, PKM., p. 34.
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The Jaina asks : If there are only two cognitions in God, is the
second cognition in God, which apprehends His first cognition
of the entire universe, perceived or not {  If it is not perceived, then
how is it possible for it to perceive the first cognition ?  If the second
cognition of God can perceive His first cognition, though it is not
itself perceived, then the first cognition of God too may perceive
the entire universe, though this cognition is not itself perceived.
If the second cognition in God also is perceived, is it perceived by
itself or by some other cognition ! If it is perceived by itself, then
the first cognition too may be perceived by itself ! If the second
cognition in God is perceived by another cognition, then this third
cognition too would be perccived by another cognition and so on
ad infinitum.  1f the second cognition of God is perceived by the
first cognition, then there would be a circular reasoning; for, in
that case, the first cognition would be perceived by the second cogni-
tion, and the second cognition would be perceived by the first
cognition. Hence the divine cognition must be regarded as self-
luminous or self-cognizing ; it must apprehend itself in apprehending
the entire universe.

(3) The Naiyayika may argue that there is a difference between
the divine cognition and the human cognition, and consequently,
an attribute of the former cannot be ascribed to the latter; if the
divine cognition is self-luminous, and thus both manifests itself and
other objects (svaparaprakasaka), the human cognition cannot be
regarded as self-luminous.  For if you ascribe a divine attribute
to a human being, then you might as well argue that because God is
omniscient, man must be so.

The Jaina contends that this argument is fallacious.  Conscious~
ness, by its very essential nature, both manifests itself and other
objects (svaparaprakasaka); this is the common and essential
characteristic of all consciousness ; this is not a special characteristic
of the divine conscjousncss.

If the self-and-object-manifesting character (svaparaprakdsakatva)
is regarded as a special characteristic of the divine consciousness
because it is simply found in God, then it may equally be argued
that because svaparapraidsiakatva is found in the sun, it cannot
be an attribute of a lamp,

(4) Tt may be argued that if the human cognitions are of the
nature of the divine cognition, then the former would be as omniscient
as the latter,

But this argument is unsound. Omniscience is not a general
characteristic of all cognitions, like svaparaprakasakatva, but it is
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the special characteristic of the divine cognition. 'The above argu-
ment is as unsound as that because a lamp illumines both itself and
other objects like the sun, it should as well illumine the whole world
like the sun. If it be argued that though both the lamp and the
sun manifest themselves as well as other objects, the former manifests
only a few objects owing to its limited capacity (yogyatabasat), then
it should equally be argued that though both the human consciousness
and the divine consciousness manifest themselves as well as other
objects, the former manifests only a few objects owing to its limited
capacity.

Hence the Jaina concludes that the human cognition is as sclf-
manifesting and other-manifesting (svaparaprakisaka) as the divine
cognition, for both of them are of the nature of consciousness, which
by its very essential nature both manifests itself and its object.

(5) The Nyaya-Vaidesika holds that the cognition of an object
is cognized by another cognition (enuvyavasaya). But the existence
of the second cognition (znuvyavasaya) can never be proved by valid
knowledge. If it docs existy is it known by perception or by
inference ?

It can never be known by perception. For perception always
depends upon the contact of the object of perception with a sense-
organ. But anwvyavasdya can never come in contact with the
external sense-organs ; nor can it come in contact with the internal
organ of mind, which is supposced to be the organ of its perception.

The Nyiya-Vaisesika argues that the mind is in contact with
the self ; and the cognition inheres in the self; hence there 15 a
relation of samyukta~samavaya "ot ‘united-inherence between the
cognition and the self ; and the perception of the cognition is produced
by this relation.

The Jaina replies that this argument is not right, for the existence
of the mind cannot be proved. It may be argued that the existence
of the mind can be proved by the following inference :—

The cognition of the cognition of a jar is produced by its contact
with the internal organ or mind, for it is a perceptible cognition,
like the cognition of colour produced by its contact with the visual
organ.

The Jaina urges that this argument is fallacious, for the “ mark ”
of inference or the middle term is not proved to exist. The * mark ”
of inference here is the “ perceptibility of the cognition of the cogni-
tion of a jar . If it is proved by the existence of the mind, then
there would be a circle in reasoning ; the perceptibility of the cogni-
tion of the cognition of an object would be inferred from the existence
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of the mind, and the existence of the mind, in its turn, would be
inferred from the perceptibility of that cognition.

Moreover, not only the perceptibility of the cognition of the
cognition of an object is unproved, but that cognition (anuvyavasaya)
itself is not proved. We never perceive that the cognition of a
jar is perceived by some other cognition; it is always perceived
by itsclf.

External objects, indeed, first come in contact with the sense-
organs, and then produce thetr cognitions.  But we do not perceive
that the mental states of pleasure, etc., are first produced in the self
when they are quite unknown ; then they come in contact with
the mind, and then they are perceived through the mind. Pleasure
and pain are perceived just after the perception of their external
causes, viz. desirable and undesirable objects respectively ; they are
not perceived by another cognition different from them ; they are
cognized by themselves. Likewise the cognition of an external
object is not perceived by another cognition, but by itself ; it cognizes
itself as well as its object.

(6) Even supposing that a cognition s perceived by another
cognition, does the second coguition arisc when the first cognition
continues to exist or when it is destroyed ! The first alternative
is impossible, for, according to the Nydya-Vaidesika, cognitions are
always successive; they are never simultaneous. The second
alternative also is impossible ; for if the second cognition arises when
the first cognition is no longer in existence, what will be cognized
by the second cognition ! If it cognizes the non-existent first
cognition, then it is illusory like the cognition of the double moon.

(7) T'ben, agam, is the second cognition perceived or not P If
it is pcrcelvcd is it perceived by itself or by some other co;Dmtlon ?
If it is perceived by itself, the first cognition, i.e. the cognition of
an external object, too may be perceived by itself and there is no use
of postulating the second cognition, If the second cognition is
perceived by another cognition, then that cognition also would be
perceived by another and so on ad infinitum 5 thus there would be
a regressus ad infinitum. If the second cognition is not perceived,
then how can this unperceived cognition perceive the first cognition ?
If a cognition can be perceived by another cognition which is not
perceived, then my cognition can be percéived by another’s cognition
unknown to me. But this is absurd.

(8) The Nyaya-Vaisesika may argue that just as the sense-
organs, which are not themselves perceived, can produce the
apprehension of an object, so the second cognition can produce
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the apprehension of the first cognition, though it is not itself
perceived, and in this sense it apprehends the first cognition.

But this is a childish argument.  For, in that case, it may as well
be argued that the first cognition of an external object apprehends
its object, though it is not itself perceived. But this is not admitted
by the Nyaya-VaiSesika. This is the doctrine of the Bhatta
Mimirsaka, according to whom an unperceived cognition can
apprehend an object.!

Hence the Jaina concludes that a cognition cognizes itsclf and its
object. It illuminates both itself and its object (svaparaprakasata).

§ 12. (v) The Samkhya-Patarijala

A cognition is a psychic function or a function of the buddh:.
The buddhi is unconscious, and as such it cannot be an object of its
own consciousness. Just as the other sense-organs and sensible
objects are unconscious and as such are manifested by the self which
alone is conscious, so the unconscious buddhi also must be regarded
as an object of the apprehension of the self ; it is not manifested by
itself but can only be manifested by the self. A cognition, therefore,
which is nothing but an unconseious psychic function or mental
mode cannot apprehend itself; nor can it apprehend an object.
It is apprehended by the self.?

The Nyaya-Vaisesika holds that a cognition is apprehended
by another cognition.  But by what is this second cognition cognized ?
If it is cognized by another cognition then the third cognition would
require another cognition to apprehend it, and so on ad infinitum.
Thus the Nyidya-Vaisesika hypothesis of anuvyavasdya leads to
infinite regress. Moreover, it leads to the confusion of memory.
If a cognition is cognized by another cognition, then there are as
many psychic traces or residua (samskdra) as there are cognitions
of cognitions, and there are as many reminiscences as there are
residua ; thus the doctrine of anwwyavasaya leads to the confusion
of memory.?

According to the Sarhkhya-Patafijala, it is the sclf that apprehends
an object, and apprehends the cognition of the object. But how
can the self, which is inactive according to the Sarmkhya-Patafijala,
know a cognition ! According to Vicaspatimisra, the self is reflected
on the unconscious mental mode owing to the proximity of the mind

¥ PKM.,, pp. 34

? YS,, iv, 19, and YBh, iv, 19.
3 YS, iv, 21, and YBh,, v, 21.
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to the self and its transparency, its inertia (famas) and energy (rajas)
being completely overpowered by its essence (sattva), and thus
some sort of relation is established between the self and the mental
mode, by virtue of which the self apprehends the mental mode,
though it is inactive. According to Vijianabhiksu, on the other
hand, the self is reflected on the mental mode, and this reflection
in the mental mode is reflected back on the self, so that there is a
double reflection of the self on the mental mode and of the mental
mode on the self, and thus some sort of direct relationship is established
between the self and the mental mode. Thus, according to the
Sarmkhya-Patafijala, a cognition or mental mode is apprehended only
by the self; it cannot be apprechended by another cognition or by
itself as it is unconscious.

§ 13. (vi) The Sambara-Vedantist

According to the Samkara-Vedanta, a-mental mode (vr#ti) must
have an object (visaya) ; but the object may be either itself or other
than itself. A mental mode may ecither apprehend an external
object, when it is modified into the object, or it may apprehend itself
(svavisayavrtti). The Samkarite does not admit that there is a
cognition of a cognition ; a cognition, according to him, is self-
luminous ; it is not manifested by any other cognition. There is
no intervening mental mode (vr#ti) between a cognitive process and
the cognition of this cognitive process. There is a direct and
immediate consciousness of a cognition; a cognition is directly
apprehended by itself. If we represent the object as O and the
cognition of the objectas §, then, according to the Sarhkarite, we do
not go beyond SO to SO nor do we go to SO simply ; the cognition
of a mental mode may be represented as SO.  In the apprehension
of a mental mode there is a direct intellectual intuition (fevalasaksived-
yatva).! Therc is an elaborate discussion of the self-luminosity
of consciousness (svaprakasatva) in Tattva-pradipika of Citsukha.

The Sarhkarite holds that a cognition which is itself unperceived
can never apprehend an object, as the Bhatta Mirhamsaka holds.
A cognition cannot also be the object of another cognition (anuvya-
wasdya) as a cognition is not of the nature of an unconscious object ;
a cognition is conscious, while an object is unconscious ; a cognition,
therefore, cannot be regarded as an object of another cognition.
Besides, the Nyaya-Vaidesika doctrine of anuvyavasaya leads to
infinite regress. A cognition is self-luminous.

L VP, pp. 79-82.
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The Buddhist idealist also holds that cognitions are self-luminous.
But his view is not the same as that of the Sarhkarite. According
to the former, a cognition cognizes itself; it manifests itself.
According to the latter, a cognition is not apprehended or manifested
by any other cognition. If a cognition can make itself an object
of cognition, then it can as well be an object of another cognition.
Hence the Sarhkarite holds that a cognition is self-luminous (svapra-
kaia), not in the sense that it is an object of its own apprehension,
as the Buddhist holds, but in the sense that it is not manifested by
any other cognition. The conception of self-luminosity is positive,
according to the Buddhist ; it is negative, according to the Sarhkarite.
"The Sarhkarite doctrine closcly resembles the doctrine of Prabhikara,
according to whom cognitions are self-luminous. By this Prabhakara
means that a cognition is not an object of another cognition ; it is
not cognized as an odject of its own cognition ; a cognition is cognized,
no doubt, but it is cognized as a cognition, not as something cognized.!

- . B 5. .
§ 14.  Ramanuja’s Griticism of Sarkara’s Doctrine

Sarikara holds that consciousness alone is ultimately real and
it is self-lJuminous. There is no self apart from consciousness and
there is no object apart from consciousness.  Consciousness is above
the distinction of subject and object, which have only an empirical
reality.  And this consciousness 1s self-luminous; it manifests or
apprehends itself.

Ramianuja disputes this view, and urges that consciousness is
not possible without the knowing self and the known object, both
of which are real. There is no objectless consciousness (nirvisaya
sammuvit),  Consclousness and its object are perceived as different
from each other; onc apprehends and the other is apprehended ;
they are correlative to each other.  So to annul the object altogether
contradicts the clear testimony of consciousness.?

Sarkara holds that consciousness is self-luminous ; it apprehends
itself ; it is never an object of any other consciousness. This is
true under certain conditions. Consciousness manifests itself to
the cognizing self when it apprehends an object. It does not manifest
itself to all selves at all times. The consciousness of one person
is inferred by another from his behaviour ; so it becomes an object
of inferential cognition. And our own past states of consciousness

1 Samvittaiva hi sarhvit sarvedya na sarhvedyataya. PSPM., p. 26,

? Anubhititadvisayayoéca visayavisayibhavena bhedasya pratyaksasid-
dhatvit abadhitatvacea anubhitireva satityetadapi nirastam. R.B., 1, 1, 1.
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too become the objects of our present recollection.  So consciousness
is not necessarily self-luminous.! Consciousness does not lose
its nature simply because it becomes' an object of consclousness.
The essential nature of consciousness consists in its manifesting
itself at the present moment through its own being to its substrate,
or in being instrumental in proving its own object by its own being.?

1 RB,i, 1,1, 2 R.B., i, 1, 1. Thibaut; E.T. of R.B,, p. 48.



Cuarrer XI11I
PERCEPTION OF THE SELF?

§ 1. Introduction

Can the Atman or self be perceived ? ‘This question has been
answered in different ways by different schools of Indian Philosophers.
The Ciarvaka holds that there is no self at all, and it can neither be
perceived nor inferred. The Buddhist idealist recognizes the
distinction of subject and object only within consciousness. He
does not recognize any permanent self apart from the ever-changing
stream of consciousness. The Naiydyika recognizes the self as
a substance endowed with the qualities of cognition, pleasure, pain,
desire, aversion, and effort. Some earlier Naiydyikas hold that the
self can never be an object of perception ; it is known by an act of
inference from its qualitics. "The Vaidesika, too, Is of the same
opinion. But he admits that the self can be object of ysgic intuition.
The Samkhya holds that the self is an object of inference; it is
inferred as an original (biméba) from its reflection (prafibimba) in
buddhi. The Patafijala holds that the self can be an object of higher
intuition (pratibha-jiana). The Neo-Naiyayika holds that the
self is an object of internal perception (manasapratyaksa); it can be
perceived only through the mind in relation to its distinctive qualities.
The Bhitta Mimirhsaka also holds that the self is an object of
internal perception or self-consciousness - (aharmpratyaya).

The Prabhikara Mimamsaka holds that the self is revealed in
every act of knowledge as the knowing subject or ego; it is known
as the subject of perception and not as the object of perception ;
and it is known not as the subject of internal perception or self-
consciousness, but of external perception, since there can be no
self-consciousness apart from object-consciousness. The Jaina
holds that the self is an object of internal perception ; it is perceived
as the subject which has pleasure, pain, and the like. In external
perception also the self knows itself through itself as having the
cognition of an object. The Upanisads regard the self as an object
of higher intuition. Sarikara helds that the self is pure consciousness

1 This chapter is an elaboration of an article published in Meerut College
Magazine, January, 1924,
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above the distinction of ego and non-ego, and it is known by an
immediate, intuitive consciousness. Ramdnuja holds that the self
is nothing but the knower or the ego and it is known as such by
perception.

§ 2. (1) The Carvaka

The Cirvikas do not recognize the existence of the self as an
independent entity. Sadinanda speaks of four schools of Carvakas.
Some Carvakas identify the self with the gross body. Some Carvakas
identify the sclf with the external sense-organs. Some Carviakas iden-
tify the self with the vital force. And other Carvakas identify
the self with the mind. Thus the Carvikas do not regard the self
as an independent entity.! Jayanta Bhatta says that the Carvakas
regard consciousness as a by-product of unconscious elements, e.g.
earth, water, fire, and air. Just as intoxicating liquor is produced
by unintoxicating rice, molasses, etc., so consciousness is produced
by unconscious, material: elements. There i1s no self endowed
with consciousness, since there is no proof of its existence. It cannot
be perceived through the external sense-organs, like jars, etc. ; nor
can it be perceived through the mind. And inference is not
recognized by the Carvakas as a means of valid knowledge. More-
over, there is no mark of inference. Hence the self can neither
be perceived nor inferred. 2

§ 3. (1) The Buddhist ldealist

The Buddhist idealists (¥pgararas) regard the self as a series of
cognitions or ideas.  Cognitions alone are ultimately real. They are
polarized into the subject and the object, which are not ultimately
real. There is no self apart from cognitions ; and there are no objects
apart from cognitions; cognitions apprehend themselves as their
own objects. Cognitions are self-luminous. They reveal neither
the self nor the not-self apart from them. There is no self apart
from the ever-changing stream of cognitions. And there are no
extra-mental objects apart from cognitions. The distinction
between subject and object is a creation of individual consciousness
within itself ; it is not a relation between two independent entities.?
Hence the problem of perception of the self as a permanent intelligent
principle does not puzzle the Buddhist idealists though they cannot

1 Vedantasira, p. 26. : NM, p. 42¢.
% Ibid., pp. 539-540. Jfidnameva grahyagrahakasamvittibhedavadiva
laksyate. Ibid., p. 540,



224 INDIAN PSYCHOLOGY: PERCEPTION

explain, as Sarhkara points out, how momentary cognitions can
become subjects and objects of each other.?

§ 4. (ilt) The Naiydyika

According to the Natyayikas, the self is a permanent substance
in which cognition, pleasure, pain, desire, aversion, and effort inhere,
It is not a series of cognitions but a permanent principle in which
these cognitions exist. It is not a stream of consciousness but an
abiding substance which becomes conscious at times.

All Naiyiyikas admit that the self is an object of inference.
But some of the carlier Naiyayikas hold that the self is an object
of perception as well.  Others deny it. Gautama makes the
self an object of infercnce. It is inferred from its qualities such
as pleasure, pain, cognition, desire, aversion, and effort.?  Gautama
nowhere mentions in the sirras whether the self is an object of
perception or not.

Vitsydyana makes apparently conflicting statements about
this question. In one place he says, ““ The self is not apprehended
by perception.” 3 In another place he says, “ The self is perceived
by the yogin through a particular kind of conjunction between the
sclf and the manas owing to the ccstasy of meditation. The self
is an object of yogic perception.” 4

These two statements apparently conflict with each other.
But they can be easily harmonized. The self is not an object of
normal perception. It cannot be perccived by ordinary persons
through the internal organ. Tt can be perceived only by the yogin
in a state of ecstasy, So the self is not an object of normal internal
perception but of supernormal perception. Here by the self
Vitsyiyana means the pure self free from its connection with the
organism. Udayana has made it clear in Nydyavartikatatparya-
parifuddhi. He raises the question why Vitsyiyana should deny
the normal perception of the self when, as a matter of fact, it is always
an object of mental perception, being always perceived as *“ 1 along
with every cognition ; and answers that we have indeed the notion
of “1” along with every cognition through mental perception ;
but it may be taken as referring to the body.  The empirical self or the
self as connected with the organism is the object of mental perception,

1 8B, i, 2, 28. 2 NS, 1, 1, 10,

3 Atma tavat pratyaksato na grhyate. NBh, i, 1, g.

% Pratyaksarh yufijanasya yogasamadhijamatmamanasol sarhyogavidesad
atma pratyaksa iti. NBh,, i, 1, 3.
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The pure self apart from the body cannot be apprehended by mental
perception.

Mental perception is not a sufficient proof of the existence of
the pure sclf apart from the body, so long as it is not strengthened
by other means of knowledge, inference, etc, This is the answer
~ from the standpoint of those Naiyayikas who do not regard the self
as an object of normal perception. But some Naiyayikas hold
that one’s own self is always an object of mental perception. From
their standpoint the self of any other person is not an object of
perception.!

Udyotkara, however, holds that the self is an object of perception.
It is directly perceived through the internal organ. This direct
knowledge of the self is perceptual in character inasmuch as it is
independent of the recollection of the relation between a major term
and a minor term, and it varies with the variations in the character
of its object. Inferential knowledge depends on the recollection
of the Invariable concomitance ‘of major and minor terms. The
internal perception of the self is independent of any such recollection.
Besides, the perception of an object varies with the variation in the
character of its object. The perception of a blue object will vary
if the object becomes yellow. Likewise, the internal perception
of the self varies according as the character of the self varies. The
perception of the self as “* T am happy ” is different from the percep- -
tion of the self as “I am unhappy ", So the self 1s an object of
self-consciousness (ahampratyaya) which is of the nature of direct
perception.?  Udyotkara does not draw a distinction between the
self apart from the body and the self connected with the body, between
the pure self and the empirical self.

Jayanta Bhatta says that according to some Naiyayikas and the
Aupavarsas, the sclf is an object of internal perception or self-
consciousness (ahampratyaya).® But Jayanta himself holds that the
self cannot be established by perception. It is not an object of self-
consciousness. Qur self-consciousness has the body for its object.
The self is established by inference.4 Thus Jayanta’s view is opposed
to that of Udyotkara.

1 Ganginatha Jha, E'T. of NBb,, i, 1, 1o, Indian Thought, vol. ii,
pp. 188-g.

2 NV, iii, p. 344. Tadevamahathpratyayavisayatvadatmi tdvat
pratyaksah. Ibid., p. 345. Also NVT'T, pp. 350-1.

® NM., p. 429.

4 Atma pratyakso niavadharyate, asmadidinimahathpratyayasya fariri-
valambanit, Anumdnat tu pratipattavyah., Nyayakalika, p. 5.
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Udayana, however, agrees with Udyotkara, and holds that the
self is perceived through the manas just as colour is perceived through
the visual organ, both of them being of the nature of direct and
immediate knowledge.?

The later Naiyayikas also hold that the self is an object of mental
perception. Laugiksi Bhaskara holds, the self is perceived as “ 17
owing to its ordinary conjunction with the manas.? Kedavamisra
also holds the same view, But in case of diversity of opinion as to
the perceptibility of the sclfy the self is inferred from its qualities.
Viévanitha also makes the self an object of mental perception.® But
he lays down a condition.  The self apart from its specific qualities
cannot be perccived through the manas. It is perceived through
the manas only as endued with its specific qualities such as pleasure,
pain, and the like.® The self is always perceived as *“ I know 7,
“1 will”, etc. Tt is never perceived apart from its qualities, The
self is the object of self-consciousness. T'he body is not the object
of self-consciousness.® Thus Visvanitha's view is opposed to that
of Jayanta Bhatta. Jagadia Bhattdchirya holds the same view as
Visvanatha. He also holds that the self is perceived through the
manas as ** I am happy ” and the like.?

§ 5. The Naiyayika's Criticism of the Bhatta Mimamsaka View

We have seen that according to Jayanta Bhatta and some earlier
Naiyayikas, the self is not an object of perception but an object of
inference. The self is the substance in which cognition, pleasure,
pain, desire, aversion, and effort inhere's it is the substratum of these
qualities. We cannot perceive the self.  But we can infer it from
its qualities. The qualities of the self are the marks of inference.

Jayanta offers the following criticism of the Bhitta Mimamsaka
doctrine, that the self is an object of internal perception :—

(1) Firstly, how can the self be the subject as well as the object
of one and the same act of cognition ¢ 1f one and the same act of
cognition cannot be polarized into the subject and the object, as the
Buddhist idealist holds, then, for the same reason, one and the same
self also cannot be bifurcated into the subject and the object of the
same act of knowledge.

! Laksanavali, p. 8, (Benares, 1897.)

2 TK., p. 8. 3 T'Bh., p. 18.

4 SM., 62. 5 BhP. and SM., 49.

8 Ahamkarchamitipratyayah tasydérayo visaya atma na sariradiriti.  SM.,,

p- 233. ? TA, p. 6.
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(2) Secondly, the Bhatta urges that the same self is the subject
in one condition and the object in a different condition. The self
is the subject, in so far as it is conscious ; and it is the object, in so far
as it is a substance. The self is a conscious substance ; as conscious
it is the subject or cognizer ; as a substance it is the object cognized.!

But this is unreasonable.  If substantiality constitutes the object
of consciousness, then the self can never be the subject or knower ;
for the self Is as much a substance as a jar is, and if the jar as a substance
is simply the object of consciousness, but never its subject, then,
on the same ground, the self also as a substance is simply the object of
consciousness, but it can never be the subject or knower.

(3) 'Thirdly, it may be urged by Kumarila that the pure form
of transcendental consciousness is the subject or knower, and when
it is empirically modified, qualified, or determined in various ways,
it becomes the object of consciousness. The pure transcendental
consciousness is the subject, and its empirical modification is the
object. Elsewhere, there is simply the consciousness of an object
apart from the subject. " Thus we may distinguish three factors :
(i) a pure subject (fuddha jiatrta), (i) a pure object (fuddha-visaya-
grahanam), and (iii) the subject as modified by the object, which
is a mixed mode (ghatavacchinng "hatria).2

But this argument also is unsubstantial. In the consciousness
“this is a jar ™ there is simply a consciousness of an object. Then,
when this consciousness is appropriated by the self, there arises a
consciousness ‘1 know the jar”. Here, there is mercly a self-
appropriation of the consciousness of the jar, or there is simply a
consciousness of the conscioustiess of the jar; it does not refer to
the noumenal substrate or the self.

(4) Fourthly, Kumirila may urge that in the consciousness
“T know the jar ™ there are three elements : (i) the consciousness
of the “jar ", (ii) the consciousness of * knowing the jar”; and
(iii) the consciousness of “ 1" or the “self”,  In one and the same
unitary act of consciousness, one part cannot be valid, and the other
invalid.  In the same consciousness *“ I know the jar ”’, the conscious-
ness of ““ jar ”*, and the consciousness of  knowing the jar 7’ cannot
be said to be valid, and the consciousness of “ 1 or the self to be
invalid. If the first and second parts are valid, the third part also
must be regarded as valid.  In other words, we must admit that there

1 Dravyadisvaripamitmano grahyai jfiatrropam ca grahakam, NM.,,
p- 430.

2 Ghatavacchinna hi jfiatrid grahya suddhaiva tu jHatrta grahika, NM.,
D. 430.
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is a consciousness of the self as an object of ““ I "—consciousness
or self-consciousness (ahamvitts).

The Naiyayika contends that the self can never be both the
subject and the object of one and the same act of consciousness, In
the consciousness *“ I know the jar’ there are three parts: (i)
«I”, (ii) “know”, and (iii) “the jar”. ‘The second and third
parts evidently refer to the object (visayanisthameva) ; if the first part
viz. “ 17 refers to the self, then the self remains in its pure, indeter-
minate form both as the knower and the known, the subject and the
object in the same condition.  Hence it cannot be maintained that
the self becomes the subject in one condition and the object in a
different condition. If really there is no difference in the essential
nature of the self, how can it be both subject and object ! If it is
insisted that the pure, unmodalized self assumes the forms of the
subject and the object under different conditions, then this doctrine
does not differ from Buddhist subjectivism, according to which
one and the same cognition is the subject as well as the object of itself.
Hence the Naiyiyika says that the self can never be known as an
object of self-consciousness ; it is known only by inference ; the
subject can never enter into the object-stream ; it always stands
apart. This reminds us of the doctrine of Kant, according to whom
the category of substantiality cannot be applied to the self. But the
Naiyayika himself regards the self as a substance endowed with
qualities, though he does not admit that it is an object of perception.!

§ 6. The Naiyayika’s Criticism of Samkara’s View

According to Sarhkara, the self is essentially conscious ; it is one,
eternal, ubiquitous, undifferenced consciousness. The self is not
manifested by fleeting states of consciousness, as a jar is manifested
by some transient state of consciousness,  But it manifests itself, or it
is self-luminous. Consciousness constitutes the essential nature of
the self ; it is natural or essential to the self; and not an adventitious
or accidental property of the self. The self is not conscious owing
to Its connection with consciousness produced by the internal organ
or the external organs; the self is not inert in itself like matter,
which is endued with consciousness, as the Nyidya-Vaidesika holds.
If the self were conscious owing to its connection with the conscious-
ness produced by the sense-organs, then an external object, too, e.g.
a jar, would be conscious owing to its connection with the conscious-
ness produced by it.  The self is the light of consciousness 5 it lights

1 NM,, pp. 430-I.
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up everything ; but it does not depend upon anything to manifest
mself.  Other objects depend upon many factors for their manifesta-
tion, but the self is self-luminous or self-manifesting ; it is not caused
or conditioned by anything else ; it is unconditioned, uncaused, and
independent. ‘The sclf can never be the object of consciousness ;
it is the pure, unmodalized, or transcendental consciousness above the
phenomenal distinction of the subject and the object, the knower
and the known. Consciousness is here hypostatized as a third term
existing independently of the subject and the object.  Consciousness
alone is ultimately real in its pure, unmodalized, or transcendental
form ; the distinction of subject and object within this ultimate
reality has only empirical reality.
Jayanta Bhatta criticizes it as follows :—

(1) Firstly, the Sarhkarite holds that the self is of the nature of
unconditioned consciousness. But has anybody ever experienced
unconditioned or transcendental consciousness P QOur consciousness
is produced by an external organ or by the internal organ. Hence
we can never conceive of a self whose cssence is transcendental
consciousness.

(2) Secondly, the Sarnkarite holds that the self, the essence of
which is transcendental consciousness, is self-luminous. But if the
self is self-luminous, why is it that I am conscious only of my own
self, and not of other selves 7  What is the reason for it ! Then,
again, if I am conscious of my own self, it is apprehended by me,
and if it is apprehended, it must be apprchended as the object of
apprehension (anubhava-karma).

(3) Thirdly, the Sarnkarite may urge that the self is not the
object of perception ; it cannot be presented to consciousness as an
object, but it can be known by immediate intuitive consciousness
(aparoksajiiana), But this is self-contradictory. Perception means
the same thing as direct and immediate consciousness.  If itissaid that
the self cannot be the object of perceptual or presentative conscious-
ness, then it cannot be an object of immediate and intuitive con-
sciousness for the same reason. It is self-contradictory to say that
the self is not an object of perception but it is an object of immediate
intuition.!

(4) Fourthly, the Sarhkarite may urge that the self is luminous,
and hence it is known by an immediate intuition. If so, then a
luminous lamp too would manifest itself to a blind man, though
unperceived by him. If the lamp manifests itself only to him by

1 Pratyaksaéca na bhavati aparoksadea bhavatiti citram, NM., p. 43z2.
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whom it is apprehended, then the self too must be regarded as mani-
festing itself, only when it is apprchended. If the self manifests
itself, it must also be apprehended ; and as apprehended it must be
regarded as an object of apprehension.  Thus the self becomes both
the subject and the object of consciousness; it cannot, therefore,
be regarded as the pure, unmodalized, or transcendental consciousness
above the distinction of subject and object.

(5) Fifthly, the Sarkarite holds that the self is of the nature of
consclousness which 1s self-luminous ; it manifests itself and is not
manifested by any other thing. Thus both the sclf and consciousness
which constitutes its essence are self-luminous. If it were seclf-
luminous, it would become both the subject and the object of con-
sciousness, which is impossible, And, in fact, no body is ever
conscious of two self-luminous entities, viz. the self-luminous self
and the self-luminous consciousness.

(6) Lastly, the Sarkaritc holds: that consciousness constitutes
the essence of the self; ‘it is natural or essential to the self, not
accidental to it.  But this does not stand to reason. That is to be
regarded as conscious (cetana), which has consciousness of an object
(cita yagat), and that is to be regarded as unconscious (jada), which
has no consciousness of an object.  And there is no other conscious-
ness than the consciousness of an object.

It it is held that an object too is self-luminous, then every object
in the world would manifest itself to every one, and thus every one
would be omniscient. Hence, we must admit that consciousriess Is
not essential to the self, but an adventitious property of the self;
the self is not conscious in itself and by itself, but it is endowed with
consciousness which is produced by various causes and inheres in
the self.  But why should consciousness inhere in the self and not in
the object which produces it Jayanta replies that this is the nature
of consciousness that it inheres in the self and not in the object.
There are certain acts which inhere only in their agents or subjects
and never in their objects, e.g. the act 