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PREFACE

This book is an attempt at a reconstruction of the
Yogacara Vijianavada (Subjective ldealism), and an
exhaustive criticism of it by different schools of
Indian realism. The exposition of the doctrine is based
on the works of Santaraksita and Kamalasila and the
critics of Vijianavdda.  Generally 1 have given the
exposition and criticism of the doctrine by every
eminent thinker separately, Most of the critics give
a fair and impartial account of /ij#anavada, and con-
tribute to the clarification of the idealistic position.
I may mention the names of profound thinkers like
Kumirila, Sankara, Jayanta Bhatta, Vacaspatimiéra, and
Sridhara among others. T have dealt with the criticism
of Vijiignavade by the Buddhist realists, the Jaina, the
Sankhya-Yoga, the Mimamsakas, the Nydya-Vaiesika,
and the different schools of the Vedanta. 1 have not
traced the historical evolution of Indian subjectivism
which is beyond the scope of this book. I have simply
dealt with the controversy between subjective idealism
and realism in Indian thought, and tried to give a fairly
full account of the arguments by which Indian realists
seek to establish the reality of the external world. T have
not touched the metaphysical question as to the nature
of the external world.

I have incidentally compared the Yogacara subjectivism
with the idealism of Berkeley and the sensationism of
Hume, and briefly noted resemblances and differences
between them. I venture tosay, Berkeleyan idealism cannot
claim the thoroughness and metaphysical acumen of the
Buddhist idealism, which preceded 1t by at least one
thousand years. 1 have not compared any type of Indian

s
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realism with an analogous type of Western realism.
But I have quoted parallel arguments of many contem-
porary realists simply to indicate that the philosophtcal
genius of a partxcular type is apt to move in the same
groove, irrespective of the soil it thrives in. I have
profusely quoted texts to corroborate my statements.
The table of contents and the index may help the reader
in following the arguments.

Realism is the dominant note of contemporary
philosophy in the west. It is extremely critical and
analytical. It presses into its service the achievements
of modern logic and modern science. It has had its
analogue in Indian philosophy with a glorious history
for centuries. So Indian Realism may be of some interest
not only to the students of Indian philosophy, but also
to the students of contemporary western philosophy.
If it evokes some interest in Indian realism, 1 shall
consider my labours amply repaid.

I take the opportunity of expressing my gratitude
to the authorities of the Agra University who permitted
me to incorporate one of the Agra University Extension
Lectures in this book, which I delivered at <St. John's
College, Agra, in December, 1934. 1 am also grateful
to the authorities of the Meerut College who afforded
me every facility to complete the book. I feel intense
pleasure in expressing my thanks to my revered teacher,
Dr. Hiralal Haldar, MLA,, Pu.D., the renowned author
of Neo-Flegelianism, who encouraged me to publish this
book.

Jabunatu Sinma.

Meerur Corrrge,
MeeruT,
Inpia.

244k May, 1937.
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Cuarter 1

THE YOGACARA VIJNANAVADA

§ 1. Madhavécirya's Account of the Yogacara’s Subjective
Idealism

Madhavicarya gives the following account of the
Yogacara idealism in Sarvadarfanasamgraha.

The Yogicaras are subjective idealists. They do not
admit the existence of external objects. They admit the
existence of series of momentary cognitions apprehending
themselves, since the denial of their reality would lead
to collapse of practical life. ~ Dharmakirti has said :
“ One who does not perceive cognitions cannot perceive
their objects.” ! One who is not aware of cognitions
cannot be aware of their objects. The Yogicara admits
that we are directly and immediately conscious of our
own cognitions, and cannot, therefore, deny their reality.
But he argues that these cognitions are self-luminous
(svayamvedana) : they apprehend themselves. They
do not apprehend external objects which are non-existent.

Dharmakirti’s dictum seems to suggest representa-
tionism. Cognitions intervene between subject and object
in perception. The subject does not stand face to face
with the object. It cannot directly perceive the object,
The perception of the object is mediated by the percep-
tion of its cognition. There is direct and immediate
perception of a cognition. But there is no direct percep-
tion of the object. This is representationism. The
Yogacara argues that cognitions are directly aware
of themselves (svasamvedana), but these cognitions are

1 Apratyaksopalambhasya nirthadrstih prasidhyat. $.D.S,, p. 12, cf.
T8., vol. 1, p. 579; NM.,, p. 538; SV. and NR,, p. 276 (Ch.S.8.).



2 INDIAN REALISM

not copies or representations of external objects. Cogni-
tions or ideas apprehend themselves. The new realist
cuts off ideas intervening between the mind and the
objects. *“ All things are known through being them-
selves brought directly into that relation in which they
are said to be apprehended.... Things when con-
sciousness 18 had of them become themselves contents
of consciousness ; and the same things thus figure both
in the so-called external world and in the manifold which
introspection reveals.” * But the Yogacira, like Berkeley,
cuts off the objects, He believes in the theory of
immediacy of perception. We immediately perceive
cognitions which apprehend themsclves (svayamvedana).
- There are no external objects independent of cognitions,
Similarly, Berkeley argunes: ‘“What are the fore-
mentioned (sensible) objects but the things we perceive
by sense ? and what do we perceive besides our own ideas
or sensations ! and is it not plainly repugnant that
any one of these, or any combination of them, should
exist unperceived ? 7’2 G. A. Johnston states his doctrine
thus : * Berkeley insists that if the thing is itself percep-
tible, there is no need of intermediate ideas to relate it
to the percipient subject, for the thing itself is im-
mediately presented to the percipient, and is accordingly,
in Berkeley’s terminology, itself an idea. In perception,
then, we have only two factors, the percipient subject
and the idea-thing perceived.” ® Thus the Yogacira
agrees with Berkeley in holding the presentative theory
of perception in the same manner.

Maiadhavacirya summarizes the arguments of the
Yogicira as follows :—

(1) An external object cannot exist. If it exists, it

L The New Realism, p. 35.

® Fraser, Selections from Berkeley: The Principles of Human Know-
ledge, 1910, p. 35.
3 The Development of Berkeley's Philosophy, 1923, p. 150.



THE YOGACARA VIJNANAVADA 3

either arises from an éntity or not. Both the alternatives
are untenable. If the object were produced by an entity,
it would have an origin and thus have no permanent
existence of its own ; an object which owes its existence
to another object cannot exist in itself and for itself.
If the object were not produced by an entity, it would
have no existence at all, for to exist is to come into being.
The Buddhists hold that whatever exists must owe its
existence to some prior existent ; what does not come
into being does not exist ; being consists in becoming.!

(2) An external object cannot be the cause of its
cognition, since it is momentary. It cannot exist for
more than one moment, It does not exist when its
cognition is produced. The object is the cause. The
cognition is the effect. The cognition can come into
being when its cause has ceased to be. Thus we are
committed to the doctrine that a cognition apprehends
a past object. But this is absurd. It contradicts the clear
testimony of perception, We perceive a present object.
An object is perceived not as existing in the past but
at present. It is directly and immediately presented to
consciousness.  Therefore, it cannot be an external
object ; it must be the cognition itself. Further, if past
and non-existent objects could be perceived by present
cognitions produced by them, the sense-organs also
which are held to be imperceptible could be perceived
by cognitions because they give rise to them.! This
argument of the Yogicara is based on the Buddhist
doctrine of momentary existence and the causal theory
of perception.

(3) If an external object exists, it must be either a
simple atom or a complex body. It cannot be a complex
body, for we do not know whether it is part or whole
that is perceived. ‘The whole is made up of parts. We
cannot perceive the whole without perceiving the parts,

1 8.D.S, p. 12.
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and we cannot perceive the parts all at once. When we
perceive one part, the other parts are past and future,
and yet without perceiving all the parts at the same time
we cannot perceive the whole.

Further, aggregates of atoms are either different or
non-different from atoms. If they are different from
atoms, they cannot be said to be composed of atoms.
If they are non-different from atoms, they can never
produce cognitions of gross bodies, The external object
cannot be a simple atom, since it is supersensible and
cannot be perceived. An atom cannot be said to be
perceived when it combines with six other atoms and
forms a three-dimensional ‘object with six surfaces, for
it is absolutely simple and devoid of parts. Further,
an atom cannot combine with other atoms either partially
or entirely. It cannot combine partially because it has
no parts. Nor can it combine wholly because total
interpenetration of atoms cannot increase the dimension
of aggregates of atoms. Thus an external object can
neither be a simple atom nor a complex body. Therefore
it does not exist.

(4) There is, then, no external object of perception
distinct from the percipient cognition. It perceives
nothing other than itself : it is its own object of per-
ception. It is self-subsistent. It is not produced by an
object, It is self-luminous. It shines by its own light.
It manifests and apprehends itself. So it is said :
*“ There 1s no object of cognition (anubhavya) other than
the cognition (buddhi) itself. There is no act of cognition
which is other than the cognition itself, The cognition
apprehends itself. It is devoid of the distinction of subject
(grahaka) and object (grahya). Cognition alone is real
and shines by its own light.”1

1 Nanyo'nubhavyo buddhya’sti tasyd ninubhavo’parah. Grihya-
grahakavaidhuryat svayam saiva prakaate. S8.D.S, p. 13; cited from
Pramapavinifcaye of Dharmalirti; Medieval Schoo! of Indian Logic,
p- 107 n.; cf. S.V.M,, p. 1115 N‘M., P- 540.
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The identity of the apprehending cognition with the
apprehended object is inferred from the following
syllogism

That which is cognized by any cognition is not other
than that cognition, as the cognition cognized by itself
does not differ from itself. Hence all objects, blue and
the like, are not other than the cognitions by which they
are cognized.!

A cognition is not apprehended by another cognition
as the Nyaya-Vaifesika holds? It is apprehended by
itself.3 The apprehending cognition and the apprehended
cognition are the sclf-same psychical existent, Likewise
the so-called objects of cognition; blue and the like, are
no other than the cognitions which apprehend them.
The cognition and its objects are identical with each other.

(5) If the cognized object were different from the
apprehending cognition, the object would never enter
into relationship with the cognition, and consequently
would never be perceived. If the abject and the cognition
were essentially different from each other, they would
never come into connection with each other ; the object
would never be a mental content and be perceived by
the cognition, and the cognition would never go over
to the object and perceive it. An essential difference
between the object and the cognition would make them
self-contained, and make any connection between them
impossible4 The possibility of such a connection, and

1 Yad vedyate yena vedanena tat toto na bhidyate, yathi jfanena
atmi. Vedyante taifca niladayah. S.D.8, p. 13; cf. NK, p. 126;
T.V,, iv, 14, p. 293.

3 1. N. Sinha, Indian Piychology : Perception, p. 114.

3 Ibid., p. 220.

4 Cf. TS, vol. i, 2003~4, p. §60. Similarly Berkeley argues:
“Though we give the materialists their external bodies, they by their own
confession are never the nearer knowing Aoz our ideas are produced ;
since they own themselves unable to comprehend in what manner body

can act upon spirit, or how it is possible it should imprint any idea in
the mind.”® Principles of Human Kgpowledge, p. 46.
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still more of a regular and uniform connection between
them, can be explained by identity alone which is not
admitted by the realist. Causality also cannot account
for the uniform relation of the cognition to its object.!

(6) The identity of the object and its cognition is
inferred from simultaneous perception of them. When-
ever we perceive an object (e.g. blue), we perceive also
the cognition of the object (e.g. cognition of blue) at
the same time. Hence the object must be identical with
its cognition.?

The apparent difference between them is an illusion
like the appearance of the double moon, The cause of
this illusion is a beginningless and uninterrupted series of
subconscious impressions of difference (bhedavisani).
Though there is no real distinction between subject
and object in consciousness, it appears to be differentiated
into subject and object owing to illusion ; the duality
of subject and object is as illusory as the appearance of
the double moon.?

We find a similar argument in Yogavisistha. 'The
subconscious impressions of difference (bhedavasana)
due to nescience are imbedded in the mind. So different
objects are presented to the mind like the illusion of the
double moon owing to the revival of subconscious
impressions of different objects perceived in the past,
which have their root in nescience. The mind perceives
a jar, a cloth, and the like under the influence of sub-
conscious impressions of difference. The variety of
cognitions is due to the variety of subconscious
impressions which spring from nescience. It i1s not due
to the variety of external objects,* The manifold world

1 8D.S., p. 13.

% Sahopalambhaniyamidabhedo nilataddhiyoh, ibid., p. 13; <f. TS,
vol. i, 2030, p. §67.

3 8.D.S, p. 13.

¢ Sthitiprakarana, 11th Canto, 24—3.
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of objects is a mere construction of the mind ; and what
is a mere construction of the mind is unreal and unsub-
stantial.l  The being of the world is nothing but the
being of the mind ; the being of the world is only
mental.?

The Yogacara believes in neither the permanent soul
nor the external objects, He believes only in a self-
subsistent series of momentary cognitions with no
permanent spiritual substance behind them, and with
no external objects as their causes. He is an uncom-
promising sensationist like Hume and J. S. Mill

(7) The Yogacira, however, does not abolish the
distinction between the real and the imaginary. He does
not identify a real object with an imaginary one, though
both are ideas of the mind. According to him, the effect
of an imaginary sweetmeat is not the same as that of a
real sweetmeat? There 1s no real distinction between
objects and their cognitions or ideas. Yet, for practical
purposes, a distinction may be drawn between objects
and ideas, rcal things and imaginary things. Some
ideas are common to all persons and coherent with other
ideas. Others are peculiar to particular individuals and
have no connection with other 1deas. The former have
a greater pragmatic value than the latter, and are treated
as real objects as distinguished from mere ideas. All
ideas are equally subjective. But some 1deas are treated
as objects when they are distinct and lively, and are
governed by fixed and constant order of succession.
Practical exigencies of life are responsible for the dis-
tinction between the real and the imaginary, though all
alike are ideas of the mind. Merely subjective ideas of
the mind appear to be diversified into diverse objects

' Ibid., 23 and 27.

2 Citsattaiva jagatsattd jagatsattaiva cittakam, ibid., 17th Canto, rg.

3 Na ca rasaviryavipikadi samanam a$imodakopdrjitamodakinim
syat, 8.D.S., p. 135 cf. NK,, p. 1305 S.V.M,, p. 111.
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and their cognitions which are illusorily superimposed
on them by the eficacy of a beginningless series of sub-
conscious impressions due to nescience.d  Thus jt is
established that momentary cognitions appear in diverse
forms owing te the influence of a beginningless series of
subconscious impressions.?

Berkeley also does not abolish the distinction between
the real and the imaginary, though he reduces external
objects to 1deas of the mind. He recognizes a distinction
between the two within the contents of consciousness.
Berkeley says : “It will be objected that there is a
great difference betwixt real fire, for instance, and the
idea of fire, betwixt dreaming or imagining oneself
burnt, and actually being so. . .. To which the answer
is that if real fire be very different from the idea of fire,
so also is the real pain that it occasions very different
from the idea of the same pain ; and yet nobody will
pretend that real pain either is, or can possibly be, in
an unperceiving thing, or without the mind, any more
than its idea.” 3

Berkeley identifies real things with the ideas of sense
or sensations and imaginary things with the ideas of
imagination or images, He'says : “ The ideas imprinted
on the senses by the Author of nature are called rea/
things + and those excited in the imagination being less
regular, vivid, and constant, are more properly termed
ideas, or images of things, which they copy and represent.
But then our sensations, be they never so vivid and
distinct, are nevertheless ideas ; that is, they exist in the
mind, or are perceived by it, as truly as the ideas of its
own framing. The ideas of sense are allowed to have

1 Tbid., pp. 13-14.

? Tasmiad buddhirevinadivisanivadadanekikara’vabhasate iti siddham,
ibid,, p. 14; cf. 8.V.M,, p. 111, lines 3—4; NM,, p. 539; SV,
$inyavida, 49-53, pp. 282—4; SD,, p. 142.

¥ Principles of Human Know/edge;, Pp. 61-2,
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more reality in them, that is, to be more strong, orderly,
and coherent than the creatures of the mind ; but this
is nd argument that they exist without the mind.” !

The realist believes that sensations are produced in
the mind by physical objects. The Yogacara and
Berkeley both deny this. Berkeley holds that sensations
are produced in the finite minds by God according to
fixed laws. The Yogacara does not believe in God.? He
holds that sensations arise somehow from within the
mind ; the variety of sensations is due to the variety of
subconscious impressions imbedded in themind. Hedoes
not recognize any extra-mental source of sensations. He
is a thorough-going subjectivist.. The Yogicara differs
with Berkeley on another point. He does not recognize
even the reality of the soul. He regards the so-called
soul as a series of momentary impressions, ideas, and
feelings.> He agrees with Hume in his conception of
the soul.

Thus the Yogacira is compelled to recognize the
distinction of the real and the imaginary within the
contents of consciousness or cognitions (vijiiana), Those
cognitions afe treated as real things, which have practical
efficiency and are common to many individuals or
streams of consciousness (vyavahartrparijfiananurodhena).
Pragmatic utility and intersubjective intercourse demand
a distinction of the real and the imaginary within the
mental contents.?

Berkeley traces sensations or the ideas of sense to an

1 Ibid., pp. 55~6.

2 See TS, vol. i, 46~93, pp. 40-58.

3 TS, vol. i, 171-335, pp. 79-125.

4 8.D.S,, p. 13. Aliotta says in explaining Mach’s philosophy : * The
difference between the illusory image and the perception of the real is
one of a practical order only : the most fantastic dream is just as much
a fact as any other, and if dream images were more coherent, more
normal, and more stable, they would be of even greater practical
importance to us.” (The Idealistic Reaction against Science, p. §8.)
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external source, viz. God.! My ideas of sense are not
creatures of my will. There i1s therefore some other
Will or Spirit (viz. God) that excites them in my rind.
He does not excite sensations in our minds at random
but according to set rules or established methods which
are called the laws of nature?2 The Yogicira necither
believes in the external world nor in God. So he cannot
trace sensations to either. He must find their origin in
the stream of consciousness itself, for he does not believe
in the permanent self.> He finds the origin of sensations
within the psychic continuum in subconscious impressions
(vasana). The variety of sensations is due to the variety
of subconscious impressions. The Yogicara doctrine
may be compared with Hume’s sensationism. Hume
also does not account for sensations by the hypothesis
of God or external material objects. In fact, he does not
seek to account for them. Discrete and unconnected
sensations are the given element in our knowledge.
Hume tries to connect them with one another by
appealing to the subjective laws of association, the law
of similarity, the law of contiguity, and the law of cause
and effect. Thus Hume accounts for th@ connection
among 1deas by the laws of association, whereas the
Yogaciara accounts for sensations by subconscious
impressions, The Yogicira is a more thorough-going
subjectivist than Hume. Sensations are the causes of
subconscious impressions., But how  subconscious
impressions can be the cause of sensations passes one’s
comprehension. The Yogicira believes with [Hume that
sensations and ideas are discrete and unconnected.
When 2 is in the field of consciousness ¢ has gone out

1 Hoernle: * If Berkeley denies the existence of matter, it is solely
to make room for God.” ([dealism as a Philosophical Doctrine, p. 60.)

2 Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 54.

3 See S. N. Das Gupta's 4 History of Indian Philosophy, vol. ii,
pp. 178-181.
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of it, and ¢ has not yet come into it. Thus 4, 4, and ¢ are
discrete and momentary. There is no permanent self
to cdnnect them with one another. But the Yogacira
believes that @ leaves behind a trace (vasana) 4’ before
passing out of the field of consciousness, and this trace
a! modifies the next sensation 2, and similarly 4 leaves
behind its trace 4' which modifies the next sensation
¢, and so on. Thus the Yogicira makes the hypothesis
of subconscious impressions (visani) and their trans-
ference to succeeding psychoses (visanisamkrama) to
account for the connection among discrete momentary
sensations and ideas.!

§ 2. Santaraksita and Kamalalila's Exposition of the
Yogacdra Fijaanavada

Madhavicarya’s account of the Yogacara sub-
jectivism may be taken as a safe guide. We shall attempt
a reconstruction of the doctrine from the works of
Santaraksita and Kamalagila who are typical exponents
of it. Their arguments against the cxistence of external
objects have,not been given in detail in any of the works
dealing with the Yogicara idealism> The arguments
may be mainly divided into two classes : epistemological
and metaphysical. The epistemological argument con-
sists in showing that cognitions are self-aware and cannot
apprehend external objects distinct from them, and that
the existence of external objects cannot be proved.
Santaraksita and Kamalaéila have elaborately treated

1 Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, p. 75 [zdian Psyckology : Perception,
. 158,
F 2 Gee S, N. Das Gupta, 4 History of Indian Philosophy, vol. i,
pp. 145-151; Indian Idealism, ch. vi 8. Radhakrishnan, Indian
Philosophy, vol. i, pp. 624-643; A. B. Keith, Buddhist Philosophy,
ch. xiv; Th. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist lLogic, vol. i, pp. 518~521;
R. R. Sharma, The Yogicira Theory of the External World, Proceedings,
Tifth Indian Orlental Conference, Lahore, vol. ii, pp. 883~911, for
treatment of the Yogicara idealism,
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this argument which we shall summarize here. The
metaphysical argument consists in showing that the
nature of an external object cannot be ascertained..” It is
neither a conglomeration of atoms, nor a complex whole
composed of atoms, nor a gross object not made up of
atoms. This argument also has been elaborately treated
by Santaraksita and Kamaladila. ~We shall briefly
mention this argument here. We shall attempt a detailed
treatment of this argument as given by the critics,
Mallisena, Jayanta, Vacaspatimiéra and others later. It
is beyond the scope of this book to attempt an exhaustive
presentation of the Yogicira idealism in its historical
perspective from all the available sources.

I, THE EPISTEMOLOGICAL ARGUMENTS FOR
SUBJECTIVE IDEALISM

(1) A Cocnrtion 15 SELF-AWARE (spasemvedand)

The Yogicara holds that a cognition is self-luminous :
it manifests itself : it is self-aware.l There is no real
distinction of subject and object within it, It is not
related to itself as subject and object. It is one and un-
divided. It is free from the distinction of subject and
object. The Yogacira differs from Berkeley on this
point, The Yogicira holds that a cognition apprehends
itself : it is by its very nature self-aware. But Berkeley
holds that the self, which is a permanent, active, spiritual
principle, perceives an idea, The self 1s a thing entirely
distinct from ideas, ‘‘ wherein they exist, or, which is
the same thing ,whereby they are perceived.” 2 Berkeley
recognizes the reality of spirits and ideas. The Yogacira
recognizes the reality of ideas alone. He regards the self
as a stream of consciousness.

When a cognition comes into existence it is manifested
as something differentfrommatter, Matterisunconscious.

1 Atmasamvedanameva sadaiva jfianam, TSP, vol. i, 1999, p. 559.
2 Principles of Human Krzow/mfge, p- 33
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It does not manifest itself. Buta cognition is non-material.
Its essential nature consists in self-awareness (Atmasam-
vitti) or self-revelation. It reveals itself by its very nature.
It doés not require any cognitive act to reveal it. Self-
revelation constitutes its very nature.!

Santaraksita declares that a cognition, which is one and
indivisible, cannot be broken up into the cognitive act
(vedaka), the cognized object (vedya), and consciousness
(vittd). It is of the nature of consciousness (bodha)
which is self-luminous. Consciousness is self-awareness
(svasamvedana).?

What is the meaning of self-awareness (svasamvedana) ?
Santaraksita asserts that a cognition does not require any
other cognitive act or cognizer (vedaka) to apprehend its
own nature. The nature of self-awareness is self-evident.
It is known to all.3

Santaraksita’s Refutation of Kumarila's View

Santaraksita quotes Kumirila’s verses (184—7) from
Sanyavada, Skkavarika® -~ and criticizes them in
Tattavasamgraha, We  have elaborately dealt with
Kumarila’s doctrine of inferibility of an act of cognition
(jiianakriya) from cognizedness (jhiatati) in the object,
and its detailed criticism by other schools elsewhere.?

Kumirila contends that a cognition does not apprehend
itself when it apprehends an object. Though a cognition
is of the nature of illumination, it depends upon some
other cognition to manifest itself. It apprchends an
external object. It cannot apprehend itself when it is
engaged in the act of apprehending an object. When a
cognition comes into existence it apprehends an object.

1 TS, and TSP, vol. i, 2000, p. 559.
2 TS, vol. i, 2001, p. §59.
3 TS, vol. 1, zorz, p. 562.
4 SV, pp. 320-1; TS, vol. i, z012-16, pp. §62-3.
5 Indian Psychology : Perception, pp. 19g—210.
-
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At this moment it cannot apprehend itself. Then it is
destroyed. Therefore it can never apprehend itself.}
A cognition is of the nature of illumination (prakada)
which consists in the apprehension of an object, bat not
in self-awareness. Just as the visual organ can manifest
colour but cannot manifest itself, so a cognition can
manifest an object but cannot manifest itself. [t manifests
an external object. This constitutes its illuminating
character. It has no power of manifesting itself. Certain
things have certain powers., Nobody can object to it.2

Santaraksita urges that the apprehension of an object
(arthasamvitti) is of the nature of a cognition (jiana).
They are non-distinct from each other. They are one and
the same. A cognition by its very nature apprehends
object-forms. It does not require any other cognitive act
(vyapara) to reveal them. If the apprehension of an object
is non-distinct from a cognition, no other cognitive act
is needed for the cognition of the object. “ It is wrong to
suppose that in knowing a thing there is any cognitive
activity, for knowing simply means the illumination or
revelation of a particular objective form ; that being so,
what other activity can be imagined which would be
necessary for the cognition of external objects ? "% The
essential nature of an object is apprehension which is non-
distinct from cognition. Its esse is poreipi., Otherwise a
cognition cannot function towards it. If the object is
distinct from cognition it can never be apprehended.®
If it is non- _distinct from it, then a cognition ap >prehends
itself. If the apprehenslon of an object is of the nature
of a cognition, then a cognition also consists in the

1 §V., éapyavada, 184, and NR,, p. 3z0.

2 1bid., 185~7, pp. 320-1; TS, vol. i, z013-2016, pp. 562—3.

8 T'S. and TSP, vol. i, 2017, p. 563.

8 Indian ldealism, p. 136.

5 Arthasyanubhavo’'vasyam riipam svabhavo'ngikartavyah. Anyatha
katham tatra jiignam vylpriycta. TSP, vol. i, 2018, p. 563; cf.
Berkeley.
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apprehension of an object. But Xumirila wrongly holds
that an imperceptible cognitive act functions towards an
external object and gives rise to its apprehension. Thus
he distinguishes a cognition from the apprehension of an
object. Butif a cognition is distinct from the apprehension
of an object, it can never give rise to it. If a cognition is
non-distinct from it, then it apprehends itself. According
to Kumarila, a cognition is formless, but the object
apprehended by it has a form. But a formless cognition
can never be related to an external object. If a cognition
is by nature unconscious (jada) and cannot, therefore,
apprehend itself, as Kumirila thinks, then the cognition
being imperceptible, the-apprehension of the object also
will become imperceptible. If the cognitive act itself is
imperceptible, it cannot establish the existence of the
apprehension of an object. If the cognition of an object
requires another cognitive act to reveal itself, then the
cognitive act also will require another cognitive act,
and so on. Thus it will lead to infinite regress. We can
avoid it only if we assume that all cognitions are self-
luminous, and that they do not require any other cognitive
act to manifest them. Therefore it is wrong to hold that
an imperceptible cogmtwe act is necessary for the
apprehension of objects.! “ It is the self-revelation of an
object-form cognition that is called the apprehension of
the cognition,” 2

Kamalaila says : ““ A cognition apprehends itself, and
does not apprehend anything other than itself. Though we
speak of the cognition of blue, the cognition of yellow and
the like, as if blue, yellow and the like were distinct from
cognitions, yet they are not really distinct from them, It
1s the very naturc of cognitions to manifest themselves as
cognitions of blue, yellow, and the like, though there are
no external objects independent of them. Cognitions are

1. TS, vol. i, 2018-2025, pp. §63~5.
¥ Indian ldealism, p. 138.
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by their very nature self-revealing.””! “ The external
objects, such as blue and yellow, are really non-existent
and knowledge cannot percelve them. Knowledge does
not perceive any reality which is external and the so+called
external reality cannot be the object of knowledge. The
objects of perception such as blue, yellow, etc., do not
really differ from the percepts of blue, yellow, etc. So he
concludes that Vijiiana alone is the existent reality.” 2

(2) No Cocnrtion or an Exrernar Opjrer

A cognition is of the nature of consciousness. It is the
opposite of unconscious matter. Matter does not manifest
itself. But whenever a cognition is produced it manifests
itself. It is non-material and self-manifest.3 Therefore it
can never apprehend an external object.* Consciousness
constitutes the essence of a cognition which, therefore,
apprehends itself. The so-called external object is
supposed to be unconscious. = How, then, can it be
apprehended by a cognition 28 Whenever a cognition
1s produced it appears as consciousness and can, therefore,
be cognized. But when an object is produced it does not
appear as consciousness. Therefore it cannot be cognized.®
A cognition is conscious whereas an object 1s unconscious.
They are fundamentally different in nature. Therefore a
cognition can never apprehend an object in the same
manner as it apprehends itself.? Thus Santaraksita
concludes that a cognition can never apprehend an
external object.

1 TSP, vol. i, 2011, p. §62.

? Dr. Rakesh Ranjan Sharma, The Yogdcira Theory of the External
World, Proceedings, Fifth Indian Oriental Conference, Lahore, vol. i,

p. 886.

8 TS., vol. 1, 2000, p. §59.

¢ Ibid., 1999, p. §59.

5 Tadasya bodhariipatvadyuktam tavat svavedanam. Parasya tvartha-
ripasya tena samvedanam katham. Ibid., 2002, p. 559.

¢ Ibid.,, 2004, p. 560,

7 Ibid., 2003, p. 560.
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It is self-contradictory to hold that an external object,
which is unrelated to a cognition, is apprehended. If it
is distinct from a cognition, and is unrelated to and
independent of it, it can never be apprehended by it.
There is no relation between an external object and an
internal cognition. If there is any relation, it is either
identity or the relation of cause and effect. The realist
does not admit that there is identity between them. Nor
is there any causal relation between them. A cognition
cannot create an object. Nor can an object generate a
cognition. A cognition is produced by the cognition
which immediately precedes it.I Lvery cognition
apprehends itself. It cannot apprehend anything other
than itself, ‘Therefore the cognition of blue also must
be of the nature self-awareness (atmasamvedana).? The
existence of an external object is a needless assumption.

Santaraksita secks to establish that even if an external
object exists, it cannot be apprehended by a cognition. If
it is apprehended, it is apprchended either by a formless
(nirakara) cognition, or by a cognition invested with a
similar form (sikira), or by a cognition endowed with a
different form (anyikara). These are the only possible
alternatives. A cognition cannot apprehend an object
in any of these ways.®

() A Formless Cognition cannor Apprchend an External
Qbject.

The first alternative cannot be maintained. A formless
(nirakira) cognition cannot come into connection with an
external object. So it cannot apprehend it If such a

1 Krsnamacarya’s Introduction to TS, p. 175 also TSP, vol. i,
pp. 569-570.
? TS, vol. i, 2033, p. 570,

8 Ibid., 1999, p- §59-
4 Ibid., 2020, p. 564.
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cognition is supposed to apprehend an object, it cannot
apprehend it as it really is because they are, in reality,
different from each other. The cognition is devoid of
the form of the object. Therefore it cannot apprehend its
real nature, since it has no mode (prakara) to represent it.1

The Nyaya-Vaidesika, the Mimamsaka, and the Jaina
hold that a cognition apprehends an object without being
invested with its form, even as a sword cuts an object
without being invested with its form. A lamp illumines
blue and other objects, but it does not assume their
forms. So a cognition apprehends external objects, but
it does not assume their forms.*

Santaraksita shows that the argument is a false analogy.
The blow of a sword is the cause of separation of the
limbs of an elephant. A lamp makes an object fit for
producing a cognition. But a cognition is not the cause
of any change in the object, So it cannot apprehend it.
On the other hand, an object produces a distinct cognition.
Therefore a cognition which deoes not modify an object,
can never apprehend it.?

Bhadanta Subhagupta 4 argues that a formless cognition
apprehends an object in the same manner asea cognition,
which is in itself formless, is supposed by the Yogicira to
apprehend an unreal form, According to both, a cognition
in itself is formless. But the Yogicira holds that it
apprehends an unreal form superimposed upon it. But
Subhagupta holds that it apprehends a real external
object.5

1 Ibid., z005~6, p. 560,

2 'TS. and TSP, vol. i, 2007, p. 560; NK., p. 124.

3 Thid., 2008, p. 561.

4 Binayatosha Bhattacarya: Foreword, TS., vol. i, pp. lxxxiv—
Ixxxv; 8. C. Vidyibhusana, History of Indian Legic, p. 3465 MM.
Phani Bhiisana Tarkavagifa calls Subhagupta a Vaibhagika in Nydya-
darfana (Bengali), vol. iv, p. 1065.

5 'TS. and TSP, vol. i, 2041, p. 572.

.
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But Santaraksita contends that cognitions cannot be said
to have real knowledge (mukhyasamvedana) of external
objeats because they do not exist. They cannot be said
to have even phenomenal knowledge (bhiktavedana) of
external objects cither because they arise from the same
causal conditions, or because they are related to each other
as cause and effect, or because they are similar to each
other, since external objects do not exist and cannot have
these qualities.!  Cognitions apprehend unreal forms
owing to an illusion. They cannot apprehend them
as they really are inasmuch as they are devoid of reality.
Cognitions are without any foundation in external objects
(nirvisaya).® But cogritions can apprehend themselves as
they really are, since self-revelation constitutes their
distinctive nature.®  Kamaladila concludes that only
illusory cognitions arise owing to avidyd (nescience),
which reveal unreal forms, although there are no external
objects corresponding to them.* Cognitions are not
actually changed into the form of the objects. Nor are
the objects modifications of some kind of * petrified
consciousness "’ as some Vedantists hold. ** All the forms
of cognition®are ultimately to be regarded as illusory, for
even onc¢ identical cognition may have many adiverse
characters revealed in it, and if it be admitted that
cognition has no parts, then it is impossible that one
cognition should have such diverse characters, It is
from this point of view that it has been said that the
cognitions have no intrinsic nature of their own and there-
fore they have no definable nature.”®

178, and TSP, vol. 1., 20424, p. §72.

2 Ibid., 2045-6, p. 573.

3 Ihid,, 2042, p. 572.

1 Kecvalamavidyavasadavisayamevabhitikiropadarfakam  jfidnam
bhrantam jayate, TSP, vol. i, p. §72.

8 Indian Ldealiznn, p. 138,
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(i) A4 Cognition with a Similar Form cannot Apprehend
an Object.

The second alternative also cannot be maintained..” If a
cognition invested with the form of an object (sakira) is
supposed to apprehend the object, then also it cannot
apprehend its real nature. The object is apprehended by
the cognition not directly but through its form which
is reflected in the cognition. The cognition of the object
is not direct and immediate, but indirect and mediate.
Representative knowledge cannot claim to be real
knowledge. It is secondary, derived, phenomenal
(bhakta) knowledge.! Representationism is bound to
lead to phenomenalism.

The modern new realist also offers asimilar criticism of Descartes
and Locke’s representative theory of perception.  According to
this theory, * the mind never perceives anything external to itsclf.
It can perceive only its own ideas or states. What we perceive
is held to be only a picture of what really exists.” * This leads
to an absurd consequence. ‘‘T'he only external world is one that
we can never experience, the only world that we can have any
experience of is the internal world of ideas.  When we attempt to
justify the situation by appealing to inference as the guarantee of
this unexperienceable externality, we are met by the difliculty that
the world we infer can only be made of the matter of experience,
that is, can only be made up of mental pictures in new combina-
tions.”” 2 Thus representationism leads to phenomenalism,

Critical Realism also advocates indirect knowledge of an object.
“Knowledge is not for Critical Realism a direct relation between
mind and object. Knowledge, on the other hand, is a direct
relation to the datum or essence, and this datum or essence is, both
instinctively and reflectively, referred to the external world.
Thus the datum is the means by which objects are known, or is,
again, a ‘ vehicle * of knowledge, but is not itsclf identical with
the object. ... The datum or essence indeed is what mediates

L Pratibimbasya tidripyad bhiaktam syadapi vedanam, T'S., vol. i,
2005, p. 5bo.

2 The New Realism, p. 4.

8 Ibid., p. 5.
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between the knower and the object, and this is possible just
because the essence is the essence of the object. . - Knowledge
cannot in its very nature grasp the material objects in their
existence. What it does is to apprehend their form or pattern, and
this form or pattern is referred to the object of which it is the pattern.” 1

C. E. M. Joad contends that we cannot have any rea/ knowledge
of the external world according to critical realism. * Its analysis
of perception precludes the possibility of any real knowledge of
reality. Perception is a three-termed process involving a knowing
mind or mental state A, the datum or cssence known B, and the
physical object C with whose characteristics the data are in true
perception identical. But if we always and in all circumstances
know B and never in any circumstances know C, we cannot know
anything about C. . . . If we are denied all direct knowledge of the
qualities or what of C, we cannot knewwhether our data do in fact
represwt these qualities or not.” 2

. . E. Turner also criticizes critical realism in a similar

manner. “‘The physical thing and the psychical state . . .
are unquestionably two and mutually independent. . . . Theknower
is confined to the datum, and can never literally inspect the
existent. . . . We have no power of penetrating to the object itself
and intuiting it immediately.’®  On the other hand, we can
‘ immediately intuit ” the sensation.  * You can turn your attention
to the mere sgnsation of light or heat .. . you can consider them
in themselves * 5 but if this immediate intuition is properly to be
called knowledge, then it is plain that our consciousness of material
existents, however it ariscs, is knowledge of a totally different
order. . . . Critical realism posits an ontological dualism between
sign and signate, while 1t further admits that the latter remains
always beyond our immediate intuition ; and this, In essence,
Is noumenalism.” 4

The Sautrantika holds that a cognition with a similar
form apprehends an external object. But Santaraksita
urges that even such a cognition cannot be connected
with the object in its entxrety, and so cannot apprehend 1t
The form of the object is supposed to be imprinted on its

L L. A. Reid, Knowledge and Truth, pp. 125-6 ; the italics are mine.

2 Introduction to Modern Philosophy, pp. 19=20.

8 Critical Realism, pp. 240, 203, 225,

8 A Theory of Direct Realism, p. 126.

® TS, vol. 1, 2036, p. §71. .
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cognition, Therefore the cognition can be connected with
the object in so far as it reflects its form. It canngt be
wholly related to the object. So it cannot apprehehd it.
An illusory cognition with a particular form cannot rightly
apprehend an object. It cannot be known whether the
form of a cognition corresponds to that of its object or
not. A cognition has no inherent real form through which
it may apprehend a particular object.!

The Sautrintika holds that there 1s a similarity
(sarlipya) between the form of an object and that of its
cognition. The similarity is either complete or partial.
If there is complete similarity between a cognition and its
object, a cognition will be as unconscious as its object.
If there is partial similarity between them, the part of the
cognition which is not similar to its object will apprehend
it, and therefore every cognition will apprehend every
object.?

The Sautrantika’s theory of correspondence leads to
another absurd consequence,  He admits that there are
different minds or streams of consciousness. These minds
with their attachment and aversion are apprchended by
the cognition of the enlightened. If there is complete
similarity between the apprehending cognition and the
cognized minds, the former is affected by the attachment
and aversion of the latter. But it is assumed to be pure
and free from all emotions and passions which corrupt
the mind. If there is partial similarity between them,
then also the cognition of the enlightened is partly pure
and partly affected with the impurities of other minds.
But the same cognition cannot possess two contradictory
characters.®  Therefore the correspondence theory is
unsound.

1 TSP, vol. i, 2036, p. §71.

2 TS, vol. 1, 2039, p. 571 ; cf. NVTT,, iv, 2, 33, p. 463.

3 TS. and TS8P, vol. i, 2048, p. 573; cf. NK,, pp. 124-6, and
Indian Psycholoyy : Perception, p®. 366, 371—2.



THE YOGACARA VIJNANAVADA 23

Further, the Sautrintika holds that the forms of external
objects are reflected in the cognitions which apprehend
them: The forms of cognitions arc copies of those of
external objects. They correspond to each other.1

Therefore if the object has one form its cognition also
must have one form, and if the object has many forms its
cognition also must have many forms. In the apprehension
of a picture if the cognition has a single form the picture
also must have a single form. Or if the picture has many
forms the cognition also must have many forms. Other-
wise the cognition and the object cannot be regarded as
similar to each other.? But, as a matter of fact, it 1s found
that a single uniform cognition apprehends a multiform
object, e.g. a picture, This fact falsifies the theory of
correspondence. If the correspondence theory is true,
a cognition cannot apprehend an object. A cognition is
unextended. It is devoid of parts, It is a simple psychosis.
It is not a composite psychosis consisting of many
elementary cognitions which may reflect the forms of a
multiform object. At any rate, the forms of an unextended
cognition cap never represent the spatial characters of its

L Cf. “ The content which we apprehend must have the property of
reproducing something about the object, of conveying in its own medium
the form of the object. The parts of a sensation have the same spatial
arrangement as the parts of the object. (This is not admitted by the
Sautrantika.) Knowledge is the insight into the nature of the object
that is made possible by the contents which reflect it in consciousness.”
(Critical Realism, pp. 218, 200; quoted in 4 Theory of Direct Realism,
p. I31.)

2 Cf. Joachim cxplains Leibnitz’s theory of “ reflection ™ thus: “ It
is not the same identical elements which appear both in the mirror and
in the object. Yet the elements in the two factors, although not identical,
are not barely other. For they are so related, that for each clement on
the one side there is a determinate clement—one and only one—on the
other. Correspondence, therefore, here means being related by a one-
one relation, Two factors, each a one-of-many, ‘correspond’ when
each constituent of the one stands in a one-one relation to a determinate
constituent of the other.” (The Natyre of Truth, p. 9.)
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object.! A cognition cannot, by its very nature, reflect
the mutual externality of its parts? Thus the
correspondence theory pushed to its logical conseqiience
seems to be absurd.

(iit) A Cognition with a Different Form cannot Apprehend
an External Qbject.

If a cognition invested with one form apprehends an
object with another form, then every cognition will
apprehend cvery object and there will be nothing to
restrict a cognition to a particular object. A cognition
cannot be said to apprehend the object by which it is
produced. In that case; the sense-organs would be
apprehended by the cognition which is produced by them.
Thus causality cannot regulate the relation of a cognition
with one form to an object with another.3

Thus Santaraksita concludes that cognitions never

apprehend external objects either with or without their
forms or with different forms.* They themselves rise one
after another without reference to external objects. This
is the nature of cognitions. They apprehend themselves.
Just as the peculiarities of the so-called external objects
cannot be explained, so the peculiarities of cognitions
cannot be explained.® Therefore external objects do not
exist. But there are different streams of consciousness
in which cognitions apprehend themselves. ‘There can
be intercourse between one stream of consciousness
(santina) and another without an objective basis. So
cognition alone (vanaptlmatmta) is the only reality. The
Yogacara idealism is subjectivism but not solipsism.®

1 Contrast. *The parts of a sensation have the same spatial arrange-
ment as the parts of the object.” (Critical Realism.)

z 'T'S. and TSP, vol. i, 2037-8, p. 571.

3 Ibid., vol. i, zo40, p. 572.

¢ TS, vol. 1, 1999, p. §59.

& TSP, vol. i, zor1, p. 562.

8 Ibid.,, 1999, p. 559 see also Th. Stcherbatsky, Buddhiss Logic,
vol. i, pp. §521~-4; Irdian Idealismg pp. 133-4.
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Viacaspati outlines the following arguments of the
Yogicira against the existence of external objects in
Nyayavartikataiparyatika.

Supposing an external object exists, it is apprehended
either by a formless cognition or by a cognition with a
form. If it is apprehended by a formless cognition, it is
apprehended either as merely existing, or as the cause of
the cognition, or as depending upon the same causal
conditions, or as being the substrate of manifestness
produced by the cognition in it.

Firstly, an object cannot be apprehended by a cognition
as merely existing. If it were true, every object would be
apprehended by every. cognition because existence is
common to all objects, and there would be nothing to
restrict a cognition to a particular object. I‘urther, even
non-existent objects ~are apprehended by cognitions.
Therefore mere existence cannot be the determining
condition of apprehension.

Secondly, an object cannot be apprehended by a
cognition because it gives rise toit. The sense-organs also
bring about 3 cognition. But they are not apprehended by
the cognition. Besides, the object and the cognition are
momentary. The object does not exist, when the cognition
appears. Therefore, if it is apprehended at all, it should be
apprehended as past. But, as a matter of fact, an object is
apprehended as present in an act of perception. The causal
theory of perception cannot account for the perception of
an object as present. So the causal theory is unsound.

Thirdly, if the object is said to be apprehended by a
cognition because they are brought into existence to-
gether by the same causal conditions, then the object
can be apprehended as present. But this is not always
possible. The past and the future, though non-existent,
can be apprehended. They cannot possibly be brought
into existence along with their cognitions by the same
causal conditions.



26 INDIAN REALISM

Fourthly, the object cannot be said to be apprehended
by a cogmtlon because it is the substratum of manifestness
produced in it by the cognition. Manifestness (prikatya)
is a property of the object. [t should, therefore, be access-
ible to all persons, like whiteness and other properties.
But, in fact, it is found to be private (asidharana) to the
observing person. The object is manifest to the person
who apprehends it.  Manifestness is produced by a
cognition in the object, even as duality is produced by
the discriminating intellect (apeksabuddhi) of a person.
Both are equally private to the apprehending person.
Further, inference and verbal cognition apprehend past
and future objects. But they cannot produce manifestness
in them because they are non-existent. Therefore the
assumption that a formless cognition apprehends an
external object is groundless,

But it may be held that a cognition invested with a
form apprehends an external object. The cognition with
the form of blue apprehends the blue object. There is a
similarity between the form of the cognition of blue and
the form of the blue object. This is the dgctrine of the
Sautrantika. The Yogacira contends that the object
may be apprehended by the cognition because of its
complete similarity or partial similarity with the cognition.
In the first place, the object is material and unconscious
whereas the cognition 1s a mode of consciousness.
Therefore there cannot be complete similarity between
them, If there is, the cognition will be as unconscious
as the object and thus lose its essential nature.! In the
second place, if there is partial similarity between them,
some part of the cognition, though not similar to the
object, apprehends it, and therefore any cognition will
apprehend every object, and similarity will cease to be
the determining condition of apprehension of a particular

¥ Cf. Jaina criticism.
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object. Therefore a cognition with a form also cannot
apprehend an external object.

Further, two forms are not apprehended. Only one
form is manifested to consciousness. It may be said that
the form of the cognition itself is wrongly ascribed to an
external object. The former is ascribed to the latter either
when the latter is apprchended or not. The external
object is not apprehended, since two forms are not
manifested to consciousness. If the object is not
apprehended, the form of the cognition cannot beascribed
to it. If a white and bright object is not perceived, the
idea of silver cannot be ascribed to it. If the external
object is not perceived; it cannot lead to a proper reaction,
If an unperceived object can induce action, every un-
perceived object will lead to a reaction, which is absurd.
There is no evidence to prove the existence of an external
object because it is never perceived. Therefore the
assumption that a cogmtlon with a form apprehends an
external object also is groundless.

(3) rl.HE Law or SiMULTANEOUS APPRERENSION
(satiopalambhaniyama)

This argument is generally stated thus : The cognized
object (blue) and the apprehending cognition (cognition
of blue) are invariably apprehended rgether (saha).
Therefore they are identical with each other. But
Santaraksita puts the argument in a less objectionable
form. He does not use the word rogether (saha) which
implies difference. He asserts that the apprehension of
the cognition of blue and the apprehension of blue are
one and the same. This identical apprehension is called
sahopalambha, 1t is the apprehension of a cognition that
is always the apprehension of an object. There is no
apprehension of an object distinct from the apprehension
of a cognition. This is called the law of non-distinct

L NVTT,, iv, 2, 93, pp. 462—4.
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apprehension (sahopalambhaniyama). This proves that
there is no difference between the cognized object and the
apprehending cognition,

Santaraksita says : ‘ The cognition of an object is
non-distinct from the cognition of the cognition. They
are not different from each other. The cognition of blue
is non-distinct from the cognition of the cognition of
blue.” * Kamalagila makes it more clear. He emphatically
says : ‘‘ There is one and the same cognition of the
cognized object (jiieya) and of the apprehending cognition
(jiana). The cognition of a cognition 1s the very same
as the cognition of the object.. The cognition of the object
also is the very same as the cognition of its cognition.”” 2
*“ The whole idea inherent in this logic is that the aware-
ness and its object have the same revelation ; whatever
is the apprehension of cognition is also the apprehension
of the blue.” 3

The realist may argue that a cognition and an object are
always related to each other as cognizer (visayin) and
cognized (visaya), and therefore they are always
apprehended together. It is the very nature of a cognition
to apprehend an object. - And it is the very nature of an
object to be apprehended. They are always apprehended
together because they depend upon the same causal
conditions. The sense-organs are not apprehended by
cognitions, though they may be produced together,
because it is not their nature to be apprehended. The
cognition of an object (blue) is produced by the inter-
course of a sense-organ with the object. The cognition
of the sense-organ is never produced. So blue and other
objects are produced as objects apprehended by those
cognitions.*

1 TS, vol. i, z030-1, p. §567.

2 Ya eva hi jidnopalambhal sa eva jfieyasya ya eva jfieyasya sa eva
jfignasya, T8P., vol. 1, p. 568.

3 Indian ldealism, p. 137. ® ¢ TSP, vol. i, p. 569,
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Santaraksita contends that an external object which is
different in nature from a cognition cannot be
apprebended by it. A blue form is apprehended by a
cognition, Therefore they are identical with each other.l
If the object is distinct from the cognition, it cannot be
apprehended because there is no invariable relation
between them. If there is any, it is either identity or
causality. The realist does not admit identity between a
cognition and an object. ‘They cannot be related as
cause and effect because they are supposed to be produced
together at the same time. Even if the cognition were
the effect of the object, it could not apprehend it because,
in that case, a sense-organ also would be apprehended by
the cognition produced by it.

It may be argued that a cogmtlon and an object are
related to each other as cognizer and cognized because
they are produced as such by their causes. This is wrong
because the subject-object-relationship (visayivisayabhava)
is not established. It can be established if an invariable
relation is established between them. There is no other
invariable relation than identity and causality. Therefore
the argument of the realistis unsubstantial. There cannot
be invariably simultaneous apprehension of a cognition
and an object unless they are 1dentical with each other.?

(4) No Evipence ror Tue ExistENce or ay Exrtervan Oejecr

Santaraksita argues that, if a cognition does not assume
the form of an object 1t cannot be said to apprehend it, and
if it does assume the form, there is no evidence for the
existence of an external object.3

Kamalasila points out that if there is any evidence for
its existence, it is either perception or inference. The
Buddhist does not admit any other kind of evidence.

1. TS, vol. i, 2032, p. 569.
2 TSP, vol. i, 20332, pp. 569—570.
3 T8, vol. 1, 20571, p. 574.

[ ]



30 INDIAN REALISM

If an external object is perceived, it is perceived either by
a formless cognition or by a cognition with a form, It
cannot be perccwed by a formless Logmtlon, smce it
cannot come into relation with the cognmon If a
cognition does not take in the form of its object, it cannot
apprehend it. An external object cannot be perceived
by a cognition invested with the form of its object, since
only the form of the cognition 1s perceived and that of the
object is not perceived. Therefore the object may be
inferred but cannot be perceived.t

Bhadanta Subhagupta proves the existence of an
external object by inference. The form of a cognition is
the effect of an external object because of harmony
(samvada) between them.  Santaraksita urges that
harmony means either the capacity for leading to the
attainment of an ecxternal object or the capacity for
producing cognitions of fruitful actions. A subjective
idealist who denies the existence of an external object,
cannot admit the possibility of harmony in the first sense.
Harmony is possible in the sccond sense even if there is no
external object. Mere cognitions can fulfil the practical
needs of life. They are capable of producing cognitions
of fruitful actions. Just as external objects are capable
of producing fruitful actions according to the realist,
so mere cognitions are capable of producing fruitful
actions according to the idealist, since the so-called
objects are non-distinct from cognitions, According to the
Buddhist idealist, the validity of knowledge consists in
the harmony of experience. Dr. B. N. Seul states it thus:
*“'The ultimate criterion of truth i1s found, not in mere
cognitive presentation, but in the correspondence between
the cognitive and the practical activity of the self (stream
of consciousness), which together are supposed to form
the circuit of consciousness. That knowledge is valid
which prompts an activity ending in fruition. Truth is zos

1 TSP, vol. i, z051, p. 574.
[ ]
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self-evidence, nos the agreement between ideas, nor the
agreement of the idea with the reality beyond, if any, for
this cannot be attained direct, but the harmony of
experxcncc (samvada), which is 1mpl1ed when the volitional
reaction, that is prompted by a cognition and that
completes the circuit of consciousness, meets with
fruition, i1.e. realizes its immediate end.” ! Thus the
existence of an external object cannot be inferred from
harmony of experience (samvada). Besides, a cognition
which does not take in the form of an object cannot
apprehend it. The cognition of colour cannot apprehend a
sound. An inferential cognition does not assume the form
of fire. It cannot, therefore, apprehend fire. Thus an
external object can' be neither perceived nor inferred.
Therefore it does not exist.?

Udyotakara argues that an external object (e.g. blue)
which is apprehended as existing out in space external
to the cognition (desavicchedabhiisi) is different from an
internal cognition, because it is an object of valid know-
ledge, because it is not eternal, because it is of the nature
of an effect, because it i3 of the nature of a cause, and
because it haga reason for existence. This argument is
fallacious because even internal cognitions possess all
these characters which are the marks of inference. There-
fore external objects cannot be inferred from internal
cognitions.?

I1. THE METAPHYSICAL ARGUMENT FOR SUBJECTIVE
IDEALISM

The realist argues that if physical objects do not exist
as distinct from cognitions, they cannot be perceived as
such. But, as a matter of fact, they are distinctly perceived
as external (vicchinna) to and independent of cognitions.

Y The Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, pp. 2445,

2 TS, and TSP, vol. i, 20526, pp. 574-5-

3 Ibid., 2057-8, p. 5§76; cf. NV, iv, 2, 32~4, p. 529 (Bib. Ind.).
L 2
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Therefore they do exist. If they are held to be non-
existent, though they are distinctly perceived, cognitions
also should be held to be non-existent, though they are
distinctly perceived.!

Santaraksita contends that the so-called physical object
1s perceived either as a conglomeration of atoms or as a
complex whole composed of atoms, or as a gross object
not made of atoms. The first alternative cannot be main-
tained. Atoms are supersensible. Only gross objects are
perceived. Indivisible atoms are never perceived. They
cannot impart their form of atomicity to cognitions. Or
cognitions cannot reflect the atomicity of atoms. Atoms
are indivisible, and cannot, therefore, be said to be
corporeal. Even if many atoms ate produced together,
they cannot lose their indivisibility and bring about the
cognition of a gross object.?

It may be argued that a conglomeration of similar atoms
with spatial continuity generates the illusion of a gross
object, even as an uninterrupted succession of similar
moments appearing  and disappearing generate the
illusion of permanence. Sintaraksita urges that if the
existence of atoms is already proved, then only the
cognition of a gross object may be regarded as illusory.
But the existence of atoms cannot be regarded as an
established fact. Besides, the cognition of a gross object
is not illusory because it is distinctly apprehended.?

The external object cannot be a complex whole com-
posed of atoms with a distinct existence. We cannot
establish a relation between the whole and its parts. Nor
can the external object be a gross object not com-
posed of atoms. Thus we cannot define the nature
of the so-called external object. Therefore it does
not exist.

1 TS, vol. i, 1965-6.
? Ibid., 1967-1970.
8 TS. and TSP,, vol. i, pp. 552-3.
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The so-called external object is an unreal appearance
(samvrta satya). The only reality is a cognition (citta).!
What s manifested as an external object is, 1n reality,
a cognition, If the cognition also which apprehends the
apparent object 1s regarded as an unreal appearance, it
will lead to total collapse of practical life. So it must be
taken as real. The cognition manifests itself. It is self-
aware (svasamvedya). It is not manifested by any other
cognition. In fact, it does not depend upon any other
condition to reveal itself, It is momentary. It appears
and disappears. It is preceded by other cognitions, and
succeeded by others. Momentary cognitions are related
to one another and form a stream of consciousness
(santina). Every individual, which is nothing but a stream
of consciousness, differs from other individuals. They do
not run into one another. Theyarean irreducible plurality.
The psychic continuum of an adept is pure and free from
mental constructs (kalpana) whereas that of an ordinary
individual 1s tainted with a mass of psychical dispositions
(vdsani) and interwoven with menta] constructs (kalpana)
which are manifested as sense-data, e.g. blue, yellow, and
the like. Thete are two parallel streams of cognitions in
the psychic continuum of an ordinary individual. There
is a core of persisting stream of self-cognitions character-
ized by ego-consciousness, which is called 3layavijfidna ;
and there is another series of object-cognitions or
presentations variegated by blue, yellow, and the like,
which is called pravrttivijiiana. Both the series are, in
reality, not different from the mind or cognition.  They are
nothing but cognitions. The two series are not unrelated
to each other. The manifold series of object-cognitions
(pravrttivijiiana) spring from the series of self-cognitions
(alayavijfiana) owing to the maturescence of psychical
dispositions (vasaniparipika), even as waves appear in the

1 Vasubandhu says in Fimfatikirika that citta, menas (mind), vijfina
(cognition), and wijFapti (apprehension2 are synonymous.
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sea agitated by the wind. Presentations owe their origin
to the mind, and not to external objects.

The dlayavijiiina is called the mind (citta). Manifold
presentations (pravrttivijiiana) are transformations of the
dlayavijiiana. The internal mind or the stream of self-
cognitions is transformed into manifold object-cognitions
in contact with the forms of blue and the like. Thus
subjective self cognitions appear to be objective presenta-
cions of blue, yellow, and the like which serve the practical
needs of life. Object-cocnitions appear to be distinct from
self cognitions, though, in reality, they are identical with
them. Whenavidya with psychical dispositionsis destr oyed
there emerges a pure consciousness free from the
distinction of subject and object and untainted by egoism.
There is no other reality than cognition in the world.
Cognition is the only ontological reality.!

1 Krsnamicarya’s Introduction to TS, pp. 13 ff. Sce FijFaptima-
trardsiddhi (Appendix to The Fournal of the Bikar and Orissa Research
Society, vol. xix, part iv, December, 1933), pp- 4, 6, 12~13, 2§;
Lankdvatdrasitra, Kyoto, 1923, pp. 9, 30, 41—4, 46, 54; Muahiyina-
sdtrélankdra, pp. §8~g; 'T'S. and 'TSP., pp. 581, 582, See TS. and

"T'SP., vols. i-ii, for detailed Yogacira criticisrn of other schools of Indian
philosophy. *
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THE SAUTRANTIKA REALISM : THE REPRIE-
SENTATIVE THEORY OF PERCEPTION

The Sautrantika is a realist. He recognizes the reality
of external objects. But they are not objects of perception.
They are inferred from their cognitions. Cognitions are
effects of external objects which are their causes.
Cognitions are directly perceived ; external objects are
inferred from them as their causes, Thus the Sautrantika,
like Descartes and Locke, advocates the representationist
theory of perception.

He holds that external objects give rise to cognitions
and imprint their forms on them so that the forms of
cognitions correspond to the forms of external objects,
The correspondence between them or similarity of their
forms (sarGipya) is the criterion of truth, The Sautrantika
is an advocate of realism, representationism, and the
correspondence theory of truth.!

Descartes and Locke are advocates of representationism.
Descartes affirms the independent existence of matter as
distinguished from mind. But matter is not directly
perceived ; it is only causally inferred. Adventitious ideas
are modes of mind caused by matter. So the existence of
matter is inferred from them. Locke holds that 1deas are
signs of things, and from ideas we infer things. We
directly perceive ideas, and infer the existence of physical
objects from them. Representationism is based on the
causal notion of perception. ** There is a substance, mind,
on one side, and another substance, matter, on the other,
The latter causes an effect in the former. This is the

1$DS, p. 15.
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sensum ; and because it is an effect, it necessarily leads
to the conclusion that its cause exists. Apprehension of an
object is therefore an inference.” !

The Criticism of the Yogdcdra Idealism

Madhavicira oatlines the arguments of the Sautrantika
against the Yogicara doctrine of the non-existence of the
external world.2

(1) The Yogicira denies the existence of external
objects on the ground that they cannot exist independently
of the cognitions apprehending them. The objects per-
ceived are identical with the percipient cognitions. The
Yogicara, like Berkeley, proves-the identity of objects
with cogmtlons from their 1nvarnbly simultaneous per-
ception (sahopalambhaniyama). ~ The blue and the
cognition of blue are invariably perceived together ;
they are never perceived apart from each other. So they
are identical with each other.

But the Sautrintika urges that if two things are
invariably perceived together, it does not necessarily
follow that they are identical with each other because this
rule is also found in dubious and contrary instances.?
If A and B are invariably perceived together, it does not
necessarily follow that A is identical with B. A sensation
and its content are necessarily experienced together.
The sensation is experience of the content. But this does
not prove that sensation is identical with its content.
This truth may be illustrated by an example from modern
psychology, ‘The intensity of a sensation is always per-
ceived together with its quality. But they are not identical
with each other,

(2) The object cannot be identical with the apprehend-
ing cognition (vijiiana). There is an obvious difference
between them. The cognition is internal (antarmukha)

1 S. Z. Hasan, Realism, p. 63. 2 8.D.S., pp. 14 fI.
3 Ibid., p. 14.
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while the object is external (vahirmukha)., The cognition
is a psychical event. It apprehends an external object.
The 6bject is perceived as different from, and external to,
the cognition. It is extcrnal to the cognition in the sense
that it is independent of it.  Further, the cognition and
the object cannot be invariably referred to the same time
and the same space. So they cannot be said to be per-
ceived together either at the same time or in the same
space. llence they cannot be proved to be identical with
each other.!

(3) If the object were a mere cognition, it would be
apprehended as a mode of the subject. But, as a matter of
fact, the object is never apprehended as a mode of the
subject, but as something different from, and opposed to,
the subject. For instance, a blue object is never presented
to consciousness as ‘7 .am blue 7 but as “ zAis 1s blue 7.2
This clearly shows that the object is not a mere mode
of consciousness. Itis ' given . It is of the nature of the
not-self as opposed to the self. It is the other of the
subject. To reduce the object to a mode of the subject
1s to miss its distinctive character,

(4) The Yogicara argues that though the object 1s
identical with its cognitior: and'is nothing but a mode of
consciousness, yet it is illusorily presented as distinct
from, and external to, the cognition. The object which

1 Jfignasya antarmukhataya jfieyasya vahirmukhataya ca bhedena
pratibhasamanatvadekadedatvaikakilatvalaksanasahatvaniyamasambhavat,
SD.S, p. 14. Cf. In criticizing Berkeley, Johnston observes:
“He never attempted any exhaustive analysis of the actual
process of perception. He draws no distinction between sensations and
sensible gualities; and he even identifics semsations and sensible things
or objects. Tor him the word jdea means at onc and the same time a
sensation in the mind and a réing presented to the mind. . . . He does not
distinguish between the actual process of perception, the particular
experience in the psychical individual, and the thing or object perceived.
His theory suffers scriously from absence of psychological analysis.”
(The Development of Bertkeley's Philosophy, pp. 152—4; the italics are
mine.)

3 SD.S., P 14, ™
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is a mere form of cognition (jiianasvariipa) appears to us
as if it were an external entity owing to an illusion. The
duality of subject (grihaka) and object (grahya).sis an
illusory appearance. Cognition alone is real. What is
really an internal cognition appears to be an external
object.!

The Sautrintika urges that if there are no external
objects at all, we can never assert that internal cognitions
appear to be external objects. The illusory appearance
of externality presupposes the real knowledge of
externality somewhere. If we were completely ighorant
of the external world, we could never speak of the illusory
appearance of externality. - No sensible person would say :
“ Vasubandhu looks like the son of a barren mother.” 2
The sense of objectivity can never be derived from mere
modes of consciousness.

(5) The Sautrantika points out that the Yogicara’s
argument involves a vicious circle. He argues :

(i) The cognized object is identical with the apprehend-
ing cognition because the appearance of their duality
is illusory.

(ii) And the duality or distinction of the cognized object
and the apprchending cognition 1s illusory because they
are, in reality, identical with each other.

Thus the Yogicira proves the identity of the object
with its cognition by holding that the manifestation of
their duality is illusory ; again, he proves the illusoriness
of their duality by holding that they are really identical
with each other, Thus there is mutual dependence
(anyonyasraya).®

(6) The Sautrantika appeals to the verdict of common
sense. We undoubtedly perceive blue and the like as
external objects (bahyameva) and react to them, and pass
over internal cognitions in everyday life. This clearly

! Yadantarjfeyatattvam tadbahirvad avabhasate, ibid., p. 14.
2 Ibid., p. 14. 3 S.DS., p. 14,
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shows that cognitions do not apprehend themselves but
external objects.! Here the Sautrantika does not com-
proml.se his doctrine of represent"{tlomsm but slmply
states the common-sense view. Sankara also gives a
similar argument against the Yopgdcira subjectivism.?
Reid holds that we directly perceive external objects
without the intervention of ideas.

(7) Further, if cognitions were merely subjective modes
of consciousness, they would be all alike formless and
indeterminate. But, in fact, cognitions are diversified
by different objects Wthh impose their forms upon them,
and make them definite and determinate.® The d1ﬂerent
forms of cognitions are due to-the different external
objects. The internal forms of cognitions are copies or
representations of the external forms of objects. We
directly perceive our cognitions. We infer the existence
of external objects from the forms of cognitions which
are imprinted on them by the objects. The objects give
rise to cognitions when they come in contact with the
sense-organs, and impress their forms upon them.4

(8) The Sautrantika advances the following formal
argument to prove the existence of external objects.
Those things which appear at times, while another thing
is uniformly present, must depend upon something else.
The series of self-cognitions (dlayavijfiina) is uniformly
present. But object-cognitions (pravrttivijiiana) appear
occasionally. Therefore they must depend on something
other than the series of self-cognitions. They are caused
by external objects which are independent ofall cognitions.

1 Tbid., 14. 2 §B.S, i, 2, 28.

3 Na hi vittisattaiva tadvedana yuktd tasyah sarvatrivisesat. Tam tu
sariipyam Avidat saripayitum ghatayet. 8.D.8., p. 15; of. NK,, p. 123
NM., pp. 538-9; SD., p. 150.

4 S.D.S., p. 15. Berkeley states the representative theory of perception
thus : “Though the ideas themselves do not exist without the mind,
yet there may be thmgs like them, whereofthcy are copies or resemblances,

which things exist without the mind in an unthinking substance.”
(Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 38.)
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The alayavijiiina is a series of self-cognitions, The
pravrttivijﬁina is a series of object-cognitions. The former
is knowlcdge of the subject or ego (ahamaspada) The
latter is knowledge of the object or non-ego, which
manifests blue and the like. The object-cognitions are
presented to the series of self-cognitions and induce
activity. The ilayavijfiina is literally the home or abode
of cognitions. But it is not the permanent self. The
Buddhist is committed to the doctrine of impermanence.
In the language of William James, the dlayavijfiina is a
stream of passing thoughts which themselves are thinkers.
“ Each pulse of cognitive consciousness, each thought,”
he says, “ dies away and is replaced by another. The other,
among the things it knows, knows its own predecessor,
and finding 1t ‘warm ' greets it, saying : ‘ Thou art
mine, and part of the same self with me’. Fach later
Thought, knowing and including thus the thoughts which
went before, is the final receptacle—and appropriating
them is the final owner—of all that they contain and own.
Each Thought is thus born an owner and dies owned,
transmitting whatever it realized as its self to its own
later proprietor. . .. It is this trick whicle the nascent
thought has of immediately taking up the expiring
thought and ‘ adopting ’ it, which is the foundation of the
appropriation of most of the remoter constituents of the
self.”” 1 This conception of James closely resembles
the dlayavijiiana of the Buddhist. It is the core of the
stream of consciousness. It is the centre of all reference.

The stream of self-cognitions (alayavijfiana) is always
there. The object-cognitions (pravrttivijfidna) occasionally
break in upon the stream of self-cognitions. They must,
therefore, owe their existence to something other than
the stream of self-cognitions. The object-cognitions are
not evolved from within and do not depend upon the
self-cognitions, but they are imposed upon them from

Y The Principles of Psychology, 1890, vol. i, p. 339.
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without by external objects. When sensations of speaking
or walking are forced into my consciousness, though I do
not gpeak or walk at the time, 1 am compelled to admit
that the scnsations are caused by other persons who speak
or walk, since these are not caused by me! Similarly,
the object-cognitions which occasionally break in upon the
stream of self-cognitions, which is uniformly present,
are caused by external objects such as blue and the like.
Thus we must admit the existence of external objects
independent of the stream of self-cognitions (alayavijfiana),
which are the causes of object-cognitions (pravrttivijfidna).2

(9) The Yogacira holds that the occasional appearance
of object-cognitions (pravrttivijiana) is not due to external
objects, but to the maturation of subconscious impressions
(vasanapanpaka) within the stream of consciousness itself.
The variety of object-cognitions or sensations is due to
the variety of subconscious impressions (vdsani) which
appear and disappear in a beginningless series of nescience.
Object-cognitions break in upon the ficld of consciousness
owing to the revival of subconscious impressions in the
same psychic continuum. ‘They are not imposed from
without buf are evolved from: within.  Subconscious
impressions are awakened by those antecedent mental
states with which they were associated in the past, and
are raised to the level of consciousness. The revival
of subconscious impressions is responsible for the
emergence of object-cognitions or sensations. They

L °Th. Stcherbatsky, Buddhist Logic, vol. 1, pp. §21-43; 8. N. Das
Gupta, Indian Idealism, pp. 134, 136; TS, vol. i, 2057, p. 576.
Berkeley also holds that we have inferential knowledge of other finite
spirits.  He says: “1I perceive several motions, changes, and com-
binations of ideas, that inform me there are certain peculiar agents, like
myself, which accompany them and concur in their production.” * We
cannot know the existence of other spirits otherwise than by their
operations, or the idcas by them excited in us.” * Hence, the know]edge
I have of other spirits is not immediate, as is the knowledge of my ideas.”
(Principles of Human Knowledge, pp. 108-9.)

* 5.D.S, p. 15,
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cannot be traced to external objects. Sensations are not
“ given . They are creations of the mind. The Yogicira
advocates unadulterated subjectivism or mentalism.
But the Sautrintika contends that if all subconscious
impressions have a tendency to rise above the threshold
of consciousness, why they should remain at all in the
subconscious level as latent predispositions is un-
intelligible. Then, again, why a particular antecendent
mental state awakens a subconscious impression and
brings it to the level of consciousness is a mystery, It
may be awakencd by all the antecedent mental states in
the same psychic continuum, because they all equally
belong to the same continuum.  If all the antecedent
mental states cannot awaken a subconscious impression,
a single antecedent mental state cannot awaken it either.
Then, again, it is absurd to suppose that all previous
mental states awaken a subconscious impression, and
modify a particular  psychosis. = Thus subconscious
impressions can never account for object-cognitions or
sensations. Hence the Sautrintika concludes that we
must admit the reality of external objects capable of
exciting the sensations of sound, touch, &olour, taste,
smell, and feelings of pleasure and pain occasionally.t

1 8D, p. 16.
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THE YOGACARA’S CRITICISM OF THE
REPRESENTATIVE THEORY OF PERCEPTION

§ 1. Fayanta Bhatta's Account

Jayanta Bhatta gives a lucid account of the subjective
idealism of the Yogicira in Nyayama#ijari. He outlines
the following arguments of the Yogicdra against the
Sautrantika doctrine of representationism.

(1) Firstly, it may be asked why we should admit the
reality of ideas alongy since we do perceive external
objects which are quite unlike our ideas. The Yogarica
replies that the existence of external objects cannot be
proved, He asks : What do we perceive in the per-
ception of the so-called external object? It is either the
form of the internal cognition, or the form of the external
object, or both. If we perceive both the forms—the form
of the cognition representing the form of the object—
realism is established. If we perceive only the form of the
cognition which does not represent the form of the object,
subjective idealism is established. The Yogacira holds
that only one form is manifested to consciousness in the
perception of an object, and it is the form of a cognition.
It cannot be the form of an object, since the object is
material and unconscious, and cannot manifest itself,
It can be manifested to consciousness only through a
cognition, It cannot be apprehended except through the
form of a cognition. Thus the forms of cognitions must
be admitted. What, then, is the use of admitting the
reality of external objects ! The forms of cognitions serve
our purpose. The hypothesis of external objects is
gratuitous. The parsimony of hypotheses demands that

43
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we should recognize the reality of cognitions alone with
their various forms and determinations.

If the realist contends that the cognized object itself
1s the apprehending cognition, and appears as conscious-
ness, there is only a verbal difference between the realist
and the subjective idealist.t The realist holds that the
object breaks up into subject and object while the
Yogicara holds that the consciousness breaks up into
subject and object, Both of them identify the subject
(cognition) with the object and abolish all distinction
between them. The realist may argue that there is a
difference between the percipient cognition and the
perceptible object inasmuch as the former is internal and
the latter is external.?  But this is wrong. The externality
of the object means its externality to the cognition, and
not its externality to the body. The object is external
in the sense that it is extra-mental, and notinthesense that
it is extra-organic. But if the rcalist admits that the
percipient cognition is wot other than the perceptible
object, the object cannot be regarded as external to the
cognition. It cannot be extra-mental becausg it is nothing
but the cognition itsclf.? Thus there is no real difference
between realism and subjective idealism.

Hence the Yogacara concludes that there is no external
world. There is no dispute as to the existence of
cognitions. But the existence of external objects is open
to controversy. Besides, extcrnal objects require
cognitions to manifest or apprehend them. So, for the
sake of parsimony of hypotheses, we must admit the
existence of cognitions only, but not of external objects.
The forms of cognitions are not due to the forms of

1 Ath#rtha eva grihyatmi yah sa eva grohaka it kathyate sa tarhi
prakasa eveti sajfiayam ega viviadah syat, NM., p. 537. This passage
anticipates new realism.

¥ Bahyantarakrto videsah, ibid., p. 537.

3 Grahyat arthat avyatirikta ews grihakah, ibid., p. 537.
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external objects ; they are determinations of conscious-
ness itself.l

(2)+ Secondly, the realist admits that a cognition
manifests an unconscious object which cannot manifest
itself.2 So he must admit that a cognition cannot appre-
hend an object until the cognition itself is first
apprehended, even as a Juminous lamp cannot manifest
other objects, without itself being first perceived. As soon
as a cognition is produced by an object it must be
apprehended, for nothing stands in the way of apprehen-
sion of the cognition. It does not depend upon any other
manifestation, since cognition itself is self-luminous like
a lamp.® Hence as soon 2s a cognition is produced it
must apprehend itself. If a cognition is not apprehended
at the time of its production, it can never be apprehended
at some other time because it will remain the same and
not acquire any new character by virtue of which it will
be apprehended at some other time. If the cognition is
said to be apprehended at some other time by another
cognition, that cognition, again, will require another
cognition to apprehend it and so on, and thus will lead to
infinite regreds. If the cognition of an object be not
apprehended, the object which is manifested by the
cognition can never be apprehended. Hence the realist
must admit that there is apprehension of a cognition
before therc can be apprehension of an object.d So it is
said that an object cannot be perceived unless its
cognition is apprehended.’

1 Ibid., p. 537.

3 Jianam hi prakasakam aprakadasya arthasya bhavadbhirabhyu-
pagamyate, ibid., p. 537.

3 This is a favourite analogy of Indian philosophers. Hamilton also
compares consciousness “ to an internal light, by means of which, and
which alone, what passes in the mind is rendered visible . (Mesaphysics,
vol. 1, p. 183.)

4 Ibd., pp. 537-8.

¥ Apratyaksopalambhasya narthadrsijh prasidhyati, ibid., p. 538.
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It is a fact of experience that sometimes we apprehend
an object and then reflect upon this apprehension, We
have a reflective consciousness of the cognition of an
object such as “ this object is known by me ”. This is a
secondary cognition of the simple apprehension of an
object. A qualified object cannot be known unless its
qualifying adjuncts are known. The apprehension that
“ this object is known by me ”” presupposes apprehension
of the cognition. This clearly shows that a cognition
must Dbe apprehended before an object can be
apprehended.!

(3) Thirdly, the cognition which is apprehended before
its object is apprehended, must have a definite form,
since a formless cognition can never be apprehended. And
if cognitions were devoid of forms, they would never lead
to different reactions. Kven if we admit the existence of
external objects, we cannot but admit the existence of
definite forms of cognitions, Otherwise we can never
explain how different cognitions should apprehend
different objects.> Cognitions, in their essence, are all
alike ; they are of the nature of consciousness. They
differ from one another only in their forrhs or modes.
If cognitions were formless and indeterminate, every
cognition would be able to apprehend all objects without
any distinction. But, as a matter of fact, different
cognitions apprehend different objects. Ior example,
the cognition of blue apprehends the blue object. Why
should it apprehend only the blue object to the exclusion
of all other objects, though it is produced in the presence
of many other objects ? The reason is obvious. It is
endowed with a definite form by virtue of which it can
apprehend only a blue object. If it were not so, it would
not always be followed by the same reaction. It cannot
be argued that the cognition of blue apprehends the blue
object because it is produced by it. In that case, the

1 Tbid., p. 538. 2 Ibid., p. 538.
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cognition of blue should apprehend the imperceptible
sense-organs also which produce it.  But this is not the
case, -, Hence we must admit that there is a definite form
of the cognition of blue by virtue of which it apprehends
only a blue object and leads to the same reaction. The
Yogicara goes further and holds that there is no external
object other than the apprehending cognition with a
definite form. The form is inherent in the cognition
itself, and not in an external object.

(4) Fourthly, the Yogacira criticizes the Sautrintika
doctrine that external objects are inferred from our
cognitions which are impressed with the forms of the
objects. Consciousness, which is formless and indeter-
minate in itself, is modified in different ways by external
objects, even as a crystal, which is transparent by nature,
is coloured by its contact with lac, The different forms
of consciousness are produced by the different external
objects which are inferred from them.?

The Yogacira urges that this argument is wrong.
Even if we suppose that cognitions have definite forms
in the presence of their obJects, we never perceive formless
and indeterminate cognitions in the absence of objects,
The method of difference cannot be applied here. The
method of agreement cannot yicld a certain conclusion
unless it is supplemented by the method of difference.
The Sautrantika cannot, therefore, legitimately conclude
that the forms of cognitions are produced by the forms
of external objects.?

Further, the analogy ofcrystal and lac is notappropriate.
The crystal, which is by nature transparent, assumes a
red colour when it comes in contact with lac. But we
never perceive an indeterminate cognition which assumes
- a definite form in contact with an object. We perceive the
natural transparence of crystal, the red colour of lac,
and the colour of the crystal as modified by its red colour.

1 Ibid., p. 538. 2 NM., ppy538-9. 3 Ibid., p. 539.
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But we never perceive a formless and indeterminate
cognition before it assumes the form of an object, nor
the form of the object as distinct from the form ¢f the
cognition.!

There cannot be two forms, the form of cognition as well
as the form of the object, since we are not conscious of
them. The assumption of two forms will lead to infinite
regress. If both the form of the object and the form of its
cognition produced by it are percexved the former will
be perceived by a determinate cognition with a definite
form. And this determinate cognition, again, being the
object of apprehension, will be perceived by another
determinate coghition, aud so on. 1f the form of the object
is said to be apprehended by a determinate cognition
which is self-luminous and apprehends itself without
depending upon any other determinate cognition, it is
needless to assume the existence of the form of the object
as distinct from the self-luminous determinate cognition
because it is never manifested to consciousness. If the
determinate cognition itself is said to be an obiject, there
is only a verbal difference between realism and idealism.
In fact, cognitions themselves should be regarded as
endowed with the forms of blueand the like. The hypo-
thesis of external objects is needless and unwarranted.?

(5) Fifthly, if it be argued that consciousness in itself
is formless and indeterminate, and consequently its
determinations and mod1ﬁcat10ns must be due to some
other cause, the Yogacira replies that the determinations
of consciousness are caused by subconscious impressions
due to avidyd (nescience). The variety in the modes
or determinations of consciousness is due to the variety of
subconscious impressions originating in a beginningless
series of avidyd.® Cognitions (jiiana) and subconscious

1 Ibid., p. 539. _ 2 NM,, p. 539.
8 Svatah svacchamapi jfifnam anadyavidyavasandvibhavena tatta-
danelakarakalugyardsitavapuriva pgakasate, ibid., p. 539.
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impressions (vasani) are connected with each other as
causes and effects, like seeds and sprouts, forming an
unentling series. Hence it is needless to assume the
existence of inferrible external objects to account for the
variety of determinate cognitions, since it can be easily
explained by the variety of subconscious impressions
within the stream of consciousness itself. The so-called
external objects are nothing but the forms or determina-
tions of consciousness itself.l

(6) Sixthly, we distinctly apprehend cognitions without
external objects in dreams, illusions, hallucinations,
recollections, and the like. These are subjective forms of
cognitions without apy._external. objects corresponding
to them.2 Hence it is established that the forms or deter-
minations of conscioushess are inherent in the cognitions
themselves, and not due to the forms of external objects.
It cannot be said that the form (Akira) is neither inherent
in the object, nor in the cognition, but arises out of the
relationship of the cognition with the object. If we first
perceived a formless object separately, then a formless
cognition separately, and at last the form of the cognition
and the form of the object coming into relationship
with each other, then only we would be able to say that
the form of the cognition arises out of the relationship
of the cognition with its object. But this is not the usual
order of our experience. So the form of a cognition cannot
be said to be due to the relationship of the cognition with
its object. It is admitted by all that dreams and similar
states are determinate cognitions independent of external
objects. Our waking perceptions are on the same footing
with dreams and the like. They also are determinate
cognitions independent of external objects.

1 Anadivasandvaicitryaracitajfidnavaicitryopapatteh krtamanumeyenapi
bahyenartheneti jfifnasydyamevikara it siddham, NM., p. 539.
2 Cf. Y.B, iv, 14.
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§ 2. Parthasdrathimifra’s Account

Parthasirathimiéra sets forth the following arguments
of the Yogicara against the Sautrintika realisin in
Sastradipika.

The Yogicira holds that a cognition apprehends itself.
It does not apprehend an external object. If an external
object distinct from the apprehending cognition is
apprehended by it, we cannot account for the cognitive
relation and define the nature of cognizability (vedyatva)
of the object.

(1) Objectivity (arthatva) cannot constitute cogniza-
bility (vedyatva). An object is not apprehended by a
cognition because it is an object.. If an object by its
very nature is apprehended, every object will be
apprehended by every cognition, and there will be nothing
to restrict a particular coghition to a particular object.
So an object cannot be said to be apprehended because it
is a mere object.

Causality (hetutva) may be said to account for the
relation of a particular cognition to a particular object.
It may be regarded as the restricting cordition. An
object may be said to be apprehended by that cognition
which is produced by it. But the sense-organs also
produce a cognition, and should be apprehended by it.
But they are regarded as imperceptible. So causality
cannot be regarded as the restrictive condition.

Causality together with similarity (sidréya) may be
said to account for the cognitive relation. The sense-
organs produce a cognition, but they are not similar to
it. That is the reason why they are not apprehended.
But a blue object is the cause of the cognition ot ** blue ”,
and is similar to it. So it is apprehended by the cognition.
But if causality and similarity be regarded as the grounds
of the cognitive relation, the immediately preceding
cognition (samanantarapratyaya) will be apprehended by
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the succeeding cognition, since it gives rise to it and is
similar to it. But the immediately preceding cognition
is not apprehended by the succeeding cognition.!

(2) The Sautrantika holds that consciousness is
common to all cognitions, but the blue form is the special
mark of the cognition of * blue ” which is similar to a
blue object. An object 1s apprehended by that cognition
which 1s similar to 1t in its specific form. But the
Yogicara contends that in a serial cognition of *“ blue ”
(dharavahikajiina) the preceding cognition resembles
the succeeding cognition in form, and yet the former is not
apprehended by the latter. So similarity in form cannot
account for the cognitive relation.?

(3) The Sautrintika urges that mere similarity in form
does not account for cognizability of an object. He holds
that an object is apprehended by a cognition, which
imparts its special form to the cognition. A cognition,
in itself, is formless ; but when it is related to 1ts object,
it assumes its form. But the immediately preceding
cognition does not impart any such form as blue or the
like to the succeeding cognition. So the former is not
apprchended by the latter. If the preceding cognition
did impart its form to the succeeding cognition, the
cognition of “ blue ” would always be followed by the
cognition of “ blue”, and there Would be no variety
of cognitions such as those of ““ blue” yellow , and
the like in the same stream of conscxousness since similar
causes cannot produce dissimilar effects. Hence the
Sautrintika concludes that the variety of cognitions is
due to the variety of external objects such as blue, yellow,
and the like which are presented to them ; the external
objects are obiects of cognition.® 1f there were no external
objects, there would be a uniform series of similar
cognitions. The variety of cognitions cannot be produced
by the immediately preceding cognitions. The cognition

1 8D, p. 148. 2 Ibid,, p. 148. 8 8D, pp. 148-9.
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of “ blue " can give rise to a series of similar cognitions.
It cannot give rise to a variety of cognitions. So a variety
of objects is inferred from a varicty of cognitiond.!

The Yogacira urges that an object is not apprehended
by a cognition because it produces the cognition and
imparts its form to it. There is nothing to prove that an
object produces a cognition and imparts its form to it.
The variety of cognitions is not due to the variety of
external objects, but to the variety of immediately
preceding cognitions. Everybody admits that the variety
of dream-coguitions is produced by the variety of
immediately preceding cognitions or subconscious
impressions in the absence of external objects. Similarly,
the variety of waking cogaitions also is produced by the
variety of immediately preceding cognitions or sub-
conscious impressions, and it is needless to assume the
existence of external objeets.? Hence an object cannot be
said to be apprehended by a cognition because it produces
the cognition and imparts its form to it.

Berkeley also similarly argues : *° What reason can
induce us to believe the existence of bodies without the
mind, from what we perceive, since the very patrons of
Matter themselves do not pretend there 1s any necessary
connection betwixt them and our ideas ? I say it is
granted on all hands—and what happens in dreams,
frenzies, and the like, puts it beyond dispute—that it is
possible we might be affccted with all the ideas we have
now, though therc were no bodies existing without
resembling them. Hence, it is evident the supposition
of external bodies is not necessary for the producing
our ideas ; since it is granted they are produced some-
times, and might possibly be produced always in the same
order we see them in at present, without their
concurrence.” ®

1 Tbid., p. 149. 2 8D., pp. 150-1.
3 The Principles of Huwan Knowledge, p. 45.
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(4) Further, the Yogacara urges that an object cannot
be said to be apprehended if it is accepted or rejected
The cogmzablhty of an object cannot depend upon its
pragmatic use. If it were truc, the atoms of a blue object
and its tastes and other quahtles would be apprehended
by the cognition of ** blue ", since these also are accepted
when the blue object is accepted. But, in fact, only the
blue object is apprehended by the cognition of “ bluc "
If it is urged that only a substance is accepted, and not its
qualities such as tastes and the like, then blue colour
cannot be apprehended because it cannot be accepted.
Further, all actions are the means to the attainment of
pleasure ; but pleasure, which 1s a mental state, is
incapable of being accepted, and cannot therefore be
apprehended. But, as a matter of fact, pleasure is per-
ceived, though it is not accepted. Pleasure is the effect
of the acceptance of an agreeable object. When pleasure
has already been felt, there is no scope for further accept-
ance. Hence the cogmzability of an object does not
depend upon its use in the form of acceptance.

It may be urged that the use of an object is not confined
to its acceptance. The use of a name also is included in it.
The cognizability of an object depends upon its being
denoted by a name. The blue is cognized because it is
denoted by the word “‘ blue ”’, which depends upon the
cognition of blue. This accounts for the cognition of
pleasure. Pleasure is apprehended because it is denoted by
the word * pleasure” ; and the use of the word
“ pleasure ”” depends upon the cognition of pleasure.

The Yogacira contends that if the use of an object
depends upon its being expressed by a name, acceptance
also should be regarded as a kind of use, since it is
expressed by a name ; and a substance being accepted and
thus apprehended, its constituent atoms also would be
apprehended—which is not the case. Further, the
cognizability of an object doesenot depend upon the use



54 INDIAN REALISM

of a name ; on the other hand, the use of a name depends
upon the cognition of an object. There can be no yse of a
mere name independent of the cognition of an ‘object.
A name and its object are related to each other as the
denoter and the denoted. A name is the sign of the object
which is signified by it. It denotes that object the cogni-
tion of which 1s produced by it. Hence the ascertainment
of the denotation of a name depends upon the ascertain-
ment of the object of the cognition. If the latter is held to
depend upon the former, there will be mutual dependence
or arguing in a circle. Thus an object can be expressed by
a name only when the cobject of the corresponding cogni-
tion has already been. ascertained.  Therefore, the
cognizability of an object does not depend upon its being
expressed by a name or being accepted. An external
object can never be apprehended. IHence the Yogacira
concludes that the cognizability of an object consists in
its identity with the apprehending cognition, An object
of cognition must be of the nature of cognition ; it
cannot be anything distinct from cognition.}

(5) Further, the Yogacara urges that eveneif an external
object exists, it cannot be apprehended by a cognition.
Both the object and its cognition are momentary. The
object is the cause. The cognition is the effect. When the
cognition has appeared, the object has vanished. There-
fore the cognition cannot apprehend the object.

The Sautrintika replies that coexistence at the same
time is not the necessary condition of the relation between
the cognition and its object. The cognition and the object
need not necessarily coexist at the same time in order that
the former may apprehend the latter. An object is
apprehended by a cognition to which it imparts its form,

The Yogiacira contends that in the cognition of “blue ”
the blue form is manifested to consciousness as a present
form which cannot be the form of the object which has

L 8D, pp. 151~2; c¥. Berkeley : Esse is percipi.
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disappeared. So the form manifested in the cognition
must be the form of the cognition itself which is present.
The form of an external object cannot be manifested in an
internal cognition. Hence a cognition can never appre-
hend an external object.!

(6) The Sautrantika holds that an external object is
inferred from the cognition produced by it. The cognition
is directly perceived. But the object is inferred from the
cognition, The Yogicira asks how an inferrible object
can be said to be perceived. The Sautrantika replies that
an object, which directly imparts its form to a cognition
without the help of another cognition, is said to be
perceived, while an object, which imparts its form to a
cognition through the medium of some other cognition,
is said to be inferred. Fire is said to be inferred because
it produces the cognition of fire through the medium of
the cognition of smoke. Perception and inference are the
two means of valid knowledge because the object is
different from its cognition. If the object were identical
with its cognition, perception would be the only means of
valid knowledge, since all cognitionsare directly perceived.
But if the object 1s not identical with its cognition, its
existence can be ascertained from its cognition as its
cause. When the object directly imparts its form to the
cognition produced by it, it is said to be perceived by
the cognition. When the object indirectly imparts its
form to its cognition with the help of other cognitions,
it is said to be inferred. Hence the validity of a cognition
consists in its similarity with its object, which proves the
existence of the object.2 The cognition of silver in a shell
is illusory because it is not similar to the shell which
produces it. If the sxmllanty of a cognition with its object
were not the test of its valdity, any cognition would
apprehend any object, and prove its reality.

The Yogicara repeats that there 1s no necessary

1 8D, p. 149. * 8D., pp. 149-150.
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connection between an object and a cognition. There is
no evidence to show that an object produces a cognition
and imprints its form on it. The form manifesttd to
consciousness is the form of the cognition itself. The
cognition is directly perceived. It is the only object of
perception. The so-called external object is not inferred
from its cognition. The varlety of cognitions is due to the
variety of subconscious 1mpres51ons ‘The hypothesis of
external objects is gratuitous.

§ 3. Sridhara’s Account

Sridhara outlines the following arguments of the
Yogacira against the Sautrantika realism in Nyayakandals.

The question is ‘asked what is apprehended by a
cognition with a definite form (sakira jfiana). It is either
the form of the object, ot that of the cognition itself, or
both. Both the forms canmot be apprehended by the
cognition, since only one form is always manifested to
consciousness such as ““this is blue ”’. Then the cognition
apprehends either the form of the object or its own form.
The cognition cannot apprehend the form of the object,
since at the time when the object exists in itself the cogni-
tion does not come into being, and when the cognition
comes into being the object disappears. Hencea cognition
cannot apprehend a past object as existing at present. The
cognition cannot be said to apprehend the moment
existing along with the cognition as present, since the
moment of time is never held to be the object of apprehen-
sion,

Irurther, if a cognition apprehends the form of its
object, why should a particular cognition apprehend a
particular object ? There is no identity (tadatmya) between
the cognition and the object, which may restrict the
cognition to the object, If the cognition is produced by
the object, then also it cannot be restricted to the object.
The sense-organs produce a cognition, but they are never
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apprehended by the cognition. It may be held that a
cognition apprehends that object which imparts its form
to the cognition. If similarity of form (tadakarata) be held
to be the restrictive agent, then one moment of blue
should apprehend another moment of blue because they
possess the same form, which 1s not the case. It may be
argued that a cognition alone can, by its very nature,
apprehend an object, and an object can never apprehend
another object. In that case, a single cognition of blue
would apprehend all moments of blue, since it possesses
the blue form in common with all moments of blue.

The Sautrantika argues that a cognition qpprehends
that object only which gives rise to the cognition and
imparts its form to it. In that case, the sense-organs and
the immediately preceding cognition too would be
apprehended by the cognition, since the cognition is
produced by them also and bears resemblance to them.
The cognition apprehends that object which is the
appropriate object of a sense-organ, and is thus similar
to the sense-organ. And the cognition is of the nature of
consciousnegs, and is thus similar to the preceding
cognition. This is not right. These resemblances of the
cognition to the sense-organs and the preceding cognition
are common to all cognitions. The peculiar property of a
cognition is its similarity with the object (visayasariipya).
The form of blue can exist only in the cognition of blue
produced by a blue object. It is the specific property of
a cognition that restricts it to a particular object. Itis on
account of this similarity with the object that it apprehends
a particular object. The sense-organs and the preceding
cognition which produce the cognition cannot restrict it
to a particular object.

This argument 1s unsubstantial. If a cognition is held
to apprehend an object because of its similarity with the
object, then in a serial cognition (dharavahikavijiiana)
the succeeding cognition will apprehend the preceding
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cognition which apprehends the same object. The
Sautrantika asserts that it is the blue object which imparts
the blue form to the cognition, and this is the reasoh why
the blue object is apprehended by the cognition of blue.
But in a serial cognition the blue form of the cognition
is not produced by the blue form of the preceding
cognition, but by the blue form of the object. This is
proved by the method of agreement and the method of
difference. 'The cognition of the blue form exists only
when the blue object exists. It does not exist, when the
blue object does not exist. On the other hand, a cognition
has only the power of bringing about a form of con-
sciousness. It can never produce the form of an object
in a cognition.

'The Yogicira contends that no reason is given why
only that object is apprehended by a cognition, which
imparts its form to it.  If the blue object is held to be
cognizable by the cognition of blue by its very nature,
it is the Law of Nature (svabhivaniyama) that governs
the relation between a cognition and an object, and it is
needless to assume that the object imprints dts form on
the cognition. The act of cognition apprehends the object
by its very nature without being invested with the form
of the object, even as the act of cutting is related to a tree
by its very nature without being invested with the form
of the tree. The nature of the cognition and that of the
object are such that the cognition apprehends the object,
and the object is apprehended by the cognition. The
relation of a cognition to an object is due to the nature of
the cognition itself, and not to the form of the object.!
The Yogicira refutes the Sautrintika doctrine here with
the Nyiya-Vaiéesika argument. Therefore it is needless
to assume that the form of an external object is indirectly
known through the form of its cognition. In fact, the
Yogacara does not recognize the reality of external objects.

1 NK., .p. 123—4.
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He believes in the presentative theory of perception by
cutting off external objects. Perception is direct and
immediate. It directly apprehends cognitions. It does
not apprehend external objects because they do not exist.
Thus the Yogacira’s theory of immediate perception is
similar to Berkeley’s theory!  According to both,
cognitions or ideas alone are directly perceived.

§ 4. The Vaibhisika Criticism of the Sautrantika Realism

It will not be out of place to contrast the Yogicira theory
with the Vaibhasika theory of immediate perception.
The Yogicara is a subjectivist. - The Vaibhisika is a
realist. He holds that momentary external objects are
real and are directly perceived.

Madhavacirya gives the Vaibhisika criticism of the
Sautrantika doctrine n Sarvedarianasamgraha.  The
Vaibhisika contends that it is self-contradictory to assert
that sensible objects are inferrible. The Sautrintika
holds that external objects are inferred, and never
perceived. But inference is based on an observation of
invariable Concomitance (vyapti) between the mark of
inference and the inferred property. This invariable
concomitance 1s the ground of inference, and cannot,
thercfore, be dertved from inference. Hence it must bc
derived from perception. Thus perception is the ultimate
ground of inference. But the Sautrintika denies per-
ception of all objects. If there is no perception of an
external object, it can never be an object of inference.?

Y Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 38.

2 “We could never know whether our ideas did copy reality unless
we already had a direct apprehension of reality.” (Izlmlzmz p. 29.)
“ Indircct or representanvc knowledge implies direct acquaintance at
some point.” (A4 §iudy in Realism, p. 11.) “ It is manifest that repre-
sentation cannot be the whole of knowledge, for no one can know that
anything represents anything else without apprehending the repre-

sentative non-representatively, and without apprehending the connection
between representative and original nan-representatively.” (Ibid., p. 209.)
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Besides, the Sautrintika doctrine contradicts the ex-
perience of all mankind. Everybody directly perceives
external objects.! Therefore the representative theory
of perception is wrong. The Vaibhasika recognizes the
existence of external objects which are directly perceived.
He holds to the doctrine of direct realism. He believes
in the presentative theory of perception. But he does not
recognize the permanence of external objects. They are
momentary but directly perceivable.

1 8.D.S, p. 43.



CHAPTER 1V
THE JAINA REALISM
§ 1. Mallisena’s Exposition of the Yogacara Idealism

Mallisena, a Jaina philosopher, elaborates some of the
arguments of the Yogicira and criticizes them in
Syddvidamaiijari. ‘The Yogacara holds that mere
cognition free from the distinction of subject and object
is the only reality. An external object does not exist, since
its existence cannot be proved. The non-existence of an
external object may be proved by a series of dilemmas.

(1) If the external object exists, it is either an aggregate
of simple atoms or a complex body with an existence over
and above that of the constituent atoms. It cannot be an
aggregate of simple atoms, since their existence cannot
be proved either by perceptlon or by inference. We never
percewe atoms, We percaive only gross objects like
jars, posts, ‘and the like. The yogins are said to perceive
atoms. But the perception of the yogins being far
removed from that of ordinary men like us, it can be
accepted on faith only. The existence of atoms cannot be
established by inference. Inference depends upon an
observation of invariable concomitance of the middle
term and the major term. Atoms are to be inferred : they
constitute the major term. They are imperceptible. So
their invariable concomitance with the middle term or the
ground of inference can never be perceived. Thus the
existence of atoms can be neither perceived nor inferred.

Then, again, atoms are either eternal or non-eternal.
If they are cternal, they produce their effects gradually
or all at once. They cannot produce their effects gradually,
for, in that case, they slowly change in their nature and
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are non-eternal, which is contrary to our hypothesis. Nor
can they produce their effects all at once, for, in that case,
all their causal efficiency being exhausted in one mothent,
they cease to exist in the next moment inasmuch as
existence consists in causal efficiency. If the atoms are
non-eternal, they are either momentary or last for a short
space of time. If they are momentary, they are either
caused or uncaused. If they are uncaused, they exist
always or never at all, since they do not depend on any
cause. If they are caused, they are caused either by gross
matter or by atoms. They are not caused by gross matter,
since there is no gross matter at all. The external object
is an aggregate of atoms by hypothesis. If momentary
atoms are caused by other atoms, these atoms produce
their effects while they are existing, or non-existing, or
both existing and non-existing, = If they produce their
effects while they are existing, they do it either at
the moment when they come into being or at a subsequent
moment, They cannot produce their effects at the first
moment, since they are engaged in coming into existence
at the time. If they produce their effects while they come
into being, then being, acting, and causality are all one.
If the mere existence of atoms be the cause of production
of their effects, the atoms of colour will be the cause of
the atoms of taste, since they do not differ from each
other so far as their existence is concerned, and there will
be nothing to regulate the production of the atoms of
colour from the atoms of colour only, and not from the
atoms of taste. If the atoms produce their effects while
they are non-existent, they will be perpetually producing
their effects except in the moments of their existence,
since they will be non-existent all the time except at the
time of their existence. The atoms cannot produce their
effects while they are both existent and non-existent,
since this alternative involves the difficulties of both the
alternatives. Therefore the atoms are not momentary.
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The atoms cannot exist for more than one moment and
last for a short space of time. This alternative involves
all the difficulties of the other alternative, viz. the moment-
ariness of atoms. Moreover, these atoms lasting for some
time either produce effects or not. If they do not produce
any effects, they are non-existent since existence consists
in producing effects. If they produce effects, their effects
are either existing, or non-existing, or both existing and
non-existing. If the effects produced by the atoms are
non-existent, the atoms have produced nothing. If the
effects are existing, the atoms have produced something
that is already existing which leads to infinite regress.
If the effects are both existing and non-existing, this
position will involve the difficulties of both the alternatives.
So the external object cannot be of the nature of atoms.
The external object cannot be a complex body which
has an existence over and above that of the constituent
atoms. If a single atom cannot be established, a complex
body also which is made up of many atoms cannot be
established. Without atoms the gross body, which is a
mere aggregate of atoms, is a mere name. If the gross
body is made up of many atoms, the constituent atoms are
in conflict with one another or not. If they are in conflict
with one another, they are endowed with contradictory
qualities and neutralize one another, and cannot, therefore,
constitute a complex body. If they are not in conflict with
one another, they contradict our experience, We do
find in a single gross object that some parts are at rest
while others are in motion, some parts are red while others
are not-red, some parts are covered while others are
uncovered. Thus the parts of a gross body with contra-
dictory qualities are in conflict with one another.
Further, there are difficulties as to the existence of the
whole in its parts, Does the whole exist in the atoms
wholly or partially 7 If the whole exists in each atom
wholly, it is exhausted in a single atom and cannot exist
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in other atoms. Again, if the whole body exists in a single
atom entirely, there will be as many bodies as there are
atoms. If the whole body exists partially in eack atom,
the atom will cease to be indivisible. 1f an atom is made
of parts, they are cither different or non-different from
the atom. If they are different from the atom, they
exist in their parts either wholly or partially. 1f they are
non-different from the atom, it cannot be said to have
parts. Therefore there is no external object.!

(2) Cognition alone is real. It assumes the forms of blue
and the like. The so-called external objects are mere forms
of cognitions. The cognitions of jars, cloths, and the like
are not produced by external objects. They are objectless
(mralambma) Thcy are excited by beginningless, false
subconscious impressions (V.lsam) They have no ()bjects
like illusions and dreams. ‘There is no object of perception
distinct from the percipient cognition. Mere cognition
free from the distinction of subject and object is
manifested to consciousness. An external object does not
exist. A subconscious impression (vasani) produces the
appearance of an external object.2 The so-called external
object is material, and cannot, therefore, be manifested
to consciousness. It has been well said : “ If blue is
perceived, it cannot to be external. If it is not perceived,
it cannot be said to be external.” 3 If blue is perceived, it
is not independent of perception. If it is not perceived,
we have no authority to assert that it is external. Thus
whatever is perceived is reduced to a cognition.

Berkeley similarly argues : 1 ask whether those
supposed originals or external things, of which our ideas
are the pictures or representations, be themselves per-
ceivable or no ? If they are, then they are ideas and we

1 8 V.M, pp. 108-110.

? Vasaniluthitam cittamarthabhdsamm pravartate, ibid., p. 111,

8 Yadi samvedyate nilam katham bahyam taducyate. Nacct samved-
yate nilam katham bihyam taducyate. 1bid,, p. 110 (cf. Berkeley);
cf. 8D, p. 147.
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have gained our point ; but if you say they are not, I
appeal to any one whether it be sense to assert a colour
is likes something which is invisible ; hard or soft, like
somethmg which 1s intangible ; and so of the rest. "1

§ 2. Mallisena’s Criticism of the Yogdcara ldealism

(1) Cognition is an act (kriy). Itis an act of knowing
an object. It must have an object. The act of cognition
is directed to an object. It 1s an act by which an object
is known. An objectless cognition is impossible2 An
illusion is not absolutely objectless. The illusory per-
ception of hairs in the sky presupposes perception of real
hairs at some other time and place. Dreams also are
recollections of objects actually perceived in the past.
Neither illusions nor dreams are absolutely objectless.?
The object which is apprehended by a cognition is
external, The cognition of externality cannot be said to
be illusory, since an illusion consists in the apprehension
of an object actually perceived in the past and attributed
to another object perceived at present owing to defects of
the sense-organs and the like. An illusion presupposes
perception of an external object at some other time and
place. It is not without a substratum in external objects.
Therefore it cannot disprove the existence of external
objects.?

(2) An external object has practical efficiency ; it
produces effects and fulfils our needs. So the cognition
of an external object cannot be said to be illusory. If it
is supposed to be illusory in spite of its practical efficiency,
the distinction between valid perception and illusory
perception will be abolished, and the satisfaction of a
person eating real sweetmeat will be the same as that of

L Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 38

? Nirvisaydyd jfiapteraghatanat, 8.V.M., p. 111; cf. Riminuja.

3 Cf. NB,, iv, 2, 34; NK,, p. 185, and SV., Nirdlambanavada,
pp- 197-9, and NR.

¢t S V.M, p. 111
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a person who dreams of eating sweetmeat.! But real
sweetmeat is never the same as imaginary sweetmeat.
There is a distinction between real things and imaginary
things. Real things serve our practical purposes, But
imaginary things have absolutely no practical use. There-
fore the existence of external objects i1s proved by their
pragmatic value,

(3) The Jaina admits the existence of both a complex
body and the atoms which compose it. The existence of
atoms 1s proved by perception and inference. The atoms
are perceived, in a way, when their effects, jars and the
like, are perceived. And they are directly perceived by
yogins. We cannot perceive them owing to their subtlety,
The existence of atoms is proved. by inference also as
causes of complex bodies. Without atoms we cannot
explain gross bodies. A gross body is not always made of
atoms, It is sometimes made of gross parts. For instance,
a cloth is made of threads. The dtman (self) and the
akaga (ether) are not made of matter at all. Where,
however, a gross body is made of atoms, the atoms are
somehow combined by such forces as time and other
conditions, and producc a gross body. Thus there is real
production of a gross body by atoms.

The Jaina admits that a body is one and yet manifold
so that in the same body some parts are at rest while
others are in motion, and so on. Whether the parts of a
body are in conflict with one another or in harmony with
one another presents no difficulty to the Jaina who
is an advocate of pluralistic realism or relativism
(anekantavida). The Jaina is not perplexed by the
question whether the gross body exists in the constituent
atoms wholly or partially. He holds that the complex
whole exists in its parts inseparably.?

1 Ibid, p. 1115 cf. $.D.8, p. 14; cf. Kant. If the idea of an object
proves its existence, the idea of a hundred dollars in my pocket will
prove their actual existence in it. % 5.V.M., pp. 111-12.
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(4) If there 1s no external object at all, we cannot have
a definite perception of blue in the absence of a blue
object. The Yogicara holds that the blue object which
we perceive is the form of a cognition, But this contra-
dicts our experience. The object is perceived as external.
If the blue object which is perceived were a mere form
of cognition, it would be perceived as ‘7 am blue”
and not as * #4is is blue "'}

‘The Yogacira may say that there are many forms of
cognition, some of which are cognitions of “ 17, while
others are cognitions of *‘ this ’. Both the self and the
not-self are really forms of cognition. The Jaina urges
that the self and the not-self are not of the same nature.
The self is not the same for all. But the not-self or object
is the same for all. My self is known as “ 1’ by me. But
it is known as *‘ you ”’ by another person. But the object
is fixed ; it is perceived as the same by all. It may be said
that a blue object is perceived as yellow by a jaundiced
person ; so the object is not the same for all. But this is
a case of 1illusion and should not be taken into account.
The object is the same for all normal persons.2 But there
is an irreducible plurality of selves.

(5) The Yogacara may argue that when a person per-
ceives his own self he always perceives it as “ 1" the
self is the same for him. So there is no distinction between
the self and the not-self or object. There is as much fixity
or sameness 1n the self as in the object. Both of them are
forms of cognitions. But Mallisena urges that the con-
sciousness of the self implies the consciousness of some-
thing other than the self or not-self. Consciousness of
the self implies consciousness of the not-self. The self is
a relative term ; it always implies the not-self. The self
knows itself as it distinguishes itself from the not-self.
Hence the not-self is as much real as the self.3

! Ibid., p. 112; cf. NM,, p. 541. 2 8.V.M,, p. 112,
3 Ibid., p. 112; cf. Ramanuja and JHegel.
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(6) The Yogicira may contend that the distinction of
the self and the not-self is within consciousness itself.
Cognitions only are real, which are free from all such
distinction. The perception of the distinction is illusory.
Mallisena urges that this is contrary to our experience.
The distinction between the self and the not-self is
distinctly perceived. It must, therefore, be real.

The Yogicira argues that the perception of the dis-
tinction is illusory because cognition and its object are
not different from each other. Their identity (abheda) is
inferred from their invariably simultaneous perception
(sahopalambhaniyama). That which is invariably per-
ceived along with some other thing does not differ
from it.2 If A is invariably perceived along with B, A is
not different from B. An object is invariably perceived
along with its cognition. So the object 1s not different
from its cognition. On the other hand, if an object is
not invariably perceived along with some other thing,
they differ from each other. Blue and yellow are not
invariably perceived together. So they are different from
each other.

Mallisena shows that this argument is wrong. Cogni-
tion apprehends itself and its object.® This is the very
nature of cognition. But this does not prove that the
object is identical with its cognition. They are distinct
entities and have distinct natures. The object is perceived
as external ; the cognition is perceived as internal.
The object is external to the self 5 it is already there.
It is perceived by the self afterwards. The existence
of the object is not affected by its cognition by the self.
The cognition of the object, on the other hand, is a state
of the self ; it is within the self and is perceived as

! Pratyaksena pratito bhedah katham na vastavah, ibid., p. 112.

2 Yadyena saha niyamenopalabhyate tattato na bhidyate, ibid., p. 113.

3 Jfanam hi svaparasamvedanam, ibid., p. 11335 fndian Psycholegy :
Perception, p. 209.
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such.l Thus the object cannot be identified with its
cognition,

A cognition has always an object. There is no objectless
cognition.?. That is why an object is perceived whenever
its cognition is perceived, They are perceived together.
But they are not identical with each other. The cognition
is perceived as belonging to the self. The object is
perceived as other than the self or the not-self. Besides,
an object and its cognition are not invariably perceived
~ together. The cognition of the object is not perceived
at the time when the object is perceived. The object and
its cognition are not perceived at the same moment.
Reflective consciousness of the cognition of the object
succeeds the perception of the object. So the object
cannot be said to be identical with its cognition. More-
over, the difference between the object and its cognition
is distinctly perceived. Perception proves their difference.
Inference cannot disprove it. The evidence of inference is
of no value against the evidence of perception. Perception
decides the issue when there is a conflict between per-
ception and inference.®

(7) If there is no external object, we cannot have
perception of a particular object in a particular place.
We perceive one thing in one place, another thing in
another place, and so on. We assign different places to
different things perceived. This shows that our percep-
tions are produced by different external objects in
different places. The Yogicira may explain it by the
hypothesis of subconscious impressions (vasani), We
assign a particular place to a particular object not because
it exists in that place, but because our subconscious
impression determines that it should be assigned to that
place and no other. This is no explanation. It is putting
the cart before the horse, 1f an external object exists in a

18V.M, p. 113. 2 Nirvisayaya jfiapteraghatanat, ibid., p. 117.
v p. 113 ydya Jnapterag P
3 Thid., p. 113.
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particular place we perceive it as such. Our perception
refers it to a particular place because it really exists in
that place. Localization and projection involved in
perception presuppose the existence of an object in a
particular place. Vasani 1s the subconscious impression
or residuum left in the self by a previous perception, If
an external object exists in a particular place, its perception
refers it to that place, and subsequently the vasani pro-
duced by the perception refers it to that place. Thus
vasands cannot determine the places of objects unless
they have already been perceived by cognitions.! * There
is the external world in which things have their definite
places ; our anubhava (perception) obeys external facts,
and our vasanis (subconsclous impressions) are dctex-
mined by the anubhava (perception). Thus, the final
determining agent in our prama (valid knowledge) is
the external world.” *

(8) The Yogacira argues that the variety of perceptions
is not due to the variety of external objects but to the
variety of vasanas, Mallisena asks whether visani is the
same as cognition or different from it. If viisani is identical
with cognition, it cannot have variety since cognition
has no variety. If visani is different from cognition, it is
as good as an external object which is different from
cognition. If the Yogacara insists that vasani is different
from cognition and yet not identical with an external
object, he betrays only his inveterate prejudice against
the existence of the object | Visani is said to produce
perception. It is said to be also different from perccptlon
An external object also produces perception, and i
distinct from it. So visani differs from an external object
only in name. Everybody perceives an external object.
The universal experience of mankind bears testimony

1 Sati hyarthasadbhave yaddedo’rthastaddeso’nubhavastadde$d ca tat-
plrvika vasand. Bahyarthabhave tu tasyah kimkrto dedaniyamah. $.V.M.,
p- I113. ? "bid., A. B. Dhruva’s notes, p. 19g.
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to its existence. To deny the reality of external objects
is to fly in the face of 1t.1

(97.A cognition and its object are two distinct realities.
They arc distinct from cach other because they possess
opposite qualities. Firstly, cognition is internal while
its object is external, Secondly, cognition is posterior
to its object while the object is prior to its cognition.
The object exists before its cognition is produced by it.
It is independent of its cognition. Its existence 1s not
affected by its cognition. Thirdly, cognition springs from
the self ; the object springs from its own causes in the
external world. Fourthly, cognition is luminous while
the object is non-luminous. Cognition manifests itself
and its object. The object is unconsciousness and 1is
manifested by a cognition.? Hence an object can never
be regarded as identical with its cognition? The Jaina
recognizes the existence of enduring external objects
which are manifold in nature,

§ 3. The Faina Realis: Contrasted with the Sautrantika
Realism

The Sautrintika recognizes the reality of external
objects independent of their cognitions. The objects
are real but momentary. They are reflected in their
cognitions with their qualities so that the forms of
cognitions correspond to those of external objects.
The Jaina, on the other hand, believes not only in the
reality of external objects but also in their permanence.

1 Ibid., pp. 113-14; cf. Reid; Berkeley challenges even “the
universal concurrent assent of mankind” to the existence of matter.
(Principles of Human Knowledge, pp. 71-2.)

2 S V.M, p. 114.

3 Ibid., pp. 108-114; A. B. Dhruva’s notes, pp. 193~200; see
also Jainatarkavartika (with Vrtti), Benares, 1917, pp. 101-126;
Pramagapariksd, Benares, 1914, pp. §7-61; Aptamimamsi, Benares,
1914, pp. 37 . ; Ratnakarivatiriki on Pramananayatattvalokalankara,
pp- 27-34 (Bcnares, Veera Lra, 2437).
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He recognizes the permanence of the soul and the per-
manence of external objects, But the Sautrantika denies
both. He admits the reality of momentary cogyitions
and momentary objects, He is an advocate of the repre-
sentative theory of perception. But the Jaina advocates
the presentative theory of perception. The Sautrintika
is an -exponent of indirect realism, while the Jaina is an
exponent of direct realism. Thus the Jaina realism is
substantially different from the Sautrintika realism.

§ 4. The Faina Crivicism of the Sautrantika Realism

Maidhavacarya gives the following Jaina criticism of
the Sautrantika realism in Sarvadarfanasamgraha :—

(1) If both the cognition and the object are momentary,
they cannot be related to each other as the percipient
(grahaka) and the perceived (grahya), since they do not
coexist at the same time. The object exists at the first
moment while the cognition exists at the second moment.
The object does not exist when the cognition exists,
and the cognition does not exist when the object exists,
Hence there can be no perception of the object by the
cognition, which will lead to collapse of all our practical
life.

(2) The cognition and the object cannot be said to be
synchronous, because in that case they cannot be related
to each other as cause and effect inasmuch as causality
always involves succession, and consequently the object
cannot be regarded as a cause of perception.? The two
horns of a cow springing up together at the same time
are not related to each other as cause and effect. But the
Sautrintika holds that perception is due to four causes:
(1) objective data (alambanapratyaya) ; (2) subconscious
impression or suggestion (samanantarapratyaya); (3)
medium (sahakaripratyaya) ; and (4) the dominant cause
or sense-organ (adhipatipratyaya).

v Cf. 8. V.M, p. 106, 2 Cf, ibd., p. 106.
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(3) It may be argued that the object exists at the first
moment and the cognition exists at the second moment ;
but though they exist at different moments, the object
imprints its form on the cognition and can thus be
perceived by it. 'This argument is wrong. Firstly,
the momentary cognition cannot be impressed with the
form of the momentary object. The object which exists
at the first moment cannot imprint its form on the
cognition which exists at the second moment. The
momentary object cannot leave its form behind, which
may be imprinted on the cognition that has not yet come
into being. The form of the object cannot leave the object
and pass over to the cognition. Secondly, there can be
no variety of determinate cognitions which are due to
different objects, because objects cannot imprint their
forms upon cognitions. Thirdly, if cognitions are held to
assume the forms of objects though the objects do not
exist at the time, then formless cognitions also may be
held to perceive different objects owing to their different
capacities. Thus the assumption of forms of cognitions
is groundless.?

Midhavicarya borrows the other arguments from
Prameyakamalamartanda. The Jaina holds that cognitions
devoid of the forms of objects perceive external objects
with a definite reference to each self. Cognitions are
not copies or reflections of external objects. The self
is not merely the passive recipient of reflections of objects
like a mirror ; it reacts upon external objects, refers the
cognitions produced by them to the unity of apperception,
and converts them into self-conscious experience.?

(4) If the cognition were a mere reflection of the object,
it would reflect its spatial qualities also such as proximity

1 5D.S, p.- 51,
® Pratyakscna visayakirarahitameva jfianam pratipurusam ahamikay
ghatadigrihakam anubhiyate.  Na punardarpapadivar pratibimbak-

rantam. PKM,, p. 26; <f. S.D.S, p. 525 of. Kant.
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and remoteness. But just as remoteness of a distant object
is not reflected in a mirror, so its remoteness cannot be
reflected in its cognition which is supposed to pe its
reflection. And because proximity and remoteness are
not reflected in the cognition which is the means of
knowing the existence of the object, we cannot speak
of external objects as far and near. But we do speak of
mountains as farther or nearer. Such perceptions are
not contradicted. So they cannot be treated as illusory.
It cannot be said that it is the object, which imprints
its form on the cognition, that really possesses the qualities
of farther and nearer, and they are attributed to the
cognition by a fashion of speech though they do not really
belong to it, becausc we never perceive it in the case of a
mirror. The reflection of a remote object is not a remote
reflection.

(5) Again, if the cognition produced by a blue object
assumes its blue form, it must assume its insentience also,
and thus itself become insentient. And 1if it becomes
insentient, it loses its self-luminous character. Thus the
assumption of the cognition assuming the form of its
object will lead to an absurd conclusion.!

(6) In order to avoid this difficulty, if it is urged that
the cognition does not assume insentience of the object,
we can never perceive that the object 1s insentient,
Thus if the cognition is held to reproduce insentience
of the object, it will itself become insentient ; and if it is
held not to represent insentience of its object, we can
never perceive that the object is insenticnt.®

(7) If it is held that insentience of the object is not

1 8DS, p. 52; PKM,, p. 26.

2 8.D.S., p. 53; PKM,, p. 26. Cf. Berkeley : “* It may be objected
that if extension and figure exist only in the mind, it follows that the
mind is extended and figured. . . . I answer, those qualitics are in she
mind only as they are perceived by it—that is, not by way of mede or
attribute, but only by way of idea.” (Principles of Human Knowledge,

p. 67.)
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perceived, then its blue form also cannot be perceived.
If its blue form only is held to be perceived while its
insentience is not perceived, the two may be quite distinct
from each other, and may not coexist in the same object.
It is inexplicable how insentience of the object is not
perceived, though its blue form is perceived, for in that
case there can be no conformity between them so that
both of them together may constitute the character of the
object. If an unperceived quality is held to constitute
the character of the object, we may as well maintain that
when we perceive a post the unperceived universe enters
into it and constitutes its character.!

(8) The Sautrantika argues that-a particular cognition
apprehends a particular object because it is produced
by the object, and is impressed with its form. If it were
not produced by the object, and were not impressed with
its form, it would be equally related to all objects, and
would apprehend anything and everything in the universe.

Mallisena contends that a cognition apprehends an
object not because it is produced by the object, but
because it possesses the capacity (yogyata) to destroy the
veil of ignorance in regard to the particular object and
thus reveal it. FEven if it is held that a cognition is
produced by a particular object, the capacity of the object
to producc a particular cognition cannot be denied. And
if the Sautrantika admits a special capacity in the object to
produce a cognition, he may as well maintain that a
cognition has a special capacity to reveal an object. Then,
again, he cannot explain why a particular cognition should
be produced by a particular object in the presence of
many objects. If it is held that a particular object imparts
its form to the cognition produced by it, then the cognition
will be invested with a form, and the object will become
formless inasmuch as the form will pass over from the
object to the cognition. Further, the object is corporeal

L $.D.S, p. 535 PKM,, pp. 26~7.
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while the cognition is incorporeal ; therefore there cannot
be any likeness between them. Hence the Jaina con-
cludes that a particular formless cognition appreh¢hds a
particular object because it possesses a special capacity
or fitness (yogyata) to reveal the object!; and the so-called
form of the cognition which is said to be imprinted upon
it by the object is nothing but a modification of the
cognition of a particular object (arthaviSesagrahanapa-
rinima).?

1 Tanna Yogyatamantarenanyadgrahanakiranam padyima iti, S.V.M.,

p. 108.
? 8.V.M,, pp. 107-8; for detailed criticism see PKM., pp. 26~31.



CHarrErR YV
THE SANKHYA-YOGA REALISM
§S 1. The Sankhya Criticism of Yogacira Idealism

The Yogacira holds that there is no external reality ;
the world 1s made up of ideas (vijiiana). But the Sankhya
believes in the reality of the external world. Kapila
says, ‘“ The world is not of the nature of mere ideas
because external objects are perceived.” !

Aniruddha sets forth the following arguments against
subjective idealism :—

Firstly, the world is not made up of mere 1deas because,
if it were so, an external object, e.g. a jar, would be
perceived as ““ 7 am a jar ”, and not as * zhis is a jar "',
But, as a matter of fact, an external object is always
perceived as ““ this ” and not as I . Itis perceived as of
the nature of not-self as distinguished from the self.2
The self and the not-self are diametrically opposed to
each other.

Secondly, the difference in the perceptions of objects
cannot be due to the distinctive peculiarities of the sub-
conscious impressions (vasanaviSesa) ; for if there is no
external reality at all, there can be no subconscious
impressions of jars and the like, and so there can be no
suca distinctive peculiarities in subconscious impressions.3

Then, again, we may ask what is the cause of the so-
called subconscious impression (visani). It is either
another subconscious impression or an impression left
by a previous perception of something external
(bahyavasana), If the former, there will be no determining

1 Na vijfignamatram bahyapratiteh, S8, i, 42.

* Cf. The Jaina. 4 Cf. Jayanta's criticism.
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condition of the perception of different objects, and there
will be perception of everything at all times. If the latter,
there does exist something other than cognitions, and this
very object is an external reality.

Thirdly, the Yogacara argues that the external reality
cannot verily exist, because the whole which is distinct
from its parts does not exist. In other words, the parts
and the whole are one because they are perceived as one.
The whole is a mere aggregate of parts; it has no
existence over and above that of the parts ; the whole is
identical with its parts,

Aniruddha refutes this argument. He points out that
the whole is distinct from its parts. Sometimes the whole
moves when a part moves ; but sometimes the whole
does not move when a small part moves. For example,
when a branch is shaken by a storm, the whole tree moves ;
but when it is touched by a mild wind, the whole tree
does not move. Since the whole does not move while its
parts move, opposite properties are attributed to the
whole and its parts. Therefore the whole is not identical
with its parts. In like manner, we find that a part is red
but the whole 1s not-red ; a partis covered but the whole is
not-covered ; a part is confined to a place but the whole
1s not confined to that place, and so forth. From these 1t
1s quite clear that the whole is distinct from the parts
and has an existence over and above that of the parts.

Fourthly, even if we grant that the whole does not
exist as distinct from its parts and endued with propertics
contradictory to those of its parts, still the existence of
external objects cannot be denied, because it 15 an
aggregate of atoms, that is apprehended as extensive.

But the Yogacira urges that the whole is the effect,
and the parts are the cause, The existence of atoms is
inferred from that of the whole which is their effect.
If the whole does not exist, we cannot infer the existence
of atoms. Since atoms are subtile and supersensible, and
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cannot give any additional property (atisaya) to their
aggregate, the perception of the aggregate as extensive is
erronéous. Hence the world is nothing but a system of
ideas.

Aniruddha declares that this argument is wrong because
the whole is different from its parts.! And because the
two are different from each other, the whole does not move
while the parts move. But the whole certainly moves
where a large number of parts move. We can reconcile
the other contradictory attributes of the whole and the
parts, such as red and not-red, etc,, in the same way.
Thus the existence of the external reality is proved.?

Vijfianabhiksu puts the case of the Yogacira idealist
thus: There is no existence of any being other than
ideas. Therefore, bondage also is a mere idea like an
object apprehended in a dream. But Vijfianabhiksu
asserts that not only ideas are real but also external objects
are real inasmuch as they are proved by perception.®

§ 2. The Yoga Exposition of Yogicara Idealism—The
Epistemological Arguments for Subjective Idealism

Vyasa explains the - position of the Yogacara and
criticizes it in his commentary on Yogasiitras. The
Yogiacira argues : There is no object existing apart from
its cognition, But there are cognitions existing apart
from their corresponding objects, such as those that are
imagined in dreams and similar states. The so-called
external objects are mere imagination of the mind. They
are mental constructs like objects of dreams with no
existence in reality.’

1 Cf. Nyaya-Vailesika.

2 38V, 1, 42. See Richard Garbe and Nanda Lal Sinha’s E.T. of
Sarikhyavrtti. 3 SPB,, i, 41-2.

4 Nastyartho vijfidnavisahacaro’sti tu jiidnamarthavisahacaram svap-
nidau kalpitam, Y.B. on Y.8,, iv, 14, p. 293.

5 Jfianaparikalpanimitram vastu svappavisayopamam na  para-
miarthato’asti, Y.B. on Y.5., iv, 14, p. 204.
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Vicaspati elaborates this argument of the subjective
idealist. An unconscious object cannot manifest itself ;
it is not self-luminous like a cognition ; it always requires
a cognition to manifest it. Thus an object does not exist
which is not coexistent with a cognition. Coexistence
means relation. ‘The absence of coexistence means the
absence of relation. There is no object which is not
coexistent with a cognition. The object which is not
related to a cognition deserves to be treated as non-
existent. If an object does not come into relationship
with a cognition, it is as good as non-existent,! Not to be
perceived is not to exist, This is the same as the dictum
of Berkeley : The esse is percjpi—to exist is to be per-
ceived.

The cognition, however, ecxists without being co-
existent with the object, sice it is self-luminous and
apprehends itself, and does not depend upon the uncon-
scious object for its bemg used in practical life. A cogni-
tion is self-luminous ; it apprehends itself. But an object
1s not self-luminous ; it does not apprehend itself but
requires a cognition to apprehend it. A cognition does not
stand in need of an unconscious object. But an object
cannot be used unless it is apprehended by a cognition ;
an unknown object is of no use in practice. Thus a
cognition can exist without the corresponding object,
but an object can never exist without the corresponding
cognition,

This argument of the Yogacara clearly anticipates the
main argument of Berkeley. He also argues that to exist
is to be perceived, and what is perceived is an idea of the
mind. He says : “ The absolute existence of unthinking
things without any relation to their being percetved,
is perfectly unintelligible. Their esse is percipi ; nor
is it possible they should have any existence out of the

t Vijigngsambandhi nAstidvyavahirayogyah, T.V. on Y.8,, iv, 14,
P- 293
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minds or thinking things which perceive them.” ! “ Can
there be a nicer strain of abstraction than to distinguish
the existence of sensible objects from their deing perceived,
so as to conceive them existing unperceived ? Light and
colours, heat and cold, extension and figures—in a word
the things we see and feel—what are they but so many
sensations, notions, ideas, or impressions on the sense ? " 2
So ** all the choir of heaven and furniture of the earth, in a
word all those bodies which compose the mighty frame
of the world, have not any subsistence without a mind—
that their deing is 20 be perceived or known "3

Vicaspati points out that the above argument of the
Yogicira implies the rules of knowability (vedyatva)
and invariably simultaneous perception (sahopalambha).

(1) The rule of knowability means this. That which is
known by a cognition does not differ from it in the same
way as coghition does not differ from cognition of itself.
The object is known by an act of cognition. So it does not
differ from it. The known object is identical with the
act of knowledge, even as a cognition is identical with
its own cognition.

The physical elements and their phenomena are known
by an act of knowledge. But they do not seem to be
ideas of the mind. So they seem to contradict the above
rule that whatever is known by an act of knowledge does
not differ from it. DBut the Yogacara argues that the
physical elements which are known are no exception
to the rule. They also do not differ from the cognitions
by which they are apprehended.

The object which is known by an act of knowledge
must be identical with it. It is pervaded by identity which
contradicts the difference to be denied. It brings to
consciousness the identity between itself and the cogni-
tion, which pervades it, and thus disproves their difference

L Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 34. 2 Ibid., pp. 35-6.
# Ibid., p. 36. 4+ TV.on Y.S.1v, 14, p. 203.
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which contradicts it. The object can never be known
by a cognition if it differs from it. Identity (abheda)
is the condition of knowability.1

Berkeley also resorts to a similar argument in refuting
Descartes and Locke’s representative theory of perception
according to which ideas are copies of external objects.
Berkeley does not admit the reality of external objects.
He argues that if ideas are like the so-called external
objects, the latter also must be ideas. The objects must
be identical in nature with ideas. He says : *“ But, say
you, though the ideas themselves do not exist without
the mind, yet there may be things like them, whereof
they are copies or resemblances, which things exist
without the mind in-an unthinking substance. Ianswer,
an idea can be nothing but an idea ; a colour or figure
can be like nothing but another colour or figure, If we
look but never so little into our own thoughts, we shall
find it impossible for us to conceive a likeness except
only between our ideas,””®* Again he says, “ An idea can
be like nothing but another idea ; and conscquently
neither they nor their arthetypes can exist in an unper-
ceiving substance,” ® Thus there is an identity of nature
between cognitions and theobjects apprehended by them.

(2) The Yogicira explains the rule of invariably
simultaneous perception thus : That which 1s always
perceived with something else invariably, does not differ
from it, just as one moon does not differ from another
moon in the illusory perception of the double moon.
And an object is invariably perceived together with the
act of knowledge. So it does not differ from it. The
objects which are different from each other are not
invariably perceived along with each other. ‘Fhe two
stars called Aévini are not invariably perceived together.
When one is hidden by a cloud the other is perceived.

1 T.V.on Y.S, iv, 14, p. 293. .
2 Principles of Human Knowledve, p. 38. 3 1bid., p. 39.
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So they are not 1dentical with each other. But an object
is never perceived apart from the act of perception. So the
perceptible object 1s identical with the perception of it :
the object and its cognition are identical with each other.

Berkeley also similarly argues : * As it 1s impossible
for me to see or feel qnythinﬁ without an actual sensation
of that thing, so is it impossible for me to conceive in
my thoughts any sensible thing or object distinct from
the sensation or perception of it. ln truth, the object and
the sensation are the same thing and cannot therefore
be abstracted from each other.” *

(3) But if the object is not different from its cognition
how is it that it looks as if it were different from it?
The Yogaciira answers that the apparently external object
15 a construction of imagination ; 1t is a fabrication of the
mind.3 The known object is a crcation of the act of
knowing. Knowledge is creation. It is not discovery.

§ 3. The Yogo Criticism of the Yogacara Idealism—
Refurtation of the Epistemologi-al Arguments

The subjective 1dealism of the Yogacira has been
severely criticized by Vyasy, Vicaspatimiéra and
Vijfianabhiksu.

(1) Vyisa appeals to experience which bears a clear
testimony to the reality of the external world. The external
reality is presented to consciousness as “‘ this 7’ by its
own presentative power. It 1s the given. It is an object
of perception which is valid. The Yogacaras deny the

! Yad yena niyatasahopalambham tat tato na bhidyate. . . . Niyatasaho-
palambhascartho jianena. T.V. on Y.5. v, 14, p. 293 ;5 cf. Berkeley also.

2 Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 36.

31NV, iv, 14. But the modern realist gives an ontological status
even to images. lmages must have the samie Status as percepts have. If
the latter are objects the former are too. * Images have the same status
as perceived or remembered thmgs They are apprehended things con-
fronting the mind, and not varieties of mental operations. They are given
to the mind, like anything else that it discovers.” (A Seudy in Realism,

p- 64.)
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reality of the external world on the strength of imagina-
tion which is invalid. Imagination cannot override the
authority of perception.! The external object is real and
independent of cognition ; it is presented to the cognition
by its own power.?2 The Yogicaras first suppose that
external objects are presented to consciousness because
they are mere construction of imagination ; then they
deny the reality of the external world on the strength of
such an imaginary hypothesis. So they cannot be trusted.

Vijfianabhiksu explains Vyisa’s criticism thus: All
perceptible objects are presented to consciousness through
their intercourse with the sense-organs by their own power.
They are perceived by their own power of perceptibility.
They are objects of direct perception. They cannot be
likened to objects of dream-cognitions which owe their
existence to some disorders of the body or the mind.
The objects of perception are not contradicted like those
of dream-cognitions. So the existence of external objects
apprehended by valid perception can never be denied
on the strength of invalid dream-cognitions.  The
Yogiciras who deny the reality of the external world
cannot be trusted, since, on their own hypothesis, their
ideas have no counterparts in reality, and their words are
not expressions of true ideas and do not denote real
objects, Thus by denying the reality of the external world
the Yogacaras deny the truth of their own statements.?

Vicaspati explains Vyisa’s criticism thus : The object
is the cause of its cognition. If the object does not exist,
its cognition cannot arise. The object presents itself
to its own cognition. Whatever is manifested to conscious-
ness as “ this ”” 1s real and existent, and is presented to

! Na ca pratyaksamahitmyam vikalpamatrena apodyate, T.V., iv,
14, p- 295. Cf. Laird: “ When I perceive, let us say, a coloured patch,
I am directly and immediately acquainted with this patch, and no process
of argument can overthrow this palpable certainty.” (4 Study in Realism,

p-17.) 3 Pratyupasthitam idam svamahatmyena vastu, Y.B.,1v, 14, p. 294.
*Y.B, iv, 14, p. 204, 4 Yogavirtika, v, 14.
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consciousness by its own power. The object which is
present and apprehended by a cognition can never
be regarded as mere fabrication of imagination. The
external object produces its cognition by its own power
of perceptibility ! ; and this is the reason why the cogni-
tion apprehends it. Such a real object which exists in itself
and is the cause of its presentation to consciousness can
never be done away with by the unauthoritative force of
imagination which is absolutely invalid.?

May Sinclair states the position of the realist thus :
“ No act of mere knowing, even if it were absolute—and
knowing is purely relative to the known and the knower—
no act of knowing could confer reality upon its object.
Things are not there because we know them ; we know
them because they are there.”” 3 ** In no scnse are things
there because we perceive them ; we perceive them
because they are there and they owe nothing to our
perceiving.” 4 Thus an object is known by an act of
cognition, not because it is identical with the cognition,
but is different from it.

(2) Vicaspati argues that knowability (vedyatva) of an
object by an act of cognition is not pervaded by identity
between the object and the cognition, and therefore it
cannot negate the difference between them., An object
is not known by a cognition because it is identical with
the cognition. Therefore its knowability cannot disprove
its difference from the cognition. In fact, knowledge of an
object by a cognition presupposes a difference between
them 8

May Sinclair states the realist’s position thus : “ If a
thing 1s known, ipso facro it is something more than the
act, or state of knowing. Idealism assumes that this act

1 Arthena svakiyaya gralyasaktyd vijianam ajani, T.V., iv, 14, p. 204.

2 Ibid., p. 294. 3 The New ldealism, p. 17.

4 Ibid., p. 19.

5 Vedvatvasya abhedavydpyatvabhavit kato bhedapratipaksatvam,
PV, v, n, 295,
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or state is simpler than it really is, Knowing involves
at least two terms and a relation, whether you take the
subject and object as your terms and consciousness as
your relation, or consciousness and the object of con-
sciousness, when your relation will be an unknown w.
In either case the object will stand on its own feet as a
separate and independent entity, which is all that realism
wants.” 1 ‘“ According to realists, the process of
knowledge always implies that the mind is confronted
with an object, and always implies that we are never
under any conceivable circumstances identical with that
object. Even when we apprehend our own experiences,
the process of apprehension cannot be identical with the
experience which is apprehended.”?  Therefore the
cognitive relation is not the same as identity,

Vicaspati points out that the reasons advanced by the
Yogacira for the denial of external reality, viz. knowability
(vedyatva) and invariably = simultancous perception
(sahopalambha) are not conclusive, since the application
of the method of difference here is doubtful, or rather
impossible.?

(3) The rule of invariably simultaneous perception
(sahopalambhaniyama) ‘also cannot prove the identity
of the object and its cognition. The Yogacira applies
the method of agreement here. The cognition of an
object and the knowledge of the cognition always go
together. So the object is identical with its cognition.
Or wherever there is presentation of an object there 1s also
presentation of its cognition ; every case of the presenta-
tion of an object is a case of the presentation of its
cognition. Hence the object is identical with its cognition.
This conclusion is arrived at by the method of agreement.

Dr. Das Gupta puts it thus : * Wherever there is

v The New Idealism, p. 16. t A Siudy in Realism, p. 11.
3 Sahopalambhaniyamadca vedyatvam ca hetd sandigdhavyatirckatay2
anaikantikau, T.V., iv, 14, p. 204
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knowledge there is external reality, or rather every case
of knowledge agrees with or is the same as every case of
the presence of external reality, so knowledge is the cause
of the presence of the external recality, i.e, the external
world depends for its reality on our knowledge or ideas
and owes its origin or appearance as such to them. But
Vicaspati says that this application of the method of
agreement is not certain, for it cannot be corroborated
by the method of difference. For the statement that every
case of absence of knowledge is also a case of absence of
external reality cannot be proved, 1.e. we cannot prove
that the external reality does not exist when we have no
knowledge of it.” !

The self can never overstep the bounds of knowledge
and know the reality which exists unknown by it. It can
know the reality as it is known by 1t, or as 1t is related to
its knowledge. It can ncver know the reality as it is
unknown by it, or as it is unrelated to its knowledge.
Therefore the method of difference cannot be applied
here to corroborate the conclusion reached by the method
of agreement.?

Y Yoga as Philosophy and Religion, pp. 33—4-

? Vedyatvasya abhedavyapyatvabhavat kuto bhedapratipaksatvam,
T.V., iv, 14, p. 29¢. This argument of Vacaspati anticipates the ego-
centric predicament discovered by the new realist. * T'he ‘ ego-centric
predicament ’ consists in the impossibility of finding anything that is not
known. . . . It is impossible to eliminate the knower without
interrupting observation ; hence the peculiar difficulty of discovering what
characters, if any, things possess when not known. When this situation is
formulated as a proposition concerning things, the result is cither the
redundant inference that all known things are known, or the falsc inference
that all things are known. . . . The falsity of the inference, in the case of the
latter proposition, lics in its being a wse of the method of agreement
unsupported by the method of difference. It is impossible to arguc from
the fact that everything one finds is known, to the conclusion that knowing
is a universal condition of belng, because it is impossible to find non-
things which are not known. The use of the method of agreement
without negative cases is a fallacy.” (The New Realism, pp. T1~12;

f. Perry, Present Philosophical Tenmdencies, pp. 129-132.)
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Hence the invariably simultaneous perception of the
object and its cognition (sahopalambhaniyama) 1s no proof
of their identity. It is wrong to argue that the object and
its cognition are identical with each other because they
are invariably presented together. For the method of
agreement cannot by itself conclusively prove identity
without the help of the method of difference which is
not applicable here. The object of knowledge and the
act of knowledge may be co-ordinate existents ; they
may be both real and existing along with each other ;
and they may be invariably perceived together on account
of their very nature (svabhiva), or owing to obstruction
from some cause. The knowable object and the act of
knowledge are related to each other as cause and effect,
and consequently they are invariably presented together.
They are always perceived along with each other not
because they are identical with each other.!

Thus both the arguments of the Yogicira are fallacious.
Neither knowability of the object (vedyatva) nor invariably
simultaneous perception of the object and the act of
knowledge (sahopalambha) can prove the identity of the
object with its cognition.

(4) Further, the power of perception cannot be done
away with by mere imagination. The certainty of per-
ception which gives us a direct and immediate knowledge
of external objects can never be rejected on the strength
of imagination or logical abstraction.?

(5) Further, externality (bihyatva) and extension
(sthiilatva), the attributes of the material objects and
phenomena which are apprehended by cognitions, can
never exist in them. Extension means pervading many

! Sahopalambhaniyamasca vijfidnasthaalyayoh satorapl svabhavadva
kutaécit pratibandhadva upapatsyete, TV, iv, 14, p. 295.

? Na ca pratyaksamihitmyam vikalpamitrena apodyate. T.V., iv,
14, p. 295. Cf. Laird : ** Realists maintain that perception is the dis-

covery of a world independent of the perceiver. Now, whatever s dis-
rovered is given or found.” (A4 Sredy in Realicm, p. 30.)
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portions of space. Externality means being related to
separate space. It means mutual exclusiveness in space
or coexistence in space. Now, a single cognition can
never possess extension and externality, since it cannot
extend into many portions of space, and yet coexist
separately in different points of space. A cognition cannot
coexist with other cognitions in space and extend into
many points of space at one and the same time. The two
contradictory qualities of being confined to a particular
point of space and not being confined to that point of
space cannot exist in one and the same cognition. If it
were possible the whole universe would be one existing
in a single cognition, Thus a single cognition cannot
possess extension and externality. Nor can a plurality
of cognitions possess these qualities, since they are very
subtle, and unconscious of the existence of each other,
but are conscious of their own sphere of operation.
The Yogacira holds that cognitions are discrete and
momentary ; they cannot coexist with each other ; they
are self-luminous, but they are not aware of the existence
of other cognitions. They cannot, therefore, possess the
qualities of extension and externality.! These are qualities
of physical objects existing independently of cognitions.

It cannot be said that imagination creates and appre-
hends external objects possessing the qualities of extension
and externality, since imagination does not come in
contact with external objects and apprehend them.
Moreover, the external objects presented to consciousness
through perception are clear, distinct, and vivid ; they
can never be creations of imagination which are vague and
indistinct, Imagination can never construct the given
element in knowledge. It can never negate the existence
of the external reality which is actually perceived.?

YTV, iv, 14, pp. 294-5.
2 Na ca vikalpagocarahhilipah samsargibhavat vidadapratibhisarvr ca,

T.V, iv, 14, p. 295.
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It cannot be said that, because extension and externality
cannot cxist either in external objects or in our cognitions,
therefore they should be considered to be false. For the
false is not inseparable from its cognition. If it were
inseparable from its cognition, the cognition would
become as false as the false itself.* If the notions of
extension and externality are considered to be false, all
ideas of external objects would be equally false.

(6) Further, Patafijali says: * Though the object
remains the same, the ideas about it may be different.
So their ways of being are different.” 2

Vyasa explains the above argument thus : One and
the same object is common to many minds. It is not the
“ private property "’ of any individual mind. It is the
‘ public property " of all minds. Itis the common object
of observation of all minds ; it is equally accessible to them
all. So it cannot be regarded as creation of imagination.
It is neither imagined by one mind nor imagined by
many minds. But it exists in itself and for itself independ-
ently of all minds. The object has extra-mental existence.
It is not the subjective creation of fancy.® Even though
the object remains the same it excites different feelings
in different persons. It excites the feeling of pleasure on
account of merit (dharma). It excites the feeling of pain
on account of demerit (adharma). It excites the feeling
of delusion on account of nescience (avidya). It excites

1 Ibid., p. 295.

* Vastusimye cittabheddt tayoh vibhaktah panthah, Y.58,, iv, 15.

3 Bahucittalambanibhiitam ekam vastu sidharapam, tat khalu naika-
cittaparikalpitam, napyanekacittaparikalpitam, kintu svapratistham, Y.B.,
iv, 15, p. 297 ; cf. Perry. Vijfidnabhiksu says that the object is neither
the mental construct of one mind nor the mental construct of many
minds ; but it exists in itself and for itscif independently of all minds.
The object cannot be the creation of a single mind, for in that case the
same object would not be able to cxcite different feelings in different
minds. Nor can it be the creation of many minds, for the imagination of
one mind cannot excite similar imagination in other minds. Y.V, iv,

15, p- 279.
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the feeling of indifference on account of right knowledge
(samyak dar§ana). Since one and the same object excites
different feelings in different persons, it cannot be
regarded as creation of anybody’s imagination because
one’s imaginary ideas cannot produce similar ideas in
other minds. Thus the object exists in itself independent
of all minds.!

The object and its cognition are different from each
other ; the object is apprehended (grahya) and the
cognition is the apprehending mental mode (grahana) ;
both of them are real and existent and can never be
confused with each other.2  Similarly Vijfidnabhiksu
says that both the object and the mind are said to be
self-existent (svatantra), since they are independent of
each other?

Vicaspati argues that of two things, if one remains the
same and the other differs, they must be absolutely
different from each other. The same object is perceived
by Caitra, Devadatta, Vispumitra and Maitra. Here
though the object remains the same, the ideas of different
persons differ from one another. So the object must be
different from ideas.* ‘Theidentity of the object is ascer-
tained by different persons perceiving it by comparing
notes, though their 1deas of the same object differ from
each other. If the same woman is loved, hated, ignored,
and treated with indifterence by different persons, they

1 Cf. A. C. Ewing: “I do not see how any idealism can possibly
stand which identifies the spatial coloured objects we usually regard as
physical with feelings. They are not in the least like feelings (or acts of
mind of any sort). Whatever they are, these objects are not emotions,
pleasures or pains, or anything remotely resembling these, and our feelings
and acts of mind are not coloured or round.” ([dea/ism, p. 392.)

2 Tasmdt vastujfianayorgrahyagrahanabhedabhinnayorvibhaktah pan-
thah. Nanayoh sankaragandhao’pi asti. Y.B., iv, 13, p. 297.

8 Y.V, iy, 16, p. 281.

4 Yanninitve yasyaikatvam tat tato’ tyantyam bhidyate. . . . JfiZna-
nandtvc’ pi cartho na bhidyate iti bhavati vijfiinebhyo’nyah. T.V., iv,
1§, p. 297.
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can always compare notes and recognize the identity
of the object of their different feelings. A lovely woman
excites the feeling of pleasure in the beloved person, the
feeling of pain in the co-wives, and the feeling of delusion
in the dlsappomted person. If the object were the product
of an individual’s imagination, all persons would have the
idea of blue when one person had the idea of blue.!

The Yogacara may ask how one and the same object
becomes the cause of different feelings of pleasure, pain,
delusion, and indifference. It is not proper that the
cause remaining the same, the effects should be different.
How can the same cause produce diversity of effects ?
The Sankhya can easily account for it. He regards an
external object as made up of three ultimate reals,
sattva (essence), rajas (energy), and tamas (inertia) which
are ever changing in their nature. But the same three-fold
object does not produce the three-fold feeling of pleasure,
pain, and delusion in all persons. The object comes into
relationship with the mind with the co-operation of the
exciting causes, viz. merit, demerit, etc., and produces
different feelings in different minds. Sattva (essence)
in co-operation with rajas (energy) produces the fecling
of pleasure when there is merit in the knower. Sattva
free from rajas produces the feeling of indifference when
there is right knowledge in the person. These exciting
causes, merit, demerit, nescience, and right knowledge
do not exist, all of them, in all persons everywhere. It is
only one of them that exists in a person somewhere at
some time. This is the reason why the same object excites
different feelings in different persons.? Feelings are partly
due to subjective conditions and partly to objective
conditions.

Bhojadeva argues that the object cannot be a creation
of the mind, since the same object excites different feelings

YTV, v, 15, p. 297.
'IV,xv,lg,lp 297-8.
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in different minds.! If the object were the creation of an
individual mind, it would appear to consciousness as
uniform, and it would cease to exist when that mind would
attend to some other object, and it would never be
perceived by any other mind. But, as a matter of fact,
an object is observed by many minds, and so it cannot
be regarded as the product of an individual mind.2 If
it were created by many minds at the same time, it would
differ from the creation of an individual mind. If the
diversity of effects were not produced by the diversity
of causes, the universe would be uniform or causeless.
If the same effect followed from different causes, the
whole universe resulting from many causes would be
uniform, or it would be independent of causes, and thus
would be uncaused. Why does not the mind, then, made
up of sattva (purity), rajas (energy), and tamas (inertia)
produce in the same person the feelings of pleasure, pain,
and delusion at the same time ¢ The Sankhya replies that
both the object and the mind (citta) are made up of three
ultimate reals, viz. sattva, rajas, and tamas ; and in the
perception of objects by the mind, merit and demerit are
accessory causes, and owing to their manifestation and
suppression the mind perceives the same object in different
ways. Thus in the presence of a beautiful woman the
mind of an amorous person feels pleasure owing to
merit in co-operation with sattva ; the mind of a co-wife
feels pain owing to demerit in co-operation with rajas ;
and the mind of an angry co-wife feels delusion owing
to intense demerit in co-operation with tamas. Hence the
cognizable object is independent of its cognition, and
consequently the cognizable object and the cognition,
being contradictory in their nature, cannot be related
to each other as cause and effect. Thus it is possible that
though the cause is the same, the effects may be different ;

! Bhojavttti on Y.S,, iv, 15, p. 72 (Calcutta, 1903).
2 Cf. Y8, iv, 16, and Y.B., p. 299.
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though the object remains the same, the feelings produced
by it may differ. Hence it is established that the pbject
is independent of cognitions and feelings excited by
them,!  Kumarila and Jayanta explain the fact by
appealing to vasana.

Dr. Rajendra Lal Mitra observes : *“ The question
discussed in the preceding aphorism ? raises a doubt as
to whether perception is due to objects or to the cognitive
power (citta). It cannot be said that objects produce
perception, for in that case a given object would always
and everywhere produce the same sensation, as a given
cause cannot produce dissimilar effects. A handsome
woman should be a handsome woman to all beholders,
without a distinction. In the world this 1s, however, not
the case. A woman produces dissimilar feelings in
different beholders, and she, as the object, cannot there-
fore be said to be the cause of perception. On the other
hand, the thmkmg principle (utta) cannot be the cause,
tor if you accept it to be one in all persons, it, as a cause,
cannot produce different effects ; and if you accept it to
be different in different individuals, dissimilar causes
would lead to one uniform result, which is impossible.
The solution offered is that thinking principle and object
are different, but inasmuch as both are governed by the
three qualities (guna), the prevalence of a particular
quality at a particular time in the thinking principle
produces a difference in the perception of an object.
The ‘diversity of the thinking principle’ (cittabheda)
in the text implies a diversity in its condition as regards
the state of the qualities working within 1t.”"3

§S 4. The Yoga Criticism of a Type of Buddhist Realism
Some Buddhists hold that the objects arc real and
external to minds, but they come into existence along with

1 Bhojavrtti on Y.8,,iv, 15, pp. 71-2. Y8, iy, 15.
3 The Yoga Aphorisms of Patanjali (Bib. Ind.), Calcutta, 1883, p. 184.
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our cognitions, since they are experienced like pleasure
and pain.! They are not subjective idcalists. The external
objects, according to them, have no existence either in
the past or in the future, but have only a momentary
existence in the present moment. They come into
existence when we perceive them, and they cease to
exist when we cease to perceive them. Dr. Das Gupta
puts it thus : “The moment I have an idea of a thing,
the thing rises into existence and may be said to exist
only for that moment and as soon as the idea disappears
the object also vanishes, for when it cannot be presented
to me in the form of ideas it can be said to exist in no
sense.”’ 2

Vacaspati explains the above Buddhist position thus :
Let the object be different from its cognition. Still the
object being unintelligent cannot be apprehended without
a cognition. It is manifested by a cognition. So it cannot
be said to exist at a time when it is not the object of
immediate knowledge?

Vyasa urges that this conception of an object coming
into existence with a cognition contradicts the fact that
the object is common. to all persons, and thus denies
the cxistence of the object in the past and in the
future.4

Vicaspati says that an object is certainly common to
all minds. It continues to be apprehended by persons
for a succession of many moments though it is changing
in its nature.5 This clearly shows that it does not come
into being along with its apprehending cognition. If
the object comes into being with a cognition, its appear-
ance and disappearance must depend upon cognitions.

1 J#ianasahabhiirevirtho bhogyatvat sukhadivat, Y.B., iv, 16, p. 298.

2 Yoga as Philosophy and Religion, 1924, p. 36.

3 TV, iv, 16, p. 2085 see also Y.V, p. 280.

1 Y.B, v, 15, p. 298,

5 Vasty khala sarvacittasidharanam anekaksanaparamparohyaminam
paripimatmakam anubhiyate laukikaparikgakaih, T.V., iv, 16, p. 298.
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But this is not the case. Further, if an object owed
its existence to a cognition, it would never be pre-
sented to consciousness as “this” (idam). But, as
a matter of fact, an object is always perceived as
‘““this "’ ; and it cannot, therefore, owe its existence to
a cognition.!

Patafijali says : ‘“ An object does not depend on a
particular mind ; for what will happen to it when it is
not apprehended by that mind ? 2 Vyasa explains the
aphorism thus : If the object depends on a particular
mind, what will be the fate of the obJect when that mind
will attcnd to some other object, or restrain all its functions,
since at that time it will neither be apprehended by that
mind nor by any other mind. So it will cease to exist
at that time. And if it thus ceases to exist, how can it
again come into existence when the attention of the
individual is again directed towards it 73 Further, all
parts of an object are not apprehended by the mind at the
same time. So those parts which are not apprehended
would not exist. Thus when the front side of an object
is apprehended, its back side which is not apprehended
at the time cannot be said to exist, And if the back side
does not exist, the front side also may as well be said not
to exist because they are held to be coexistent with each
other. Thus the whole object would be regarded as non-
existent. Hence Vyisa concludes that the external reality
is independent of all minds, and is the common object
of observation of all persons 4 ; there are different minds
in different persons ; and all the experiences of the self
arise from the relation of the mind with the external
world.5

1 Ibid., pp. 298—9.

* Na caikacittatantram vastu tadapraminpakam tadd kim syat, Y.8.,
v, 16, p. 299.

3 Cf. Bhojavrttl, p. 72.

4 Svatantrah arthah sarvapuiugasadharanah, Y.B., iv, 16, p. 300.
5 Y.B, iv, 16, pp. 299—300; Y.V, iv, 16, pp. 280-1,
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The Reality of the Past and the Fuwre

Vyasa criticizes another doctrine of the Buddhist that
neither the past nor the future exists but only the moment-
ary present. He says : * The future is the manifestation
which is to be. The past is the manifestation which has
been experienced. The present is that which is in active
operation. It is this three-fold substance which 1s the
object of knowledge. If it did not exist in reality, there
would not exist the knowledge of it. How could there
be knowledge in the absence of anything that might be
known ? For this reason the past and the future exist in
reality.”

Vacaspati argues that knowledge manifests an object
to consciousness. It cannot exist in the absence of the
object. The yogin has knowledge of the past, the present,
and the future at a single glance of intuition. Men, like
ourselves also, have knowledge of the past in recollection,
of the present in perception, and of the future in expecta-
tion and inference. But neither our knowledge nor that
of the yogin can be produced in the absence of the
corresponding object. But such knowledge is produced.
For this reason, the knowledge of a person who feels that
the past and the future exist along with the present in a
general way, is said to be a reason for the existence of the
object itself.2 Thus the past and the future exist as much
as the present. The present is patent. The past is latent,
And the future is sublatent. The past and the future exist
in the present3

1 YR, iv, t2, p. 289; Rama Prasada’s ET. (S.B.H.), p. 275;
Das Gupta, Yoge as Philosophy and Religion, p. 31.

2TV, iv, 12, p. 280.

3 B. N. Seal, The Positive Sciences of the Ancient Hindus, p. 17.



Cuarrer VI
THE MIMAMSAKA REALISM

§ 1. Savara’s Criticism of VijRianavida

(1) The Yogacara argues that all waking cognitions
are without a real substratum in the external world, like
dream-cognitions, because they are cognitions. Cognitions
have no substratum in external objects in the dream-
state. Waking cognitions of a pillar, a wall, and the like
are cognitions ; hence waking cognitions also must be
without a substratum in external objects. Waking cogni-
tions are on a par with dreams. Even as there are no
external objects corresponding to dream-cognitions, so
there are no external objects corresponding to waking
cognitions. If it be argued that waking cognitions of the
pillar, the wall, etc., are definite and determinate and
consequently cannot be wrong and objectless, it may
equally be argued that dream-cognitions also are definite
and determinate during the dream-state, and there is no
difference between dream-cognitions and waking cog-
nitions in their character. The subjective idealist starts
from ideation and reduces perception to ideation. Ideas
and 1mages are mental ; percepts are continuous with
images. Hence percepts also are mental.!

avara urges that waking cognitions are essentially
different from dream-cognitions. Dream-cognitions are

! The modern realist goes to the opposite extreme. He regards not
only percepts but also images as objective and independent of conscious-
ness. According to Alexander, “in fancy, dreams, and constructive
imagination, it is not that we are creating something which does not
exist. All the elements of these constructions exist in the real physical
world, in the ideational mode.” Hasan, Rea/ism, p. 141.

98
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contradicted by waking cognitions. But waking cognitions
are not so contradicted. If waking cognitions were
similair to dream-cognitions in nature, they would be
contradicted by other cognitions. Dream-cognitions
are not false because they are cognitions. If they were
false because they are cognitions, then waking cognitions
also would be false because they are cognitions. But
dream-cognitions are false because they are produced by
the mind perverted by drowsiness. Therefore waking
cognitions are not false and without a real substratum
in external objects. The Yogicira argues that cognitions
are false, because they are devoid of real external objects
corresponding to them. But Savara urges that cognitions
are false, because they are brought about by some defects
in the instruments of perception,

(2) The Yogiciara argues that there is no real external
object corresponding to a cognition, because we do not
perceive any difference between the form of the object
and the form of its cognition. What we perceive is a
cognition with a determinate form. We do not perceive
the form of an object distinct from the cognition itself.

Savara urges that a cognition has no form, but the
external object which it apprehends has a form and is
actually perceived as existing in external space. The
Nyaya-Vaisesika also holds this view. The cognition
is not apprehended as having a form distinct from that of
the object, simply because it is formless. Further,
the external object is the object (karma) of the act of
cognition (kriyd), not another cognition, for the simple
reason that a cognition, which is momentary, cannot
endure till another cognition comes into being and
apprehends it as its object.! Momentary cognitions
appearing in succession cannot be related to each other
as the percipient and the perceived. Cognition is an act

1 Arthavisayd hi pratyaksi buddhih, na buddhivisaya, ksanika hi sx.
Savarabhasya (with Brhati), Madras, 1934, pp. 8o=-1.
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of knowing, Itapprehends an external object. The object
is non-mental. It is the object of knowing.

(3) The Yogicira argues that even the Mimimbaka
cannot deny that a cognition apprehends itself before it
apprehends its object, even as a lamp is perceived before
an object is perceived through the light of the lamp.
A cognition is apprehended before its object is appre-
hended by it. The Yogicira holds that reflective con-
sciousness is prior to simple apprehension.

Savara urges that a cognition is never apprehended
before an object is apprehended by it. It is only after
the object has been apprehended by a cognition, that the
existence of the cognition comes-to be known, Simple
apprehension of an' object always precedes reflective
consciousness. The act of cognition is inferred from the
fact of the object being apprehended ; if there were no
cognition of the object, the object would never be
apprehended. Thus the cognition is not cognized before
its object is cognized by it. Nor is the cognition cognized
simultaneously with its object. The cognition is cognized
after its object is cognized by it. The Mimimsaka does
not recognize the perceptibility of cognition. He holds
that it is inferred from the object being cognized.?

(4) The Yogacira argues that a cognition must come
into existence first, and be apprehended before it can
apprehend its object. An object cannot be apprehended
until its cognition has alrcady appeared and been
apprehended.  Therefore the cognition cannot be
apprehended after the object has been apprehended. The
Yogicira here confounds consciousness with self-con-
sciousness He holds that consciousness can apprehend an
object only when it is self-conscious. Then he turns round
and says that self-consciousness creates its object.

Firstly, Savara urges that it is true that the cognition
first comes into existence before its object can be cognized

Y Indian Psychology : Perception, pp. 199—201.
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by it.} But it is not true that the cognition is apprehended
first before it apprehends its object. First the object
is apprehended by a cognition. Then there is awareness
of the cognition. It sometimes happens that even a
cognized object is spoken of as not cognized. Kumirila
gives an example of it. Sometimes a person says, “ I do
not remember that I ever knew this thing,” even though
it was actually known to him in the past. Savara is faithful
to facts of experience.

Secondly, the form of the cognition is never perceived
except in terms of the object. It would not be possible
if both the cognition and the object were apprehended by
sense-perception. The cognition cannot be spoken of as
the object of sense-perception. Therefore it cannot be
the object (karma) of the act of sense-perception. Cogni-
tion is an act. It 1s directed outward to an object. Moore
also insists that experience has two factors, (1) the act
of experiencing and (2) the object experienced, both of
which exist and are distinct from each other.

Thirdly, even if the cognition and the object were
identical in form, we would have to deny the cognition
a separate existence, and not the object which is actually
perceived.? As a matter of fact, however, the cognition
and the object are not identical in form ; the cognition
which is inferred from the object being cognized has no
form ; it is inferred simply as cognition without a form
and not as cognition of a particular thing. But when an
object is directly perceived, it is perceived with a form.
Thus a formless cognition apprehends an external object

U Satyam purvam buddhirutpadyate, na tu piirvam jnayate. Savara-
bhasya, p. 86.

2 Reid does not admit idess intervening between the mind and the
object. “‘ He denied the theory of representative pereeption and stoutly
maintained that what is perceived is not an idea but a thing. In per-
ception the mind is face to face with an objective fact. Between the
perceived object and the perceiving mind no idea intervenes.” H. Haldar.
Neo-Hegelianism, p. 404.
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with 2 form. Hence a cognition has a foundation in an
external object.!

Fourthly, the cognition of *“ cloth ”” appears only when
the yarns are there ; it is not produced when the yarns
are not there. This conclusively proves that the cognition
of cloth is produced by the yarns composing the cloth.
If there were no causal connection between the cloth
constituted by the yarns and the cognition of the cloth,
then a person with perfectly healthy sense-organs might
have the cognition of a jar in the presence of yarns. But
this never happens. Hence it follows that a cognition has
a real substratum in an external object by which it is
produced.2 Thus Savara recognizes the existence of non-
mental objects which produce cognitions. He advocates
the causal theory of knowledge?®

§ 2. Kumarila’s Exposition of the Yogicara 1dealism

Kumirila discusses the doctrine of the non-existence
of external objects in Slokavarsika in two sections,
Nirdlambanavada and Sinyavada. Among the Buddhists
the Yogicara believes in the reality of cognitions only
but not in the existence of external objects ; and the
Maidhyamika denies the reality of cognitions also after
proving the non-existence of objects. The denial of the
existence of external objects is common to both the schools,

1 Nirakarimeva hi buddhim anumimimahe, sikaram cirtham pratyaksam
avagacchamah. Tasmadarthalambanaly pratyayah. Savarabhisva, p. 88.

2 C. D. Broad holds that the laws of the real causes of cur perceptions
are most probably *“ those which science finds it necessary to assume in
order to account for what is perceived. Now these laws are not in the least
like those which perceptions obey among themselves, although they are
of course connected with the latter. They are in fact laws about the kind
of changes that we can observe in the object of a single continuous per-
ception ; and the only common characteristics of the objects of our
perceptions and the perceptions themselves is that both have temporal
relations and can enter into causal laws.” (Perception, Physics and Reality,
p- 185.)

3 Savarabhigya, i, 1, 5, pp. 68-co.
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The Madhyamika’s denial of the reality of cognitions
is based on his denial of the reality of external objects.
Herfce Savara examines the reality or unreality of external
objects in his Bidsya, and Kumirila follows him in
discussing this doctrine.! Kumirila states the following
principal arguments of the Yogacara for the denial of the
external reality.

(1) The Yogicara argues : ‘‘ The cognitions of posts
and the like are false ; because whatever is a cognition
has always been found to be false, for instance, the cogni-
tions in a dream.” 2 All cognitions are without corre-
sponding realities in the external world, for instance,
dream-cognitions ; waking cognitions are cognitions ;
therefore, waking cognitions also are without correspond-
ing realities in the external world3 Waking cognitions
are on the same footing with dream-cognitions and
illusions.* They are without any foundation in external
reality (nirilambana). They are not produced by external
objects.?

1 8V, i, Nirslambanavida, 14-16.

2 Ibid., 23.

3 Ganganatha Jha'’s ET of 8V, p. 122, n.

4 8D., pp. 142-3. “ [llusions Lid hallucmatxons, dreams and fancies
and error, are the strongholds of subjectivism.” (Realism, p. 176.)

5 Yogavdlistha also practically abolishes the distinction between
dream-cognitions and waking cognitions. It does not recognize any
fundamental difference between them. ‘The only difference between
them lies in the fact that waking cognitions are stable (sthlrapratyaya)
while dream-cognitions are unstable (asthirapratyaya). Dream-cognitions
are felt as wakmg cognitions, if they are distinct and stable, and endure
for a long time; waking cognitions are felt as dream- cognmons, if they
are indistinct, unstable, and momentary. Dream- cognltxons are of the
nature of waking cognitions ; waking cognitions are of the
nature of dream-cognitions; they are homogencous in nature; their
contents are the same always and everywhere. They do not differ from
each other in their intrinsic nature. They differ only in that waking
cognitions are distinct, steady, and stable, while dream-cognitions are
indistinct, unsteady, and unstable. (Sthitiprakarana, 9-14.)

Berkeley similarly recognizes only the difference of degree between
sensations and images : The former are more intense, steady, and coherent
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(2) Recollections, dreams, and the like are not produced
by the contact of objects with cognitions. They are
cognitions of objects which do not exist at the time. So
there is no possibility of any contact of objects with
cognitions here. The forms of cognitions in recollections
and dreams are due to subconscious impressions (vasani)
only. They are not due to external objects.! In illusions
also the forms of cognitions do not depend upon external
objects.2 Similarly the variety of waking cognitions also
is due to mere subconscious impressions.? Thus the
forms apprehended belong to cogmtlons and not to
external objects. We can prove it by the method of
agreement and the method of difference. We perceive
forms of cognitions independently of external objects as
in dreams and recollections. But we never perceive forms
of external objects independently of cognitions.* Hence
forms of cognitions are not caused by external objects.
They are brought about by the contact® of formless
cognitions with subconscious impressions.®

than the latter. David Hume also, like Berkeley, recognized only the
difference of degree or intensity between sensations and images. Images,
according to him, are merely faint copies of impressions or sensations.
Yogavdfistha likens waking cognitions: to dream—cogmtlons and the
waking world to the dream-world. The wakmg expcnence is appre-
hension of an unreal world ; the dream experience is apprehension of an
unreal town or the like (ili, 57, 50). 'The objects of both are unreal.
Iltusions, dreams, wrong cognmons with their objects like imaginary
cities (gandharvanagara) are creations of the power of the mind. Like-
wise the body is a construction of the mind and the whole world is nothing
but mind and its construction. Sthitiprakarana (11th Canto, 21~3).

1 8V, s, $iinyavada, 51—2; SD., p. 143.

2 Ibid., 57.

3 Ibid., 523 SD., p. 142.

¢ Akaro na hi bihyasya jfiandpeto nidarsyate, ibid., 53. Cf. Berkeley,
“ Light and colours, heat and cold, extension and ﬁgures—m a word the
things we see and feel—what are they but so many sensations, notions,
ideas, or impressions on the sense ? and Is it possible to separate, even in
thought, any of these from perception ? For my part, I might as easily
divide a thing from itself.” (Princinles of Human Knowledge, pp. 35=6.)

B Causal agency. ¢ Ibid., §2—4.
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(3) Is a cognition able to function, only when objects
exist in the external world ? Or does the cognition appre-
hend “itself, and not an external object ? If a cognition
apprehends an external object realism is established. If
it apprehends itself, subjective idealism is established.
The realist argues that it is a well-established fact that all
apprehend objects in the forms of blue, yellow, long, short,
etc., which are therefore objects of cognition (grihya) ;
here both cognition and its object are manifested to
consciousness, and therefore the existence of both should
be admitted.?

The Yogicara urges that wedo not distinctly apprehend
the cognition and its object-with different forms ; only
one form is manifested to consciousness. We apprehend
a single object in the form of blue or the like, The form
that is apprehended may be regarded as the form of the
cognition or the object, if it is distinctly apprehended as
such, But we do not distinctly apprchend the form as
belonging either to the cognition or to the object.?

It may be argued that both cognition and its object are
real though the form of one is apprehended and that of the
other is not apprehended. But this is wrong. Only that
which 1s apprehended can be said to have an existence ;
and that which is not apprchended can be said to have
no existence because there is no proof for its existence.
Therefore we must admit that an object does exist with a
form inasmuch as it is apprehended.® If we perceive
the form to belong to the cognition, the validity of
perception will depend on the cognition itself, and there

1 8V, 5, Sanyavada, 3—5. Similarly Dr. G. ¥, Moore says : “ I am as
directly aware of the existence of marerial things in space as of my own
sensations ; and wkar I am aware of with regard to each Is exactly the
same-—namely that in one case the material thing, and in the other case
my sensation does really exist.” (Philvsophical Studies, p. 30, the italics
are mine.)

? Na capyakirabhedena jfifnajfieyavadharani. Na cinyataradhar-
matvam vispastamp tatra grhyate. Ibid., 6, and NR. 3 Ibd., 7.
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will be no ground for postulating the existence of an
external object. If, however, we perceive the form to
belong to the external object, we must admit tHat the
object exists because we actually perceive it ; and we must
also admit the existence of its cognition in order to
establish the existence of the object.! A cognition 1s
self-luminous and manifests itself ; it does not depend on
any extraneous condition for its manifestation. Therefore
its existence is established without the help of an external
object. But an external object is manifested as endowed
with a form because it is apprehended as such. It is
unconscious and non-luminous. It does not manifest
itself. It depends upon cognition for its manifestation.
Therefore we must admit the existence of cognition in
order to establish the manifestation of its object.?

Is, then, the form that is apprehended the form of the
cognition ? Or is it the form of the object ? We appre-
hend a single form such as blue, and it is the form of the
cognition that is apprechended.? The Naiyayika also
admits that we apprehend a single form, but it is the
form of the objectt The Yogicira argues that it cannot
be the form of the object. If an external object is assumed
to have the form, we must postulate something else to
apprehend it ; otherwise the form of the object would
never be apprehended. We must admit the existence of
a cognition in order to establish the form of an external
unconscious object.® Thus over and above the well-
established external object endowed with a form, we
would be postulating a formless cognition to apprehend it,
which is altogether foreign to the object though there is
no ground for its existence.5 If the external object itself
is supposed to be its cognizer, there is no real difference
between realism and subjective idealism, since, according

1 Ibid., 8—9. 2 NR., on ibid., 8—q.
3 Ibid, 10. + NM., p. 541.
58V, g, Siinyavada, 11, and NR. &OThid, 1o,
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to both, one and the same thing is both subject and object.
The realist holds that an external object is both subject
and object, while the subjective idealist holds that a
cognition is both subject and object.! The Yogicara
argues that a single form is apprehended, and that is the
form of a cognition which is both subject and object.
The cognized object is identical with the apprehending
cognition.2 The former cannot be said to be external and
the latter cannot be said to be internal, The distinction
of * external ” and ‘“ internal ' is purely imaginary and
false.  Externality and internality imply duality of
existence. But cognition, which is the only reality, is non-
dual ; it does not admit of any distinction within it.3
The Yogicara admits the reality of cognition only which
appears to be polarized into subject and object. There is
nothing other than cognition ; so the object external
to the cognition is not real. Cognition in itself is free
from all distinction; the distinction of subject and object
within it is an illusory appearance.*

The Yogicara holds that cognition alone constitutes
the reality. In itself it is pure and transparent (svaccha).
But in this beginningless cycle of existence there are
manifold psychical dispositions' (vasani) produced by
past cognitions. These manifold dispositions, in their
turn, produce manifold cognitions. The pure and formless
cognition appears to be diversified by these dispositions
into apprehending cognitions (grihaka) and apprehended
objects (grihya) which appear to be quite distinct from

1 Ibid., 13, and NR.; cof. NM,, p. 541.

2 Grahyagrahakayoraikyam sarvatha pratipidyate, ibid., 14.

3 Ibid., 14. 4 NR., pp- 271~2,

5 *“If consciousness is an empty transparency that makes no difference
to its objects, its objects, presumably, must make a difference to it. But
it is hard to sce how anything can make a difference to an empty trans-
parency. Either objects are the content of consciousness or they are not.
If they are they cannot be said to be either outside or independent of

consciousness. If they are not, consciousness remains an empty, meaning-
less transparency.” (The New Idealism, p. 42.)
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the cognition itself. Though the cognition in itself is
one and undivided, it appears to be divided into subject
and object, and is modalized into various modes Wwithout
depending upon external objects.! It may be argued that
the variety of dispositions depends upon the variety of
cognitions ; and the variety of cognitions, in its turn,
depends upon the variety of dispositions. Thus there is
mutual dependence (itaretarisraya). The Yogacara tries to
avoid it thus : A particular disposition produces a particu-
lar cognition. This cognition produces another disposition
which is different from the disposition from which it
sprung. And this disposition, again, produces another
cognition which is different from the former cognition.
Thus in the beginningless cycle of causes and effects
there is no mutual dependence though there 1s reciprocal
causality of dispositions and cognitions.?

Disposition (vasani) is simply the latent power of
cognition® The assumption of a diversity in dispositions
is better than that of a diversity in external objects.
Even the realist who admits the existence of external
objects must admit the existence of dispositions in the
form of latent powers of cognitions. The Yogacara does
not believe in anything other than cognitions. They are
not produced by external objects. They are produced
by immediately preceding cognitions. There is a begin-
ningless stream of cognitions flowing as causes and effects
without depending on external objects. Even the realist
has to admit distinct forms of cognitions in order to
establish the existence of different objects, Thus the
assumption of forms of cognitions which are admitted
by the realist as well as by the subjective idealist is better
than the assumption of external objects. The assumption
of one is better than the assumption of many.*

1 Ibid., 15~17. z NR,, pp. 272—3.
8 Tfanasyaiva Saktimatram vasang, NR. on ibid., p. 273.
4 Ibid., 18-19, and NR.
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If the realist denies the reality of forms of cognitions,
he cannot account for the apprehension of different objects.
If there were no distinct forms of cognitions, mere form-
less cognitions would not be able to apprehend distinct
objects such as blue and the like. If there were no forms
of cognitions, they would be identical with one another,
all of them being of the nature of consciousness, and would
fail to apprehend different objects. If there are no dis-
tinctions among cognitions there can be no apprehension
of different objects. Different objects cannot be appre-
hended by cognitions, if they are not in themselves
different from one another, -A formless cognition cannot
apprehend a blue object as a mere cxistent, since existence
is common to blue, yellow, and the like. A specific cogni-
tion only can apprehend a specific object. Hence we must
admit specific forms of cognitions. If cognitions differ
from one another in themselves without the help of distinct
forms, the difference among them cannot be apprehended
unless they are tinged with distinct forms such as blue
and the like. Cognitions can be said to correspond to
their objects if they are endowed with distinct forms.
These forms which are manifested to consciousness cannot
belong to external objects. If they belong to external
objects, they cannot be apprehended by cognitions on
account of their remoteness and difference from each
other.l

There is no such difficulty in the subjective idealism
of the Yogicira. He identifiecs objects with cognitions
so that the objects can be apprehended by cognitions.
The cognized object 1s identical with the apprehending
cognition so that it is in close proximity to the cognition,
is connected with it, and apprehended by it. The relation-
ship of the object and its cognition is explained by their
identity (tadatmya).? The blue object 1s related to the

1 NR. on ibid., 20, pp. 273—4.
* Ibid., zo, and NR., pp. 273—4.
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cognition of blue because it is identical with the cognition ;
and because it is related to the cognition it is apprehended
by it. ‘This is the nature of a cognizable object that It must
be identical with its cognition.! The object which is
supposed to be independent of its cognition is not identical
with it ; it is distinct from the cognition. It cannot, there-
fore, be related to the cognition, and be apprehended by
it. There is no other relation between the object and the
cognition, which can bring them into relationship with
each other, and enable the cognition to apprehend the
object.2 If a cognition could apprehend an object without
being related to it, every cognition would apprehend all
objects. If an object is said to be apprehended by a
cognition because it is the cause of the cognition, then
the visual organ, which is imperceptible, will be appre-
hended by the cognition, because it brings about the
cognition.

The Sautrintika argues that the cause of a cognition
is that object which imparts its form to the cognition.
But there is no proof for the existence of such an object.

1 Berkeley also holds that the object perceived is identical with per-
ception. Gentile is of opinion that Berkeley is right in holding this view.
* Reality is conceivable only in so far as the reality conceived is in relation
to the activity which conceives it, and in that relation it is not only a
possible object of knowledge, it is a present and actual one. To conceive
a reality 13 to concelve, at the same time and as one with it, the mind in
which the reality is represented ; and therefore the concept of a material
reality is absurd.” (T4eory of Mind as Pure Act, p. 1.)

t Croce holds that mind is the only reality, and there is no reality
which is not mind. Mind is essentially activity and mental activity is all
reality. He says, “ When being is conceived as external to the human
mind, and knowledge as separable from its object, so that the object
could be without being known, it is evident that the existence of the
object becomes a datum, something, as it were, placed before the mind,
something given to the mind, extraneous toit. ... And yet... there is nothing
outside mind, and there are therefore no data confronting it. The very
conceptions we form of this something, which is external . . . show them-
selves to be not conceptions of data which already are external but data

furnished to mind by itself.” (Legica, p. 120, quoted in Wildon Carr’s
The Philosophy of Benedetto Croce. p. 12.)
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A blue object cannot impart its form to the cognition,
The variety of cognitions is not due to the variety of
objectd. All cognitions are brought about by immediately
preceding cognitions, The Sautrintika holds that an
object is apprehended by its cognition because of its
similarity (sarfipya) with it. In that case, a blue object
would be apprehended by the cognition of blue, though
it was remote in time and space. What does similarity
mean ? s it partial similarity or absolute similarity ?
Objects cannot be apprehended by cognitions because
of their partial similarity with them, since all cognitions
are partially similar to all objects inasmuch as they are
all momentary, and therefore every cognition would
apprehend all objects—which is absurd. Objects cannot
be apprehended by cognitions because of their absolute
similarity with them, for in that case cognitions would
be similar to objects in all respects and thus would be
as inert and unconscious as objects are. If that is said
to be apprehended by a cognition, which is similar
to it and is the cause of it, then in a serial cognition
the preceding cognition will be apprehended by the
succeeding one because the former is similar to the
latter and is its cause. Hence all cognitions apprehend
themselves and not any external objects distinct from
them ; cognitions are not apprehended by other
cognitions ; they are apprehended by themselves. There
are no objects other than cognitions. Thus cognitions
only must be supposed to have forms, and not external
objects.}

(4) Cognitions must be held to have forms for another
reason. Cognitions manifest objects, Even the realist
admits that external objects are non-luminous, and are
manifested by cognitions, An object, which depends
for its manifestation on a cognition, cannot be appre-
hended by a cognition unless the cognition itself is

L NR., pp. 274-5, cf. 8D., p. 148.
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apprehended even as a jar is illumined by the light of
a lamp when the light is perceived.!

There is a difference between objects and cognitions.
Objects are not apprehended as soon as they are pro-
duced, either because they are not illumined by con-
sciousness, or because something stands in the way of
their apphrehension.  Cognitions, on the other hand,
are apprehended as soon as they are produced, because
they are not non-luminous like objects, and nothing stands
in the way of their apprehension? Hence cognitions
must be apprehended as soon as they are produced.

Even the realist admits that a cognition is produced
before it apprchends an object; it cannot possibly
apprehend an object before it comes into being. And
it must be apprehended no sooner than it is produced
because it is self-luminous and there is no impediment
to its apprehension. If it is not apprchended at the
time of its production, it cannot be apprehended even
after the apprehension of the object, It does not acquire
any new power after apprehending the object by virtue
of which it can be apprehended only after its appre-
hension of the object. The cognition is self-luminous
and apprehends itself ; it does not depend upon any
other cognition for its apprehension. If it required
another cognition to apprehend it, this cognition also
would require another cognition to apprehend it and
so on ad infinitumB3

We have recollections in the absence of external
objects. Recollections are reproductions of past cognitions
such as * the jar was known by me”. We could not
have these recollections, if the cognitions did not embrace

18V,s, Stnyavada, z1~2; cf. NM,, pp- 537-8 and S.D.S.

2 Ibid., 23-4. Alexander holds that awareness s, as such, awareness
of awareness. Consclousness is, in itself, consciousness of consciousness,
self-consciousness. “ My awareness and my being aware of it are

identical.” (8pace, Time, and Deity, vol. i, p. 12.)
3 Ibid., 25~7, and NR.
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the forms of objects, and if these cognitions were no
apprehended in the past before they apprehended their
objects. Thus recollections presuppose past cognitions
with definite forms, which were apprehended. Even the
cognitions of objects existing here and now cannot
apprehend them unless they embrace their forms, and
are apprehended before they apprehend their objects.!
Hence cognitions can apprehend their objects only when
they themselves are already apprehended ; and cognitions
cannot be apprehended if they are devoid of definite
forms. Therefore we must admit that cognitions have
distinct forms.?

(5) Even granted that copnitions are apprehended
and have definite forms, we may admit the existence of
external objects with distinct forms. The Yogicira
argues that we cannot discriminate between the forms
of cognitions and the forms of objects, and we apprehend
only distinct forms ; hence these forms must belong to
cognitions.® We cannot assume that at first formless
cognitions are apprehended, and then objects are appre-
hended as endowed with forms. This would be possible
if we recognized the distinction between formless
cognitions and cognitions endowed with definite forms.
But formless cognitions are never apprehended, and
objects cannot be apprehended unless cognitions have
already been apprehended. If cognitions could
apprehend their objects without themselves being appre-
hended, we could conclude that cognitions are formless
while external objects are endowed with forms. But
this is not possible.4

The Sautrantika holds that the forms of objects are

1 Ibid., 28~30.

*Tasmat pirvagrhitisu buddhisvarthopalambhanam. Na copalabd-
hirastiha nirdkardsu buddhisu. Ibid., 31.

3 Vivekabuddhyabhavacca sakarasya ca darfanat. Akaravattaya bodho

jfiinasyaiva prasajyate. Ibid., 32; cf. SD., p. 148.
4 Ibid., 33—4, and NR.
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apprehended when they are impressed upon their
cognitions. But the Yogicara argues that the forms of
objects are external, and cannot enter into connection
with internal cognitions. Besides, if the objects imprinted
their forms on the cognitions which apprehend them,
the forms would pass over from the objects to the
cognitions, and the objects would vanish since they
cannot exist denuded of their forms.! ‘There is no
proof for the existence of the forms of objects. So they
cannot be said to be reflected in their cognitions. The
moon is reflected in the water. We see the surface of
water without any reflection of the moon during the
day ; and we see the moon in the sky at night and
recognize its reflection in the water. But we apprehend
neither formless cognitions without the forms of objects,
nor external objects endowed with forms in the absence
of cognitions so that we may recognize that the forms
of external objects are reflected in formless cognitions.
Further, how incorporeal objects like sounds, odours,
and tastes are reflected in cognitions is incomprehensible.?
We distinctly apprehend forms as belonging to
cognitions ; they cannot, therefore, be held to belong
to objects.3

The object exists in the external world, while its
cognition exists in the mind. There cannot be mutual
-contact between the external object and the internal
cognition so that one may be mistaken for the other.
It cannot be said that the form really belongs to the
object, but the form of the object is mistaken for the form
of its cognition owing to their contact with each other.*

The form cannot be said to be a property of the contact
of the object with its cognition because there can be no
such contact. The object is external while the cognition

1 Ibid., 35. 2 Tbid., 36-9.
8 Jnane ca grhyamanasya katham syadarthadharmats, ibid., 39.
4 Ibid., 40.
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is internal. The object is corporeal while the cognition is
incorporeal. Hence there cannot be any contact between
them. The contact of the object with its cognition cannot
be said to consist in their existence at the same time.
In that case, the whole universe would come in contact
with the cognition because it exists at the same time,
and there would be nothing to restrict the cognition to
its appropriate object. If a cognition were held to be in
contact with its object in its entirety, and to embrace
all its forms, then its constituent atoms and tastes, sounds
and the like would be perceived by the cognition, on
the presentation of the object to the eye—which 1s
absurd. The contact of a ‘cognition with its object
cannot be said to consist in the mere existence of the
object as an object of cognition, since we cannot com-
prehend the character of the object before we appre-
hend its forms. Nothing can be said to be an object of
cognition if it is not apprehended. An object is known
to have a definite form when it is an object of cognition ;
and it is an object of cognition when it has a definite
form, Thus there would be mutual interdependence.
We cannot discriminate between the cognition and the
object as they are in themselves, We never apprehend
formless objects and formless cognitions. Therefore we
cannot say that the form is a property of the contact of
the cognition with its object.!

The assumption that a single form belongs to both
the cognition and the object is groundless because they
occupy different positions, cannot come in contact with
each other, and are not recognized as distinct from each
other. And because they are not recognized as distinct
from each other it cannot be said that they are indis-
tinguishable from each other owing to their likeness
inasmuch as comprehension of likeness presupposes com-
prehension of difference.?

1 Ibid., 42-9. t Ibid., §58.
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We need not assume the contact of objects with
cognitions to account for the variety of cognitions.
Objects are never found to produce cognitions. So we
cannot assume that the forms of cognitions are due to
the contact of cognitions with their objects. The
cognition and the object are held to be formless before
they come in contact with each other. Mere contact,
which is formless, can never give rise to diversity of
forms of cognitions. Nor can formless objects produce
forms of cognitions.?

(6) One and the same object appears different to
different individuals., The same woman appears as an
object of enjoyment to_an amorous man, as delicious
food to a carnivorous animal, and as a corpse to an
ascetic.? If the external object exists, it must have the
same nature and should be perceived as such by all, It
cannot be perceived as different by different individuals.
These different appearances are different forms of
cognitions which are due to different psychical
dispositions (vdsani).?

Further, one and the same object appears long in
comparison with one object, and short in comparison
with another.s The same object appears long to one,
and short to another at the same time. But contradictory
qualities cannot exist in one and the same object at the
same time. But the cognitions or ideas are different in
each case, and they are due to different psychical dis-
positions,® Even if the external object exists, its real
nature can never be apprehended by cognitions ; the
forms of cognitions never correspond to external objects ;
they are always independent of them. The hypothesis
of external objects is absolutely groundless.®

! Ibid., 4951, and NR.

2 Cf.Y.B,iv, 15; NM,, p. 540.

8 SV., 5 Sanyavada, 59, and NR.

t Ibid., 59. 5 Ibide, 5g~61. ¢ Ibid., 62-1.
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Relativity of sensations is a favourite argument of the
idealist. Berkeley also argues : * That which at other
times ‘seems sweet, shall, to a distempered palate, appear
bitter.  And, nothing can be plainer than that divers
persons perceive different tastes in the same food ;
since that which one man delights in, another abhors.
And how could this be, if the taste was something really
inherent in the food?”1 Thus Berkeley proves that
tastes, odours, sounds, colours, and temperatures are
only ideas of the mind.?> He simply repeats Locke’s
argument in proving the secondary qualities to be
merely subjective. He applies the same argument to
the primary qualities also and proves them to be merely
subjective. He says : ** Grear and small, swift and slow,
are allowed to exist nowhere without the mind, being
entirely relative, and changing as the frame or position
of the organs of sense varies. The extension therefore
which exists without the mind is neither great nor small,
the motion neither swift nor slow, that is, they are
nothing at all.” 3

§ 3. Kumarila’s Criticism of the Yogacara ldealism

1. (1) The Yogacara argues that waking cognitions
are false or without corresponding external objects
because whatever is a cognition is false or without any
corresponding reality, like dream-cognitions.? Kumarila
urges that waking perceptions are certain and well-
defined ; they establish the existence of well-defined
external objects. 1In fact, all means of right knowledge
prove the existence of external objects. To regard the
objects of uncontradicted waking perceptions as mere
forms of cognitions is to contradict the direct evidence

Y Dialogue between Hylas and Philonous, p. 129.
? Ibid., pp. 124-138.

3 Principles of Human Knowledge, pp. 40-1.

¢ SV, 5, nirdlambanavada, 23.
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of perception,! The object of sensc-perception and the
other means of right knowledge must have an existence
in the external world. The Yogacira theory of the denial
of the external reality is contradicted by the evidence of
sense-perception and the other means of right know-
ledge2 The uncontradicted and well-defined waking
perceptions, which bear clear testimony to the existence
of external objects, are superior in strength to the
Yogacira inference which secks to establish the non-
existence of external objects.* All persons recognize
the existence of external objects independent of their
cognitions, which are facts of their experience. The
Yogicira goes against the universal experience of
mankind in denying the existence of external objects.t
It is right to deny the existence of objects apprehended
by cognitions which are vitiated by some defects. But
the Yogicira who denies the existence of the object of
every cognition undermines his own theory, since the
object of his inference also is non-existent.

(i) The Yogacira argues that waking cognitions are
without corresponding - external objects like dream-
cognitions and illusions. But Kumidrila points out that
even dreams and illusions are not without foundation in
external objects. In dream-cognitions the objects which
were perceived at some other time or in some other place
are remembered and owing to some mental disorder
under the influence of sleep they are apprehended as
present here and now. The objects which are appre-
hended by dream-cognitions are some real external
objects which were perceived in the past either in the

! Ibid 30, and NR; cf. NM,, 543; 8.B.S, ii, 2, 28.

2 Pratyaksideéca visayo bahya evavatisthate, ibid., 323 cf. Sanya-
vida, z59-261.

8 Ibid., 33, and NR.; see NR. on Sinyavada, 228; SD., p. 143
(Ch.5.8.); cf. T.V. on Y.8,, iv, 14.

4 Ibid., 745 cf. 8.V.M,, pp. 113-14.

E Tbid., 34, and NR.; cf. Y.B 1v, 14.
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present life, or in some past life, either in the same place,
or in some other place.! Nydyaratnakara makes it more
clear.’ “ We dream only of such external objects as we
perceived in the past. The only difference lies in the
change of order in the time and place of the perceived.
Therefore dreams cannot be said to be pure creations
of fancy without any real foundation in the external
world.” Therefore dreams cannot be said to be totally
devoid of real basis in the external world.

Alexander, in a way, corroborates the truth of
Kumirila’s view. He says : “‘ The illusion of the dream
consists in the disagreement of this world of dream-
things with the greater world, which is the whole world
of Space-Time, not limited to this particular dream-
vision of it. Everything in the dream is real, the materials
of it and the ways in which they are related, including
the thing-hood of its things, But in the larger world
they are not found in these arrangements and thus they
cannot bear the test of the wider reference.” 2 Modern
psycho-analysis shows that *no detail in the dream is
too insignificant to be neglected, and every element can
be tracked by association to its source in former
experience "2 * The imagery in a dream is its manifest
content, and this manifest content, according to the
psycho-analysts, is not really creative. It is one of the
termini in a chain of association whose other terminus can
be recalled to memory when sufficient pains are taken.” 4
Thus dreams arc not without their counterparts in reality.

(iti) Kumirila holds that illusions also are not without
a foundation in real objects. Illusions are perceptions
of external objects in a wrong manner. The cause of the
illusory perception of the fire-brand circle (alatacakra)

1 Ibid., 107-9; cf. soand NR.; SD,, p. 143; NB,, iv, 2, 34,
¥ Space, Time, and Deity, vol. ii, p. 2155 cf. Mysticism and Logic,

pPp- 177-178.' . )
3 A Study in Realism, p. 76. Ibid, p. 78.
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is the fire-brand whirled with extreme rapidity. The
cause of the illusory perception of imaginary cities in
the clouds (gandharvanagara) is a particular arrangément
of clouds and the recollection of some houses perceived
in the past. The cause of the ‘‘ mirage” (mrgatoya)
in a desert is sand heated by the rays of the sun and
reflecting them, and the recollection of the water per-
ceived in the past. Even purely imaginary notions like
‘““hare’s horns "’ (§adadrnga) 1mply the existence of hares
and horns separately in the external world. The cause
of the notion is either the horns of other animals, or the
peculiar character of the hare itself.! Kumarila is an
advocate of anyathakhyati. He looks upon illusion as
misapprehension. It is wrong perception of an object.
In an illusion a thing perceived somewhere in the past
is remembered and is erroneously attributed to a thing
perceived here and now.* Thus, if dreams and illusions
are not totally devoid of a real substratum in the external
world, waking perceptions can never be without their
counterparts in the external world. In all cognitions
there is some element of reality.

Alexander holds that illusions are not without their
counterparts in reality. He says : ** Illusory appearances
do not belong to the thing of which they are appearances ;
and the illusion consists in their being so referred. Only
in so far are they illusory ; there is no illusion until an
element in the appearance which does not belong to the
thing is perceived as belonging to it : until, for instance,
the green seen by contrast on a piece of grey paper
lying on a red ground is seen as an affection of the place
of the grey paper. The green by itself is not illusory ;
but the patch, occupied by the grey, seen as green.” ?
“The illusory appearance of a thing is commonly said

1 8V, niralambanavada, 10g-111.
3 Indian Psychology : Perception, pp. 301-2.
3 Space, Time, and Deizy, vol. ii, p. 209.
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to be an illusion if the thing in question 1s actually present
but misinterpreted.” 1 ““ Illusion lies in reference of the
imagifary element to the thing to which it belongs.” 2
“ The illusory object is as much non-mental as the real
appearance. Yet it is chosen by the mind from the world
of things not directly connected with the thing to which
it is referred. The grey piece of paper is seen green by
contrast on the red ground. The paper itself is not green.
But there is green in the world. The appropriate response
of the mind to green is the kind of sensory act which the
mind is at the moment performing, and accordingly it
sees green.” 3 ““We can sec how illusion is possible.
The object, with which the mind is brought into com-
presence by virtue of an act initiated by itself, is trans-
ferred from its place in the world into a place to which it
does not belong. 'The illusion is a transposition of
materials. Moreover the form of combination is also
real. . . . We combine elements not really combined, but
both the elements and their form of combination are
features of the real world when that world is taken
large enough.”* Thus illusions are not pure creations
of imagination.

(iv) Kumarila brings forward a counter-argument to
prove the existence of external objects. Cognitions
have real counterparts in the external world ; and these
cognitions apprehending external objects are valid since
they are free from contradiction, like the cognition of
the falsity of a dream-cognition.? If the Yopacara urges
that the cognition of the falsity of a dream-cognition
also is false, then the dream-cognition cannot be false,
and consequently cannot serve as an instance of false

1 Ibid., p. 270.

2 Tbid., p. 209, 1. ; cf. Russel, Mysticism and Logic, p. 176 ; Our Know-
ledge of the External World, p. 8s.

3 Ibid., p. 214. 4 Ibid., pp. z14-215.

& SV., nirdlambanavida, 79~80.
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cognition.! If all cognitions were equally false and
without any counterparts in the external world, we
could never have ideas of proximity and remoteness,? and
reality and unreality.® If a cognition be false, it is sure
to be contradicted. If it were false without being contra-
dicted, there would be no restriction as to the reality or
unreality of a cognition* Kumirila holds that dream-
cognitions are false, and they are contradicted by waking
perceptions ; but waking perceptions, which are not
contradicted by other cognitions, are valid. But the
Yogacara cannot distinguish between dream-cognitions
and waking cognitions, since he holds them both to be
false. Waking cognitions of posts and the like, which
are not contradicted by other cognitions, are valid. But
dream-cognitions are known to all persons to be contra-
dicted by waking perceptions. Hence there is a difference
between dream-cognitions and waking perceptions,®

(v) The Yogacira may urge that waking cognitions
also are contradicted by the intuitions of the yogins
who realize the falsity of all things in the world. Thus
waking cognitions of posts and the like are as false as

1 Ibid., 8o-1.

2 Berkeley anticipates this objection. “ It will be objected that we
see things actually without, or at a distance from us; and which con-
sequently do not cxist in the mind ; it being absurd that those things which
are seen at the distance of scveral miles should be as near to us as our own
thoughts.” (Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 62.) Berkeley refutes
this objection by saying that ploxnmty and remoteness are ** ideas of
touch ” which are suggested by “ ideas of sight ”, both of which exist
in the mind. (Ibid., pp. 62-3.)

8 8§V, 5, niralambanavada, 85-6. Berkeley anticipates this objection
also. * ]t will be objected that by the foregoing principles all that is
real and substantial in nature is banished out of the world; and instead
thereof a chimerical scheme of ideas takes place.”” (Ibid., p. 57.) “It
will be objected that there is a great difference betwixt real fire and the

idea of fire,” (Ibid., p. 61.) Berkeley refutes this objection by showing
that the distinction between reality and unreality is eithin consciousness.
(Ibid., pp. 55-6.)

4 §V,, ¢, niralambanavada, 87-8.

5 Ibid., 88—gr1; cf. S.B.S,, ii, 2, 28 SD., p. 144
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dream-cognitions. And all persons will realize the falsity
of waking cognitions when they will reach the stage of
the yogin. Hence it is established that waking cognitions
are false since they are invalidated by the intuitions of
the yogins.!

But Kumirila points out that such yogic intuitions
are not given to mortals on earth ; we know nothing
about the so-called intuitions of the gifted few who are
said to have reached the yogic state.? An appeal to yogic
intuitions 1s an appeal to credulity. The Yogicara
cannot show any instance to prove the real nature of the
yogic intuitions which invalidate waking cognitions. But
Kumirila can easily give an instance to prove that
yogic intuitions have real substrata in the external world
as cognitions of all persons apprehend external objects3

(vi) Kumdrila raises many technical objections to the
Yogacara’s inference, some of which are indicated here.
The Yogacira concludes that * waking cognitions ” are

* without corresponding external objects . Here both
the subject and the predicate of the conclusion—or the
minor term and the major term of the syllogism—are
incapable of being apprchended because both of them
are without counterparts in reality. Both the cognition
of “ waking cognitions 7 and the cognition of ‘‘ being
without corresponding external objects”’ are without
any foundation in reality (nirilambana). And an inference
with an unknown minor term or an unknown major
term can never be valid. In fact, the Yogicira who
denies the reality of the major term and the minor term
of his own syllogism stands self-contradicted. Further,

1 Ibid., 9r-3.

2 1bid., 93—4; see [ndian Psychology: Perceprion, pp. 336-7.
“ Mysticism as a way of being should command our respect, if not our
aspirations, but when the mystic, becoming arrogant, waves his wand
before the multitude and whispers darkly that knowledge is not what it

Is, it is time to be on our guard against this wizardry.” (A Study in
Realism, p. 54.) 3 2.V, niralambanavida, g5-—6.
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it is not possible to distinguish the major term from the
minor term. So the conclusion of the Yogicira cannot
be valid.! Then, what does the Yogicira mean by
* cognition ’ ' which is the minor term of his syllogism ?
If he means by it a property of the soul, he himself
does not recognize the existence of such a cognition.
This makes his argument fallacious. If, on the other
hand, he means by it mere cognition without any notion
of the cognizer and the cognized such a cognition is not
recognized by the Mimimsaka. And this also makes
the argument fallacious inasmuch as the minor term
must be such as 1s accepted by both parties.? Further,
the conclusion of the Yogicara’s syllogism denics the
reality of the cognitum of every cognition ; therefore an
establishment of the reality of the object of his premises
renders his own conclusion impossible3 If all cognitions
were false, there would be no degrees of falsity, and
dream-cognitions could not be reg’uded as more false
than waking cognitions.  Moral considerations of virtue
and vice compel the recognition of the existence of
external objects,? If the expcriences of heaven were
similar to the experiences of a dream nobody would
exert himself to perform duties for the mere pleasures
of a dream.®

2. The Yogicira holds that the variety of impressions 8
is the cause of the variety of Cognitions 7 But Kumirila
urges that there cannot be variety of 1n1prc%s1om since
the Yogacara cannot provide any cause of impressions.
If the variety of cognitions were held to be the cause of
the variety of impressions there would be mutual mnter-
dependence (anyonyasraya). The variety of cognitions
would depend upon the variety of impressions, and the

1 Ibid., 35~7, and NR.

Ibid., 47; see Jha's E'T., p. 126, n.

Ibid., 150~2, and NR. 4 Ibid., 1-3. 5 Ibid., 11~13.
“ Subconscious impressions ”’ {vasana) are called “impressions * here.
“ Cognitions ” here mean “ parceptions ”.

-~ o 0
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variety of impressions would depend upon the variety
of cognitions.! The Yogicira holds that consciousness
in itself is pure and formless and devoid of difference ;
it is diversificd into various cognitions by various
impressions. So he cannot hold that there is a natural
difference of cognitions in pure consciousness.2 Further,
there is no evidence either for the existence of impressions,
or for the variety of impressions. Even granting the
existence of various impressions, they would only tend
to recall past cognitions and thus bring about a variety
of apprehending cognitions ; but they would, by no
means, bring about a varicty of apprehended objects.3
When an impression is revived and appears in the field
of consciousness it can bring about a mere recollection.4
A variety of impressions, therefore, can never bring
about a variety ot perceptions. Cognitions are
momentary ; they are absolutely destroyed without
leaving the least traces behind. And two momentary
cognitions cannot be related to each other as the
impresser (vasaka) and the impressed (vdsya), since
they never appear together in consciousness.® The
preceding cognition cannot impress the succeeding one
before it comes into existence ; and, the succeeding
cognition cannot be impressed by the preceding cognition,
since it is destroyed. Even if the two cognitions appear
together in consciousness, they are not related to each
other, and consequently one cannot be impressed by
the other. Hence there can be no impression (visana).
Both the preceding cognition and the succeeding one
are momentary ; they cannot, therefore, operate upon
each other. One cognition which is in the process of
being destroyed cannot be impressed by another which

L §V., 5, niralambanavida, 178-g.

Ibid., 179, and NR.

Ibid., 180, and NR.

Samvittyd jayamani hi smrtimatram karotyasau, ibid., 181.

Ibid., 181-2. 8 Ibid., 182-3.

L T
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also 1s undergoing destruction. Momentary entities
cannot impress one another. It is only permanent
entities that are impressed by other permanent entities ;
for instance, oil is perfumed by parts of a fragrant flower,
both of which are permanent and last for some time.!

The Yogacara contends that if the succeeding
cognition, which is durable, did not differ from the pre-
ceding cognition, there could be no impression (vasani)
since there is no difference between them. If two
cognitions are related to each other as the impresser
and the impressed, they must be different from each
other. But if both of them were permanent, the preceding
cognition would be identical with the succeeding one
because what is permanent has the same form at all
times, past, present, and future ; and they could not be
related to each other as the impresser and the impressed
because they are identical with each other. Hence
cognitions cannot leave any impressions because they
are permanent according to Kumirila.2 But the Yogacara
holds that cognitions are changing every moment, and
are partly similar to, and partly different from, one
another ; hence they can have impressions. Cognitions
are undergoing changes every moment ; the preceding
cognition differs from the succeeding one as they occur
at different moments of time, and yet they are similar
to each other ; hence the preceding cognition can leave
an impression which modifies the succeeding one which
1s impressed with it and appears in the form of the pre-
ceding cognition. There need not be any operation
between the preceding cognition and the succeeding
one so that the former may leave an impression upon the
latter. There can be no action of momentary cognitions
upon one another, But still they are related to each
other as cause and effect.?

1 Ibid., 184. 2 Ibid., 185-6, 2nd NR.
3 Ibid., 186, and NR., pp. 264-3.
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Kumarila replies that cognitions, according to the
Yogacira, are momentary, and cannot, therefore, be
similar to one another ; they must be absolutely different
from one another, The preceding cognition cannot
bring about an effect before it comes into being ; nor
can it bring about an effect when it has been destroyed ;
and when it is accomplished it does not continue even
for a single moment. Thus there is no time when the
cognition can produce its effect, since it is destroyed no
sooner than it is produced. Hence the preceding
cognition cannot produce any effect upon the succeeding
one. Further, the preceding cognition is totally destroyed
and does not leave any trace behind ; it cannot, there-
fore, be similar to the succeeding cognition. Similarity
means the sameness of propetties. But no property of the
preceding cognition can persist in the succeeding one,
since the former is totally destroycd If the preceding
cognition leaves an impression upon the succeedmg one
owing to its similarity with it, the cognition of a cow
followed by that of an elephant can never leave an
impression upon it because they are entirely different
from each other. And the cognition of the cow being
absolutely destroyed, such a cognition will never appear
again because there is no impression of the cow. In
fact, all cognitions being different from one another,
none of them can leave an impression upon another.
Further, the Yogicira does not believe in the existence
of external objects. Hence impressions cannot bring
about their effects in a serial order inasmuch as they are
totally destroyed, and cannot be aided by external objects
or influenced by extraneous circumstances.!

But the realist holds that all impressions are permanent
and exist in the soul ; they bring about effects in the
form of recollections in a serial order because they
depend upon the aid of external objects and the order

L Ibid., 18~~192.
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of thinking in the self in producing their effects ; the
perception of similar objects revives the impressions of
like objects perceived in the past in some other place.
Thus the realist can account for the order of recollections
produced by impressions with the help of external
objects and the series of thoughts in the mind. But,
according to the Yogacira, nothing exists except
cognitions and impressions, and impressions are totally
destroyed, and cannot, therefore, bring about their
effects in a serial order because they do not depend upon
any other conditions.!

The Yogicira holds that an effect is produced only
on the destruction of its cause'; the effect cannot appear
so long as the cause exists. Hence the destruction of a
single cognition would bring about the destruction of
all impressions based upon it ; and the cognition which
springs from all these impressions and which appears
in all their forms would be destroyed in a single moment.
If the potentiality of a cognition is held to persist in
the shape of an impression even on the destruction of
the cognition which is its substratum, then it loses its
momentary character, and cannot bring about any effect
which appears only on the destruction of its cause.?
If the stream of impressions is like the stream of
cognitions, both being unbroken and continuous and
independent of each other—then impressions cannot
produce cognitions, and cognitions, again, cannot pro-
duce impressions. If there were two independent
parallel streams of impressions and cognitions,
impressions would produce only impressions, and
cognitions would produce only cognitions, but impressions
could never produce cognitions, and cognitions could
never produce impressions because causes can produce
only similar effects. Similar causes can produce dis-
similar effects only in co-operation with adventitious

1 Tbid., NR. on 193, pp. 164¢5. ? Tbid., 193-6.
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conditions. But the Yogacara does not believe in any-
thing but impressions and  cognitions. Hence
impressions and cognitions can never produce one
another.!

Therefore, the so-called ‘‘impression ” (visani) of
the Yogacira must be assumed to be a false reality
(samvrtisatya), and not a true reality. And such false
entities can never bring about any effects. But Kumirila
believes in the existence of the permanent knower or
the self ; the self is the substratum of impressions which
are effects of repeated cognitions. The self is the sub-
stratum of impressions ; or it may be said to be the
impression itself2 Impression consists in the trans-
ference of a part of one thing (dye) to another (cloth).
But a part of the preceding cognition can never be
transferred to the succeeding cognition. Hence there
can be no such thing as visana? And because vasands
cannot exist, and they do not depend upon extraneous
circumstances such as external objects, time, place, and
the like, they cannot be said to have causal efficiency
($akti) in producing variety of cognitions. Further,
vasanis, instead of explaining cognitions or perceptions,
presuppose them. Impressions (visani) are the result
of repeated similar perceptions. Thus impressions are
preceded by perceptions ; and perceptions must have
apprehended external objects before in some place or
other, which gave rise to impressions. Thus impressions
presuppose the existence of cognitions of external objects.
Hence it is not proper to deny the existence of external
objects, and to account for a variety of perceptions by
a variety of subconscious impressions.®

3. Sometimes it is argued that waking cognitions
are without corresponding external objects as recollections

1 Ibid., 196-8 and NR, 2 Ibid., 199—200; cf. 8.B.8, i, 2, 31.
3 1bid., 200, and NR. 4 Tbid., Stinyavada, 256-8.
5 Ibid., 205-6.
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are.!  But recollections apprehend objects of past
cognitions. There are recollections of objecss perceived
in the past, and not of past cognitions of objects. It is
the recollection of the object perceived in the past that
leads us to infer the existence of the past cognition.
Hence recollection cannot be cited as an example of
cognition without a corresponding object.?

Reid said: *“ It is by memory that we have an
immediate knowledge of rhings past.”” ® The modern
realists seem to be in favour of this view. Memory 1s
generally held to be representative knowledge of the
past. It is a present act of mind representing the past.
But the modern realists look upon memory as presentative
knowledge. Laird holds that the object remembered is
the same thing as the object perceived. He says : “ The
things we perceive are also the things we remember. . . .
Memory does not mean the existence of present repre-
sentatives of past things, It is the mind’s awareness
of past things themselves.” 4 ‘‘ Recollection appears to
be the direct apprehension of the past.””® Alexander
also says : “The pastness of the object is a datum of
experience, directly apprehended. The object is com-
present with me as pasz.”® Sinclair states the theory
thus : “ Memory is, in fact, perception, not of the
object as it exists now but as it was perceived. We
perceive it for ever as we perceived it then. . ., In every
case of remembering we perceive, and it is only by its
time element that we distinguish between memory and
perception.”?  Laird roundly declares : * Things
perceived and remembered are independent of the mind
and directly apprehended by it.”8 If this is true,
recollection cannot be cited in favour of the denial of

1 Thid., 51—2. % Thid., 192, and NR.
8 Works (Hamilton’s edition), p. 339 ; the italics are mine.

8 A Sindy in Realism, p. 56. 5 Ibid., p. 52.

$ Space, Time, and Deiry, vol. 1, p. 113.

7

The New ldealism, p. 25. 8 A4 Study in Realism, p. 64.
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external objects. Recollection is as much direct aware-
ness of past things, as perception, of present things.
Thus Kumarila’s suggestion that recollection is always
of objects (arthasmrti) is full of significance.

4. The Yogacira holds that a cognition is both subject
and object, It apprehends and is apprehended. But
Kumirila points out that the act of cognition cannot
cognize itself even as the act of cutting cannot cut itself.
The act of cognition cannot turn round upon itself and
make itself its own object. The Yogicira may say that
the cognition is self-luminous and so manifests itself ;
it does not depend upon anything else for its manifesta-
tion ; it does not apprehend itself as an object (karma).
But if the cognition were self-luminous, it would appear
in such a form as * 7 am blue”, and not as *‘ zAss is blue”, 1
Consciousness is different from self-consciousness. [t is
not directed inward to the self (pratyagatmavrtti), but
outward to the external object (parigvrtti).2 Hence one
and the same cognition cannot be both subject and object.
Thereis not a single object which has suchadual character.?

Alexander holds that “ the object of the mental act
1s a distinct existence (or subsistence) from the mental
act. . . . Experience tells us that the mind does not
experience itself as an object, but lives through its own
self. The objects of which it is aware are distinct from its
awareness.” 4 ““ A mind in any mental act or process,”
he says, ‘‘is conscious of the appropriate object in so
far as the act and the object which are appropriate to
cach other are in compresence, no matter how they are
brought into this relation. The act of mind is the
cognition, the object is the cognitum, the cognitive
relation is the compresence between them, . .. The

Y Cf.NM, p. 541; S V.M, p. 112

? Cf. Jfianad bahirbhiitasya samvedandt, $.V.M.,, p. 112.
3 8V, s, Sanyavada, 64, and NR,, pp- 287-8.

4 Basis of Realism, § 3.
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object is some existent distinct from the act of mind.” !
‘“ Any experience whatever may be analysed into two
distinct elements and their relation to one anothet. The
two elements which are the terms of the relation are, on
the one hand, the act of mind or the awareness, and on
the other the object of which it is aware. . . . But the two
terms are differently experienced. The one is experienced
as the act of experiencing, the other as that which is
experienced.” 2 Hasan states Meinong’s theory thus:
“Not only thought but every cognitive activity, and
not only cognitive, but all mental activity has an object.
. .. It is an activity, and is directed to an object, It
transcends itself, and as it were leaps over to the object,
which is beyond it and independent of it.”’® Laird
observes : ‘“ The process of knowledge refers beyond
itself, and therefore an act of knowledge can never be
aware of itself.” 4 But it can be known by introspection.
It is always a different act from the mental act of which it
1s aware.

But the Yogicira may urge that Kumarila himself
holds that the self (atman) has the dual character of both
the cognizer and the cognized. Kumdrila holds that the
self has a dual character ; the self is a cognizer in one
aspect, and the cognized in another. The self is a
conscious substance ; as conscious it is the cognizer,
and as a substance it is the cognized.? So therc is no
contradiction here. But a mere cognition cannot be the
cognizer. The self which is the substratum of cognition
can be the cognizer ; it is apprehended by self-con-
sciousness (ahambuddhi) as a spiritual substance.® There

1 Space, Time, and Deity, vol. 1i, pp. 86-7.

2 Tbid., vol. i, pp. T1~12.

3 Realism, p. 81. 8 4 Study in Realism, p. 172.

5 8V., Sanyavada, 67-8; see Indian Psychology: Perception,
pp- 226-8.

6 Ibid., NR. on 70, p. 289; see Indian Psychology : Perception,
pp. 236 .
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is no apprehension of the form of the apprehending
cognition so that the cognition may be held to be the
cognized object. The cognition may be supposed to be
manifested as the instrument of cognition, or the act of
cognition, or the agent of cognition, but it is never
manifested as an odjecs such as blue. So the cognition
cannot be regarded as the cognized object (grahya)
By “ cognition ” we mean the act of cognition which
can never apprehend itself.! If the cognition which
appears in one form were held to apprehend another
form, then the cognition could not apprehend an object
though it appears in the form of a cognition. If con-
sciousness were held to apprehend the form of a cognition
though it appears in the form of an object only, the
consciousness could be held to apprchend an object
though it appears in the form of a cognition. In the
consciousness ‘I know the jar’’ only the jar is manifested,
and not the act of cognition or the agent of cognition
or the self. The consciousness of the jar proves the
existence of the jar. It is not an illusion, It is a right
cognition. Hence the object of cognition 1s different
from the act of cognition.?

If the act of cognition is identical with the object,
they should not be called by different names. But the
one 1s the act of experiencing and the other is experienced.
“To use Lloyd Morgan’s happy notation, the one is
an -ing, the other an -¢4.” 3 If the cognitive act and the
cognized object are different from each other, they
cannot be said to be identical with each other. If they
are identical with each other, and consist in one and the
same cognition, there can be cognition of one of them
only, either the cognitive act or the cognized object.
If the same cognition were partly the cognitive act

1 Ibid., 71, and NR,, p. 290.
3 Ibid., 72, and NR,, p. 2g0; ¢f. S V.M, p. 112,
3 Space, Time, and Deity, vol. |, p. 12,
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(grahaka) and partly the cognized object (grahya), one
of them being suppressed, the other also would be
suppressed, and both of them being suppressed; there
would be negation of the cognition itself. Or, again,
the cognition being non-different from the cognitive
act and the cognized object which are different from
each other, there would be difference in the cognition
itself. Thus there being a difference in the cognition,
the difference between the cognitive act and the cognized
is established.

The Yogicira may urge that, though there is a
difference between the cognitive act and the cognized,
yet the latter is not an object independent of the
cognition but the cognition itself. Kumarila asserts that
there is no ground for holding the cognized to be a
cognition only. There is no cognition that is common
to both the cognitive act and the cognized. The Buddhist
does not recognize the reality of a universal which is
different from individuals.® = So he cannot admit the
reality of any such distinct class as * cognition ” apart
from distinct cognitions. If there were such a distinct
class as “ cognition ” different from the cognitive act
and the cognized, they would be of the nature of
cognition ; and there would be negation of the
“ cognition " distinct from them, and devoid of their
forms. Therefore, both the cognitive act and the
cognized cannot be of the nature of cognition ; only
the cognitive act can be held to be of the nature of
cognition ; and this is admitted by both the Yogacara
and the Mimamsaka. Cognitions are momentary, and
appear in succession ; they cannot, therefore, be related
to each other as the cognitive act and the cognized.
Even if the two cognitions appear simultaneously, they
cannot be related to each other as the cognitive act and
the cognized, inasmuch as they are independent of each

Y Indian Psycholory : Perception, pp. 165~172.
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other. Therefore, the act of cognition and the cognized
are different from each other.!

5. The Yogacara identifies the object with the appre-
hending cognition. But if the object were identical
with the cognition, the apprehension of one of them
would lead to the apprehension of both.2 But sometimes
the consciousness of the object is not accompanied by
the consciousness of the cognition.? Consciousness is
different from self-consciousness. Consciousness of a
jar is different from consciousness of the cognition of
the jar which does not necessarily go along with the other.
Consciousness does not necessarily involve self-con-
sciousness,*  If the object were identical with the
cognition, there would be apprehension of the cognition
also along with apprehension of the object ; or there
would be no apprehension of the object, just as there is
no apprehension of the cognition. Similarly appre-
hension of the cognition would lead to apprehension of
the object as well, especially because the Yogicira
regards the apprehending cognition as pure and formless.
If the cognition were identical with the cognized object
which has a definite form, such a formless cognition
would not be possible ; or if the object were not to be
apprehended, the cognition too would not be appre-
hended because the object is held to be identical with the
cognition.® Just as sometimes there i1s apprehension of
the object without apprehension of the cognition, so
sometimes there is apprehension of the cognition without
apprehension of its object. Sometimes we remember a
cognition without remembering its object. Sometimes
we feel that we perceived something in the past but do
not remember it aright. This is an instance of indefinite

1 Ibid., Sanyavida, 124-151.

2 Ibid., 73.

3 Cf 1bid,, 795 172-5.

4 Ibid., 74; cf. NM.,, p. 542, and S.V.M,, p. 113 see [ndian
Psychology 1 Perception, p. 239. & Ibid., 75-7.
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memory. If the cognition were identical with the object,
the recollection of one would bring about the recol-
lection of the other. But, as a matter of fact, there
is sometimes a recollection of the cognition only without
its object. Hence the cognized object (grahya) can never
be identical with the apprehending cognition (grihaka).
They are entirely different from each other.!

6. The Yogicira argues that the object is not different
from its cognition, because there can be no cognition
of anything which is not identical with it ; for instance,
the cognition of ““ blue ” cannot apprehend * yellow ”
And, again, if there be no relation between the cognition
and the object, the object cannot be said to be the
cognized (grahya). The Yogicira regards the form of
a cognition as the cognized object which is close to,
and identical with, the cognition ; and it is for this
reason that the object 1s cognized. Cognizability of the
object by the cognition depends upon the relation between
the two ; and the relation between them implies their
identity with each other.?

To this Kumirila replies that proximity and relation
are not possible in the case of a cognition for the simple
reason that it is not perceived. Kumirila holds that a
cognition is not perceived but inferred from cognizedness
(jiiatata) of the object.3 Proximity and relation can be said
to be based on the subject-object-relationship between
the cognition and the object ; the assumption of identity
between them is useless.* Even in the absence of identity
between the cognition and the object, proximity and
relation between them are possible on account of their
relation to each other as subject and object (visayavisa-
yibhava). Identity (tidatmya) consists in non-distinctness
of place, while objectivity (visayatd) consists in being

1 Ibid., 79-85, cf. NM., p. 544. % Ibid., z00 NR,, p. 325.
8 Indian Psychology : Perception, pp. 199—201.
48V, s, Sﬁnyavada, 200.
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the substratum of the result of cognition, viz. cognized-
ness (jhatata).!

Thus Kumarila takes the relation of cognition to its
object to be a unique relation called subject-object-
relation (visaya-visayi-bhava). It is unique and sui generis.
It is different from spatial, temporal, causal, or any other
objective relation. The relation of cognition to its object
cannot be reduced to identity or co-essentiality, Identity
is denial of relation. The cognitive relation is a unique
relation which makes the cognitive act apprehend the
object. The cognition modifies the object apprehended
by it. It produces cognizedness in the object from
which the act of cognition is inferred. Kumarila is
a realist. He emphatically denies identity of the cog-
nitive act with the cognized object like any modern
realist.

Laird also emphatically denies identity of the knower ?
and the known. ** According to M. Bergson, true know-
ledge is intuition, and that, in its turn, is a process of
union and becoming. ., . We know a thing by becoming
it, and it is known by becoming us.” Realists deny this.
“ Knowledge, they think, is never a kind of identity. . . .
We do not become Niagara by looking at it; we do not
become the past by remembering the great war.

On the contrary, if we became these things we could
not know them at all. According to realists, the process
of knowledge always implies that the mind is confronted
with an object, and always implies that we are never
under any conceivable circumstances identical with that
object. Even when we apprehend our own experiences,
the process of apprehension cannot be identical with the
experience which is apprehended.” ® Thus knowledge
presupposes the distinction between knower and known,

t Ibid., 200 NR,, p. 325.
2 Here the identity of Anowledge with known is not shown.
3 A Study in Realism, pp. 10-11.
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and knowledge and known. Identity between them
makes knowledge impossible.

Dr. Hasan beautifully describes the unique character
of knowledge. * Knowledge is neither the relation of
compresence, nor of causation, nor of reaction. It may
presuppose compresence, it may presuppose causation, it
may presuppose reaction ; it may be of compresence, it may
be of causation, it may be of reaction ; but it is neither
compresence, nor causation, nor reaction. It is know-
Jedge. It is an ultimate unique fact, which has to be
taken as such, and is not reducible to any other
simpler facts. And this is what is meant by calling it
sui generis.” 1

7. The Yogicira holds that only one form is mani-
fested to consciousness, and it is the form of a cognition.
Kumirila also holds that only one form is manifested to
consciousness but it is not the form of a cognition, but of
an object. Here Kumdrila agrees with the Naiyayika.
Kumarila agrees with the Yogacira in advocating the pre-
sentative theory of perception ; but they advocate it in
different ways. The Yogacira, like Berkeley, holds that
what we directly perceive are ideas of the mind. Kumarila,
on the other hand, holds that what we directly perceive are
external objects. Kumirila argues that the representative
theory of perception contradicts our common experience.
Ordinary people say : “ The external object exists just
as we perceive it ; yet they do not hold that we
perceive the form of an object after we have perceived
the form of its cognition. A cognition is the means
(updya) of apprehending the object ; it presents an object
to us because it is only the means of apprehending the
form of the object.2 The cognition directly presents an
object to us ; it does not at first apprehend the form of a
cognition, and through it the form of the object. The

Y Realism, p. 162.
? Ct. NM., p. 541; $.B.5, ii, 2, 28.
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cognition directly and immediately perceives external
objects. So the representative theory of perception is
wrongs

The realists who recognize the existence of external
objects pass over the apprehension of cognitions. They
hold that we directly perceive external objects.2 They
do not admit the non-existence of external objects which
the Yogacara seeks to prove by inference, because we
directly perceive them. Perception is of superior strength
than inference The external object is never perceived
to be of the same form as the internal cognition. The
object is perceived as ‘‘zhis is blue” ; it is never
perceived as ““ 7 am blue ™', which is the true form of the
internal cognition.* Thus both the Sautrantika and the
Yogacira are in the wrong, The Sautrantika wrongly
holds that we infer the forms of external objects through
the forms of cognitions which are directly and
immediately perceived, The Yogicara wrongly holds
that we directly and immediately perceive only the forms
of cognitions, and do not know the existence of external
objects by any means of right knowledge. Kumarila
holds that we directly perceive the forms of external
objects 5 formless cognitions are inferred from cognized-
ness of external objects, which is produced in them by
cognitions,  Laird humorously criticizes the repre-
sentative theory of knowledge. The realists * need not
deny that much of our knowiedge is merely repre-
sentative. What they deny is, firstly, that knowledge
means representation, and secondly that representative
knowledge could occur without a direct, non-repre-
sentative basis. If knowledge meant representation, the
still pools would know the clouds and the trees which

1 8V., Stinyavada, 226—7, and NR,, p. 333.

? JfanZnubhavam utkramya bihya eva pratiyate, ibid., 228.

3 Ibid., 228, and NR.

4 Thid., 229, and NR.; of. NM,, p. 541 S.V. M, p. 112; SD.S.,
p- 14.
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they reflect. Indirect or representative knowledge,
again, implies direct acquaintance at some point.” ?
8. 'The Yogacira argues that, because cognitiofi is the
means of apprehending the object, it must be appre-
hended before there can be apprehension of its object.
Kumirila urges that this argument is wrong because
there are instances to the contrary. The eye is the means
of apprehending colour ; but the eye is imperceptible ;
it is not apprehended before colour is apprehended.
Then the Yogicira has argued that a cognition must be
apprehended as soon as it is produced because there is
no impediment to its apprehension. Kumirila urges that
the cognition cannot: be apprehended by itself ; and
no other cognition has till then been produced which
would apprehend it. Tence the cognition cannot be
apprehended, since there is no means of apprehending it.
The existence of the cognition is known by inference.
It is inferred from cognizedness of the object. Or it is
known by arthapatti. If there were no cognition, we
could not, in any other way, explain the existence of
objects perceived by us. Hence after the object has been
perceived we know the existence of the cognition as the
means of right knowledge by arthapatti. Just as the
eye can manifest other objects but cannot manifest
itself, so the cognition can manifest other objects but
cannot manifest itself. The cognition apprehends other
objects but cannot apprehend itself.? Therefore, the
cognition is not apprehended before it apprehends its
object as the Yogacira wrongly supposes. Further, he
holds that all cognitions have cognitions for their objects,
since there are no external objects. For him, therefore,
there can be no distinction between the cognition of a
jar and the cognition of this cognition, since both of
them have cognitions for their objects which have no

1 A Swudy in Realism, p. 11.
3 §V., Sanyayads, 179-187.
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existence distinct from them,! He"'cannot speak of
apprehension of the cognition before the apprehension
of an * object”” by it, since he does not recognize the
existence of the object2 If we admit apprehension of
the cognition, either prior to, or simultaneously with,
apprehension of the object, we shall be compelled to
admit that the form apprehended belongs to the cognition,
and deny the existence of the object altogether. It is
for this reason that the Mimamsaka seeks to prove that,
though the cognition is produced before apprehension
of the object, it is not apprehended before apprehension
of the object ; the object is apprehended before the
cognition is subsequently known by inference or
arthapatti. Thus cognition of the object precedes that of
its cognition.®

9. Kumdrila argues that consciousness in itself is one
and formless ; the diversity of cognitions is due to the
diversity of objects. So it is useless to assume forms of
cognitions. Apprehending cognitions are of the nature
of consciousness only ; the external objects with their
various forms are apprehended by them. Though the
cognitions in themselves are formless, yet they apprehend
a variety of objects. Cognitions are said to be of the forms
of blue and the like because they apprehend these objects.
The intrinsic differences among cognitions are determined
by their objects.t

We find a similar argument in modern realism,
Dr. Moore says : “ We all know that the sensation of
blue differs from that of green. But it is plain that if
both are sensations they also have some point in common.
What is it that they have in common? . .. 1 will call

1 Ibid., 197, and NR. 2 Ibid., 230.

3 Yugapad grhyamane’pi nakiro’rthasya laksyate. ‘Tasmad arthasya
sambittih plrvam yatnena sidhyate. Ibid., 241, and NR.

¢ Tasmij jfianitmanaikatve grahyabhedanibandhanah.  Samvittib-

hedah siddho’tra kimakarantarepa nah. Ibid., 116; see NR., p. 3003
cf. $.B.S,, ii, 2, 28 ; NM.,, pp. 540-1.
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the common element * consciousness”. . . . We have then
in every sensation two distinct terms, (1) ¢ consciousness,’
in respect of which all sensations are alike ; and (2)
something else, in respect of which one sensation differs
from another. . . . I may be allowed to call this second
term the ‘ object’ of a sensation. . . . We have then in
every sensation two distinct elements, one which I call
consciousness, and another which 1 call the object of
consciousness. This must be so if the sensation of blue
and the sensation of green, though different in one
respect, are alike in another: blue is one object of
sensation and green is another, and consciousness, which
both sensations have in common, is different from
either.” 1 Perry supports Moore’s view. “ Itis evident,”
he says, “ that ‘ sensation of yellow * contains over and
above ‘yellow’, the element, ‘sensation,” which 1s con-
tained also in ‘sensation of blue’, ‘sensation of green’,
etc.”? Alexander says, ‘' The acts of mind are not
colourless. They are different with every variation
of the object. . . . They vary according to the qualities
of the object. It is not the same act of mind which
apprehends green as apprehends red.”3

1o. The Yogacara argues that one and the same
object appears different to different persons. The same
woman may appear beautiful to an amorous young man,
loathsome as a corpse to an ascetic, and delicious to a
carnivorous animal. But the same object cannot possess
these diverse forms at the same time. Hence there is
no external object ; the different forms that are appre-
hended by different persons are forms of cognitions
only.t The Yogacara is a subjective idealist. He cannot
recognize the existence of any object independent of
consciousness.  Likewise he does not recognize the

v Philosophical Studies, p. 17 (italics are mine).
2 Present Philosophical Tendencies, p. 321
3 Space, Time, and Deiry, vol. 1, pp. 25-6. 4 8V, Sanyavada, 59.
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objectivity of value independent of consciousness. He
treats value as purely subjective.

Kumairila contends that the same object may possess
diverse forms. A particular form is perceived by a
particular individual on account of a particular psychical
disposition (vasand) in his mind, which is stronger and
more permanent than others. The same woman possesses
the properties of a beautiful damsel, a dead body, and
delicious food at the same time. An ascetic with his
deep-rooted aversion to the world and hatred for women
perceives her as a corpse. A lustful man with his strong
sex instinct perceives her as a beautiful damsel—an
object of enjoyment. And a carnivorous animal, accus-
tomed to eating flesh; perceives her as a palatable lump
of flesh, The determining condition of the perception
of a particular form is the psychical disposition (vasanz)
which is deeply imprinted on the mind of each individual.
The psychical disposition is the result of repeated similar
experiences. It predisposes the mind to perceive a
particular form of an object. An object is sometimes
multiform, It possesses diverse forms. But a particular
form is perceived by an individual, which fits in with
his deep-rooted psychical disposition (vasana) which is
awakened in his mind at the time,! The external object
in co-operation with a psychical disposition is the cause
of the perception of its particular form,?

The variability of appearance does not take away from
the reality of an object. It depends partly upon subjective
factors and partly upon objective factors. Kumirila
does not treat value as purely subjective or purely objective.
He makes it partly subjective and partly objective. Value
resides in an object independent of consciousness. But
it is appreciated by a person with an appropriate vasana.

1 Ibid., 215-16, and NR.
2 Vasanah sahakarinyo vyavasthakiradarsane, ibid., 215; cf. NM,,
p- 547; Y.B., Iv, 15.
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Viasani is a psychical disposition. It may be interpreted
as desire. Value depends partly upon desire, though it
is not a creation of desire.

There is a divergence of opinion on the nature and
conditions of value. Some treat it as subjective and
dependent on consciousness. Some treat it as objective
and independent of consciousness. Others treat value
as subjective, though they regard the object having value
as independent of consciousness. Perry holds the last
view. ‘“ Consciousness is a relation into which things
enter without forfeiting their independence. To be
conscious of # means that it is acted on in a peculiar
manner ; and while this action gives 4 a new status
and new connections, it does not condition the being of
a, or give it its character as 4. Thus if 1 desire a, it
becomes a thing desired, and is connected in a new way
with the other things which [ desire, or with the things
I remember, perceive, etc. ; while it nevertheless 75, and
is a, quite independently of this circumstance. But it is
entirely conceivable that the va/ue of a should consist
in its being desired ; in other words, in that specific
relationship which the desiderative consciousness supplies.
We should then say that the being or nature of things
is independent of their possessing value, but not that
their possessing value is independent of consciousness. . . .
Things do derive value from their being desired, and
possess value in proportion as they are desired.” 1
Kumirila seems to hold that value is inherent in an object
independent of consciousness, but it is appreciated by
a person with an appropriate psychical disposition
(vasand) or desire. Alexander looks upon tertiary qualities
neither as purely subjective nor as purely objective but as
“* subject-object-determinations .2 In  every value,”
he says, “ there are two sides, the subject of valuation

L Present Philosophical Tendencies, pp. 332-3.
2 Space, Time, and Deity, vol. ii, p. 238.
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and the object of value, and the value resides in the
relation between the two, and does not exist apart from
them. ~The object has value as possessed by the subject,
and the subject has value as possessing the object. . .

Value is not mere pleasure, or the capacity of giving it,
but is the satisfaction of an appetite of the valuer. . ..
Values arise out of our likings and satisfy them.” !

11. The Yogiacara argues that one and the same object
appears long in comparison with one thing, and short
in comparison with another. But it cannot possess these
contradictory qualities at the same time. Hence the object
does not exist ; the different appearances are but different
ideas in the minds of the perceiving individuals.?

Kumirila urges that there is no contradiction among
the diverse forms of the same object. The diversity
of forms is due to differences based upon comparison of
the object with various other objects (apeksanibandhana).
The same object may be long in comparison with one
object, and short in comparison with another. Judgment
and comparison may account for the diversity of appear-
ances. So there is no contradiction here. It is wrong
to argue that an object does not exist because it appears
different to different individuals at the same time, or to
the same individual at different times® The diversity
of forms may exist in the same object because they are
perceived as such by different individuals.t The reality
of an object is established by perception. Different
individuals have different perceptions of the same object.
This is sufficient proof of the fact that the object is

1 Ibid., vol. i1, pp. 302-3. % 8V, Stnyavada, 59; cf. Berkeley.

3 Nainekakdrasamvitternirakaratvakalpand yukta, ibid., 218. In
criticizing Berkeley, Fraser obscrves : “ Does it follow that if extension,
viewed apart from the perceptions of individuals, is * neither great nor
small’, or that motion, so abstracted, is ‘ neither swift nor slow’, they
must, after conscious mind is withdrawn, be ‘ nothing atall’ 2™ (Fraser’s
Selections from Berkeley, p. 41,1n.)

¢ Pratitibhedattu bahvakaratvasambhaval, SV., 5, Sanyavada, 218.

L
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endowed with diverse forms.! There is no hard and fast
rule that an object can have only one form. We must take
an object to be of one form or of diverse forms aceording
as we perceive it.2 The reality of an object is determined
by the perception of it3 One form of an object is per-
ceived by one, and not perceived by another. ‘ Thus
then the object will have one form or the other, according
as it happens to be cognized by this or that person. Such
appearance or disappearance may be based upon the
differences of time, place, etc. ; for instance, a well-
armed man in the jungle is recognized as a huntsman,
while in the midst of a town, he is only known as a
policeman.” 4 Though the properties of colour, odour,
and the like exist separately in the same object, they are
not perceived through the same sense-organ ; each
quality 1s perceived through a separate sense-organ ;
colour is perceived through the visual organ, odour
through the olfactory organ, and so on.® Though the
qualities of colour, odour, etc., are different from one
another, they belong to the same substance, and con-
sequently are not absolutely diffcrent from one another.
Thus the substance, though in itself only one, becomes
diverse, according to the diversity of the forms of its
properties.® Similarly an object is recognized as a jar by
one person, as made up of earth by another person, and
so on ; these qualities exist in the same object for all
persons, but they are not recognized by all because their
recognition depends upon the recollection of these
qualities perceived in the past, and of the words that
denote their classes. Recognition of an object presupposes
recollection of the class to which it belongs. Different
qualities of an object are recognized by different persons

1 Samvittedeaviruddhanam ekasminnapi sambhavah, ibid., z219.

@ Thid., 217-220, and NR.

3 Samvinnistha hi vastuvyavasthitih, NR, on ibid., 220.

1 Tbid., 221, NR,, E-T.y p. 175, n

5 Ibid., 223 and 225. ¢ Ibid., 98, and NR.



THE MIMAMSAKA REALISM 147

because they remember different qualities perceived in the
past and the classes to which they belong.l Thus various
appearances of the same object are not inconsistent with
its reality independent of its cognitions. Kumarila holds
that primary, secondary, and tertiary qualities abide in
the external object.

Locke appeals to the relativity of sensations to prove the
unreality of secondary qualities. Berkeley also appeals to
the same argument to prove the unreality of primary
qualities, C. D. Broad elaborately criticizes the arguments
of Locke and Berkeley under the heads of * synthetic
incompatibility ” in the cvidence of the senses, either of
one person or of difterent persans.? For cxample, there
1s the temperature test. " You put one hand in hot water
and one in cold, and afterwards both in lukewarm water
which will then feel hot to the cocled hand and cold to
the heated one. ... Professor Droad dismisses the
temperature test on the grounds that («) it does not dis-
prove the existence of seme temperiture, and (%) that the
two temperatures nced not be thought of as occupying
the same points,” 3 He says : * It seems much more
reasonable to conclude from the experiment that, though
other bodies have temperatures, we cannot tell precisely
what their degree is from that of the felt temperature
of our hands, than that other bodies have no temperature
at all and our own none except when we perceive it.”’ 4
Broad says, ““ appearances are not perceptions of nothing
but have an object just as much as do those which are
supposed to be perceptions of the real.” Thus variability
of appearances does not disprove the reality of qualities
of external objects. It proves rclativity, but not unreality.
This is also the contention of Kumirila,

1 Ibid., z24.

3 Perception, Physics, and Reality, pp. 8 fl.

8 The New Idealism, p. 53; DPerception, Physics, and Reality,
PP. 10-17.

Y Perception, Prysics, and Reality, p. 13,
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Hence Kumarila concludes that the non-existence of
the external object is not proved by any means of valid
knowledge. Perception apprehends external objects ;
so it cannot prove their non-existence. Nor can inference
prove it ; inference, on the contrary, proves the existence
of external objects. There is no scope of verbal authority
(agama) in the denial of external objects. On the other
hand, injunctions and prohibitions laid down in the
Sastras bear testimony to the existence of external objects.
Analogy (upami) cannot prove the non-existence of
external objects, because the Yogicira does not admit
anything else that is similar to cognitions. Nor can pre-
sumption (arthapatti) prove the non-existence of external
objects. In fact, it proves quite the contrary. If there
were no external objects there would be no differences
among cognitions. Hence Kumirila concludes that there
is scope for negation only in the denial of external objects ;
in other words, the denial of external objects can only
be denied ; the external objects do exist.! Moreover,
practical considerations of morality and religion demand
a belief in the existence of the external world and object-
ivity of values. Actions and their results in the world
clearly prove the existence of the world.2 "Thus both
theoretical and practical considerations force upon us
recognition of the external reality.

§ 4. Parthasarathimisra’s Exposition of the Yogacdra
Idealism

Parthasarathimiéra, a follower of Kumirila, gives a
critical exposition of the Yogacira idealism in SZwradipika.
He states the following arguments of the Yogacara for
the denial of external objects :—

(1) We have perceptions in such forms as “ this is
blue ”, “ this is yellow ", etc. The Yogacira asks whether

1 8V, Sinyavada, 259-261, and NR,, p. 343.

2 Ibid., niralambanavida, 1-3, 12-13, and 72—3; see also Tihe
Karma-Mimimsa (A. B. Keith), pp. 44~52.
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in such perceptions, a mere cognition or an external object
is manifested to consciousness. If it 1s a mere cognition,
it is eitier perceived or inferred. If it is perceived, it
must be endowed with a form, since a formless cognition
is not perceived ; and the form perceived must be held
to belong to the cognition inasmuch as only one form is
perceived. If two forms were perceived, one of them
might be held to be a form of the cognition, and the other,
to be a form of the object. But we do not perceive two
forms. We perceive a single form, and it must be held
to belong to the cognition. The external object is not
perceived hence it does not exist.! If it were existent,
it would bc perceived by a cognition at some time or
other. But it is never perceived. In fact, the external object
can never be related to cognition, and therefore cannot
be perceived by it. A cognition cannot function towards
an external object. It makes itself its object of cognition.?

(2) The parsimony of hypotheses demands that we
should recognize the existence of cognitions only. Itisa
cognition that is manifested in the form of blue or the
like3 It is known to all that blue, yellow, and the like
are perceived. If these are regarded as cognitions which
appear to be external objects owing to an illusion, it does
not involve many assumptions, But if they are regarded
as external objects, it involves many needless assumptions,
since objects cannot be established without cognitions
apprehending them. It is true that the Yog.ixdm assumes
a single cognition to have the power of cognizing and
being cognized. But the realist unnecessarily adds to the
number of assumptions ; he assumes the existence of the
percipient cognition and the perceptible object and their
different capacities. Thus the parsimony of hypotheses
is in favour of the Yogacara idealism.?

(3) Parthasirathimiéra contends that a cognition is not
perceived but inferred from cognizedness (jfiatata)

18D, p.146. 2SDP,p.175. 38D,p.146. 1 YSP,p. 147.
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produced by it in the object ; and because a cognition
is imperceptible it cannot be manifested to consciousness
in the forms of blue and the like. Hence he concludes
that external objects are manifested to consciousness in
the forms of blue and the like, and cognitions are inferred
from their manifestation. Thus extcrnal objects exist.l

The Yogicara refutes this argument, If a cognition
is imperceptible, it cannot be known by any other means
of valid knowledge.2 If a cognition were known by an
inferential cognition, it would be known by another, and
so on ad infinitum. Further, a cognition is self-luminous ;
it does not depend upon any other cognition for its
manifestation.® 1f a cognition were always imperceptible,
its invariable concomitance with any other thing would
never be perceived, and consequently it could never be in-
ferred. Hence a cognition must be held to be perceptible.t

(4) The cognition cannot be said to be inferrible, since
there is no mark of inference (liniga). The external object
(artha) cannot be regarded as the mark of inference which
is an invariable concomitant of the object of inference.
The external object is not an invariable concomitant of
the cognition. The Mimamsaka himself admits that
external objects exist during deep sleep when there are
no cognitions at all.

The use of an external object (arthavyavahira) also
cannot be regarded as the mark of inference. [t may be
argued that the use of an object is an invariable con-
comitant of the cogniticn of the object. An object cannot
be used unless it is known beforehand. Itisused at times ;
and the occasional use of the object presupposes the
cognition of it as its cause. Hence a cognition is inferred
from the use of an object. The Yogacara urges that if the
cognition of an object were inferred from its use, there
would be no manifestation of cognition before the use of an

1 SD., p. 1465 SDP, poo175. 28D, p. 146,
3 YSP, p.o147. 1 8DP, p.o17s. 5 8D., p. 147.
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object. But, as a matter of fact, even before using a jar
I may be conscious of the fact that I know the jar. Hence
the cognition is directly perceived, and not inferred from
the use of an object.!

A property of the object (arthadharma), viz. cognized-
ness produced by a coguition in the object also cannot be
said to be the mark of inference, since there is no evidence
for its existence. 1f a cognition were inferred from
cognizedness of an object, the past and the future objects
would never be cognized. They do not exist at present ;
therefore cognizedness cannot be produced in them by a
present cognition.?

Hence we must admit that cognitions are perceptible,
and the forms perceived belong fo cognitions, and not to
external objects. There is no evidence for the existence
of external objects.®

(5) The Yogacara further argues that the blue and the
like are nothing but modes of cognition because they
are cognized. Any other object which is not cognized
cannot be said to be perceptiblet The blue and the like
are cognized ; they are objects of cognition. What is

1 SD., pp. 147-8.

28D, pp. 148 and 52 see Fadlar Piychology o Perception,
pPp- 199~210. 2 8D, p. 148.

4 Samvedyatvacca nildderjianibaratvaniscayal,  Arthintarasya  ca
grahyalaksanam na hi yujvate. SD., p. 1475 of, V.M, p. 1105 cf.
Berkeley. Berkeley similarly argues : It is indeed an opinlon strangely
prevailing amengst men, that houses, mountains, rivers, and in a word
all sensible objects, have an existence, namral or real, distinct from thelr
being perceived by the understanding. But, with how great an assurance
and acquiescence soever this principle may be entertained in the werld,
yet whoever shall find in Lis heart to call it in question may, if 1 wistake
not, perceive it to involve » manifest contradiction. For, what ere the
forementioned objects but the things we perecive by sense ? and what
do we perceive besides our own ideas or sensations ? and 1 it not plainly
repugnant that any one of these, or any combination of them, should
exist unperceived 27 (Principles of Human Krnowwicdge, p. 55.) Likewise,
“Ts it not as great a contradiction to talk of comceiving a thing which is

unconceived? And what is concelved is surely in the mind.” (Dialogue
besween Hylas and Philonons, p. 153.)
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related to a cognition is cognized. The so-called external
object cannot be related to a cognition, and cannot, there-
fore, be cognized. Hence the blue and the like which are
cognized must be modes of cognition.! If they are some-
thing other than cognition, they can never be cognized.?
Even the ordinary people who say that the cognition of
“ blue " is produced by the blue object, tacitly admit that
the object cognized is nothing but a mode of cognition.?
They do not believe in the existence of any object which is
not cognized ; and an object which is not cognized cannot
be said to be an object of cognition. If the object were
different from its cognition, they could not be related to
cach other as the cognizer and the cognized because there
is no relation between them. But if the object is held to
be a mere form of cognition, it can be apprehended by
it ; the cognition and the object can be related to each
other as the cognizer and the cognized on account of the
relation of identity between them.* This is a stock argu-
ment of the western idealists also.

(6) Further, the object and its cognition are invariably
perceived together at the same time. Hence they must
be identical with each other. A jar and a cloth are different
from each other ; so they are not invariably perceived
together at the same time. It cannot be said that a
cognition is not always perceived when its object is
perceived. The object is not only perceived along with
its cognition, but it is also remembered in future along
with its cognition. Nothing can be remembered unless
it was perceived in the past. Thus the recollection of an

1 SDP,, p. 176; cf. Berkeley’s thesis, Esse is percipi.

2 Kim ca vedyatvadapi niliderjfianakaratvam, na hyanatmano nilasya
pitavat vedyata sambhavati, SD., p. 148.

8 YSP., p. 147. Berkeley says: “ 'The only thing whose existence we
deny is that which philosophers call matter or corporeal substance. And
in doing of this there is no damage done to the rest of mankind, who,
I dare say, will never miss it.” (Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 58.)

¢ YSP, p. 147
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object perceived in the past proves that the cognition
was perceived in the past along with its object.l

(7) Further, the cognition is self-luminous ; it appre-
hends itself when it apprehends its object. The cognition
is apprehended as soon as it is produced. It cannot be held
that a cognition which is in itself formless assumes the
form of its object when it is related to it, because a formless
cognition is never apprehended. A cognition is always
apprehended as endowed with a definite form. So the
forms of blue and the like which are apprehended belong
to cognitions, and not to external objects. Just as the
forms of dream-cognitions are admitted by all to be mere
forms of cognitions, so the forms, of waking cognitions
also should be regarded as mere forms of cognitions,
and not of external objects.?

(8) Lastly, the cognition of blue or the like apprehends
itself as its own object, It is self-contradictory to hold
that a cognition apprehends an external object, because
they possess contradictory qualities. Firstly, an object
1s inert and unconscious ; it is quite different in nature
from a cognition which is a mode of consciousness.
Therefore the object - cannot be apprehended by a
cognition. Secondly, the object is said to be permanent,
while the cognition is momentary. The permanent object
cannot be apprehended by a momentary cognition.
Thirdly, the object is varied and multiform in nature, and
possesses many qualities. It cannot, therefore, be
apprehended by a single uniform cognition. Fourthly,
an object 1s external, while the cognition is internal.
Therefore, the object can never be apprehended by the
cognition, because what is extra-mental cannot come into
relationship with a cognition. The external object can never
beapprehended by a cognition, whether it is real or unreal.?

1 8D, pp. 152—3. 2 Ibid,, pp. 153—4.
3 Ajfidnasthiracitratvabahyatvaderanitmanah. Asato va sato vapi
katham vijiianavedyatya ? SD., p. 154.
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Hence the Yogicira concludes that a cognition appre-
hends itself, and not an external object; it is self-
luminous : it is apprehended by itself, and not by any
other cognition. There is no object other than the cogni-
tion itself ; there is no other cognition to apprehend
it, which is distinct from itself. It has no other object than
itself ; it has no other subject than itself. It manifests
itself. It is its own subject ; it is its own object. The
distinction of subject and object is within consciousness
itself, and not beyond it.!

§ 5. Parthasarathimira’s Criticism of the Yogacara

Tdealism

(1) The Yogacira holds that the cognition of blue does
not apprehend an external object called blue. It appre-
hends itself. Blue that is cognized is of the nature of
cognition. Parthasarathimisra asks what cognition appre-
hends that the cognition of blue cognizes itself, The
cognition of blue which is said to cognize itself is not
apprehended by itself, In the cognition * this is blue ”
there is no consciousness that the cognition apprehends
itself, and not an external object ; nor is there any
consciousness that blue that is cognized is of the nature
of cognition. In the cognition * this is blue ” only dlue
is manifested to consciousness, but there is no other
consciousness of any cognition. Thus in the cognition
“ this is blue ” there is no consciousness of the cognition
of blue apprehending itself as its own object. Actual
experience gives the lie to the Yogicara’s theory.?

(2) It may be argued that the cognition cognizing itself
as its own object is not apprehended by itself, but it is
known by inference. It is inferred from the fact that
whatever is cognized must be a mode of cognition, and

L Ibid., p. 154.

2 Na hi nilamidam ityatra svitmaparyavaslyitvam nilfkfIrasya ca
jfidnatmakatvam prakasute nilamatraprakadanat, SD., p. 154.
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what is distinct from consciousness cannot be appre-
hended by a cognition and cannot, therefore, be regarded
as the cognized object. It is also inferred from the
invariably simultancous perception of the object and the
apprehending cognition.

Parthasirathimi$ra contends that if this inference also
apprehends itself as its own object, it cannot apprehend
that any other cognition apprehends itself as its own object.
If the inference apprehends only itself and cannot
transcend itself, it cannot possibly know anything about
any other cognition. If the inference is held not to appre-
hend itself but something else, the cognition of blue also
may be held not to apprehend itself but something other
than itself, viz., the blue object. The cognition of blue
manifests an external object as “* this is blue 7’ ; it cannot
therefore be regarded as confined to itself only.l!

(3) The Yogicara wrongly argues that an external
object which is distinct from its cognition cannot enter
into relationship with the cognition and be apprehended
by it, and thus cannot be regarded as the cognized object
(grihya). He also erroncously argues that if an external
object be regarded as the object of cognition, there can
be no invariably simultaneous perception of the object
with its cognition. All these are contradicted by the
inference of the Yogacara himself. 'The inference does
not apprehend itself as its own object ; but it goes beyond
itself and apprehends another cognition (e.g. the cogni-
tion of blue) cognizing itself as its own object. Thus the
Yogacira tacitly admits that all cognitions do not
apprehend themselves as their own objects. lf the in-
ference is held to be confined to itselt and apprehending
itself as its own object, it cannot prove that the cognition
of blue apprehends itself as its own object. If, on the
other hand, the inference is held to apprehend that the
cognition of blue apprehends itsclf as its own object,

1 8D, pp. 154~5.
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it transcends itself and apprehends something other than
itself.! Thus it is established that the object of cognition
is something other than the cognition itself, ahd the
cognized object is not identical with the apprehending
cognition.?

Then, again, the act of inference and the object of
inference (viz. the cognition of blue cognizing itself)
are invariably perceived together at the same time. But
still the Yogacara does not hold them to be identical with
each other. Then it may equally be argued that, though
blue and cognition of blue are invariably perceived
together at the same time, they are not identical with each
other.? In fact, Parthasarathimi$ra holds that the object
and its cognition are not simultaneously perceived as
erroneously held by the Yogicara,

(4) The cognition of nescience (ajiiana) is a fact of
experience. Nescience i3 negation of cognition. It is
cognized as an object of cognition. But though negation
of cognition is cognized as the object of cognition, it 1s
not of the nature of cognition since cognition and its
negation possess contradictory qualities. This proves
that an object can be cognized though it is not of the
nature of cognition.?

(5) Recognition apprehends an object as *“ this is that .
In recognition an object perceived is recognized as that
which was perceived in the past. It manifests an object
as existing in the past and the present. It apprehends the
identity of an object in the past and thc present. But
a momentary cognition cannot apprehend a permanent
object. If an object were identical with its cognition, the
permanent object would be identical with a momentary
recognition, But this is absurd, Hence the cognized
object can never be regarded as identical with the
apprehending cognition.’

L Ibid., p. 155. 2 8DP,, p. 196. 3 SDP,, p. 196.

4 8D, p. 156. 5 TIbid., p. 156.
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(6) Then, again, a single motley cognition (citrabuddhi)
apprehends a multiform object. But if the object were
identical with its apprehending cognition, the single
cognition of a multiform object would be multiform. But
a single cognition cannot assume many forms. Though
the object is multiform and complex, its cognition is a
“simple pulse of consciousness” in the language of
William James.! To think of the cognition of a complex
object as complex involves the psychologist’s fallacy.
Hence the cognized object must be different from the
apprehending cognition.

(7) It may be urged that a single object cannot be
endowed with many forms just as a single cognition
cannot assume many forms, and likewise the object cannot
be permanent just as a cognition Is not permanent.
Parthasdrathimidra contends that the external object
may be permanent or impermanent, multiform or uniform,
but it can, by no means, be held to be identical with the
apprehending cognition.  If the object is regarded as
permanent and multiform and as identical with its
cognition, the cognition which is known to be momentary
and uniform will become permanent and multiform.
But permanence and multiformity cannot be regarded as
modes of cognition ; so they must be held to be forms of
the external object. The permanent and multiform object,
be it real or unreal, 1s apprehended by a cognition not
as a mode of cognition but as something other than
cognition, Hence it must be external to, and independent
of, the apprehending cognition.?

(8) Even the Yogicira who denies the existence of
external objects attributes externality to a cognition. He
holds that though there is no external object, a cognition
appears as if it were an external object. This externality
which is attributed by him to a cognition must be admitted

! Ibid., p. 156.
2 8D, p. 156,
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to be something distinct from cognition.? It can never
be regarded as identical with cognition. Hence we are
compelled to admit that cognitions apprehend objects
which are something other than cognitions.2  ‘The
existence of external objects is established on the strength
of the testimony of consciousness. An external object
is the object of cognition. It is a fact of experience.
We cannot deny the cognizability of an external
object.3

Parthasarathi has already pointed out that it is not
possible for a cognition to apprehend itself. In the
perceptions *‘ this is blue ”, “this is yellow ”, etc,
external objects which are distinct from consctousness
are manifested to consciousness ; but cognitions are not
manifested to consciousness in these perceptions. Cogni-
tions are inferred from the cognizedness of external
objects.4

Cognition cannot be said to be the object of self-
consciousness (ahampratyaya), The self or the knower
is the object of self-consciousness.5 A cognition is not
the object of self-consciousness. Hence an external object
must be regarded as the object of cognition. The cogni-
zability of an object consists in its being the substratum
of cognizedness produced in it by its cognition.®

(9) The Yogicara argues that an object is identical
with its cognition because they are always perceived
together simultancously. But Pirthasirathimiéra points
out that when the object is perceived, its cognition is not
perceived. In the perception of an object only the object

1 Jfanatiriktam ca vihyam, SD., p. 156 cf. SV, nirilambanavdda, 57.

? Vijiananim anitmagrahitvam balidd abhyupagantavyam, ibid.,
p. 156.

8 Biahyasyalva hi tadd samvedyatvam darfanabalad abhyupagamyate,
ibid., p. 156.

14 Niladivittinam idam nilam idam pltamityanatmavabhisitvat atmiva-
bhasitvabhavat, SD., p. 156.

§ See Indian Psychology : Perception, pp. 236-7. ¢ 8D, p. 157.
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1s manifested, and not its cognition, far less the per-
ceptibility of the cognition.! "The Yogacira wrongly holds
that a cognition is always directly and immediately
perceived along with an object, As a matter of fact,
a cognition is not at all perceived along with its object.
It is wrong te argue that the recollection of an object
as perceived in the past proves that the object was per-
ceived along with its cognition in the past. In recollection
it is an objecs that is remembered ; the cognition of the
object is not remembered. The recollection of an object
is not a perceptual cognition because it is not produced
by the sense-organs. It presupposes the previous cogni-
tion of the object which is inferred from it as its cause.?
(10) The objects of cognition such as blue and the like
cannot be regarded as identical with cognitions because
objects of inference are known indirectly through the
medium of other cognitions, but cognitions are admitted
by the Yogacara to be directly perccived. If the object
were identical with its cognition, the object of inference
would be identical with the inferential cognition which
would thus possess the contradictory qualities of im-
mediacy and mediacy ; it would be mediate like its
object, and immediate in itself inasmuch as it is directly
perceived. An object is immediately known (aparoksa)
when it is directly perceived ; and is mediately known
(paroksa) when it is inferred. Thus the same object can
possess the qualities of immediacy and mediacy. But the
same cognition cannot possess immediacy as well as
mediacy because it is always directly perceived. Hence
the object can never be regarded as a mode of cognition.3
(11) The Yogicira holds that permanent external
objects are unreal but momentary cognitions are real ;
the cognized objects are identical with cognitions ; they

! Arthavabhisasamaye samvidah pratibhisa eva nisti natarim
aparoksyam, SD., p. 160.
3 8D, pp. 160~1; cf. 8V, Sinyavida, p. 192. 3 Ibid., p. 161.
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are mere modes of cognition which appear to be external
objects. But Parthasarathimi$ra contends that momentary
real cognitions can never appear as permanent unreal
objects because they possess contradictory qualities. Or
permanent unreal objects cannot be regarded as identical
with momentary real cognitions,!

(12) Further, if objects were identical with the appre-
hending cognitions, the past objects inferred would be
identical with the inferential cognitions. But inferential
cognitions exist at present while their objects existed in
the past. Past objects can never be identical with present
cognitions. This clearly proves that objects are not
identical with the apprehending cognitions.?

(13) The Yogacara argues that waking cognitions are
without corresponding external objects because they
are cognitions like dream-cognitions. But Pirthasara-
thimiéra, like Kumarila, contends that dream-cognitions
are not without any real substratum in external objects.
In dream-cognitions it is external objects perceived in
some other time and place that are remembered owing to
revival of their subconscious impressions under the
influence of some unseen force (adrsta) ; but the remem-
bered objects appear to be present here and now owing
to an illusion on account of the temporary disorder of the
mind because of drowsiness3 The contents of dreams
are all objects of past experience, and are therefore real.
But the connections among them are the fabrication of
the mind and are unreal

(14) The Yogicara also argues that waking cognitions
are without corresponding external objects like illusions.
But Parthasirathimiéra, like Kumirila, urges that even
illusions are not without a real substratum in external

1 Ibid., p. 161.

2 8D, p. 161.

8 Ibid., pp. 162—3; cf. SV,, nirdlambanavida, 107-9.

4 Sarvatra samsargamitram asad evivabhasate samsarginastu santa eva,

8D., p. 163.
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objects. In the illusory perception of silver in a shell
both shell and silver are real. Silver was perceived in the
past and 1s remembered at present, and the memory-
image of silver is erroneously attributed to the shell that
is perceived here ard now.! The Bhitta Mimamsaka
is an advocate of the doctrine of Viparitakhyati according
to which an error consists in the apprehension of an
object as something different.?

(15) The Yogacara argues that waking cognitions are
false and without any corresponding real objects because
they are cognitions like dream-cognitions. But Parthasara-
thimidra urges that the same argument may with equal
force be applied to the inference of the Yogacira himself,
If waking cognitions are false because they are cognitions
like dream-cognitions, then the inference also by which
the Yogicira seeks to prove the falsity of waking cogni-
tions is false because the inference is a cognition like a
dream-cognition. If the inference is held not to be false
though it is a cognition, then ‘' cognition "’ cannot be
regarded as the true mark of inference because it 1s not
the invariable concomitant of falsity which is the object
of inference. Hence Savara bas truly said : “ Only those
cognitions which are produced by disordered sense-
organs are false ; other cognitions are not false.” Dream-
cognitions are false because they are produced by the mind
vitiated by drowsiness. But uncontradicted waking
perceptions produced by unvitiated sensc-organs cannot
be regarded as false. They apprehend external objects
which must be regarded as real3

§ 6. Prabhgkara’s Exposition of the Yogacara Idealism

(1) The Yogacara argues that a cognition (vitti) and an
object of cognition (vedya) are invariably perceived
1 Ibid., p. 1635 cf. 8V, niralambanavada, rog-111.

2 Sce Indian Psychology : Perception, pp. 283—4; also p. 305.
8 8D., p. 165 ; see also Bhittacintimani.
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together, An object can never be perceived apart from
its cognition ; nor can a cognition ever be perceived apart
from its object. The objects, which are different from
each other such as a jar and a cloth, are not invariably
perceived simultaneously. Hence the blue and the cogni-
tion of blue, which are invariably perceived simulta-
neously, are identical with each other.! Thus even the
perceived object which is presented to consciousness as
“this ” is identical with its percipient cognition.?

(2) Why, then, are the cognized object and the appre-
hending cognition manifested to consciousness as different
from each other ? The Yogacira holds that this difference
is not real but apparent ; one and the same cognition
appears to be bifurcated into the internal cognition and the
external object owing to an illusion like the appearance
of the double moon. The internal cognition appears to be
an external object owing to an illusion.?

(3) What is the cause of this illusion of difference ?
A beginningless series of subconscious impressions of
difference (anadibhedavasand) is the cause of this illusion.
Is the cognition endowed with a form produced by an
external object or by the immediately preceding cognition ?

The realist holds that it is produced by an external
object. Firstly, it cannot be produced by an immediately
preceding cognition because an immediately preceding
cognition of a jar can produce only a cognition of a jar,
but not a cognition of a cloth. But, as a matter of fact,
the cognition of a cloth arises after the cognition of a jar.
If the cognition of a jar produced the cognition of a cloth,
there would be the cognition of a cloth at a time and in
a place when and where there was no cloth. But it is
never found to be so. The cognition of a cloth is produced

1 PP., pp. 57-8.

3 Etenaiva  nyayenihankarispadibhiitasyapyaméasya  vitterabhedo
yuktah, ibid., p. §8.

3 Ibid., p. 58.
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at a particular time and in a particular place when and
where the cloth exists. Hence an external object which
is quite different from the immediately preceding cogni-
tion is the cause of a particular cognition with a definite
form.! Secondly, if the object were not different from
its cognition, there would be no distinction between
right knowledge and false knowledge. If an external
object did not exist, the right cognition of water would
not lead to effective action (arthakriya) in the shape of
quenching of thirst, just as the false cognition of water
or mirage is not followed by quenching our thirst. Hence
we must admit the existence of external objects.?

The Yogaciara holds that the assumption of the
existence of external objects is absolutely groundless.
Nobody directly perceives that an external object produces
the form of its cognition ;3 it is only assumed. Then it
is better to assume that an immediately preceding cogni-
tion produces the form of the succeeding cognition
because both of them are perceived. The realist has to
admit the different forms of cognitions which are said to
be produced by external objects. Hence it is useless
to admit the forms of external objects ; the forms of
cognitions may be said to be due to the cognitions of
something at some time in some place. The assumption
of external objects 1s gratuitous.

(4) The Yogicira regards practical efficiency
(arthakriya) also as of the nature of cognition. Some
cognitions are capable of effective actions, while others
are incapable of effective actions. The former are right
cognitions while the latter are wrong cognitions.?

(5) We must admit that immediately preceding cogni-
tions have the power of producing distinct forms in
succeeding cognitions. Forms of dream-cognitions are

t PP, p. 58; cf. S. V.M.
z PP., pp. 58~0.
2 Ibid., p. 59.
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evidently not produced by external objects. They are
produced by immediately preceding cognitions., They
cannot be said to be produced by external objects existing
at some other time and place because they do not exist at
the time when dream-cognitions are produced. Non-
existent objects cannot produce anything. Hence the
forms of dream-cognitions are due to subconscious
impressions which are residua of previous cognitions.
Cognitions and subconscious impressions form a be-
ginningless series, and are related to each other as
causes and effects.

(6) The Yogicara does not abolish the distinction
between right cognitions and false cognitions. Right
cognitions are those which are capable of effective actions
and are in harmony with their cognitions ; wrong
cognitions are those which are not capable of effective
actions or which are not in harmony with the cognitions
of actions which follow them.

Cognitions are the means to the fulfilment of desires,
and are subservient to actions which, again, are of the
nature of cognitions. Hence the distinction between the
means of right knowledge (pramina) and the result
of right knowledge (phala) is a distinction within
cognitions. Cognitions endowed with distinct forms are
related to one another as the means (pramina) and the end
(phala), and form a continuous stream of consciousness
without a beginning. There are no external objects over
and above this stream of consciousness.!

§ 7. Prabhakara’s Criticism of the Yogacara ldealism

(1) Prabhakara urges that the object and its cognition
can be invariably perceived together at the same time,
though they are different from each other. The cognition
of blue is itself the perception of blue. If blue does not
exist, it cannot be perceived. There can be no perception

1 PP, p. 59; see Brhati (Madras, 1934) with Rjuvimala, pp. 68 ff.
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of blue, if blue does not exist. But there can be perception
of blue without the perception of the cognition of blue,
All objects are perceived apart from their perceptions.
They are perceived though their perceptions are not
perceived. Perception is not necessarily perception of a
cognition. Though there is a distinction between the
perceived object and the percipient cognition, there may
be simultaneous perception of the two, because there
can be no perception without the object of perception.
Hence their invariably simultaneous perception cannot
prove their identity. Though cognition and its object
differ from each other, they may be perceived together.!

(2) Even the Yogicara, who regards the object as
identical with its cognition, does not deny the conscious-
ness of difference between them. But he regards it as
illusory, and proves the identity of an object with its
cognition by inference. But Prabhikara urges that
perception is of superior strength than inference which
cannot override the testimony of perception. Perception
bears clear testimony to the difference of the object from
its cognition. Hence it cannot be disproved by inference.
It is wrong to hold that the cognition of difference is
illusory like the illusory cognition of the double moon,
because the identity of the object with its cognition 1s never
perceived, but the identity of the moon is perceived which
sublates the illusion of the double moon. One and the
same moon produces two cognitions owing to the
difference in the functions of the eye.?

(3) The Yogacara wrongly holds that the forms of
blue and the like belong to self-luminous cognitions. The
forms of objects, which are manifested to consciousness
as distinct from cognitions, cannot belong to cognitions,®

L PP, pp. 6o-1.

2 Jhid., p. 61.

3 Samvidbhinnasyarthasya  bhasamanasyZkirasya  samvidriipisraya-
panupapattek, PP, p. 61.
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How can formless cognitions be manifested ? If formless
cognitions mean cognitions without an essence or
character, there are no formless cognitions because
cognitions are admitted to be of the nature of conscious-
ness. If cognitions are said to be formless because they
are devoid of the forms of blue and the like, there is no
such rule that cognitions should be manifested only as
endowed with the forms of blue and the like and not
in any other way. When cognitions are manifested they
must be admitted to be such as they are manifested.!

(4) The Yogacira wrongly argues that in dreams forms
of mere cognitions are manifested. In dreams cognitions
appear to manifest external objects.2 It is not impossible
for dream-cognitions to apprehend external objects.
Dream-cognitions are of the nature of recollections which
are due to revival of subconscious impressions left by
previous perceptions of external objects, Thus external
objects perceived in the past and remembered during
sleep are apprehended by dream-cognitions ; the re-
collections of objects appear to be perceptions owing to
obscuration of memory (smrtipramosa). In dream-
cognitions mere forms of cognitions are not manifested,
but external objects perceived in the past are manifested.?

(5) The Yogiacara argues that an external object is
material, and cannot, therefore, be manifested to con-
sciousness. But the forms which are manifested to
consciousness must be the forms of cognitions which are
self-luminous, This is wrong. A material object is
non-luminous ; a non-luminous object which is different
from self-luminous consciousness is manifested by it. A
material object cannot manifest itself ; but it is manifested
by consciousness.*

1 PP, p. 61.

2 Tatrdpl hi bahiravabhdsatvat samvidah, ibid., p. 61.

3 PP, pp. 61-2.

¢ Aprakadatmakasyaiva prakadavyatiriktasya prakada it prakidadeva
siddham, PP., p. 62.
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(6) The Yogacira contradicts the universal experience
of mankind when he argues that waking cognitions
are without corresponding external objects because they
are cognitions like dream-cognitions. External objects are
perceived by all to be real ; and these perceptions are
not contradicted. And dream-cognitions also apprehend
external objects perceived in the past and remembered
during sleep as already said. Hence it is wrong to hold
that external objects are not manifested, but only forms
of cognitions are manifested to consciousness.!

(7) It is urged that a cognition cannot apprehend itself
as its object just as the tip of a finger cannot touch itself.
Prabhakara holds that a cognition does not apprehend
itself as its object (karma), but it is self-luminous and
manifests itself. If it is denied that a cognition is self-
luminous because it apprehends an external object, it
contradicts the verdict of consciousness, It is a fact of
experience that a cognition manifests itself and an object.
Those who admit that the same self is the subject and the
objectof apprehension on the strength of experience should
not deny that cognitions apprehend themselves and their
objects. Cognitions are self-luminous, and apprehend
external objects.?

(8) Cognition is the means of right knowledge
(pramana) ; and outward action in the shape of acceptance,
rejection, etc., is the result of right knowledge (phala),
Cognition is the cause ; and external action is the effect.
The Yogacira wrongly holds that actions which are the
results of cognitions are of the nature of cognitions.?

§ 8. Prabhakara’s Criticism of the Sautrantika Realism

The Sautrantika holds that external objects produce
cognitions and imprint their forms upon them so that
the forms of cognitions correspond to the forms of external

1 Ibid., pp. 62-3. 2 Ibid., p. 63.
3 Ibid., p. 64 ; see Brhatl and Rjuvimala, pp. 8o-go.
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objects. Formless cognitions cannot be manifested. So
the forms of cognitions must be admitted. They are of
the nature of manifestation (prakaga). If cognitions were
formless, they would have nothing to distinguish them
from one another and could not apprehend different
objects. But if cognitions are held to assume the forms
of external objects, they can apprehend different objects.
Cognitions apprehend those objects which produce
them and impart their forms to them, The similarity
(siriipya) of the forms of cognitions with the forms of
objects restricts different cognitions to different objects.?

The Sautrintika wrongly holds that cognitions appre-
hend different objects because the forms of cognitions
are similar to the forms of external objects. He admits
that the forms of external objects are transformed into
the forms of cognitions which only are perceived. The
forms of external objects are never perceived. If they are
never perceived they can never be known to be similar
to the forms of cognitions. ‘The existence of external
objects and their similarity with cognitions cannot be
said to be inferred from different forms of cognitions
as their causes. Causes are not always similar to their
effects, The same cause may produce diversity of effects.
There is no evidence to prove that the form of the external
object is similar to the form of its cognition. In fact, there
is no similarity between a cognition and its object. The
object is a mere aggregate of atoms ; but the cognition
produced by it has the form of a gross object. The object
is specific and has a distinct form ; but its cognition is
generic and devoid of form. So there is no similarity
between the two. If the object were cognized by a
cognition owing to its similarity with it, the distinction
between the percipient cognition and the perceived object
would be abolished, because, in that case, the cognitions
in different persons or streams of consciousness (santati)

1 PP, p. 57.



THE MIMAMSAKA REALISM 169

apprehending the same object and thus being similar
to one another would be cognized by one another. If
what is the cause of a cognition and is similar to it were
said to be cognized by the cognition, then in a serial
cognition (dharavahikajfiana) each previous cognition
which produces the succeeding cognition and is similar
to it would be cognized by the succeeding cognition.
If what produces a distinct form ina cognition were held
to be cognized by it, the preceding cognition which
produces a distinct form in a succeeding cognition would
be cognized by it.

Prabhikara holds that cognitions apprehend different
objects though they are devoid of forms. What, then,
is the distinctive mark of a cognition by which it is
distinguished from other cognitions ? A cognition is a
distinct quality of the self, which is subservient to a
particular reaction to a particular object. It is self-
luminous. It apprehends a particular object not because
it assumes the form of the object, but because it is mani-
fested to consciousness as conducive to a particular
reaction to a particular object. Hence formless cognitions
apprchend different objects.! Thus the Sautrintika view
1s erroneous,

L PP, p. do.



Cuarrer VII
THE NYAYA~VAISESIKA REALISM

§ 1. The Nyaya Critique of Vijfianavada
Vatsyayana's Critical Exposition of Vijfianavada

(1) The Buddhist idealist® argues that the realist
assumes the reality of cognitions, and establishes the
reality of their objects on the strength of these cognitions ;
but, in fact, all these cognitions are wrong, and hence
they cannot reveal the real character of their objects.
If they were right cognitions, the analysis of things by
them could reveal the real nature of their objects. But,
as a matter of fact, when we analyse things by our reason,
we fail to apprehend their real character. For instance,
when we analyse a cloth by our reason, we find that it 1s
made up of yarns ; when we analyse a yarn we find that
it is made up of parts of a yarn ; when we analyse these
parts we find them to be made up of atoms ; and when
we analyse atoms further and further, we reach a point
where nothing remains. Thus there is no object called
a “cloth " over and above its constituent parts, which
may be the real object of the notion of cloth. And there
being no real object called a cloth, the notion of cloth
must be a wrong cognition? * There is no cloth apart
from the yarns ; and there is no yarn apart from its parts ;
and so on up to atoms ; of atoms also we cannot perceive
the real character. Hence from atom upwards, no object

1 Vicaspatimiéra says that the Nydyasdtra, iv, 2, 26, introduces the
doctrine of the Vijianavadin. (NVTT, p. 460.) But MM. Phanib-
hiisana Tarkavigiéa thinks that the sitra mentions the doctrine of the

“ Anupalambhika ” or Sarvibhavavadin.  (Nydyadarfana (Bengali),
vol. iv, p, 122.) 2 NBh., iv, 2, 26.
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exists.” ! Thus all cognitions are wrong ; and there are
no real objects of cognitions.

Udyotakara states the position of the Buddhist idealist
thus : ““ The objects of cognition such as a jar, a cow and
the like do not exist in reality, because when we examine
them by our reason, we fail to apprehend them as distinct
from one another.? The real character of objects cannot be
ascertained by analysis of reason., Hence they are without
any real character and incapable of being described by
words.3

Gautama contends that the reason given above for
the non-existence of external objects is invalid, since it
involves self-contradiction Vitsyayana explains it thus :
If things can be analysed by reason, then it is not true
that the real nature of all things is not apprehended.
If, on the other hand, the real nature of things is not
apprehended, then things cannot be analysed by reason.
Thus to hold that things can be analysed by reason, and
yet the real nature of things is not apprehended by reason
involves self-contradiction.®  Udyotakara points out the
self-contradiction thus : If there can be analysis of
things by reason, then all things cannot be held to be
non-existent ; and if all things are non-existent, then
there can be no analysis of things by reason.® Vicaspa-
timiéra says : ‘“ If the real nature of a thing is not
apprehended, there cannot be analysis of it by reason.” 7

The Naiyayika is a rationalist and a realist. He believes
in the reality of the external world which is accessible
to reason. The external reality is not foreigh to reason ;
it is capable of being known by reason. The external
world is real and intelligible ; it is of such a nature that

Y Indian Thought, vol. ili, p. 249. ¢ NV, v, 2, 26.

3 8.D.S., Bauddhadariana. 2 NS, iv, 2, 27.

5 Buddhya vivecanam yathatmyanupalabdhiéceti vyahanyate, NBhL.,
v, 2, 27, NV, iv, 2, 27.

? NVTT,, p. 461; cf. Bertrand Russell: Our Knowledge of the
External World, pp. 150-1.
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it submits to the scrutiny of reason. The analysis of
nature does not falsify its nature or reality. Intellectual
analysis is adequate to the comprehension of the reality.
Disbelief in reason makes metaphysics impossible. Thus
Nyaya realism is akin to a type of modern western realism,

Thus Gautama points out that objects are apprehended
by means of right cognition.! The real nature of things
can be apprehended by analysis of reason.? The analysis
of things by reason does lead to the distinct apprehension
of things. What things exist and what things do not
exist—all this is ascertained through what we apprehend
by means of the instruments of right cognition. When
we examine things by reason we come to determine what
things exist and what things do not exist. Analysis by
reason does not prove the non-existence of all things.®
Thus intellectual analysts does not disprove the reality
of the external world.

Vitsyayana asks whether there is any proof for the
non-existence of all things.  If there is a proof for their
non-existence, then at least the proof is real, and 1t
contradicts the total negation of all things. If there is no
proof, the non-existence of all things cannot be established.
If it is established without any proof, then the existence
of all things may as well be established in the same way.4

Gautama explains why the whole cannot be perceived
apart from its parts, The whole exists in its parts. It
cannot exist apart from its parts. So it cannot be perceived
apart from them.® Vitsydyana says that the substance
that is an effect exists in its constituent causes., Therefore
the effect cannot be perceived apart from its constituent
causes. A cloth exists in its yarns, and consequently
it cannot be perceived apart from them. Two things can
be perceived apart from each other, when there is no

L NS, iv, 2, 20.
? Buddhya vivecanad bhivinim yathaumyopalabdhih, NBh., v, 2, 2q.
i NBhL,, v, 2, 29. 4 NBh,, iv, 2, 30. § NS, iv, 2, 28.
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relation of cause and effect, or the container and the con-
tained between them.l Therefore it is wrong to argue
that a cloth does not exist because it cannot be perceived
apart from its yarns, and the notion of cloth has no real
counterpart for its object.

(2) The Buddhist idealist argues that the instruments of
right cognition (pramana) and the objects of right
cognition (prameya) are as unreal as dreams and their
objects. They are as unreal as magical phenomena, the
1llusory appearance of imaginary cities in clouds, or the
mirage.? In dreams we apprehend objects which are non-
existent. Though the objects of dreams are not real, yet
they appear to be real.. Similarly neither the so-called
instruments of right cognition (pramina) nor the objects
of right cognition (prameya) are real ; but they appear
to be real.?

Firstly, Gautama urges that there is no reason in
support of this view. So it is without any foundation.4
Vitsydyana says that there is no reason to prove that
non-existent things are apprehended by dream-cognitions.
If the non-existence of the objects of dream-cognitions
is said to be proved by their non-perception in the waking
condition, then it follows that waking perceptions are
right and the objects apprehended by them are real.
If the objects apprehended by dream-cognitions are said
to be non-existent because they are not perceived in the
waking cognition, then it follows that the things that
are perceived by us during the waking state are existent
because they are perceived. Thus the reason put forward
by the Buddhist idealist in support of the unreality of
dream-objects proves a contrary conclusion. It proves
the reality of the objects of waking perceptions. If the
existence of things can be inferred from their apprehension,
then only we can infer their non-existence from their

1 NBh. and NV, iv, 2, 28. # NS, iv, 2, 32-3.
3 NBh., v, 2, 32. NS, v, 2, 33.
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non-apprehension.!  The non-perception of an object
can prove its non-existence, only if it is admitted that its
perception proves its existence.?

If the objects of dream-cognitions as well as waking
cognitions were equally unreal, then non-perception
of dream-objects during the waking state could not prove
anything. Further, if all things are non-existent and
unreal, the diversity of dream-cognitions cannot be
accounted for, But if things are believed to be real and
existent, the diversity of dreams may be traced to the
diversity of these real causes.?

Secondly, Gautama urges that dream-cognitions have
for their objects things ‘perceived in the past, like re-
collection and desirest  Vatsyayana says that just as
recollection and desire which have for their objects real
things perceived in the past, cannot prove the non-
existence of such things, so dream-cognitions also have
for their objects things perceived in the past, and therefore
cannot prove the non-existence of their objects. It is only
when dream-cognitions are compared with waking
cognitions that the objects of dreams are known to be un-
real. The objects apprehended by dream-cognitions are not
perceived by waking cognitions, Hence they are known to
be unreal. But the Yogacira who does not recognize any
distinction between dreams and waking cognitions cannot
hold that the objects of dream-cognitions are unreal.?

Thirdly, Gautama urges that wrong cognitions are
destroyed by right cognitions, just as the illusory cogni-
tions of objects during a dream are destroyed by waking
cognitions.® A wrong cognition is not without a core

1 Upalambhat sadbhive sati anupalambhad abhavah sidhyati, NBh.,
v, 2, 33. (Indian Thought, vol. iil, p. 255, n.)

2 Yadyupalabdhih sattvasidhanam tato’anupalabdhirasartvam  sad-
hayati, NV, iv, 2, 34. 3 NBh., iv, 2, 33. 4 NS, iv, 2, 34.

5 NBh., iv, 2, 34; cf. Bertrand Russell: « Dream-data are no doubt
appearances of ¢ things’ but not of such things’ as the drcamer sup-
poses.” (Mysticism and Logic, p. 178). 8 NS, iv, 2, 35.
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of right knowledge of a real thing. At the bottom of every
wrong cognition there is some sort of real entity appre-
hended at some time in some place. No wrong cognition
is entirely without any foundation in reality.!

We also find that there is a difference between the
perception of the magician and that of his spectators.
The former regards the magic as unreal, while the latter
regards it as real. There is also a difference between the
perception of a man at a distance and that of a man near
at hand. The former regards the imaginary cities in
clouds and water in a desert as real, while the latter does
not apprehend them at all. Then, again, there is a
difference between the perception of a sleeping man and
that of a waking man. But all these differences could not
be explained if all things were non-cxistent, and as such
entirely essenceless and nameless. These differences
do imply the reality of external objects.?

Fourthly, Gautama urges that there is a dual character in
a wrong cognition owing to the difference between the real
object and its counterpart.? The Buddhist idealist argues
that the object of right cognition must be non-existent,
since the object of wrong cognition is non-existent.
But Vatsydyana points out that there is a core of truth
even in a wrong cognition. The object of wrong cognition
1s not absolutely non-existent. The object of wrong cogni-
tion has a dual character. The cognition of a post as a
man has its basis in a real object, viz. a post. But its
appearance as a man has for its object a real counterpart,
viz. a man. In the character of a man the object is non-
existent; but in the character of a post it is really existent.?
The illusory perception of one thing as another has its
basis in the perception of a real object. When a post is
mistaken for a man, the illusory perception of the man has

1 Kvacit kadicit kasyacicca bhavinnanimittam mithydjianam, NBh.,
iv, 2, 35. % NBh,, iv, 2, 35.
3 NS, iv, 2z, 37. 4 Indian Thought, vol. iil, p. 266, n.
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its basis in the perception of a real man. If a person has
never perceived a man, he can never mistake a post for
a man, Similarly dream-cognitions also have their basis
in the perception of real objects. The contents of dreams
are always objects of previous perceptions.! Only the
connections among them are the creation of imagination
and are therefore unreal.? Hence it is wrong to hold that
the instruments of right cognition (pramina) and the
objects of right cognition (prameya) are wrong.?

§ 2. Udyotakara's Critical Exposition of Vijfianavida

Udyotakara gives some other arguments of the Yogicara
for the non-existence of external objects in Nydyavartika.

(1) The Yogicira argues that objects are not different
from cognitions because they are cognized, like the
feelings of pleasure and pain.® Just as the feelings of
pleasure and pain which are apprehended are not different
from the apprehending cognitions and have no existence
apart from the mind, so the objccts also which are
apprehended are not different from their apprehending
cognitions and have no existence apart from the mind.

We find a similar argument in Berkeley's Dialogue
berween Hylas and Philonons' to which G. W. Kaveeshwar
draws our attention. ‘“ A sensation of heat or cold, it is
argued at the start, is invariably accompanied by a
sensation of either pain or pleasure. A sudden leap is
then taken from this accepted fact of accompaniment
to a conclusion regarding the identity of these two kinds
of sensations, The sensation of heat or cold, it is at once
concluded, is therefore nothing but such a sensation
pleasurable or painful as the case may be ; and further,
since neither pleasure nor pain can exist in an unper-
ceiving thing, nor can heat and cold too exist in any

1 NBh., iv, 2, 34. ¢ Nyayasitravrtti, iv, 2, 34.

3 NBh.,iv, 2, 375 Indian Thought, vol. iii, pp. 248-267.

4 Na cittavyatirekino visaya grahyatvat vedanadivaditi yathd vedanadi
grihyam na cittavyatiriktam ttha visayd api, N V., v, 2, 34, p. 526.
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external thing.” ! Berkeley says : “ The intense heat
immediately perceived, is nothing distinct from a
particular sort of pain. . . . Because intense heat is nothing
else but a particular kind of painful sensation ; and pain
cannot exist but in a perceiving being ; it follows that
no intense heat can really exist in an unperceiving cor-
poreal substance....And is not warmth, or a more
gentle degree of heat than what causes uneasiness, a
pleasure 7 Consequently, it cannot exist without the
mind in an unperceiving substance, or body.” 2

Udyotakara contends that cognition is different from
pleasure and pain. They are entircly different in nature.
Pleasure and pain are apprehended objects (grahya) ;
they are apprehended by cognition.. Cognition, on the
other hand, is of the nature of apprehension (grahana) ;
it 1s a mode of apprehendmg pleasure, pain, and other
objects. There 1s a difference between apprehension
and the objects of apprehension. Therefore, pleasure
and pain can never be identified with their apprehending
cognitions.® An action (kriya) and its object (karma) can
never be one and the same. The object of cognition
can never be identical with the act of cognition.?

(2) If cognitions alone constitute the reality, their
variety cannot be explained. There being no internal
and external causes of the variety of cognitions, there
cannot arise variety in cognitions, The Yogicara holds
that the variety of waking cognitions is due to the variety
of subconscious impressions (bhavana), like the variety of
dream-cognitions; they are independent of external causes.?

Udyotakara urges that even subconscious impressions
(bhavani) imply the distinction between the impresser
(bhavaka) and the impressed (bhavya). The impresser

Y The Meraphysics of Berkeley, Indore, 1933, p. 93.

2 Dialogue berween Hylas and Philonous, pp. 1246,

8 Sukhaduhkhe grihye grahapam jfidnamia, NV, iv, 2, 34.
4 Ibid., iv, 2, 34.

5 NVTT,, p. 468.
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and the impressed cannot be one and the same. Further,
subconscious impressions are impressions of real objects
perceived in the past. Thus the argument of the Yogacira
presupposes the existence of external objects distinct
from cognitions. Hence it cannot establish the non-
existence of external objects.!

(3) The Yogacira argues that waking cognitions are
without any basis in external objects, like dream-
cognitions. Waking cognitions are as illusory as dream-
cognitions. Just as there are no real objects corresponding
to dream-cognitions, so there are no real objects
corresponding to waking cognitions.

Udyotakara gives the following criticism of this argu-
ment :—

Firstly, it has already been shown that even wrong
cognitions are not entirely baseless ; they presuppose
the right cognition of real objects. There can be a wrong
cognition in regard to an object, only if it has already
been perceived as real. Unless one has had a previous
cognition of the real object, he can have no wrong cognition
in regard to it. We never find a wrong cognition without
a real counterpart which has alrcady been apprehended.?
If there are no right cognitions of real objects, there can
be no wrong cognitions with regard to them. Thus waking
cognitions cannot be said to be objectless like dream-
cognitions which presuppose previous perception of real
objects. Even dream-cognitions indirectly depend upon
external objects.?

Secondly, there can be no distinction, for the YogAcira,
between waking cognitions and dream-cognitions,
because he does not recognize the existence of external
objects independent of cognitions. According to him,

1 NV, iv, 2, 34, p- 527.

2 Na ca nihpradhianam viparyayapratyayam pasyZmah, NV, iv, 2, 34,
p- 527. 8 NVTT,, p. 467; of. Our Knowledge of the
External World, pp. 85-6.
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just as there are no real objects corresponding to dream-
cognitions, so there are no real objects corresponding
to waking cognitions, So for him there is no distinction
between dream-cognitions and waking cognitions.
Thirdly, the Yogicara may urge that there is a dis-
tinction between the dream-state and the waking state,
because in the former the mind is deranged by sleep,
while in the latter the mind is not deranged by sleep.
But how can the Yogacira know that the influence of
sleep 1s the cause of derangement of the mind ?
Fourthly, the Yogicira may urge that there is a
distinction between the dream-state and the waking state
because dream-cognitions are indistinct while waking
cognitions are distinct.! - But there can be no distinction
between distinctness  (spastati) and indistinctness
(aspastatd) of cognitions, if there are no real objects
distinct from cognitions. In fact, the cognitions produced
by real objects are distinct, while those which have no
real objects corresponding to them are indistinct.?
Fifthly, if there is no distinction between dreaming
and waking, there can be no distinction between merit
and demerit, virtue and vice ; for just as adultery
committed in a dream is not regarded as a vice, so the same
act committed in the waking condition cannot be regarded
as a vice. Thus there can be no moral distinction for

1 In distinguishing sensations from images Berkeley similarly says:
“ The ideas of Sense are more strong, lively, and distinct than those of
the Imagination.” * But then our sensations, be they never so vivid and
distinct, are nevertheless ideas; that is, they exist in the mind, or are
perceived by it, as truly as the ideas of its own framing. The ideas of
Sense are allowed to have more reality in them, that is, to be more strong,
orderly, and coherent than the creatures of the mind; but this is no
argument that they exist without the mind.” (Principles of Human
Knowledge, p. 54 and pp. 55-6.) Hume also holds that ideas (images)
are mere faint copies of impressions (sensations).

% Berkeley holds that the ideas imprinted on our minds by Ged are
distinct and vivid, while the ideas of our own making are faint and
indistinct. According to him, God is the cause of sensations.
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the subjective idealist who denies the existence of external
objects, and abolishes the distinction between dreaming
and waking.!

(4) The Yogacara argues that even in the absence of
external objects we find diversity of cognitions. The dis-
embodied spirits who owe their existence to the fruition of
similar potencies of actions have different cognitions,
though there are no real objects. Some of them perceive
a river full of pus, though in reality there is neither a river
nor pus there. Others perceive a river as full of water ;
others, again, perceive it as full of blood. Here there are
no external objects ; but cognitions appear m those
particular forms ; the forms of cognitions are not pro-
duced by external objects, but they are modes of conscious-
ness itself. One and the same object, cannot have different
forms ; but the diversity of cognitions in regard to the
same object is simply due to the fact that there are different
cognitions with different forms, though there is no external '
object at all. Thus the variety of cognitions does not
depend upon external objects. This seems to be a silly
argument. We have no direct knowledge of the experience
of the so-called disembodied spirits. To appeal to their
experience is to appeal to credulity.

Udyotakara asserts that this view 1s wrong, since it
involves self-contradiction. When the Yogacara says
that a cognition itself assumes a particular form, he must
explain what is meant by the cognition assuming that
form If cognitions are held to assume the forms of

“river , “ water ”’, ““ blood 7, etc., the Yogacira must
explain what is meant by them. If these objects do not
exist at all, cognitions cannot be said to assume the forms
of those objects. Further, the Yogacira cannot explain
why disembodied spirits perceive a river full of pus in one
place, and not in another. They may perceive it anywhere,
since cognitions may appear in these forms in any place.

1 NV, iv, 2, 34.
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Moreover, the Yogicara cannot regard the notions of
blood, pus, water, and river as wrong cognitions, because
wrong cognitions also presuppose the reality of their
objects somewhere. They never completely do away with
their real counterparts.!

Udyotakara gives the following arguments for the
existence of external things. Objects are something
distinct from my cognitions—like cognitions in other
persons or streams of consciousness—because they are
possessed of generic and specific properties. They are
distinct from my cognitions because they are apprehended
by the instruments of right cognition. They have an
existence apart from my cognitions, because they are of
the nature of effects and are produced by their causes,
or because they arc not eternal and spring from their
causes., Overt actions have an existence independent of
our minds, because they are preceded by merit., If they
are held to be mere ideas of the mind, the distinction
between merit and demerit will be abolished.2

In criticizing the Yogacira idealism in Nydyavartika-
tatparyatika Vicaspatimidra repeats the arguments given
by himin Tazvavaifaradi® He elaborates theargumentsin
Nyayakanikd, a commentary on Fidhiviveka.

§ 3. Jayania’s Crivicism of the Yogacara Idealism

(1) The Yogacira argues that a cognition assumes the
form of an object. Jayanta points out that a single cogni-
tion cannot break up into subject and object. It cannot
partake of the dual character of the percipient cognition
and the perceived object. They are endowed with opposite
and contradictory qualities, and cannot, therefore, co-
exist in one and the same cognition. That consciousness

L NV., iv, 2, 345 Indian Thonght, vol. 1li, pp. 258~262.

2 Madiyaccittat arthantaram vigayaly simanyavidegavattviit santinin-
taracittavat praminagamyatvat karyatvat anityatvat dharmapirvakat-
vacea, NV, iv, 2, 34, p. §29. See Santaraksita’s criticism of this argument
in 'T'S., vol. i, 20578, p. 576 sce Chapter 1. ¥ See Chapter V.
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is different from the object can be proved by the method
of agreement and the method of difference. When external
objects like blue, yellow, and white are present, cognitions
of blue, yellow, and white are produced ; and when they
are absent, the cognitions disappear. So cognitions of
particular objects are produced by these external objects.
But in the cognitions of blue, yellow, and white there 1s
consciousness which persists even after the external
objects, blue, yellow, and white are destroyed. This
persisting consciousness is, therefore, quite different from
external objects.!

There 1s an essential difference between a cognition
and an object. A cognition is always referred to a self
(ahankiraspada) ; it is someone’s cognition, It is, as it
were, a ‘ private property ”’ of a particular self. But an
object is accessible to all persons. It is not referred to a
self. Itis,as it were,a “ public property " of all. A cogni-
tion 1s of the nature of “ 1" or * I know " while an object
is of the nature of *‘ this” or the known. A cognition
belongs to a self and is subjective. An object is presented
to the self and is objective, A cognition 1s a state of the
self while an object is of the nature of not-self. We are
conscious of blue as “ #4ss 13 blue ”’, and not as ** 7 am
blue . Thus the form of the object is perceived as distinct
from, and independent of, the apprehending cognition.
It is never perceived as identical with the cognition.
Further, a cognition has a hedonic tone ; it is attended
by pleasure or pain. But an object has no feeling-tone ;
it is not attended by pleasure or pain. Moreover, a
cognition, according to the Yogicara, is self-luminous ;
it apprehends itself and is the object of its own action.
But an object is not self-luminous ; it is unconscious
and cannot manifest itself ; it is manifested by conscious-
ness. Hence a cognition can never be regarded as identical
with an object.?

1 NM., pp. 540~I. t NM, p. 541
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The Yogicira contends that the distinction of
subject and object falls within consciousness itself,
so that one cognition is the subject and another cognition
is the object. Jayanta urges that this is impossible, If
two cognitions are simultaneously produced, they cannot
be related to each other as the percipient and the per-
ceived, like two horns simultaneously produced.! If two
cognitions « and 4 are produced in succession, one of them
cannot apprehend the other, since they are momentary.
If a apprehends 4, 2 must continue to exist until 4 is
produced in order to apprehend it. Thus 4 will not be
momentary ; it must have some duration. Then, again,
if & coming after 4 apprehends 1t, 2 must continue to
exist until 4 is produced and apprehends it. Thus two
momentary cognitions can never be related to each other
as the percipient and the perceived.?

Further, the Yogacara appeals to the parsimony of
hypotheses to prove the non-existence of external objects,
The various modes of consciousness are but different
forms of consciousness itself. They are not caused by
external objects. The forms of cognitions serve all our
purposes. The forms of external objects are needless.
But Jayanta urges that we should notspeak of the existence
of external objects as a hypothesis. They are not assumed
but actually perceived. ‘They are objects of valid per-
ception.® The nature of reality is established by valid
knowledge.t So we must admit the existence of external
objects.

(2) The Yogicara argues that a cognition cannot
apprehend an object unless it is apprehended by itself.
Jayanta, like Kumirila, urges that this doctrine contra-
dicts our experlence Conscxousness does not nccessarxly
involve self-consciousness. Sometimes, I know a jar

1 Thid., p. 546. 2 Ibid., p. 546.
3 Pratyaksagamye bahye grahye arthakire kalpanoktih kidgsi, NM.
p- 543 4 Pramapayattd vastusthitih, ibid., p. 543.
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but I do not know that I know the jar. When an object is
perceived it is not necessarily appropriated by the self.!
An object (e.g. blue) which is manifested by a cognition is
said to be apprehended by it. This cognition does not
depend upon any other cognition for its manifestation.
If it did, it would lead to an infinite regress. It cannot be
said to be self-luminous and to apprehend itself, since
the cognition of blue never appears as */ am blue”
Thus a cognition neither manifests itself nor is manifested
by any other cognition. But it manifests an external
object.?

In Indian philosophy consciousness is compared to
illumination (prakasa). When an object is perceived
through the eyes, the illumination produced by them
called consciousness does not illumine itself but the object.
The light of consciousness produced by the eyes does not
manifest itself, but it manifests an external object like
a colour. Here the colour is the perceived object, and the
cognition which manifests the colour is the percipient
cognition. As soon as the cognition of colour is produced,
the colour is manifested. The cognition does not require
any further apprehension of itself in order to manifest its
object.® It is quite unreasonable to hold that an object is
not apprehended bya cognition which is notapprehended.
A cognition itself manifests an object, though it is not
itself qpprehended As soon as a cognition is produced
it manifests its object without dependmg upon any other
cognition to apprehend it. There 1s a cogmtlon of an
object but no further cognition of that cognition. The
essential nature of a cognition is to manifest its object.4

Even granted that an apprehended cognition manifests
an object, it may be asked whether it manifests its object

1 Niladigrihyagrahapasamaye tadgrihakanupalambhat, NM., p. §44.

® NM., p. 541 ; see Indian Psycholngy : Perception, pp. 213-14.

8 Apratyaksopalambhasya arthadrstih siddhyati.  Upalambhotpida
eva arthadrstih na punarupalambhadrstih. Thid., p. §41.

4 Arthaprakiéatmaiva khalipalambhah, NM., p. 5471.
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as smoke manifests fire, or as light manifests a jar. If it
manifests its object like smoke, the existence of the object
will be inferred from its cognition that is apprehended,
as the Sautrintika holds. But the Yogacira himself has
refuted the inferribility of external objects. If a cognition
directly reveals its object like light as soon as it is appre-
hended, we should be conscious of two forms, the form
of the object and the form of the cognition. But we are
never conscious of two forms in perceiving an object.
When we perceive a jar and a lamp we are conscious of
two things. But we are never conscious of two things
when we perceive an object through a cognition.!

The Yogicira argues that a cognition must itself be
apprehended in order to manifest its object even as light
manifests other objects when it is perceived. Jayanta
urges that this is a false analogy. It is wrong to argue
that what is illuminating by its nature must be illumined
by something else in order to illumine other things, and
therefore a cognition which manifests an object must
itself be manifested by another cognition. Take, for
instance, the case of the eye. It manifests an object.
But it is not first perceived before it manifests an object.
The eye is 1mpcrcept1ble but still it manifests an
object. Similarly a cognition manifests an object without
itself being apprehended.?

The act of illuminating is illumination itself. It is
wrong to argue that because a cognition illumines an
object it must itself be illumined by some other cognition.
‘The cognition illumines an object, and the cognition itself
is the illumination of the object. It does not require any
other cognition to illumine itself. In the apprehension
of an object the cognition itself is the illumination of the
object, and illumination (praki$a) here means conscious-
ness which does not require any other cognition to
illumine it. Hence the analogy of light fails here. Light

U NM,, p. 542, L NM, p. 542.
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is not of the nature of consciousness, though it is of the
nature of illumination. A cognition illumines an object
in a quite different sense from that in which a lamp
illumines an object. Both cognition and light are of the
nature of illumination. But one is conscious while the
other is unconscious, There is an essential difference
between the two. Hence we cannot argue that just as
light must be perceived in order to illumine other objects,
so a cognition must be apprehended in order to manifest
its objects.!

Then, again, it is wrong to hold that a cognition is
self-luminous and as such apprehends itself. We never
find a self-luminous object in the world, A cognition
is said to manifest itself and other objects even as light and
a word manifest themselves and other objects. But this is
wrong., Light and a word depend upon other causes in
manifesting themselves and other objects. But a cognition
does not depend upon any other cognition in manifesting
its object. A word depends upon recognition of convention
in manifesting its object. And it depends upon the ear
in manifesting itself. Light depends upon the eye in
manifesting itself and other objects2 But a cognition
manifests an object without itself being apprehended.?
It manifests other objects but does not manifest itself.
It is not self-luminous ; it does not apprehend itself
when it apprehends other objects.?

(3) The Yogacara argues that different cognitions
apprehend different objects because they have different
forms, and the so-called external objectsare meresubjective
forms of cognitions. Jayanta urges that a cognition is
determinate because it apprehends a particular object.
Though the cognition of blue is produced in the presence

! NM,, p. 542.

2 NM,, p. 542.

3 Agrhitameva jfiinamarthaprakasakam, NM., p. 542.

¢ Jiidnasya tu paraprakidatvameva dréyatc na svapraksatvamartha~
prakadakile tadaprakasasya daréitatvat, NM., p. §42.
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of many objects, and though consciousness is common
to all cognitions of objects, still the cognition of blue is
produced by a blue object and apprehends this object
and not any other. The existence of the object cannot be
denied. The Yogicira argues that if a cognition appre-
hends an object because it is produced by it, the eye also
should be apprehended by the cognition because it
produces the cognition, Jayanta urges that it is certainly
true that the eye produces the cognition of blue, but it 1s
not the object of the cognition, but the instrument of the
cognition. The cognition of blue is produced by a blue
object and not by any other because it is the Law of
Nature (vastusvabhiva) that an-object should produce
a like cognition.! The Nyiya believes in the causal
theory of knowledge.

That an object produces a cognition is proved by the
method of agreement and the method of difference. For
instance, when a person goes to the house of Devadatta
in scarch of him, he does not see him if he is absent,
But in a moment when he comes home he sees him. Thus
whenever Devadatta is present a cognition of him is
present, and whenever he is absent the cognition of him
is absent. So we must conclude that Devadatta is the cause
of the cognition of Devadatta. External objects are the
causes of different cognitions. Hence it is needless to
assume the forms of cognitions.?

‘The Yogacira erroneously holds that forms of cogni-
tions are necessary to account for different reactions. In
fact, there would be no reactions at all, if there were no
external objects, We have desire for some objects and try
to appropriate them. We have aversion to other objects
and try to avoid them. External objects are objects of valid
perception. So we must admit their existence. If external
objects were not real, there would be no reactions, and if
they were not different, the reactions would not be

1 NM.,, p. 543. 2 NM., p. 544
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different. Our reactions to objects in the shape of desire
and aversion, acceptance and rejection, presuppose the
existence of external objects.!

(4) The Yogicara argues that the forms of external
objects are not inferred from the forms of internal
cognitions as the Sautrantika holds, since these two forms
are not manifested to consciousness. The Naiyayika
agrees with the Yogicira in holding that we are not
conscious of two forms, the forms of cognitions and the
forms of external objects. But he differs from the
Yogiacira in holding that we are conscious of the forms
of external objects, but not of the forms of cognitions.
Cognitions apprehend. the forms of external objects,
though they themselves are devoid of forms. The Naiya-
yika holds that the form of a cognition and the form of an
object are not distinctly apprehended as *“ this 1s the form
of the cognition ”” and “ this is the form of the object ™.
Only one form is manifested to consciousness, and it is
manifested not as an apprehending cognition but as an
apprehended object.” Only the form of the object is
apprehended, and not the form of the apprehending
cognition. The form of the object that is manifested to
consciousness is the illumination (prakisa) of the object.
And the object is always apprehended as distinct from
the apprehending cognition.? Thus the forms of objects
can never be reduced to the forms of cognitions.

The Yogicara contends that the cognized object 1s not
different from the apprehending cognition, and that which
is regarded by the realist as the manifestation of the object
is but the manifestation of its cognition. If the appre-
hended object were different from its apprehending
cognition, it would be material and unconscious. The

1 NM., p. 543. DPurusapravrttirapl niyatavisaya, NM., p. 544.

? Yadyapi jBanamidamayamartha ityevamakiradvayapratibhiso nisti
tathapyayameko’pi dkarah pratibhasaminall prakdda eva pratibhiti na
prakasakah, NM., p. 541.
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apprchendmg cogmtlon on the other hand, is essentially
conscious, since 1t manifests the object But there 1s not
a double manifestation of the conscious cognition and the
unconscious object. Hence we must hold that a material
object is not manifested by a cognition, but a cognition
is manifested by itself.! A formless cognition is never
manifested. A cognition is apprehended only when it is
invested with a particular form. And since determinate
forms of cognitions are apprehended the assumption of
external objects is absolutely needless.?

Jayanta urges that this argument is baseless. The means
can never lead to the rejection of the end. From the
existence of the means (upaya) we can never prove the
non-existence of the end or object (upeya) which it seeks
to realize. A colour is manifested to the eye. From this
we cannot infer that the eye itself is manifested as colour,
though there is no colour at all. The eye is the means of
manifesting the colour, and the colour is the object that
is manifested. Similarly, a cognition, which is by nature
pure and formless, manifests an external object endowed
with particular forms such as shape and size, liquidity,
solidity, and the like according to the Law of Nature.
The cognition is the means of manifesting the object,
and an external object is the object of its manifestation,
They are related to each other as the percipient and the
perceived. Hence we can never identify them with each
other.? The act of cognition is distinct from the object
cognized by it.

The Nyiya-Vaiesika, like the Mimamsaka, holds that
all cognitions are formless. The object cognized cannot
imprint its form on the apprehending cognition. The
object is not inferred from the form of a cognition as the

1 Prakasa eva prakadate na jadah, NM., p. 5471.

2 NM,, p. 541.

3 Tadidamarthasya miirtidravatvakathinyadidharmaviéesititmanastad-
viparitasvacchasvabhavam jfidnam prakdsakam svabhavatvat, NM.,

P- 54I.
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Sautrintika holds, since an object like a jar is directly
perceived. Every cognition, on the other hand, is deter-
mined by its object, since it is apprehended by the mind
only when it is related to the object.! We have an
apprehension in such a form as *“I have the cognition of
the jar’’ and not merely in the form *“ I have a cognition ”.2

(5) The Yogicara argues that the variety of vasanis
(subconscious impressions) is the cause of the variety
of cognitions, and vasanas and cognitions are related to
each other as causes and effects, like seeds and sprouts,
in a beginningless series. This argument is unsound.

Firstly, what is a vdsana ? Either it is different from
consciousness or not. If it is not different from conscious-
ness, it cannot be the cause of its various determinations.
Consciousness in itself is formless and indeterminate.
If a vasani is not different from this consciousness, it
must be as indeterminate as consciousness itself, and
cannot be the cause of its various determinations. If,
on the other hand, a vasani is different from consciousness
and brings about its various modes, it is but an external
object in disguise. It differs from an object only in name,
since it is other than consciousness or extra-mental.?

Secondly, a vasani is regarded by all as a vestige or
residuum (samskara) left by a previous cognition of an
ob]ect 4 Tt 15 a subconscious i 1mpress1on A vasania which
is left by a particular cognition revives the memory of that
cognition at some other time. Recollection is due to
revival of a vidsana, which, again, is due to a previous
perception of an object. Thus a vasand presupposes per-
ception of a real object. The variety of perceptions
accounts for the variety of vasanis. But the variety of
vdsands cannot account for the variety of perceptions.®

1 Sarvam jfidnamarthaniripyamarthapratibaddhasyaiva tasya manasa
niripanat, TBh,, p. 30. 2 TBh. p. 30.

3 NM., pp. 547-8; cf. NK,, p. 130.

¢ Viasang visayanubhavasamahitah samskarah, ibid., p. 548.

5 Ibid., p. 548.
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W@ Thirdly, the Yogicara regards cognitions as
momentary. So they cannot be related to one another as
the perfumer (visaka) and the perfumed (vasya), just
as they cannot be related to one another as the appre-
hending cognition (grahaka) and the cognized object
(grihya). Stable objects like oil can be perfumed by stable
objects like fragrant flowers. But cognitions cannot
perfume or modify one another, since they perish as soon
as they are born. Of two cognitions,  and &, appearing
successively in the stream of consciousness, if the
preceding cognition 4 perfumes or modifies the succeeding
cognition 4, 4 must continue to exist until 4 comes into
being in order to modify it.. When 4 vanishes it vanishes
entirely. It does not leave behind a part which may
modify 4 when it emerges into consciousness.
Fourthly, the Yogacira holds that a variety of vasanis
in a stream of consciousness brings about a variety of
perceptions in it. But what regulates the order of the
origin of perceptions ? The vasani of a cow can never give
rise to the perception of an elephant. The Yogicara
tries to evade the issue by invoking an infinite series of
vasands. Even if there is an infinite series of vasanis,
the Yogacira must explain how different vasanis are
produced and how different perceptions arise from
different vasanis. If there is no agreement between
vasanas and perceptions, any vasana will give rise to
any perception, and this will lead to chaos in practice.
We infer the existence of fire from the perception of
smoke. Here the vasand of smoke may be said to give
rise to the perception of smoke. But why does the per-
ception of smoke lead us to the cognition of fire? Why
does not the vasani of water bring about the perception
of water at the time? This clearly shows that there is a
regular crder in the connection of vasanas with cognitions.
Fifthly, vasands can only revive similar vdsanis and
produce recollections. The like produces the like. But
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vdsands can never produce perceptions. It is curious
to hold that the variety of perceptions is due to the variety
of vasands and not to the variety of external objects.

Lastly, vasanis cannot subsist without a substratum.
The Yogacdra cannot find any abode for visanis.
Cognitions are momentary. So they cannot be the abode
of vasanis. If all vdsanis are said to subsist in a single
cognition, they will perish along with the cognition. [f
different vasanis subsist in different cognitions, there will
be an infinite number of vidsanis and cognitions, which
will lead to chaos, There is nothing like the so-called
alayavijiiana or self-cognition. If it exists, it cannot be
the abode of vasanas, since it is momentary. Again,
if it be the abode of the infinite variety of vasands, as soon
as 1t is destroyed all the vasanis will be destroyed.
Then when another self-cognition is produced, it will
produce infinite variety of cognitions, since it is the
abode of infinite variety of vasanis. Thus there will be
nothing to regulate the order of the origin of perceptions.
The Yogacara cannot adequately account for the variety
of cognitions by the variety of vdsanis.!

(6) The Yogicira argues that waking perceptions are
mere subjective cognitions with determinate forms like
illusions, hallucinations, and dreams ; they are mere
forms of consciousness which are not produced by external
objects, This argument is wrong, since the forms of
objects are always apprehended as distinct from, and
external to, cognitions.? Illusions (indriyaji bhranti)
always involve an element of perception. They are cither
due to defects of objects (visayadosa) or to disorders
of sense-organs (indriyadosa). The illusory perception
of silver in a shell cannot be explained without reference
to the perception of silver at some other time and in

1 NM., pp. 547-8.
* Sarvatra jhanddvicchinnasya grahyikdrasya pratibhasanat, NM,,

P 544
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some other place, which is illusorily superimposed on
the shell. Thus illusions do not disprove the existence
of external objects. Even hallucinations (manasi bhranti),
which are creatures of imagination, are not without a
foundation in external objects. When an infatuated
lover sees his beloved here, there, and everywhere, his
imagination under the influence of intense love creates
the image of his beloved whom he did actually perceive
at some other time and place. Imagination cannot create
anything absolutely new. It can never transcend the
limits of perception. Imagination involves memory
which depends upon perception. Thus even hallucina-
tions, which are due to some disorders of the mind
(antahkaranadosa), cannot represent absolutely non-
existent objects. They also have a reference to external
objects, And in dreams also there are recollections of
objects actually perceived in the past.! Vicaspati also
says that dreams are indirectly dependent on external
objects.? Hence illusions, hallucinations, and dreams
cannot disprove the existence of external objects.?

(7) The Yogicira argues that an object and its
cognition are invariably perceived at the same time,
and therefore they are identical with each other. They
are always perceived together. So they are identical
with each other. Hence it is said : *“ Blue is identical
with the cognition of blue, since they are invariably
perceived together.”

If the object had a separate existence apart from,
and independent of, its own cognition, it could be
perceived by some other cognition—which is not the
case. For instance, blue is never perceived by the
cognition of yellow. This clearly proves that there is
no difference between the percipient cognition (grahaka)
and the object of perception (grihya).t
1 NM.,, p. 5453 see also Judian Psychology : Perception, ch. xv, xvi.

* NVTT,, p. 467. ¥ Mysticism and Logic, pp.173ff. ¢ NM.,,p. §39.

o
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Thus the Yogacira argues that a perceptible object
(grahya) must be identical with the percipient cognition
(grahaka), because they are invariably perceived together.
Here the identity of the object with its apprehending
cognition is sought to be established on the ground of
the invariably simultaneous perception of the two. But
the ground is baseless. Like Kumirila, Jayanta points
out that we do not always perceive them together at the
same time. Sometimes we perceive them apart from each
other. At the moment when we perceive an object we
do not perceive the act of cognition. In the simple
apprehension of the object there is simply the cognition
of the object, but there is not yet appropriation of the
cognition by the self. In the perception “ this is blue ”
there is the cognition of * blue ”, but no consciousness
of this cognition. Conscicusness does not necessarily
involve self-consciousness.  Then, again, sometimes
there is apprehension of a cognition, but no apprehension
of its object. In the cognition “ 1 do not remember
what object I perceived at that time ” there is simply
apprehension of a  cognition, but there 1s no
apprehension of its object. Thus sometimes we percetve
an object and its cognition apart from each other. They
are not invariably perceived together., Sometimes we
perceive the object of perception apart from the percipient
cognition, and sometimes we perceive the cognition
apart from its object. Therefore, we can never argue
that the object is identical with its cognition because they
are always perceived together. When the Yogacara
says that the object and its cognition are identical, he
tacitly assumes that they are different, since one and the
same thing cannot be conjoined by the word “and ™.
Hence it 1s wrong to hold that cognitions apprehend
their own forms, and do not take on forms from external
objects.!

! NM, p. 544
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Vicaspati also urges that the apprehension of the
object is different from that of its cognition. The object
is apprehended by sense-perception, and its cognition
is apprehended by mental perception.! Therefore, the
object cannot be said to be identical with its cognition
on the ground that they are invariably apprehended by
the same act of cognition. The object and its cognition
are never apprehended at the same moment. It is absurd
to speak of the invariably simultaneous perception of
them. Further, the apprehension of the object is not the
same as that of its cognition. So the object is not iden-
tical with its cognition. Supposing they are identical with
each other, they cannot be said to be perceived rogesher.?

G. E. Moore also contends that sensation is different
from its object. “T am suggesting,” he says, * that
the idealist maintains that object and subject are
necessarily connected, mainly because he fails to see
that they are distincs, that they are rwo, at all. When
he thinks of yellow and when he thinks of the
‘sensation of yellow’ he fails to see that there is
anything whatever in the latter which is not in the
former. This being so, to deny that yellow can ever e
apart from the sensation of yellow is merely to deny
that yellow can ever be other than it is ; since yellow
and the sensation of yellow are absolutely identical. To
assert that yellow is necessarily an object of experience
is to assert that yellow 1s necessarily yellow—a purely
identical proposition, and therefore proved by the law
of contradiction alone. Of course, the proposition also
implies that experience is, after all, something distinct
from yellow—else there would be no reason for insisting
that yellow is a sensation ; and that the argument

1 Perry says: ‘““ The object of a sensation is not the sensation itself.
In order that a sensation shall be an object, it is necessary to introduce
yet another awareness, such as introspection, which is not at all essential
to the meaning of the sensation itself.” (Present Philosophical Tendencies,
p. 321.) 2 NVTT,, p. 467.
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thus both affirms and denies that yellow and sensa-
tion of yellow are distinct, is what sufficiently refutes
it 1

Dr. Moore asserts that in every sensation there are
two distinct elements, consciousness and the object of
consciousness. In the sensation of blue (niladhi) there
are two distinct elements, viz. a sensation (dhi) and an
object, viz. blue (nila). * Bur sometimes the sensation
of blue exists in my mind and sometimes it does not ;
and knowing that the sensation of blue includes two
different elements, namely consciousness and blue, the
question arises whether, when the sensation of blue
exists, it is the consciousness which exists, or the blue
which exists, or both. These three alternatives are all
different from one another. So that, if any one tells us
that to say ‘ Blue exists’ is the same thing as to say
that ‘ Both blue and consciousness exist’, he makes a
mistake and a self-contradictory mistake. . . . When
the sensation exists, the consciousness, at least, certainly
does exist. . . . The only alternative left, then, is that
either both exist or the consciousness exists alone. If,
therefore, any one tells us that the existence of blue is
the same thing as the existence of the sensation of blue
he makes a mistake and a self-contradictory mistake, for
he asserts either that blue is the same thing as blue
together with consciousness, o7 that it is the same thing
as consciousness alone.”

“ Accordingly to identify either ‘ blue’ or any other
of what I have called ¢objecss’ of sensation, with the
corresponding sensation is in every case, a self-contra-
dictory error. It is to identify a part either with the whole
of which it is a part or else with the other part of the
same whole.” 2

Johnston’s criticism of Berkeley’s main argument for

Y Philosophical Studies, pp. 13~14.
2 Tbid., pp. 17-18.
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the non-existence of non-mental objects equally applies
to the Yogacara’s argument mentioned above. Johnston
observes : *‘ Berkeley's doctrine is defective by reason
of its lack of psychological analysis ; it is too undis-
criminating and too facile, and it does not account for
the complexity of the process of perception. . . . He never
attempted any exhaustive analysis of the actual process
of perception. He draws no distinction between
sensations and sensible qualities ; and he even identifies
sensations and sensible things or objects.  For him the
word idea means at one and the same time a sensation
in the mind and a #%ing presented to the mind. . . .What
he calls ideas bear much resemblance to presentations,
but in distinction from them they are presentative of
nothing apart from themselves. Ideas for Berkeley
are both presentations and what presentations are
presentative of. He does not distinguish carefully
between the actual process of perception, the particular
experience in the psychical individual, and the thing or
object perceived. His theory suffers seriously, in fact,
from absence of psychological analysis.”

(8) The Yogicira argues that an external object does
not exist, since it cannot be perceived either as a composite
whole or as an aggregate of parts. An external object
cannot be perceived as a composite whole with an
existence over and above that of its parts. A whole
cannot be perceived as distinct from its parts. If two
things are different from each other, they are perceived
to occupy different portions of space, like a jar and a
cloth. But a whole is not perceived to occupy a different
space from that of its parts. We cannot perceive a whole
without perceiving its parts. ‘Therefore there is no
difference between the whole and its parts ; the whole is
nothing but an aggregate of parts, The Buddhist does

L The Development of Berkeley’s Philosophy, pp. 152—4; the iralics

are mine.
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not admit the reality of a whole as distinct from a
collection of parts.

If we cannot perceive an object as a composite whole,
we cannot perceive it as an aggregate of parts either.
We cannot perceive all the parts together constituting
a composite whole. We perceive only those parts which
are in front of us, but not the hind and lower parts.
When we perceive a cloth we perceive one thread after
another, from one end to the other, and thus perceive
the cloth as a mere bundle of threads. But we never
perceive the cloth as a composite whole distinct from the
constituent threads.

Further, the whole cannot exist in its parts, It cannot
exist in its entirety in one part. If it exists entirely in
one part, it is exhausted 1n it, and cannot exist in other
parts. Nor can it exist partially in each part. If it exists
partially in all the parts, it is an unconnected whole.
The whole existing in one part cannot be connected
with the whole existing in another part. ‘Therefore,
the whole existing partially in its parts is a mere con-
glomeration of unconnected parts.

Thus the whole can neither exist entirely in each
part ; nor can it exist partially in all the parts.

Further, the perception of unity is a mere fiction of
imagination? We perceive the different parts of a
complex object in the same way as we perceive the
cavalry and the infantry as an army, or as we perceive
the different kinds of trees as a forest. Just as in the
perception of an army or a forest the perception of unity
1s imaginary, so the perception of many parts as a single
object is imaginary. In these perceptions we do not
distinguish different parts from one another, and con-
sequently perceive them as one. In fact, the perception
of an object as a jar is nothing but the perception of its

L' NM, p. 549.
 Ekakird tu pratitirvikalpamatram, NM., p. 549.
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different parts together. Hence the jar is not distinct
from its parts ; it is a mere collection of atoms (anusafi-
cayamatra) ; it is not a composite whole. And if we
reflect on the nature of a collection, and consider whether
it is distinct from, or identical with, the constituent
atoms, we find that a collection of atoms is not distinct
from the atoms. Thus all things are finally reduced to
atoms ; they are nothing but atoms pure and simple.
And atoms too have six parts, since they are made up
of six surfaces coming in contact with one another.
Thus atoms, too, being composed of six supersensible
subtle parts, are nothing but fictions of imagination.
For these super-fine atoms, which are the ultimate
elements of all things; do not serve any practical purpose.
Hence the so-called external objects can neither be
perceived as composite wholes nor as aggregates of
atoms.  Therefore they are mere abstractions or
constructs of imagination. = They are ideas of the
mind.}

The Yogacira argues that an external object does
not exist, because it cannot be perceived either as a
composite whole or as an aggregate of parts. This is a
curious argument. The nature of reality is sought to be
established on the basis of abstract speculation and not
on that of experience. The whole is an object of valid
uncontradicted knowledge., What is the good of this
childish prattle about its non-existence ? If the whole is
known by any means of valid knowledge, it is useless
to consider the alternatives as to how it exists in the
parts.?

Indeterminate perception is a means of valid know-
ledge. It apprehends a manifold object with generality,
substantiality, quality, and action, but without a name.3
We cannot define the nature of its object. By means of

* NM.,, p. 549. 2 NM,, pp. 549-550; cf. Sarkara.
$ Ibid., p. §50 and p. 99; Indian Piychology : Perception, p. 42.
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indeterminate perception we perceive a complex object
as a whole without clearly discriminating its parts. By
determinate perception we analyse it into its parts and
distinguish them from one another. The perception of
unity may be false in some cases (e.g. the perception
of an army) due to the presence of a hindering condition
(e.g. distance). But from this we cannot conclude that
in all cases the perception of unity must be false. Thus
the perception of the whole is established by uncon-
tradicted perception.

The Yogicira argues that the whole does not exist
because it is not perceived apart from its parts. 'The
Naiyayika replies that this does not prove that the whole
does not exist, but that the whole inheres in the parts.
The whole can never exist apart from its parts. There-
fore it cannot be perceived as occupying a different
space from that of its parts. The whole is perceived
along with its parts, since it inheres in its parts, But when
we fix our attention on the parts and discriminate them
from one another, we lose sight of the whole.

The whole exists in the parts together. It does not
exist in each part, as the universal (jiti) exists in the
particular (vyakti). The whole is actually perceived
as existing in the parts. The perception of the whole is
faultless, So it is needless to raise the question how the
whole can exist in the parts. Abstract speculation cannot
override valid experience. A cognition, which is produced
by unvitiated sense-organs, which is not contradicted
by any valid knowledge, and which is not tainted by
any doubt, can never be regarded as false.

The whole is not perceived in the same way as an
army or a forest is perceived. There is a hindering
condition (distance) in the perception of an army or a

1 Ibid., p. s50.
2 NM., pp- 550-1.  Adustakaranodbhiitamanavirbhitabidhakam.
Asamdigdham ca vijfifnam katham mithyeti kathyate, ibid., p. §51.



THE NYAYA-VAISESIKA REALISM 201

forest. But there is no hindrance in the perception of
the whole. When an assemblage of soldiers is perceived
together from a distance, it is perceived as an army.
Similarly when a collection of different kinds of trees is
perceived together from a distance, it is perceived as a
forest. But the perception does not depend upon the
perception of the constitutent atoms. If the perception
of a cloth is said to depend on the perception of a
collection of threads, it may be asked on what the per-
ception of a thread depends, which too depends upon its
own parts. These parts too depend upon their own
parts, until at last we reach the atoms. These atoms are
the ultimate constituents of a cloth, just as soldiers or
trees are constituents of an army or a forest. But the
atoms cannot be perceived like soldiers or trees, since
they are supersensible, Thus the perception of the
whole does not depend upon the perception of atoms,!
Hence it is proved that the whole is an object of per-
ception, though its constituent atoms are not perceived
owing to their subtlety. But the existence of eternal
and indivisible atoms can be inferred from their
effects. Hence an external object must exist as an
undeniable object of uncontradicted and undoubted
perception.?

(9) Lastly, the Yogacara argues that one and the
same object appears different to different persons.? For
example, 2 young woman appears as a beautiful damsel to
an amorous person ; she appears as no better than a
corpse to an ascetic; and she appears as delicious food
to a carnivorous animal.* The same object appears short
in comparison with one thing, and long in comparison
with another. What, then, is the real nature of the

1 NM, p. 551,

2 NM., pp. 549-551; sec also NVTT, pp. 274 ff.

3 Cf. Y.S, iv, 15.

4 NM,, p. 540; cf. Y.B.and T.V., iv, 15; SV.; Sinyavada, 59.
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object in itself 71 The Yogicira replies that there is
no real object at all independent of cognitions. The
different appearances of the so-called external object
are nothing but cognitions which are subjective modes
of consciousness.

There is no need of assuming the existence of external
objects. They do not explain anything. It is sufficient
to admit the reality of cognitions, the variety of which is
due to the variety of subconscious impressions (visand)
within the stream of consciousness itself. Cognitions
themselves take on different forms owing to revival of
subconscious impressions. This assumption does not
involve any self-contradiction. — But the existence of
external objects distinct from, and independent of,
determinate cognitions, is a useless hypothesis. Hence,
cognitions alone are real, which appear as a variety of
objects. The distinction of the object of knowledge
(prameya), the instrument of knowledge (pramana), and
the result of knowledge (pramiti) is within consciousness
itself. The modification of consciousness into the form
of an object is the object of knowledge (prameya). The
apprehending mental mode or cognition is the instrument
of knowledge (pramina). And apprehension of cognition
by itself or self-conscious awareness is the result of
knowledge (pramiti). One and the same cognition
appears to be diversified into knower, known, and
knowledge owing to nescience (avidya). On the
destruction of avidya all these distinctions will melt
away in the formless, transparent, transcendental
consciousness.?

Locke offers a similar argument to prove that secondary
qualities such as heat and cold, taste, odour, sound, and
colour are ideas of the mind. Berkeley puts his argument
thus : It is said that heat and cold are affections only

1 NM,, p. 540.
% Ibid.
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of the mind, and not at all patterns of real beings existing
in the corporeal substances which excite them, for the
same body which appears cold to one hand seems warm to
another. . . . Again, it is proved that sweetness is not
really in the sapid thing, because the thing remaining
unaltered the sweetness is changed into bitter, as in the
case of a fever or otherwise vitiated palate.” !  So heat
and cold, taste, and other secondary qualities are ideas of
the mind. Berkeley applies the same argument to the
primary qualities such as extension, figure, motion, and
the like, and proves that they also are ideas of the mind.
He says : * Why may we not as well argue that figure
and extension are not patterns or resemblances of
qualities existing itn matter, because to the same eye at
different stations, or eyes of a different texture at the
same station, they appear various, and cannot therefore
be the images of anything settled and determinate
without the mind ? 2 Thus both Locke and Berkeley
suppose that if an object appears various to the same
person or to different persons, it must be an idea of the
perceiving mind. The Yogicira also holds the same
view.

The Yogicara argues that there is no external object,
since one and the same object appears different to
different individuals, If there were an external object,
it would appear to be the same to all individuals. But it
does not appear to be the same. It appears different
to different individuals, Hence these different
appearances arc ideas of the percipient minds. They
are creations of the mind. It is the visana or psychical
disposition of the mind that creates its own appropriaté
object.

Like Kumarila, Jayanta urges that this does not
prove the non-existence of the external object. The

Y Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 42.
i Ibid,, p. 42.
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object exists. It has different powers to produce different
cognitions in different minds.! For example, a2 woman
has the power of satisfying the hunger of a carnivorous
animal. She has also the power of satisfying the lust of
an amorous person, She has also the power of satisfying
the instinct of hatred of an ascetic. Different cognitions
are not produced in different minds irrespective of sub-
sidiary conditions. Every individual has a peculiar
psychical disposition (vdsani) owing to his emotional
attitude or instinctive tendency, which colours all his
cognitions. These psychical dispositions differ in different
individuals. So the same object produces different
cognitions in different individuals. The object is not
the only cause of the cognitions produced by it in
different minds. It is the principal cause. The psychical
disposition (visana) of the self which reacts to the object
and apprehends it is a subsidiary condition. The self
does not passively receive the impressions produced by
the object. It actively reacts to the object and apprehends
it according to its own psychical disposition at the
time.2 Hence the same object does not produce the same
cognition in all minds.

The Yogiacira may contend that it is needless to
assume the existence of an external object, since different
psychical dispositions are causes of different cognitions.
The Naiyiyika replies that the object is not assumed,

1 Arthasyinekafaktitvinnavahantyarthadinyatam. N.M., p. 547.
Bertrand Russell concludes from the various appearances of the same
object that * what the senscs immediarely tell us is not the truth about
the object as it is apart from us, but only the truth about certain sense-
tiata which, so far as we can see, depend upon the relations between
us and the object. Thus what we directly see and feel is merely
‘ appearance ’, which we believe to be a sign of some ‘ reality * behind.
But if the reality is not what appears, have we any means of knowing
whether there is any reality at all”. (T4e Problems of Philosophy,
pp. 23-4.)

% Pratipraniniyatdnekavidhavisandsahakarisipekso hi tasya jfidnasyd-
tmalabhak, NM., p. 547.
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but it is actually perceived.! The object is manifold
in nature. It has various characters of which it reveals
that only to an individual, which fits in with his psychical
disposition. Thus we assume the existence of different
visanis In different minds in order to account for
different appearances of the same object. The existence
of the object is undeniable, since it is an object of direct
perception.?  Jayanta has borrowed this argument from
Kumarila.

§ 4. Résumé of the Nyaya Criticism of Vijianavida

Mahimahopadhyiya Phani Bhasana Tarkavagiéa, the
author of Nygyadarsana, a monumental work in Bengali
on ancient Nydya, gives the following summary of the
Nyiya arguments against the subjective idealism of the

ogacira \—

(1) The Yogiacara argues that an object of cognition
1s identical with the apprehending cognition. A cognized
object must be of the nature of cognition ; the appre-
hension of the cognition is the apprehension of its
object ; there can be no apprehension of an object apart
from the apprehension of its cognition. This argument
is wrong. There is no evidence to prove that the object
of cognition is identical in reality with the cognition.
The apprehension of the object is different from the
apprehension of the cognition. The object is always
apprehended as something different from the cognition.
The object is the objective (karma) of the act of cognition
(kriyd). An act and its object cannot be identical with
each other. Therefore the act of cognition cannot be
identical with the object of cognition, even as the act
of cutting cannot be identical with the object of cutting.
Further, if the object does not exist, the cognition also

1 Na hyarthah kalpyate api tu pratibhisate eva, ibid., p. 547.

2 Ibid., p. 547 5 see also Udayana’s claborate criticism of Pijidnavdda
in Atmatattaviveka, pp. 52 ff. (Jivananda’s edition, Calcutta).
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cannot exist, since there is no cognition without an
object.

(2) The Yogacara argues that external objects do not
really exist; they are, in reality, mere forms of
cognitions ; they have existence only as cognitions.
But mere forms of cognitions appear like external
objects. This is an absurd argument ! If there are no
external objects at all, it cannot be said that cognitions
appear like external objects,  The appearance of
externality presupposes the reality of external things.
Unless external things exist and are known, cognitions
cannot be held to appear like external objects.

(3) If objects of cognition do-not exist at all, there
can be no variety of objects. And if there is no variety
of objects, there can be no variety of cognitions. The
variety of cognitions or perceptions (jffanavaicitrya) can
be explained only by the variety of external objects
(visayavaicitrya).

(4) The Yogacira holds that the variety of perceptions
is due to the variety of 'subconscious impressions which
form a beginningless series and are rooted in nescience
(avidya). This argument involves Ayszeron prozeron. The
variety of subconscious impressions is due to the variety
of perceptions of external objects. Perceptions are the
causes of subconscious impressions. Subconscious
impressions are not the causes of perceptions.

(5) It cannot be held that momentary cognitions are
produced in particular forms which are only modifica-
tions of cognitions, There is no cause of the production
of such momentary cognitions with particular forms.
“Cognitions which exist only for one moment and are
destroyed in the second moment cannot be said to be
the material cause of other cognitions.

(6) The Yogacara admits the reality of a series of
momentary cognitions only, and cannot, therefore,
account for recollection. One momentary cognition



THE NYAYA-VAISESIKA REALISM 207

cannot remember another past momentary cognition
which it never experienced. The series of self-cognitions
(alayavijfiana) cannot be said to remember momentary
cognitions, because self-cognitions also are momentary
like object-cognitions (pravrttivijfiina), If the series of
self-cognitions (alayavijfidna) be held to be permanent,
the doctrine of momentariness is contradicted.

(7) If there are no objects distinct from cognitions,
all objects should be apprehended as cognitions of
cognitions. But, as a matter of fact, when we perceive
objects, we never feel that we have cognitions of
cognitions, but of external objects. We perceive objects
as distinct from cognitions.

(8) The Yogicira likens waking cognitions to dream-
cognitions and argues that waking cognitions are without
any basis in external objects like dream-cognitions
because they are cognitions, Waking cognitions are
essentially different in nature from dream-cognitions.
Further, dream-cognitions, though erroneous, are not
absolutely without a foundation in external objects.
They are ultimately founded in external reality. Per-
ceptions of external objects - leave subconscious
impressions in the mind. These are revived in the
dream-state and combined in a fantastic manner. The
contents of dream-experience are always reproductions
of past perceptions of external objects, Therefore they
have a foundation in external objects. Further, all
waking cognitions cannot be said to be unreal. If all
cognitions were equally false under all circumstances,
there would be no true cognitions at all. And if there
are no true cognitions, we cannot spcak of wronp-
cognitions, Cognitions are ascertained to be wrong only
in comparison with previous true cognitions of objects.
It is absolutely unmeaning to speak of all cognitions
as wrong.

(9) If there be no true cognitions, there can be no



208 INDIAN REALISM

pramina, for pramina is only the instrument of right
knowledge. If there be no instrument of right knowledge,
nothing can be established. If something is established
without any instrument of right knowledge (pramanpa),
its contradictory can as well be established in the same
way. The Yogicira establishes his position with the
help of inference which is a kind of pramina. If all
cognitions are false, then inference also is false. How,
then, can he prove the truth of his position by means
of inference which is wrong ? Further, perception is
of superior strength than inference. Inference which
contradicts perception cannot be regarded as valid.
External objects are directly perceived. Hence their
non-existence cannot be proved by inference.

(10) The objects are perceived as external (bahya)
and extended (sthiila). Externality and extension which
are perceived in objects cannot be the property of
cognitions. They cannot be said to be forms of cognitions.
They do not exist in cognitions, and consequently
cannot be said to be the forms of cognitions. Further,
everything is momentary according to the Buddhist.
Therefore an external object, even if it exists, must be
momentary. This is the doctrine of the Sautrantika
and the Vaibhasika. If the object of which extension
is perceived after its intercourse with the visual organ
be momentary, it cannot endure till its extension is
perceived. Hence the extension of a momentary object
cannot be perceived.

(11) The Yogicara holds that in the illusory cognition
of silver, the mere cognition of silver appears to be an
<external object. But, according to him, there are no
external objects at all apart from cognitions ; therefore
he is committed to the doctrine that one cognition
appears as another cognition in an illusion. But the
Yogicara holds that in an illusion a cognition is attributed
to an imaginary external object, though it is unreal
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apart from a cognition. The cognition of silver is
attributed to an imaginary external object ; so it appears
to be an external object. But if an external object is
absolutely non-existent as external, it is unmeaning to
speak of a cognition appearing like an external object.
When the Yogacira speaks of a cognition appearing
like an external object, he tacitly assumes the existence
of an external reality and undermines his own position.

(12) An illusion is due to similarity between the
object which is the substratum (adhisthana) of the
illusion and the object which is erroneously ascribed
(aropya) to the substratum. Ior instance, the illusion
of silver in a shell is due to similarity between silver
that is attributed to the shell and the shell which 1s the
substratum of the illusion. But the Yogicara does not
recognize the reality of external objects. The so-called
external object to which the cognition of silver is attri-
buted is unreal and imaginary. There can be no
similarity between a real cognition and an unreal object.
Hence there can be no illusion. - If it be held that there
is some similarity between anunreal and imaginary external
shell and the real cognition of silver, then there can be
similarity also between the imaginary shell and the real
cognition of 2 man so that there may be an illusion of aman
in a shell, There is no reason why an illusion of a man in
a shell is not possible. The Yogacira replies that different
cognitions are uniformly produced in the forms of
different objects. A particular cognition appears in 2
particular form, and not in all forms on account of its
particular nature. So a cognition of silver is produced
in an unreal and imaginary shell by its own inherem®
nature. All sorts of cognitions are not produced in an
unreal object. A particular nature (svabhava) or power
(sakti) regulates the production of particular cognitions
in unreal and imaginary objects. Similarity between
an illusory cognition and an unreal object does not

r
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regulate it. Then the question arises whether the
so-called nature of a cognition is self-existent and
independent or springs out of something which regulates
the nature of the cognition. If the specific nature of the
cognition is of the nature of a cognition, it also must have
another specific nature which is its cause, and so on
ad infinium. Thus the Yogiacira 1s ultimately committed
to an assumption of infinite series of natures or powers
of cognitions, which is absurd!!

§ 5. The Failesika Exposition of the Yogacara Idealism

Sridhara outlines the Yogacara subjectivism and its
arguments in Nyzyakandali,

Firstly, the Buddhist is committed to the doctrine
of momentary existence. The so-called object and the
cognition produced by it are momentary. The main
question in a theory of knmowledge is how an object is
cognized by its cognition.

It is cognized by the cognition either when it comes
into existence, or before it comes into existence. It
cannot be cognized before it comes into existence, since
it 1s non-existent. It cannot be cognized even when it
comes into existence, since it does not endure for more
than one moment, So it cannot be cognized in either case.

The object, though past and non-existent, may be
said to be cognized by a cognition because it gives rise
to the cognition. This is wrong for two reasons. In
the first place, the object is not cognized as past but as
present?. In the second place, the sense-organs also

1 Nyiyadarfana (Bengali), vol. iv, pp. 166—g.

? Alexander’s account of the process of perception is not free from the
causal theory of knowledge. ‘* If the object (event) is the cause of the
act which apprehends it, evidently then the apprehension is posterior in
time to the object (event) of which it is the apprehension. My act of
knowing is an effect of the sensum which actuated it and which is there-

fore prior in time to it. ‘T'he object is essentially a process, a piece of
space-time, of pure motion. It sends an influence to me. But before it
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produce the cognition, but they are not cognized. It
fact, the sense-organs, which are not identical with thet:
sites (adhisthana) are imperceptible.

It may be said that the nature (svabhiva) of the
object produced by its assemblage of causal conditions
1s such that it alone is apprehended by the cognition,
even though the object and the sense-organs alike are
the causes of the cognition ; and the cognition appre-
hends the object as present, though it is past and non-
existent inasmuch as the cognition comes into existence
immediately after the object.

The Yogicira repeats the same objection. The object
cannot be said to be apprehended by the cognition
because it is the cause of the cognition. The sense-
organs also are its cause. But they are not apprehended
by the cognition.!

The object may be said to be cognized by the cognition
which does not really cognize the object but cognizes
itself. 'This is a curious argument! The cognition
apprehends itself, It does not apprehend the object.
Yet it is incomprehensible why the object is apprehended
by the cognition.

It may be said that the object which produces the
cognition is apprehended by it, though the cognition
apprehends itself. This is the Law of Nature that the
cognition produced by an object apprehends the object,
though the object has gone out of existence, and the
cognition has nothing to apprehend but itself. No one
can object to the Law of Nature.

reaches me and causes me to perceive the object, the object s no more.
Yet I perceive the object. 'The object I perceive, is therefore a past
abject, however strange the assertion may look. Alexander fully accepts
this conclusion. Perception is a kind of memory, says he. (Mind, 1912,
p- 3, note.) But curiously enough it is a memory of something which
never has been experienced. And this puts his whole realism in jeopardy.”
(Realism, pp. 158-9.)
1 NK. pp. 1221



212 INDIAN REALISM

The Yogicira contends that when an object produces
a cognition, production is one only ; and it is not a
property of the cognition and the object both. It is a
property of the cognition only. So it cannot restrict the
cognition to the particular object.

It may be said that the object cannot be apprehended
by the cognition, since the cognition is a property of
something else. But the mutual relation of cognizer
(grahaka) and cognized (griahya) between the cognition
and the object follows from their mutual relation, and
not from the one-sided relation to one of the members
related.

Further, the past and the future objects cannot
produce cognitions at present, since they are non-existent.
But still they are apprehended.  Therefore an object
cannot be said to be apprehended by a cognition because
it produces the cognition.  The causal theory of
knowledge is unsound.

The relation of cognizer (grihaka) and cognized
(grihya) cannot be said to follow from the subject-
object-relationship  (visaya-visayi-bhiva) between the
cognition and the object. The two relations are not
distinct ; they are one and the same. The character of
the cognized (grahyatva) does not in any way differ
from that of being the object of cognition, and that of
the cognizer does not in any way differ from that of
being the cognition of the object. Hence the relation
of cognizer and cognized cannot be said to follow from
the subject-object-relation between the cognition and the
abject.

It may be held that it is the very nature (svabhiva)
of a cognition to apprehend a particular object. What
is the cause of this nature ? If it is not due to any cause,
it cannot restrict the cognition to a particular object.
If it is due to some cause, it is needless to speak of the
nature of a cognition, which restricts it to a particular
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object. In fact, we do not find any other cause than
production. The cognition is produced. The production
determines its nature. And its nature restricts it to a
particular object.! But the Yogicira has already shown
that what produces a cognition need not necessarily
be apprehended by it.

Secondly, what is cognized by a cognition is not
different from it like the cognition 1tself.2  Just as the
cognition is self-luminous and does not differ from the
cognition which apprehends it, so the so-called object
does not differ from the cognition which apprehends it.
We find that blue and the like are apprehended by
cognitions. If they were different from the cognitions,
they could not be apprehended by them because of the
absence of identity (tidatmya) between them, which is
the necessary condition of cognizability, It has already
been proved that causality is not a condition of cogniz-
ability. An object is not apprehended by a cognition
because it gives rise to it. - If the object is apprehended
by a cognition, though it is different from it and bears
no relationship to it, then anything will be apprehended
by every cognition, and there will be nothing to restrict
a cognition to a particular object. In fact, it will lead to
total confusion.  Non-difference or identity is the
necessary condition of cognizability.

Not only the object is non-different from cognition,
but also the subject is so. The distinction of the cognizer
(griahaka), the cognized (grihya), and cognition
(samvitti) is an illusory appearance like the appearance
of the double moon.®

But the cognition of an object (e.g. blue) always
appears with the form of the objectt If there is no
external object, what is the cause of the form which

1 NK., pp. 122-3. 2 Cf. TV, iv, 14, p. 293; S.D.S, p. 13.
3 NK,, p. 126.
4 Arthabuddhistadakard si tvakaravidesand, ibid., p. 126.
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appears in the cognition ? The blue objecr cannot be its
cause because it is never perceived ; it is always beyond
the range of sense-perception.! Berkeley also similarly
argues that matter as conceived by philosophers is never
percetved, and consequently it does not exist. ““ As for
our senses,”” he says, *“ by them we have the knowledge
onfy of our sensations, ideas, or those things that are
immediately perceived by sense, call them what you
will : but they do not inform us that things exist without
the mind, or unperceived, like to those which are
perceived.” 2

It may be said that we may assume the existence of
the object from its effects, Then we may as well assume
a diversity of powers in the immediately preceding
cognition itself which is actually perceived. It can
account for the diversity of forms in dream-cognitions
also which cannot be' produced by objects existing in
some other place and at some other time, since none of
them exist at the time. Therefore, the form of blue
which appears in a cognition is not due to an external
object, but to a potency of the immediately preceding
cognition.®  Berkeley also gives a similar argument.
“ What reason can induce us to believe the existence of
bodies without the mind, from what we perceive, since
the very patrons of Matter themselves do not pretend
there 1s any necessary connection between them and our
ideas ? . .. The supposition of external objects is not
necessary for the producing our ideas ; since it is granted
they are produced sometimes (e.g. in dreams, frenzies,
and the like), and might possibly be produced always
in the same order we sec them in at present, without
their concurrence.” 4

But there is a difference between Berkeley and the

1 Arthasya sadd atindriyatvit, ibid., p. 126.
2 Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 45.
3 NK., p. 126. 4 Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 45.
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Yogicara. Berkeley accounts for waking perceptions
by the agency of God external to finite spirits, But the
Yogacira accounts for them by the powers of the im-
mediately preceding cognitions or vasands within the
stream of consciousness itself. Both of them account
for dreams by cognitions.

The Yogacira’s formal argument may be stated thus:
Whatever 1s a cognition is without a foundation in an
external object, like a dream-cognition, Waking
cognitions of pillars and the like are cognitions. There-
fore they are without a foundation in external objects.!

Thirdly, there is non-difference between the appre-
hending cognition (vedaka) and the apprchended object
(vedya) because they are invariably apprehended together.
Blue is different from yellow. So they are never appre-
hended simultaneously. Difference is concomitant with
the absence of being always apprehended at the same
time. Not-difference is concomitant with being always
apprehended together. An object and its cognition are
always apprehended together. Therefore they are non-
different from each other.2

§ 6. The VaiSesika Criticism of the Yogdcara Idealism

Sridhara refutes all the above arguments.

(1) The first argument is that the object cannot be
apprehended by a cognition. It is not cognizable. Even
granting that it cannot be apprehended, this does not
prove that it does not exist. It may exist but may not
be perceived. It may not be perceived owing to some
hindrances such as remoteness and the like, Therefore,
if a thing is not perceived, it does not follow that it ddes=
not exist.?

Sridhara asks how the form of a cognition recognized
by the Yopiacara 1s perceived. It is not the cause of the
cognition, since the two are non-different from each

i NK., p. 127. ? NK., p- rzs. 3 Ibid., p. 127.
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other. So it cannot be perceived as the cause of the
cognition. It does not impart its form to the cognition
and cannot be perceived as such, since two forms are
not perceived in any cognition. It cannot be perceived
as mere cognition, since in deep sleep cognition is not
perceived, though it continues at the time. If the form
of a cognition is said to be perceived because it is
manifested, what constitutes its manifestation may be
asked. Its manifestation (avabhdsa) may be said to
consist in the fact that it enables the cognition to lead
to effective reactions in the shape of acceptance or
rejection or indifference.  Sridhara replies that the
external object also is capable of being accepted, rejected,
or treated with indifference. So it is manifested. It
cannot, therefore, be regarded as not cognizable.!

(2) The second argument of the Yogicira can be
easily disposed of. An object 18 cognized by a cognition
not because it 1s non-different from the cognition, but
because it is the nature of a cognition to apprehend the
object which stimulates a sense-organ and gives rise
to it? An object is apprehended by a cognition by its
very nature ; and a cognition apprehends an object by
its very nature. Apprehension of an object by a
cognition is governed by the Law of Nature. The
object and its cognition are distinct from each other.?

Viacaspati also holds that the nature of a thing does
not depend upon any other condition. An object is
apprehended by its cognition by its very nature. It does
not depend upon any other condition in order to be
apprehended.* But how can an object be apprehended

"by a cognition without being related to it? A relation
between two terms does not require any other relation to
relate itself to them. If it requires another relation

1 NX., pp. 126—7. z Ibid., p. 128, 8 Ibid., p. 124.
¢ Svabhavataécﬁrthasya jfianamiti na tadiyatve anyadapeksate, NVTT,
p- 465
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to relate it to the relata, that relation too will require
another relation to relate it to the relation, and so on
ad infinitum. So just as a relation between two terms
does not depend upon any other relation, so a cognition
apprehends an object without depending upon any other
relation. A particular cognition apprehends a particular
object only by its very nature. And the Law of Nature
is the ultimate limit of explanation. The cognitive
relation is a unique relation which cannot be
accounted for.

It may be asked how the cognition of colour appre-
hends colour without modifying the object in any way.
The act of cognition which is the instrument of know-
ledge (pramina) does modify the object inasmuch as
it brings about reaction to the object in the shape of
acceptance, rejection, or treatment with indifference. It
does not produce any other effect in the object. Hence
a cognition which by its very nature apprehends an
object does not depend upon any other condition to
execute its function. A particular cognition apprehends
a particular object and is restricted to it.!

Udayana also holds that “ there is a svariipasambandha
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 zertium guid in the form of cognized-
ness between a cognition and its object. The natural
relation between a cognition and its object by virtue
of which the former apprehends the latter is called
visayard. . . . Objectivity (visayati) constitutes the
svarigpasambandha between a cognition and its object,” 2
Haridasa roundly declares that a particular naturé
determines the relation of a cognition to its object.

1 Tbid., pp. 465=6.

2 Indian Psychology : Perception, p. 206; Nyiyakusumafijali (with
Haridasi tikd), iv, 2-3.

8 Syabhivavifesa eva visayatiniyimakah, ibid. (Jivananda’s edition,
Calcutta, p. 64).
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There is a svardpasambandha between them.! Swvaripa-
sambandha is a unique relation. It cannot be reduced
to any other relation. The cognitive relation is unique
and sui generis. 1t is quite different from relations among
physical things such as causality and the like. It is not
conjunction as Raminuja holds. It is not compresence
as Alexander holds. It is not causality and resemblance
as the Sautrantika holds. It is quite different from inter-
subjective and inter-objective relations. ‘* Knowledge
should be regarded as foundational, and we should not
seek to represent what is foundational by the analgoy
of anything but itself.”?* Keith rightly observes :
“ Cognition must not be regarded as transforming what
it cognizes ; to be cognized is no quality of the object
but a relation sui generis (svardipasambandha) existing
between the object and cognition,” 3
The Yogicira argues that the so-called object is
unconscious and cannot, therefore, be manifested or
apprehended. Sridhara urges that there is no royal
command to the effect that an unconscious thing cannot
be manifested! It is actually perceived. It is a fact of
experience. So it cannot be challenged. Just as the act
of cutting is related to the thing that is cut, and is yet
distinct from it, so the act of cognition is related to an
object cognized, and is yet distinct from it.
(3) The third argument of the Yogicara does not
rove the non-existence of an external object. Even if
the blue object and the cognition of blue are invariably
apprehended simultaneously, it does not prove that the
object does not exist. Even if it exists, it may be appre-
“hended together with its cognition. It may be the very
nature of a cognition to apprehend an external object.
And because the cognition 1s the means of apprehending

! Ghatajfiznayoh svariipa eva sambandhah, ibid., p. 65.
2 A, C. Mukberjee, Se/f, Thought, and Reality, p. 301.
8 Indian Logic and Atomism, p. 46.
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the object, whenever one is apprehended the other also
may be apprehended.! Whenever we perceive a blue
object, what is cognized as blue is perceived as something
external, while the cognition of blue is perceived as
something internal. Therefore the blue object can never
be regarded as identical with its cognition.? If the
cognized object were identical with its cognition, it
would be apprehended as “ 7 am blue”, and not as
““ this is blue .3 This clearly shows that it is something
distinct from cognition, which is presented to it. The
Yog?a'cﬁra may argue that some cognitions are appre-
hended in the form of ““ 17, and others, in the form of
“ this ", though both the forms are inherent in cognitions
themselves. Sridhara urges that there is no particular
cognition in the form of * I as there is a cognition in
the form of “ blue ”. ‘What is perceived as “ 1" by one
person is perceived as * you " by another. There is no
fixity in the cognition of *“ 17, But there is a fixity in
the cognition of ““ blue’. Therefore the cognition of
“1” is not on a par with the cognition of * blue”.
The self is distinct from the not-self. An object can never
be reduced to a quality of the self.

The Yogacira may argue that the distinction of
subject and object within a cognition is an illusory
appearance. One undivided cognition appears to be
polarized into subject and object, though really it is
devoid of all distinction within itself.> Sridhara urges
that the distinction between subject and object is directly
perceived, and consequently should be regarded as real.
Even granting that the distinction is an illusory apgear.
ance, how can it be proved ? If it is proved by inference,
then it involves the fallacy of mutual dependence. An

1 NK., p. 128; cf. NM,, p. 541.

2 NK,, p. 128; cf. NM,, p. 5413 S.D.S, p. 145 S V.M, p. 113.
3 NK,, p. 129; cf. NM,, p. 541 8.D.S., p. 145 S.V.M,, p. 112.
4 NK., p. 129; cf. SV.M,, p. 112.

5 Tiignasyabhedino bhedapratibhaso hyupaplavah, NK., p. 129.
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inference is possible only when perception has already
been proved to be valid, and the Yogicira proves
perception to be invalid by means of inference. Thus
there is arguing in a circle.! This argument of Sridhara
has already been elaborated in the Jaina criticism of
subjective idealism. It is interesting to note that
Mallisena borrowed this argument in all its details from
Sridhara’s Nyigyakandali in almost the same language.?

Further, if an object were nothing but the form of a
cognition, it could be apprehended only by the cognition
in which the form is manifested. Thus it would be the
‘“ private property ”’ of a particular person. It could
not be open to the perception of all. But, as a matter
of fact, we find that the same object is perceived by many
when they turn their attention towards it. What is
perceived by you is perceived by me also. Therefore
the object cannot be regarded as identical with the form
of a cognition.?

Just as the Yogacira cannot account for the sameness
of the object of perception, so Berkeley also cannot
account for it. Fraser rightly says : “ Perfect similarity
in the sense-phenomena manifested, not objective
numerical identity, constitutes ‘sameness’ in sensible
things, according to Berkeley.”* ** Same may mean,”
says Johnston, *either (1) numerically identical, ie.
the same, or (2) numerically distinct, i.e. similar, When
the plain man says that ten men look at the moon he
means that the object perceived by the ten men is one and
the same, is numerically identical. But Berkeley’s theory
implies that when ten men look at the moon each man
has a presentation of his own in his mind, numerically
distinct from those of the others. In the former case
one moon is seen, in the latter ten. Berkeley believes

T NK., p. 129; cf. 8.D.S, p. 14.
£ Cf. NK., p. 129, lines 12-21, with 8.V.M,, p. 113, lines 14-25,
3 NK., pp. 127-8. 4 Selections from Berkeley, p. 67, n.
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that the ideas men have in looking at what is commonly
called the same thing are numerically distinct. But men
realize that these numerically distinct ideas are similar :
“they agree in their perceptions.” And Berkeley says
it is of no consequence whether we attend to the agree-
ment of the presentations and call them the same, or
regard the diversizy of the persons who have the pre-
sentations, and call them differens.  He thus reduces
all sameness or identity to similariy.”” 1 This criticism
equally holds good against the Yogacara doctrine.

The Yogacira argument that waking perceptions are
without a foundation in external objects like dream-
cognitions, is invalid because the instance is not
established. Dream-cognitions also are not confined to
themselves ; they have their real counterparts 1in
external objects. During dreams only those things are
apprehended which were actually perceived in the past
at some other time and place ; they reappear in con-
sciousness because of the revival of the subconscious
impressions left by the previous perceptions. Thus
dream-cognitions have their real counterparts in the
external world. Therefore waking cognitions cannot be
regarded as devoid of a foundation in the external world.2

Sridhara urges that an external object is directly
perceived at a particular time and in a definite portion
of space. This perception sets aside all arguments
brought forward by the Yogicira to prove the non-
existence of the object. The perception of an object
at a particular time and in a definite portion of space
can never be explained by the theory of vasang or
subconscious impression or a potency inherent in the
cognition itself.3 Thus the Yogacara theory of subjective
idealism is unsound.

Y The Development of Berkeley's Philosophy, pp. 155=6.
¢ NK., pp. 128~9; cf. 8V, niralambanavida, 107-9; SD., p. 1433
NBh,, iv, 2, 34. 3 NK.,p. 130; see G.N. Jha's E'T, pp. 265-284.
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§ 7. The Nyaya-VaiSesika Criticism of the Sautrintika
Realism

The Sautrintika holds that the object, which produces
a cognition and imparts its form to it, is apprehended
by it. The cognition must be admitted to have the form
of the object. It is not devoid of form. The form of the
cognition represents the form of the object. The
Sautrantika is an advocate of the representative theory
of perception. He recognizes three elements involved
in the perception of an object, viz. the act of cognition,
the form of the cognition, and the object with a form
(e.g. blue). Consciousness is common to all acts of
cognition. They are specialized by their forms. The
forms of cognitions correspond to those of their objects.
If cognitions were pure, formless consciousness, they
would have nothing to restrict them to particular objects,
and there would be no specific cognitions of blue, yellow,
and the like. Hence it must be admitted that cognitions
are invested with specific forms by their objects ; the
forms of objects are the evidence of the existence of their
specific cognitions. The specific form of a cognition
brings about a connection between the cognition and a
particular object. It enables the cognition to apprehend
a particular object. The sense-organs are the common
factors in the production of cognitions. Therefore they
cannot specialize the cognitions. It is the form of the
object that gives a specific form to the cognition. A
formless cognition cannot apprchend an object because
it has no special power to apprehend it. The mere being
of pure consciousness cannot apprehend an object, since
it 1s common to cognitions of all objects. It can appre-
hend an object only when it is invested with the specific
form of the object.

It is misleading to compare the Sautrantika realism

1 NK.,, p. 123.
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with any of the various types of contemporary realism.
But still the conception of the form (ikdra) of a cognition
may roughly be compared with Meinong’s conception
of the content of an act of cognition. *‘ Meinong holds
that the three elements involved in the perception of an
object are the act of thought, the content of the act, and
the object. The act is the same in any two cases of the
same kind of consciousness : thus, if I perceive a cow
or if 1 perceive a horse, the act of perceiving is exactly
similar on each occasion. What is different, however,
is the content of my perception, this being a cow-content
in the case of the first perception and a horse-content in
the case of the second. The content is again clearly
distinguished from the object; since it must exist in my
mind now while the object may be out in the field.” !
A cognition is an «cz of cognition. Its form is its content.
The form of an object is the sexnse daium. And the object
Is the physical object.

Sridhara contends that there is nothing to prove that
an object is apprchended by a cognition because it
imparts its form to the cognition. If the blue object is
apprehended only by the cognition of blue by its very
nature, it is the Law of Nature (svabhavaniyama) that
governs the relation between a cognition and an object.
A specific object is apprehended by a specific cognition
by its very nature, not because it imprints its form on the
cognition. When a cognition is produced by an object
in intercourse with a sense-organ, it appears as appre-

hension of that object which " .ulates the sense-organ
and gives rise to the cc' . ; the object alsg is
apprehended by the cog .. because it is the very

nature of the object to be apprehended while the sense-

organ which 1s an accessory condition of the production

of the cognition is not apprehended. The relation of the

act of cognition to its object is governed by the Law of
1 C. E. M. Joad, Introduction to Modern Philosophy, p. 14.
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Nature. The cognitive act apprehends its object by its
very nature without being invested with the form of
the object. The restriction of a cognition to its object
is due to the nature of-the cognition itself, and not to
its form.!

The Nyaya-VaiSesika denies the form or content of the
act of cognition which directly apprehends its object
in the process of perception. The Jaina, the Mimamsaka,
and some Vedantists also hold the same doctrine. But
they all recognize the existence of the object independent
of the act of cognition of the individual self, whatever
the ontological nature of the object may be. The
Yogacara, on the other hand, recognizes only the act
of cognition (vijiiana) with its content or form (ikara),
but not the external object. He regards the content or
form of the cognition itself as the object of the cognition.

1 NK., p. 124.



Cuarpter VIII

THE VEDANTA CRITIQUE OF SUBJECTIVE
IDEALISM

§ 1. Absolute Idealism and Subjective Idealism

In Advaitabrahmasiddhi Sadananda Yati draws a
distinction between the subjective idealism of the
Yogicira and the absolute idealism of Sarnkara, Both
are idealists. ‘They recognize the ontological reality
of consciousness (vijfiina) only. But there is a substantial
difference between them. . The Yogacara holds that
cognitions are many and non-eternal. But Sankara holds
that there 1s only one, eternal, universal consciousness
or Brahman. The former is a subjective idealist or
sensationist. The latter is & monist or absolute idealist.
The discrete, momentary cognitions in individual streams
of consciousness (santina) constitute the reality of the
Yogicara. The one, eternal, universal consciousness or
Brahman constitutes the reality of Sankara.  The
Yogaciara 1s a subjective idealist. He reduces the
so-called external objects to mere cognitions of the
individual minds or psychic continua. He is a sensationist
like David Hume and J. S. Mill. He does not recognize
the existence of the permanent self apart from a series
of momentary sensations, feelings, and ideas. Nor does
he admit the reality of external objects distinct from,
and independent of, subjective cognitions. He«4s
emphatic in his denial of external objects. They are
nothing but internal forms of cognitions which appear
to consciousness like external objects owing to an
illusion.  Saikara, on the other hand, recognizes the
existence of external objects distinct from, and

225 o
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independent of, subjective cognitions. He is emphatic
in asserting the existence of external objects. His
absolute idealism is not mentalism or subjectivism.
He recognizes the Absolute (Brahman) alone as the
ontological reality, The Absolute is pure identity. It is
not identity-in-difference like the Absolute of Hegel.
But still Sankara is not prevented from recognizing the
empirical reality (vyavahirikasatta) of external objects
and individual souls (jiva). Deussen rightly observes :
“ Just as Kant, along with transcendental idealism,
maintained the empirical reality of the external world,
and defended it against Berkeley, so the Vedantins are
not prevented by their ‘doctrine of Ignorance as the
foundation of all Being expanded in name and form
from maintaining the reality of the outer world against
the Buddhists of idealistic tendencies.”!  Sankara
recognizes only the empirical reality of the external
world and the individual souls. The external objects
are real for all practical purposes of our life. They serve
all practical needs. But they are unreal from the stand-
point of the Absolute. When the individual soul (jiva)
transcends its limitations (upddhi) and realizes its
identity with Brahman, it loses all sense of plurality.
The jivas and external objects are not real sub specie
wternitatis in the language of Spinoza. They have only
an empirical reality.

The Yogicira regards the objects of perception such
as blue and the like as internal forms of cognitions only
which appear like external objects. Sankara, on the
other hand, admits the empirical reality of external objects
such as blue and the like, which are distinct from
cognitions and indefinable (anirvacaniya) in nature.
Further, according to Sankara, empirical objects are

Y The System of the Fedanta, p. 241.
2 Na hi brahmavadino niladyakarim vittim abhyupagacchanti, kim-
tvanirvacaniyam niladiti, Bhmati, 1i, 2, 28, p. 5471.
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known through their practical ethciency (arthakriyd).
But, according to the Yogicara, objects are mere deter-
minations of cognitions which have practical efficiency.!

Jayanta Bhatta also distinguishes between the absolute
idealism of Sankara and the subjective idealism of the
Yogicira., Both of them are idealists. They recognize
the reality of consciousness only. They deny the absolute
reality of anything independent of consciousness. But
there is a world of difference between them. Sankara’s
absolute reality is one, undifferenced, eternal conscious-
ness. The Yogacira's absolute reality is a plurality of
momentary cognitions with no permanent self abiding
in them and with no external objects to produce them.
He does not admit the reality of one, infinite, eternal,
self-luminous consciousness or Brahman, but of a
beginningless series of momentary cognitions which
appear and disappear in individual minds or streams of
consciousness.?

§ 2. Sankara’s Exposition of the Yogicara Idealism

Sankara does not give a detailed exposition of the
subjective idealism of the Yogicira,  Neither his
exposition nor his criticism seems to be thorough and
searching. He states the following arguments of the
Yogacira for the non-existence of external objects t—

(1) Firstly, if external objects exist, they are either
simple atoms or complex bodies composed of atoms.
Atoms are imperceptible. They are too subtle to be
perceived. Imperceptible atoms cannot be perceived
as gross objects such as pillars and the like. Atoms
cannot produce cognitions of gross objects, External
objects cannot, thercfore, be of the nature of simple
atoms. Nor can they be complex aggregates of atoms.
If they are aggregates of atoms, they are either different
or non-different from the atoms which compose them.

1 Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.), p. 93. tNM.,, pp. §36~7.
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If they are different from atoms, they cannot be regarded
as aggregates of atoms. If they are non-different from
atoms, they cannot produce cognitions of gross objects
such as pillars and the like. External objects cannot,
therefore, be complex aggregates of atoms. They are
neither simple atoms nor complex bodies. Hence they
do not exist.!

(2) Secondly, consciousness is common to all
cognitions ; they are not different from one another in
so far as they are states of consciousness ; they undergo
modifications according to their objects and are
distinguished from one another by their different forms.
The COgmtlons which are-of a uniform nature as
consciousness are specified by their objects so that we
have now the cognition of a post, now the cognition
of a wall, now the cognition of a jar, and so on. This is
not possible without some distinction on the part of
cognitions.  The realist must, therefore, admit that
there are different forms of cognitions corresponding
to the forms of their objects (visayasiriipya). If
cognitions had not the same forms as those of their
objects, every cognition would be able to apprehend all
objects.2 So cognitions must have different forms, But
if we admit the different forms of cognitions, it is needless
to assume the existence of external objects as their
objective counterparts. 'The Law of Parsimony demands
that we should admit the existence of different cognitions
only, but not of the external objects because the former
alone serve our purpose.®

(3) Thirdl ¥, we always apprehend an object (visaya)
and its cognition (jfidna) together. Hence they are
identical with each other* Whenever we perceive an

1 §.B.8,, ii, 2, 28.

2 Ratnaprabhd on 8.B.8,, ii, 2, 28.

3 S.B.S,, ii, 2, 28.

4 Sahopalambhaniyamadabhedo visayavijfiZnayorapatati, ibid., ii, 2, 28.
P 544
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object we perceive also the cognition of the object.
If any of the two is not perceived, the other also cannot
be perceived. We cannot perceive an object without
perceiving its cognition, and we cannot perceive the
cognition of an object without perceiving the object
itself.!  And because an object and its cognition are
always perceived together they must be regarded as
identical with each other. If they were distinct from
each other, they could be perceived apart from each
other. So there are no external objects.?

(4) Fourthly, our waking perceptions can be
explained without the hypothesis of external objects
like dream-cognitions. - Waking cognitions are on the
same footing with dream-cognitions, reveries, and
hallucinations, since they do not differ from each other
so far as they are of the nature of cognitions, And even
as dream-cognitions appear as apprehending cognitions
(grahaka) and apprehended objects (grahya), although
there are no external objects corresponding to them, so
our waking perceptions also are independent of external
objects. The distinction of subject and object is within
consciousness itself in waking perceptions as in dream-
cognitions.> The distinction of the cognizer (pramitr),
the instrument of cognition (pramina), the result of
cognition (pramiti), and the object of cognition (prameya)
falls within consciousness.  None of these factors
indispensable for knowledge is outside consciousness.
They are nothing but consciousness pure and simple?
The distinction among these factors of knowledge is
imaginary. It is imagined by the intellect (buddhipari-
kalpita) for practical purposes.®

(5) Lastly, we cannot account for the variety of

1 Nz hyanayorekasyanupalambhe’nyasyopalambho'sti, ibid., ii, 2, 28,
p- 544. ¢ 8.B.S, 1, 2, 28.

$ Ibid,, ii, 2, 28 ; cf. Bhamat, ii, 2, 28.

4 Ihid., i, 2, 28 ; cf. Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.), pp. gz-5.

§ Bhamati, ii, 2, 28,
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perceptions (pratyayavaicitrya) if there are no external
objects. The Yogacira holds that it is due to the variety
of subconscious impressions (visandvaicitrya). In the
beginningless cycle of existence (samsira) perceptions
and subconscious impressions are related to each other
as causes and effects even as seeds and sprouts are related
to each other as causes and effects. There 1s mutual
causality between the two. Just as seeds produce sprouts,
and sprouts, in their turn, produce seeds, so perceptlons
produce subconscious i impressions, and these impressions,
again, produce other perceptions. Thus the variety of
perceptions is due to the variety of subconscious
impressions. Both the realist and the subjective idealist
agree in holding that dream- cogmtlons are due to the
variety of sub-conscious impressions, and not of external
objects. But they differ in their explanation of the
variety of waking perceptions. While the realist explains
it by the varlety of external objects, the Yogcu_ala explains
it by the variety of subconscious impressions. He does
not postulate the existence of external objects to account
for waking perceptions.. But the question is how internal
cognitions assume the forms of external objects. The
Yogicira holds that the forms of internal cognitions
appear to us as forms of external objects owing to an
illusion.!

§ 3. Sankara’s Criticism of the Yogicara Idealism

(1) Firstly, Saikara does not offer any direct criticism
of the first argument of the Yogacara that an external
object cannot exist, for if it exists it must be of the
nature of atoms or an aggregate of atoms but it can be
neither, Sankara urges that an external object does
exist since it is distinctly perceived by all. In every
act of perception we do perceive an external object
such as a post, a wall, and the like. We cannot deny the

1 5.B.S, 1, 2, 28.
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existence of an external object which is actually perceived.!
It is as absurd to deny the existence of an external object
which is actually perceived through a sense-organ as
to deny the act of eating and feeling satisfied when one
is actually taking his meal and feeling pleasure.? In
other words, our perception clearly testifies to the
existence of an external object. Berkeley argues that the
existence of a sensible object consists in being perceived
—zsse 1s percipi~—and therefore it is an idea of the mind.
Sankara, on the other hand, argues that an object 1s
perceived because it actually exiszs external to the mind ;
an object is distinctly perceived as existing independent
of the act of perception.  No one can argue a fact of
experience out of existence.

The Yogacara may argue, like Berkeley, that he does not
deny the consciousness of an object, but he denies the con-
sciousness of an object as distinct from the act of cognition;
we never perceive an object as distinct from the act of per-
ception ; hence theyareidentical with eachother.? Sarikara
replies that the Yogicira gives here a false account of the
testimony of consciousness.  Our perception clearly testifies

1 Upalabhyate hi pratipratyayam bahyo'rthah. . . . Na ca upala-
bhyamanasyaivabhavo bhavitum arhati, §.B.S., i, 2, 28, p. 548.

2 Cf, Bhamati, ii, z, 28, and Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.), p. 99.
Berkeley refutes the objection that “ it sounds very harsh to say that we
eat and drink ideas, and are clothed with ideas ” thus: “ We are fed and
clothed with those things which we perceive immediately by our senses. . . .
We cat and drink and are clad with the immediare objects of sense, which
cannot exist umperceived or without the mind”  (Principles of Human
Knowledge, p. 60.)

3 Nanu nahamevamevam brabimi na kaficidarthamupalabhe iti.
kinta upalabdhivyatiriktam nopalabhe it brabimi, $.B.S. i, 2, 28,
p. 548. Similarly Berkeley says: *‘That what I see, hear, antl feel
doth exist, that is to say, is perceived by me, I no more doubt than I do
of my own being. But I do not see how the testimony of sezse can be
alleged as a proof for the existence of anything which is nos perceived by
sense”  (Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 61.) ‘‘That the things
I see with my eyes and touch with my hands do exist, really exist, I make

not the least question. The only thing whose existence we deny is that
which philosophers cull matter or corporeal substance” (Ibid., p. 58.)
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to the existence of an object independent of the act of per-
ception. The externality of the object to our perception
must beadmitted on account of the very fact of perception.l
No one perceives a post, or a wall as a mere perception
but as an object of perception.

Even the Yogicara tacitly assumes the existence of
external objects when he argues that internal cognitions
appear as if they were external objects, though really
there are no external objects. If he had no idea of
externality at all, he could not assert that internal
cognitions appear as if they were external objects. We
can assert that a post appears like 2 man only when we
already know what a man is. So we can assert that internal
cognitions appear as if they were external objects only
when we already know what external objects are. If
external objects do not exist at all and are never perceived,
the Yogdcira cannot assert that internal cognitions
appear like external objects. It is as absurd as to assert
that Visnumitra appears like the son of a barren mother!
Hence if we accept the clear testimony of our conscious-
ness we must admit that in an act of perception the
object is manifested to consciousness as something really
external, and not as if it were external.

But the Yogacara may contend that, because it is not
possible for an external object to exist he holds that an
object of perception which is nothing but a subjective
cognition appears as if it were external. To this Sankara
replies that the Yogacara has no right to reject the clear
testimony of consciousness and rely on abstract
arguments. Reasoning must be based on the facts of
experience ; it must not wander away from them and
spin out a system of philosophy which has no foundation
in reality. FExperience cannot be made to conform to
reasoning. Reasoning must be based on experience.

1 Upalabdhivyatireko’pi  balidarthasyabhyupagantavyah  upalb-
dhereva, 8.B.8,, ii, 2, 28, p. 548.
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The possibility or impossibility of an object depends
only upon the operation or non-operation of the means
of right knowledge,! while the operation or non-operation
of the means of right knowledge does not at all depend
upon the abstract possibility or impossibility of an
object. Whatever is apprehended by perception and
the like is possible ; and whatever is not apprehended
by any means of right knowledge is impossible. Is, then,
an external object possible ? Certainly it 75 possible since
it is apprehended as existing external to, and independent
of, consciousness by all the means of right knowledge
such as perception and the like. What is clearly appre-
hended by all the means of right knowledge can never
be held to be impossible2 Possibility is determined by
actuality.  Actuality 1s not determined by possibility.
The Yogiacara goes against the unequivocal deliverance
of consciousness when he argues that an external object
is not possible because it is neither different nor non-
different from atoms. Sankara proves the existence of
an external object on the strength of the clear testimony
of consciousness. He doeés not rebut the dilemma of the
Yogacara. He simply points out that the Yogacira
contradicts the verdict of consciousness when he denies
the existence of an external object on the strength of
abstract arguments. He has no right to reject experience
in favour of an idle dilemma to prove the non-existence
of an external object.

(2) Secondly, the Yogacira argues that cognitions are
said to have the same forms as those of their objects, but
since the different forms of cognitions are sufficient for
practical purposes of our life, it is needless to assume
the different forms of the so-called external objects.

! Pramanapravrttyapravrttipiirvakau  sambhavasambhavau, S.B.S.,
i, 2, 28, p. 549.

% Sarvaireva pramanairbihye’rtha upalabhyamanah katham na samb-
havati, ibid., ii, 2, 28, p. 549.
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‘The different forms of cognitions are necessary, and they
are facts of experience. But the different forms of the
so-called external objects are absolutely unnecessary,
and to assume their existence is a gratuitous hypothesis.

But Safikara urges that cognitions cannot have the
same forms as those of external objects if the objects
do not really exist. Moreover, the objects are actually
perceived as external to, and independent of, the act
of perception, and so their existence can never be denied.!
We cannot legitimately invoke the Law of Parsimony
to deny the existence of the facts of actual experience.

Reid appealed to the common sense of mankind to
prove the existence of the external world, * The universal
belief of mankind is,” he says,  that the immediate object
of the mind in perception is the material reality itself,
and that as we perceive that object under its actual
conditions, so we are no less conscious of its existence,
independently of our minds, than we are conscious of
the existence of our own mind, independently of external
objects.” 2 The modern realists also appeal to * that
primordial common sense which believes in a world
that exists independently of the knowing of it”.? * My
experience,” says Alexander, ‘‘declares the distinct
existence of something as non-mental. . . . The distinct
existence of my object from my mind is attested by
experience itself. This is a truth which a man need only
open his eyes to see.”*

(3) Thirdly, the Yogacira argues that we invariably
apprehend an act of perception and an object of perception
together. 'We never perceive an object of perception
apart from the act of perception. So they are identical with
each other : the object is not distinct from its cognition.

1 Asati visaye visayasiriipyanupapatteh, bahirupalabdhesdca visayasya.
ibid., i, 2, 28, p. 549.

2 Works, p. 964.

3 The New Realism, p. 10,

& Space, Time, and Deity, vol. i, p. 16
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But Sankara urges that inseparability in perception
is no proof of identity. It is true that an object of
perception can never be perceived apart from the act
of perception. But from this it does not necessarily
follow that an object is identical with its cognition.
All that it proves is that the cognition is the means
(upaya) and the object is the end (upeya) so that there
can never be a cognition unless there is an object. There
can be no cognition without an object because it is the
means of apprehending an object.! If the object is
non-existent the cognition cannot apprehend anything.
Cognition without an object is impossible2 The very
existence of cognition presupposes the existence of an
object. So there can be no perception unless there is
an object of perception. Thus an object of perception
can never be identical with an act of perception ; they
are distinct from each other.

Govindananda argues that the distinction between an
object and its cognition is clearly perceived by the self.
So their identity can never be proved by the fact that
they are always perceived together. A visible object
such as colour is always perceived together with light ;
it can never be perceived apart from light. But still
colour is not identical with light. Likewise an object is
never perceived apart from its cognition. But this does
not prove that an object is identical with its cognition.
They are always perceived together because there is a
uniform relation between them, the cognition being the
percipient subject (grahaka) and the object being the
perceived object (grihya). The pcrceptxblc object is
not identical with the percipient cognition : they are
distinct from each other. But though they are distinct

1 Sahopalambhaniyamo’pi prﬂ.tyayavlsa.yayorup&yopcyabhﬁvahetuko
nabhedahetuka ityabhyupagantavyam, S.B.S,, ii, 2, 28, pp. 549-550;
cf. NM,, p. 541.

L ]aina and Ramanuja.
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from each other they are related to each other as the
percipient and the perceived.!

Moreover, Sankara argues that consciousness is
common to different cognitions ; the difference in their
contents is due to the difference in their objects. Different
objects modify consciousness in different ways, and
give rise to different cognitions. In the cognition of a
jar and the cognition of a cloth there is a difference
between the jar and the cloth which are the objects of
the cognitions and qualify consciousness in different
ways ; but there is no difference in the consciousness
which is common to both the cognitions and is qualified
by the objects, even as in a black cow and a white cow
there is a difference between blackness and whiteness
which are the qualifications of the class-essence of cow
(gotva), but there is no difference in the class-essence of
cow which is common to both. Thus the consciousness
which is qualified by different objects such as a jar and
a cloth is different from the objects, and the objects also
which qualify consciousness in different ways are different
from consciousness.? Again, the same object gives rise
to two cognitions, We have the perception of a jar and
the recollection of it. Thus an object can never be of
the nature of consciousness. Consciousness and object
can never be identified with each other ; they are
different from each other. If there were no external
objects there would be no difference in acts of cognition.
The variety of cognitions is due to the variety of objects.

Further, the Yogacara is an advocate of the doctrine
of momentariness. So he regards all ideas as momentary ;
they cannot last for more than one moment. Hence two
successive momentary cognitions which vanish as soon
as they become objects of consciousness cannot be
related to each other as the apprehending subject

1 Ratnaprabha on S.B.S., i, 2, 28.
% Cf. G. E. Moore, Philosophical Studies, p. 17.
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(grahaka) and the apprehended object (grahya). When

the cognition 4 has come into existence the succeeding
cognition & has not yet come into being. So 2 cannot
apprehend 4 and 4 cannot be apprehended by 2. And
the succeeding cognition é can never apprehend the
preceding cognition @. 'Thus the distinction of subject
and object can never fall within consciousness as wrongly
held by the Yogicara.

Moreover, the Yogicira recognizes the existence of
cognitions because they are perceived. Saikara urges
that he should equally recognize the existence of external
objects because they also are perceived as independent
of cognitions.! External objects are no less perceived than
cognitions. So they have as much claim to existence as
cognitions. But the Yogacira may argue that cognitions
are self-luminous while the so-called external objects are
not so. In other words, cognitions apprehend themselves.
So the Yogacara admits the existence of cognitions but not
of the so-called external objects. But Sankara urges that
cognitions cannot b¢ regarded as self-luminous or self-
apprehending, for acts of cognition can no more be objects
of their own activity than fire can be the object of its own
activity, viz. burning. The act of cognition must, by
its very nature, be distinct from the object of cognition ;
they can never be identical with each other. It is self-
contradictory to hold that a cognition acts upon itself
and apprehends itself as its own object. It is very strange
that the Yogicira refuses to admit the existence of an
external object though everyone perceives it through a
cognition which is distinct from the object itself.

The Yogacira may argue that if cognitions al€’ not
self-luminous but are apprehended by something distinct
from them, that also will require something else to
apprehend it and so on ad infinitum. Thus it will commit

1 Vijfisnamanubhiyate iti cet, bihyo’pyartho’anubhiyate eveti yuk-
tamabhyupagantum, 8.B.S,, 1i, 2, 28, p. §551.
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us to infinite regress. But Sarikara replies that cognitions
are apprehended by the witness self (siksin) which is
self-luminous. Cognitions are fleeting but the witness
self is permanent. Cognitions are presented to the self,
but the self is self-luminous. So there is no infinite
regress in the Vedantist doctrine. The witness self and
cognitions are essentially different in nature so that
they are related to each other as the knowing subject
and the known object No one can deny the existence
of the self since it is the very presupposition of all
experience. It bears testimony to its own existence.
The individual cognitions, according to the Yogicara,
are discrete and momentary ; they come into being
and pass away. Hence they must require one, permanent,
intelligent principle or the self to witness the production
and destruction of all these cognitions which are not
self-luminous,!

(4) Fourthly, the Yogicara likens waking perceptions
to dream—cogmtxons and explains them both by sub-
conscious impressions (vdsani) without the help of
external objects. But Sankara points out that there is a
false analogy here. Dream-cognitions are essentially
different in nature from waking perceptions. Dream-
cognitions are contradicted by waking perceptions. But
waking perceptions are not contradicted by any other
empirical experience. Besides, dream-cognitions are of
the nature of recollection while waking perceptions are
of the nature of perception. And the difference between
recollection and perception lies in the fact that the
former arises in the absence of an external object while the
latter arises in the presence of an external object. Thus
waking perceptions can never be explained without the
help of external objects.?

(5) Lastly, the Yogacara argues that the variety of
cognitions (jiianavaicitrya) is not due to the variety of

1 §.B.S,, ii, 2, 28 ; cf. Green. ? Tbid,, ii, 2, 29.
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external objects but to the variety of subconscious
impressions (vasanavaicitrya). But Sankara urges that
on the Yogacara view there can be no subconscious
impressions at all since they arise from perceptions of
external objects which are denied by him. When per-
ceptions of objects pass out of the field of consciousness
they leave subconscious impressions behind in the
mind. But if there are no perceptions of external object
at all, there can be no subconscious impressions. The
variety of subconscious impressions is due to the variety
of perceptions of objects.!

Govindananda elaborates the argument of Saikara
further, We have perceptions of new objects without
subconscious impressions ; they are never produced
by subconscious impressions without external objects.
There are subconscious impressions when there are
already perceptions of external objects and there are no
subconscious impressions when there are no previous
perceptions of external objects. Thus the Yogacara
in trying to account for the variety of perceptions by
the variety of subconscious impressions is tacitly assuming
the existence of external objects without which sub-
conscious impressions are not possible.?

The Yogacara assumes the hypothesis of an infinite
series of subconscious impressions and perceptions
related to each other as causes and effects. But Sankara
urges that, if a single subconscious impression cannot
account for a particular perception but itself depends
upon a previous perception, an infinite series of sub-
conscious impressions cannot account for the variety
of perceptions. It simply multiplies the difficultfes to
infinity. If a single member of the infinite series cannot
account for the origin of perception, an infinite number
cannot do it either. The Yogicdra postulates an infinite

1 Arthopalabdhinimitta hi pratyartham nanaripd vasand bhavanti,
ibid., ii, 2, 30. 2 Ratnaprabhi on S.B.S, 1, 2, 303 ¢f. NM
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series of subconscious impressions instead of a variety
of external objects to account for a variety of perceptions.
But he utterly fails in his attempt to do so. His denial
of the external world leads to a total collapse of
practical life.

The Yogacira proves his position by the following
positive and negative judgments. Whenever there is a
variety of subconscious 1mpress10ns there is a variety
of perceptions although there is no variety of external
objects, and wherever there is no variety of subconscious
impressions there is no variety of perceptions. But
Sankara urges that both these judgments are false, since
subconscious impressions can never be explained without
previous perceptions of external objects, On the contrary,
the existence of external objects can be proved by the
following positive and negative judgments. We have
perceptions of external objects without previous sub-
conscious impressions when external objects are present,
But we cannot have subconscious impressions unless we
had previous perceptions of external objects. Thus these
judgments clearly establish the existence of external objects,

Further, subconscious impresstons are nothing but
latent dispositions, and they cannot possibly exist without
a substratum. But the Yogicara does not believe in any
permanent substratum of subconscious impressions, viz.
the self. He believes, indeed, in dlayavijfiana or the series
of self-cognitions in addition to pravrttivijfiina or the
series of object-cognitions within the stream of con-
sciousness. But his alayavijiidina is as momentary as
pravrttivijﬁﬁna, and consequently, it cannot be the sub-
strdtim of subconscious impressions any more than the
latter. If he regards his dlayavijfiana as permanent, he
abandons his doctrine of momentariness. Thus the
Yogacara makes a vain attempt to explain the variety
of perceptions by the variety of subconscious impressions,
since they are not possible without previous perceptions
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of external objects, and without a permanent substratum,
viz, the self, both of which are denied by him.1

§ 4. FPacaspatimisra and Sadinanda Yati's Exposition of
the Yogacara ldealism

Vacaspati and Sadinanda Yati give many arguments
of the Yogacara against the existence of external objects
of which some are given here.

(1) It cannot be argued that an external object exists
because we are conscious of it, since its existence is
impossible. Is a cognition different from its object, or
non-different from it ? If it is different from its object,
it cannot apprehend it. Does the cognition manifest its
object by producing another cognition ¢ven as a sense-
organ manifests its object by producing a cognition of it ?
Since the cognition already exists, there is no need of its
producing another cognition. If the cognition produces
another cognition to manifest its object, the second
cognition will produce a third cognition, and so on
ad infinitum. Thus a cognition, which is different from
its object, cannot manifest it by producing another
cognition. Nor does a cognition manifest its object by
producing manifestness - (prikatya) or cognizedness
(jiiatata) in the object as Kumirila holds. Not only
present objects are cognized, but also past and future
ones. A cognition cannot manifest past and future
objects by producing manifestness in them, since they
do not exist at the time. Thus a cognition, which is
different from its object, cannot manifest it by producing
manifestness in it. Hence a cognition must be diffgrent
from, or identical with, its object. The perception of an
object is nothing but the perception of a mere cognition
endowed with that form ; since this cognition is the
cause of a particular reaction.?

(2) It may be argued that the internal form of a

1 8.B.8,, ii, 2, 30. % Advaitabrah masiddhi (Bib. Ind.), p. 97
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cognition is similar to the form of an external object.
For instance, when a jar is perceived, the form of the
cognition is similar to the form of the jar existing
independently of the cognition. Therefore, an object
cannot be said to be only the internal form of its cognition.
The Yogacira urges that we are not conscious of
two forms, viz. the form of a cognition and the form of an
external object separately. We are conscious only of a
single form. And this single form cognized cannot be
said to be the form of an external object, for there 1s no
need for assuming its existence.! It cannot be said that
external objects are necessary to bring about the variety of
cognitions which are essentially alike and of the nature of
consciousness. The Yogacara holds that the forms of the
so-called external objects are forms or modes of conscious-
ness itself. The variety of cognitions is due to the variety
of vasanis or subconscious impressions. Even those who
believe in the existence of external objects must admit
that different objects produce different forms in their
cognitions ; otherwise every cognition would appre-
hend all objects, since all cognitions are alike. And if
they admit the existence of different forms of cognitions
which are suflicient to fulfil the practical needs of our
life, it is needless to assume the existence of external
objects. But it may be argued that the internal forms of
cognitions are imprinted on the cognitions by external
objects. But this argument is groundless. ‘There 1s no
necessary connection between the internal forms of
cognitions and external objects. The internal forms of
cognitions can arise independently of external objects
as we find in dream-cognitions.?

(3) When there is a difference between two objects
they are not always perceived at the same time ; they
may be perceived apart from each other. The two stars

1 Cf. Nyaya and Mimirhsa.
2 Advaitabrahmasiddhi, pp. g7-8. Bhamati, ii, 2, 28 ; cf. Berkeley.
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called aévini are different from each other ; they are not,
therefore, always perceived together ; they are some-
times perceived apart from each other ; when one is
hidden by the sky the other is perceived. Invariably
simultaneous perception of two objects proves their
identity. The identity of the blue and its cognition 1s
proved by their invariably simultaneous perception. They
appear to be different owing to an illusion.

(4) If an external object exists, it must be perceived
either as a number of simple atoms or as an aggregate of
atoms. But it can be perceived as neither. Hence an
external object does not exist.

An external object is either a number of simple atoms
or a composite aggregate of atoms. If it is simply a
number of atoms, either atoms only are perceived or
atoms are perceived along with extension. Atoms only
cannot be perceived, since a single cognition of an
extended object cannot apprehend many unextended
atoms. A cognition in which one object is manifested
cannot apprehend another object. A cognition of blue
cannot apprehend red. If 1t did, every cognition would
apprehend all objects, and thus cveryone would become
omniscient. If atoms are perceived along with extension,
we should regard extension either as an attribute of the
apprehending cognition or as an attribute of the appre-
hended object. If extension is an attribute of the
cognition, it apprehends its own form corresponding
to which there 1s no real object,? and this is the position
of the Yogicara. If extension is an attribute of the
object, it cannot be an attribute of atoms which .are
subtle, but it is a phenomenal appearance of many
atoms which are simultaneously presented to con-
sciousness. F.xtension is not an attribute of atoms, since

1 Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.), p- 98 ; Bhimati, 1, 2, 28.
? Svikaralambanameva vijfilnam. Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind}.,

P- 95
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they are atomic and indivisible, But when they are
presented to consciousness together they appear to have
extension, Extension is not perceived in a single atom.
If it were perceived, it would be the real quality of atoms.
But it is not possible for atoms to have extension. If
extension is perceived not in a single atom but in a
number of atoms, it is not the real quality of atoms but
their phenomenal appearance. Hence the cognition of
extension is illusory.

It may be said that when atoms without an interval of
space are apprehended by a single cognition they appear
to consciousness as extended. These atoms are real
since the cognition of atoms is not illusory, Thus blue
atoms without an interval of space being simultaneously
presented to consciousness appear to be a blue object.
This argument is wrong. The blue atoms are not without
an Interval of space. They are interspersed with atoms
of smell, taste, and touch which co-exist with them in a
blue object. Hence unextended atoms with an interval
of space are illusorily perceived to be extended even as
scattered trees are perceived from a distance as a dense
forest. Thus the idea of extension is illusory.

If an external object is a composite aggregate of atoms,
it is either different from atoms, or non-different from
them, or both different and non-different from them.
If there is difference between them, there must be some
relation between them ; otherwise atoms would not
constitute a composite whole and thus would not be its
cause, If there is a relation between them, it is either
ideptity or inherence. There cannot be identity between
the composite whole and its constituent atoms, since they
are radically opposed to each other. Nor can the whole
inhere in atoms, since there is no relation of inherence.
The composite whole cannot be non-different from, or
identical with, the constituent atoms as found already.
It cannot be both different and non-different from atoms,
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since it is self-contradictory. So there cannot be an
external object which is a composite aggregate of atoms,
there being no relation between the whole and its parts.

It cannot be said that an external object exists as a
particular individual belonging to a genus or universal.
What is the relation between the universal and the
particular ? If they are different from each other, they
are independent of each other. If they are non-different
from each other, they are identical with, and indis-
tinguishable from, each other. They cannot be both
different and non-different from each other, since it
involves self-contradiction. An external object cannot,
therefore, exist as a universal or a particular or the like.
An external object does not possess a single feature which
is manifested to consciousness. There is no evidence of
the existence of anything that is not manifested in con-
sciousness. Hence the Yogicara concludes that cognitions
do not depend upon external objects.?

The Yogicara denies the reality of external objects,
and recognizes the reality of cognitions only. But how
does he account for the process of knowledge? Four
factors are necessary for knowledge : (1) the agent of
knowledge (pramitr) ; (2) the instrument of knowledge
(pramana) ; (3) the object of knowledge (prameya) ;
and (4) the result of knowledge (pramiti). Take away
any of these factors, and knowledge becomes impossible.
So the Yogicira who believes only in cognitions must
provide for all these factors of knowledge. According
to him discrete and momentary cognitions alone are
real ; so all these factors of knowledge must. exist
within the series of cognitions. Though the perceptible
object (anubhavya), the percipient agent (anubhabitr),
and the act of perception (anubhavana) are not different
from perception (anubhava) itself, yet an imaginary
distinction among them is set up by intelligence within

1 Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.), pp. 95—7 ; Bhamati, ii, 2, 28.
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consciousness with the help of its internal forms to serve
the practical purposes of our life. They are nothihg but
cognitions pure and simple. They are not distinct from
cognitions. A cognition specialized by a content (e.g.
the idea of blue colour) is prameya or the object of know-
ledge ; this special content of consciousness which gives
a particular form to indeterminate consciousness does
not depend on an external object because it does not
exist ; it is the internal form of cognition itself though it
appears to be the form of an external object. The
cognition in so far as it is the manifestation or conscious-
ness of a special content is pramiti or the result of
knowledge. The cognition in so far as it is the power
of manifesting a special content is pramina or the
instrument of knowledge. And the cognition in so far
as it is the abode of this power is pramatr or the agent
of knowledge. Thus the abode of the power of cognizing
is the cognizer (pramitr) ; the power of cognizing is the
instrument of cognition (pramana) ; the consciousness of
a content is the result of cognition (pramiti) ; and the
special content of consciousness which gives a distinct
form to it is the object of cognition (prameya). Hence
all the elements involved in knowledge are within
consciousness.!

§ 5. Vacaspatimifra and Sadinanda Yai's Criticism of
the Yogacara ldealism

(1) The non-existence of an external object cannot
be proved. Is it non-existent because it is not perceived ?
Or though there is perception it does not apprehend an
external object? Or though there is perception of an
external object there is proof against its existence ? The
first alternative is not true. Everyone distinctly perceives
external objects such as “ this is a post ”’ and the like.

1 Bhimati, i1, 2, 28; Advaitabrahmasiddhi, pp. 92—3, ¢f. Ratna-
prabhd, ii, 2, 28 see also Kalpatarn and Parimala.



CRITIQUE OF SUBJECTIVE IDEALISM 247

So external objects cannot be said to be non-existent
because they are not perceived. The second alternative
also is not true. The self not only apprehends its own
cognitions but also their external objects. No one
perceives a post or a wall as a mere cognition, but as an
object of a cognition.y The Yogacira holds that the
internal form of a cognition appears like an external
object, though really there is none. Here he tacitly admits
the existence of an external object and undermines his
own position. Nothing can appear to us as external if
there is no external object at all. The third alternative
also is not true. The existence of an object can be
established only by right means of knowledge. An
external object is distinctly perceivedias ““ this ” (or given)
different from cognition, So it must exist. Its existence
can never be denied. The existence of an external object
which is distinctly perceived can never be disproved by
abstract speculations? = External objects are directly
perceived. The Yogacira may hold that the direct
perceptibility (aparoksya) of objects is a mere cognition.
This is wrong. Objects are directly perceived as not of
the nature of cognitions, but as external to and
independent of cognitions.  This externality cannot be
of the nature of a mere cognition, because it is not contra-
dicted by any other empirical experience.® So all the
arguments which have been advanced by the Yogacara
against the existence of external objects may with equal
force be employed against his own position. Idle
dilemmas are without any force against valid perception
of external objects. Possibility or impossibility is deter-
mined by actual experience.t )

1 Upalabdhigrahina hi siksinopalabdhirgrhyamana  bahyavisayat-
venaiva grhyate, nopalabdhimatram, Bhimat, i, 2, 28, p. 548.

2 Idanuspadamasakyam jfianddbhinnam bahyamapahnotum, Bhimati
i, 2, 28, p. 549.

# Vivaranaprameyasamgraha, pp. §4-5.

4 Bhamati, i, 2, 28; Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.), pp. g9-10a,



248 INDIAN REALISM

(2) The Yogicara argues that our waking perceptions
are not produced by external objects like dream-
cognitions. In a dream-cognition nobody perceives an
object which is other than the cognition itself ; a dream-
cognition apprehends itself as its object.! So a waking
perception also apprehends itself as its object ; there
is no object distinct from the cognition.

Sadananda Yati urges that this argument is wrong.
Waking perceptions cannot be explained without
reference to external objects which have an empirical
reality.  But the Yogicira does not recognize the
existence of external empirical objects. He cannot
argue that in dream-cognitions the objects existing in
some other time and place and perceived in the past
appear to consciousness as present here and now, for
he does not believe in the doctrine of anyathakhyati.2
The objects of dream-cognitions do not really exist
at that time and in that place, since dream-cognitions
of these objects are contradicted by waking perceptions.
Nor are they absolutely non-existent, for in that case
they would not be cognized at all like the horns of hares.3
Nor are they both existent and non-existent, since they
cannot possess two contradictory qualities. Nor are they
undefinable objects with an empirical reality like the
objects of waking perceptions, since they are contra-
dicted by waking perceptions. They are only illusory
(pritibhasika) objects of dream-cognitionst  So the
objects of waking perceptions cannot be said to have
only an illusory existence (pritibhasikasattd) like those
of dream-cognitions. They have not a merely subjective
existénce ; they are perceived as having an objective

1 Cf. Berkeley, “ In a dream we do oft perceive things as existing at
a great distance off, and yet those things are acknowledged to have their
existence only in the mind.” (Principles of Human Knowledge, p. 62.)

¥ Indian Psychology @ Perception, pp. 301~2.

8 "T’his 13 a stock example of an absolutely non-existent object.

& [Indian Psychology : Perception, p. 312.
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existence distinct from cognitions, and this is the reason
why they fulfil the practical needs of our empirical life.
The Yogacara urges that the different forms inherent
in cognitions themselves are sufficient to serve all
practical purposes. Sadananda contends that we cannot
lead our empirical life unless we admit the existence of
external objects. So long as our empirical life is not
annulled by the realization of Brahman we must admit
the empirical existence of external objects which are
distinctly perceived and not contradicted by any other
empirical cognition. We cannot deny the existence of
external objects until we transcend our empirical life
completely and realize ‘our identity with Brahman.!
Thus there are external objects distinct from their
cognitions, which have only an empirical reality.?
(3) The Yogicara argues that an object is identical
with its cognition because they are always perceived
together.  Vacaspatimiéra urges that this proves just
the contrary. T'wo things can be perceived together if
they are different from each other. If they are identical
with each other they cannot be perceived together. That
they are perceived together does not mean that they are
perceived as one. In fact, a cognition is perceived as
internal and an object is perceived as external. So they
are not perceived as one. If their being perceived together
means that they are perceived by a single cognition, this
does not prove their identity. This is due to the fact
that the cognition and its object are related to each other
as the means of knowledge (upiya) and the object of
knowledge (upeya). A cognition manifests the plject
whichitapprehends. If there is no objectthere cannot be a
cognition. Therefore they are always perceived together.?

! Tasmit brahmajfianac prak yavadvyavaharam na bahyarthipalipa
ucitah. Advaitabrahmasiddhi, p. 1oT.

? Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.}, p. 101.

3 Bhamati, i, 2, 28; cf. NM., p. 541.
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(4) The Yogacara holds that the variety of perceptions
can be explained by the variety of subconscious
impressions (vasand) which exist in the alayavijfiana or
the series of self—cognitions But Sadananda Yati points
out that a series of momentary self-cognitions (dlaya-
vijiiana) cannot be the substratum of subconscious
impressions. [f momentary self-cognitions be the abode
of subconscious impressions, there can be no recollection
of objects perceived at some other time, since there is
no permanent self. Moreover, subconscious impressions
are either permanent or momentary. They cannot be
permanent, since it is against the Buddhist doctrine of
universal momentariness. Nor can they be momentary,
since it makes memory 1mposs1ble Memory requires
retention of subconscious 1 1mpressmns of past expenence
and their resuscitation in future. So they must continue
to exist for some time, But they cannot exist in ilaya-
vijfiina or the series of momentary self-cognitions. They
can exist only in the permanent self which is not admitted
by the Yogicara. Then, again, if momentary self-
cognitions be regarded as the substratum of sub-
conscious impressions, either they arise simultaneously
with the subconscious impressions or they arise before
them. The sclf«cognitions and the subconscious
impressions cannot arise simultaneously, for, in that
case, they cannot be related to each other as the container
and the contained like the right and the left horns of a
cow springing up simultaneously. Nor can the self-
cognitions arise before subconscious impressions, since
they, are momentary and do not continue to exist when
subconscious 1mpress1ons are produced, and cannot be.
the abode of these impressions. If they are supposed to
continue for some time to receive the subconscious
impressions subsequently produced, it will contradict
the doctrine of universal momentariness. Therefore, if
we do not admit the existence of one, continuous,
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unchanging, all-cognizing self, there can be no sub-
stratum of subconscious impressions produced by
perceptions of objects at some other time and place, and
thus recollection and recognition of these objects cannot
be explained. Thus the Yogicira cannot account for
the world-order.!

§ 6. The Empirical Reality of the External 1l orld

Sankara and his followers recognize the empirical
reality of external objects independent of cognitions of
individual souls. They posit the ontological reality of
the Absolute alone, The Absolute (Brahman) is pure
identity. It is one, eternal, universal consciousness beyond
all difference and change. It is subject-object-less trans-
cendental consciousness. It is not immanent in the
world and finite souls, ‘‘ These are,”” Dr, S. N. Das
Gupta rightly observes, * mutable and have therefore
a different kind of indescribable existence from Brahman
but still they are somehow essentially of a positive nature.
Sankara’s idealism does notallow him to deny the existence
of external objects as apart from perceiving minds, and
he does not adhere to the doctrine of esse est percipi.
Thus he severely criticizes the views of the Buddhist
idealists, who refuse to believe in the existence of external
objects as apart from the thoughts which seem to repre-
sent them.”2 But it is absolutely wrong to brand
Sankara as a realist. He believes in three degrees of
reality : (1) ontological reality (paramarthika sattz), (2)
empirical reality (vyavahirika satta), and (3) illpsory
reality (pratibhasika satti). The Absolute alone has
ontological reality. The world and individual souls have

' Advaitabrahmasiddhi (Bib. Ind.), p. 1oz; sec also Bhamati, Kal-
pataru and Parimala on S.B.S,, i, 2, 28~31.

¥ A History of Indian Philosophy, vol. ii, pp. 268-9; see also
vol. 1, pp. 443 ff.
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an empirical reality. Illusions have an illusory reality.
Empirical reality is an appearance. Illusory reality is an
illusory appearance. The former is comparably more
durable than the latter, though both are devoid of
ontological reality, Illusory appearances appear to con-
sciousness and are real so long as their consciousness
lasts. External objects are real so long as the senses
and the intellect function. They have pragmatic value.
They fulfil all our practical needs. But they are mere
appearance rooted in avidyd. They vanish at the dawn
of transcendental consciousness. ‘‘ Sankara accepts,”
says Dr. M. N. Sircar, * the positiveness of appearance,
for it is a fact of knowledge and cannot be ignored. . . .
But its positiveness and definiteness in spatial or temporal
localization are no mark of its truth. Sankara’s test of
truth is purely metaphysical. A thing may appear or
may not, but this does not constitute its truth. A positive
appearance which subsequently dies out 1s no truth. The
epistemological or psychological test of truth as
appearance to or object of consciousness has been set
aside in favour of a transcendent test, for the epistemo-
logical dualism has no room in the transcendent identity
of being.”! Thus Sankara’s doctrine may be
characterized as Absolute Idealism as contrasted with
objective idealism, on the one hand, and subjective
idealism, on the other, It is ridiculous to characterize
it either as realism or as mentalism.

The Sankarite holds that empirical objects are directly
perceived. Itis wrong to hold that they are inferred from
their, reflections in cognitions as their archetypes, even
as a face is inferred from its reflection in a mirror as the
Sautrintika supposes. There is no scope for inference
here because an object is never directly apprehended as
the archetype of its reflection in a cognition which only
is held to be directly apprehended by the Sautrantika.

Y Comparative Studies in Vedantism, pp. 68—9.
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The direct perceptibility (iparoksya) of the object is
apprehended. Therefore it cannot be denied.!

§ 7. Ramanuja’s Exposition of the Yogacara Idealism

The Yogacira denies the existence of external objects.
He holds that the variety of perceptions is not due to
external objects, but to the variety of subconscious
impressions. Variety is inherent in cognitions themselves.
Even the so-called external objects cannot be used unless
they are apprehended by cognitions. They can lead to
reactions only when they are apprehended. If objects
could be used by different persons without being appre-
hended by them, there would be no difference between
the objects known by one person and those known by
another. Therefore, objects must be known through their
cognitions, and the cognitions must be admitted to have
forms, since formless cognitions cannot be apprehended.
We are conscious only of one form, and it must belong
to cognitions. The form of a cognition appears to be the
form of an external object owing to an illusion, The
object is not distinct from the act of cognition because
they are never apprehended apart from each other. Even
the realist admits that cognitions of different objects
have forms similar to those of their objects. Otherwise
different cognitions cannot represent different objects.
The forms of cognitions are sufficient to serve all our
practical purposes. IHence it is needless to assume the
existence of external objects. Cognitions alone are real.
There are no external objects.?

§ 8. Ramdanuja’s Criticism of the Yogacara Idealism
Riaminuja’s exposition of the Yogicira doctrine of
subjective idealism 1s extremely ‘meagre. He closely

1 Vivarapaprameyasamgraha, p. §4.
? R.B.S, i, 2, 27, p. 101 (Ananda Press, 1910).
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follows Sankara in his criticism of it. His arguments
against subjectivism are substantially the same as those
of Sankara. But there is a difference between them,
which is due to their different attitudes towards the world.
Sankara recognizes only the empirical reality of the
external world. But Raminuja accords it an ontological
reality. He holds that both the self and the not-self are
equally real, and both are revealed in an act of perception.
'This point has been emphasized by Raminuja in his
arguments against the Yogacara 1dealism.

(1) Ramanuja recognizes the practical function of
knowledge. It is subservient to action. The self appre-
hends cognitions in order to react to their objects. It does
not apprehend them for their own sake. Thus cognitions
enable the knowing self to react to their objects.! An
act of cognition such as *‘ I know the jar ” is experienced
by all as belonging to a knowing sclf and apprehending
an object or not-self. Both the self and the not-self are
revealed by an act of cognition.? The distinction between
the self and the not-sclf is the very condition of conscious-
ness. Any attempt to annul the distinction by reducing
the object or not-self to an idea of the self must be futile.
It contradicts the clear testimony of consciousness. We
are distinctly conscious of external objects independent
of our cognitions. So we can never deny their existence.?
Ramanuja holds that ‘‘consciousness is not possible
without the knowing self and the known object, both
of which are real, There is no objectless consciousness
(nirvisaya samvit). Consciousness and its object are
pergeived as different from each other ; one apprehends
and the other is apprchended ; they are correlative to

! Jfaturitmano’ arthavidesavyavahirayogyatipidanaripena jfidnasyo-
palabdheh, R.B.S,, ii, 2, 27, p. 1o1; cf. also ii, 2, 29. (Ananda Press,
I1g910.

9’ S)akarmakena sakartrkena  jid-dhatvarthena  sarvalokasiksikam

aparoksam, ibid., ii, 2, 27, p. 101,
5 R.B.S, 1, 2, 27.
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each other. So to annul the object altogether contradicts
the clear testimony of consciousness "1

Hamilton says : ** In perception we have an intuitive
knowledge of the ego and the non-ego, equally and at
once.” * We are immediately conscious in perception
of an ego and a non-ego, known together and known
in contrast with each other., I am conscious of both
existences in the same indivisible moment of intuition.”
“The present-day realist asserts that idealism is not
compatible with the distinction implied in all knowledge,
of knowing subject from known object. . . . If the object
were itself mental, as idealism requires, this distinction
between subject and object would vanish. The realistic
conception of the object as extra-mental is then, for
epistemology, a bare necessity.”®> The modern realist
looks upon the relation between subject and object as
external.  But Raminuja, like Hegel, holds to the
doctrine of organic unity of the self (cit) and the not-self
(acit) which are moments (prakira) of the Absolute.
Hegel also recognizes the independent cxistence of the
self and the not-self, which are real and distinct, but yet
correlative to each other. “T relate myself,” he says,
“to an object and then contemplate it as it is. The
object, which 1 at once distinguish from myself, is
independent. I have not made it, it did not wait for
me in order to exist, and it remains although I go away
from it. I and the object are therefore independent
things.” 3 '

(2) Ramanuja urges that it is self-contradictory to
assert that an object of cognition and an act of cognitjon
are identical with each other because they are invariably
apprehended together. ‘They can always be apprehended

v Indian Psychology @ Perception, p. 220; RB.S, 1, 1, 1.

% Calkins, The Persistent Prablems of Philosophy, p. 411.

3 Philosophy of Religion, vol. i, p. 107; see o Theory of Direct
Realism, p. 257.
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together only if there is a real difference between them.
Two really existing things can be apprehended together.
But if an external object is non-existent, it cannot be
perceived together with its cognition. A non-existent
object cannot be apprehended along with an existent
cognition. The Yogacara contradicts himself when he
argues that an object and its cognition are apprehended
together, and therefore they are identical with each
other,  Simultaneous apprehension of the two pre-
supposes their real existence and difference from each
other! Riamianuja does not object to the simultaneous
apprehension of an object and its cognition. But Kumirila
and Jayanta Bhatta object tothe fact itself and thus knock
the bottom out of the argument. Riamanuja points out
that the specific character of a cognition is determined by
its relation to a particular object, which leads to a reaction
to it. Cognition is subservient to action. [t reveals an
object to the self, to which it reacts. ‘Therefore, a
cognition and its object which determines its specific
character are, by their very nature, apprehended
together.? From this simultaneous apprehenslon of an
object and its cognition 1t 1s ridiculous to infer their
identity.

(3) Ramanuja holds that we are directly conscious of
cognitions as referrmg to external objects which enable
us to react to them in different ways. ‘The specific
character of each cognition is determined by its relation
to a particular object.* The relation of a cognition to its

1 R.BS, i, 2, 27, pp. 101-2.

2'I‘adarthavyavahira.yogyataukau;varupasya jfinasya tena sahopalam-
bhaniyamah, ibid., p. 10z.

3 Tattqdarthavyavaharayogyatﬁpﬁdﬁnarﬁpatayi saksatpratiyamanasya
jfignasya tattadarthasambandhayattam tattadasidharanyam, ibid., i1, 2, 27,
p- 102. Dawes Hicks holds that “* the relationship between a physical
object and a knowing mind is two-fold, the object forming at once the
stimulus of the act of knowing, and determining its character or content.”
(Joad, Introduyction to Modern Philosaphy, pp. 14~15.)
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object 15 of the nature of conjunction.!’  Cognition may
be regarded as a substance, though it 1s a quality of the
self, even as a ray of light is a substance, though 1t 1s
a quality of a burning lamp.2 Cognition implies an object.
Cognition without an object is not possible. We are
never conscious of it. We arc never conscious of a
cognition which does not refer to a knowing subject and
a known object. Cognition without an object 1s as
inconceivable as cognition without a subject.?

(4) Ramanuja further contends that waking per-
ceptions cannot be said to be without real counterparts
in external objects, like dream-cognitions, since they are
essentially different in character. - Dream-cognitions are
illusory ; they are produced by the mind overcome by
drowsiness, and are contradicted by waking perceptions.
But waking perceptions are not illusory, and are not
contradicted. Further, if all cognitions are devoid of real
counterparts, even the inference that an external object
is non-existent is without a real counterpart and there-
fore invalid. If this inference is said to have a real
counterpart, an act of perception also should be said to
have a real counterpart. [f an act of inference is valid,
an act of perception also should be regarded as valid.
An act of perception apprehends an object. Therefore

1 “TIf cognition is not the universal condition of being, then cognition
must take its place within being, on the same plane as space, or number,
or physical nature.”” (T'he New Realism, p. 33.) *“ Let A be a mind and
B another finite, distinct from that mind and lower in order. Then
A’s compresence with B means that A is conscious of B. Cognition, then,
instead of being a unique relation, is nothing but an Instance of the
simplest and most universal of all relations.” (Space, Time, end Deiry,
vol. 11, p. 82.)

? R.B.S., 1, 2, 27, p. 102; see Indian Psychology : Perception, p. 256,

3 RBS., i, 2z, 29, p. 102. Professor Baillie says: ** Expetience
always implies a relation between two distinct elements : the one Is that
for which something is, and the other the something which is presented.
These are the so-called subject and object.”  ([fdealistic Comstruction of
Experience, p. 108.)
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the object must exist. The Yogicara indirectly denies
the validity of his own inference when he denies the
existence of external objects.! He falsifies experience
when he explains away valid perceptions as dreams.
Even dreams are not without a foundation in reality.?

A. C. Ewing puts forward an argument against
epistemological idealism similar to that of Ramanuja.
‘“ If he (the idealist) holds that the object cognized must
be dependent on or inseparable from the cognition of
it so that it cannot have being . . . except as and when
cognized, he must apply this not only to the physical
world but to other human minds, to past events, to
universal laws, to the very principles which he has him-
self asserted. [If these characteristics are implied in the
nature of cognition, they must be asserted of all cases of
cognition (including the idealists’ inference).” * * He
cannot even assert the validity of the idealist arguments
themselves unless he assumes that they are valid indepen-
dently of his thinking them and not merely becausc he
thinks them. If their validity is inseparable from his
thinking them, they only hold at the moment he thinks
them and do not hold at all when he 1s not thinking them.
If this reasoning is correct it follows that the epistemo-
logical arguments lead directly either to a complete
scepticism as to everything bcyond the individual’s
momentary experience or to a positive denial of its
existence.”

§ 9. Ramanuja’s Criticism of the Sautrantika Realism
Raminuja believes in the direct perceptibility of
external objects. He advocates the presentative theory

1 R.B.S,, ii, 2, 28, p. 102.

2 Sec also Vedantadipa (Ananda Press), 1910, pp. 1034 Srita-
prakadika, pp. 439—442, Sarvirthasiddhioon fattvamakidkalipa,
pp- 432 ff., and Nyayasra on Nyayapariduddhi, pp. 43-0.

3 Ldealism, p. 17.

¢ Ibid., p. 18.
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of perception. He argues that, on the Buddhist theory
of universal momentariness, nothing can be an object of
cognition, because the object Wthh enters into con-
nection with the sense-organ and is said to be an object of
cognition, does not exist when the cognition is produced
The object must continue to exist till the cognition is
produced by it so that it may be apprehended by the
Cogmtlon

The Sautrintika opposes this argument. It is wrong
to argue that an object cannot be apprehended by a
cognition because it does not exist when the cognition
is produced. An object is apprehended by a cognition
if it produces the cognition. It is apprehended by
a cognition not because it continues to exist till the
cognition is produced, If an object gives rise to a cog-
nition though it does not exist at the time when the
cognition is produccd itis apprehended by the cognition.
The object and its cognition should not necessarily be
co-existent at the same time. But this does not imply
that the sense-organs are apprehended by cognitions
because they give rise to cognitions. In order to preclude
the perceptibility of the sense-organs, the Sautrantika
adds another condition. = An object must not only be
the cause of a cognition, but also 1mpart its form to the
cogmtlon That cause of a cognition is apprehended by
it which imparts its form to the cognition. The sense-
organs arc not apprehended by cognitions because they
do not impart their forms to the cognitions, though they
are their causes., An object, on the other hand, can be
apprehendcd by a cognition, because it is a cause of the
cognition and imparts its form to it, though it doés not
exist at the time when the cognition is produced.

The Yogicira wrongly holds that the forms of
succeeding cognitions are due to the forms of the pre-
ceding cognitions and not to the forms of external
objects. If it were true, we could not account for the
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sudden appearance of the cognition of yellow in the midst
of a series of cognitions of blue. A cogmtlon of blue
can give rise to another cognition of blue, but it cannot
give rise to a cognition of yellow. Hence the variety of
cognitions must be due to the variety of external objects.

Rimanuja contends that an object passing out of
existence can never give rise to a cognition inasmuch as
non-entity is never found to have causal efficiency. So
the various forms of cognitions can never arise out of non-
existent objects. Further, it is never found that, when a
substrate has perished its attribute persists and passes
over into another object. An object passing out of
existence can never communicate its form to its cognition,
since the object is the substrate of the form which is its
attribute. Nor can the object be said to leave its form in
the cognition in the shape of its reflection, since only
persisting things can have reflections, and not their
attributes. Hence the wariety of cognitions can be
produced by the variety of external objects provided
the objects continue to exist till the cognitions are
produced.! External objects are directly perceived by
their cognitions. They are not momentary.

§ 10.  Nimbarka's Criticism of the Yogacara ldealism

Nimbiarka does not offer a single original criticism.
He urges that to deny the existence of external objects
is to contradict our experience, They are actually per-
ceived. Waking perceptions cannot be said to be without
a real foundation in external objects like dream-cognitions,
since even dream-cognitions are not without a real
foufidation in external objects (sivalambana). The
contents of dreams are always reproductions of past
experience. Only their combination is a construction of
the mind. The variety of perceptions cannot be due to
the variety of subconscious impressions (samskira), which

1 R.B.S, i, 2, 25.
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are the effects of previous perceptions of external objects.
But the existence of external objects is denied by the
Yogacira.  Subconscious impressions cannot account
for perceptions. But perceptions of external objects
account for these impressions. Besides, the Yogacira
does not believe in the reality of the permanent self in
which the impressions may exist. So he cannot admit
their existence,! Thus Nimbidrka borrows his arguments
from Sankara and others.

§ 11. Srinivasa and KeSava Kasmirin's Criticism of the
Yogacara. Idealism

Srinivdsa gives a succinet accounct of the Yogicara
arguments and criticizes them briefly in Vedantakau-
stubha.  KeSava Kadmirin elaborates some of these
arguments in Vedantakausmbhaprabha,

(1) The Yogacara denies the existence of external
objects distinct from cognitions. The notion of a variety
of external objects is illusory. What 1s real is a variety
of momentary cognitions which are perceived.? What are
manifested to consciousness are determinate cognitions
of blue, yellow, and the like.

Like Sankara and Rimanuja, Srinivisa urges that the
non-existence of external objects cannot be maintained,
since they are actually perceived. Ixternal objects are
apprehended by direct perception as distinct from
cognitions.? The external objects such as the sun, the
moon, the earth, mountains, fire, water, etc., are
established by perception as different from cognitions.

Kesava urges that these objects are perceived as existing

1 Vedantaparijatakaustubha on B.S,, ii, 2, 28-31.,

2 Ksapikam vicitram vijfianam sikdram pratyaksam cisti, VK. on
B.S, ii, 2, 28,

3 Vijfidnavyatiriktasya bahyirthasya pratyaksata upalabdheh, ibid.,
i, z, 28.
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in space with determinate forms. But cognitions of these
objects are perceived as internal qualities of the self
devoid of forms. The objects of cognitions are external
while the apprehending cognitions are internal. The
objects of cognitions have definite forms while the appre-
hending cognitions are formless. Hence they can never
be regarded as 1dentical with each other! Kesava, like
the Naiyayika and the Mimimsaka, takes cognitions to
be formless.

(2) The Yogicara argues that even the realist who
recognizes the reality of external objects, admits that
cognitions produced by the intercourse of various
external objects with the appropriate sense-organs are
endowed with forms which correspond to the forms of
their objects. ‘Thus the realist admits the forms of
cognitions which serve all our prdctiml purposes. Hence
his hypothesxs of external objects is needless.

Srinivisa urges that if there are no external objects, the
cognitions apprehending them cannot be similar to
them, and cannot be endowed with their forms.
Similarity of cognitions with their objects, or of their
forms with those of their objects presupposes the existence
of the external objects 2 Fhus external objects distinct
from Cogmtlon‘: exist ; and cognitions distinct from
objects also exist.

(3) The Yogacira argues that cognitions with deter-
minate forms are self-luminous like light ; they are
perceived by themselves. Cognitions are perceived no
sooner than they are produced. If cognitions themselves
are not perceived, they cannot perceive external objects.
If cognitions are held to apprehend objects without being
perceived, there can be no distinction between my own
cognitions and those of others. But, in fact, there is a

1 VKP,. on B.S., 11, 2, 28.
? Visayam vind visayinastatsiripyatmakatadakaratvasiddeh, VK. on
B.S., i, z, 28.
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difference between my own cognitions and those of others,
I act on my own cognitions. They only lead to my
actions. Hence it is conclusively proved that cognitions
are perceived by themselves.

If cognitions perceive themselves with determinate
forms, there is absolutely no need of assuming the
existence of external objects. In fact, the distinctions
among the object of cognition (prameya), the act of
cognition (pramina), and the resultant cognition (phala)
fall within the momentary cognition itself. The form of
the cognized object within the cognition is the object
of cognition. The form of the apprehending cognition
is the instrument of cognition. Self-conscious awareness
is the resultant cognition. All these exist in the self-same
cognition.! Tlence no external object exists.

Keéava admits that cognitions are perceived, but they
are not perceived before apprehending their objects.
The self directly perceives cognitions after they appre-
hend their objects with definite forms? It perceives
cognitions not as mere cognitions but as cognitions of
objects such as the cognition of a jar, the cognition of a
cloth, and the like, Thus cognitions are not perceived
by themselves as soon as they are produced before they
apprehend their objects. They are percetved by the self
as cognitions of external objects. The self is the cognizer.
External objects are the cognized. Cognitions are the
instruments by which the self cognizes external objects.
Thus the distinctions among the cognized object
(prameya), the act of cognition (pramana), and the
resultant cognition (pramiti) are not within momentary
cognitions.

(4) The Yogicira argues that whenever there arises

1 Tatra grahyakarah prameyam, grahakakarohi pramanam, svasum-
vittih phalamiti trayameckasmin vijfiane’vakalpate, ibid., i, 2, 28.
h p y i) P ;
? Grahyakarapurahsarameva hi samvedanam  samvedayituraparok-
sibhavati, VKP. on B.S., 1, 2, 28.
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the cognition of blue, blue is perceived! 5 hence they
are identical with each other.

Srinivisa urges that being perceived together (sahopa-
lambhana) presupposes difference (bheda) between the
two things that are perceived together. KeSava also
urges that togetherness (sahatva) means co-existence in
the same space or co-existence at the same time, both of
which imply difference.?

(5) The Yogacira argues that waking cognitions are
without a foundation in external objects like dream-
cognitions or creations of fancy because they are of the
nature of cognitions.

Srinivasa urges that waking cognitions are not similar
to dream-cognitions, since the former are produced by
sense-organs not perverted by any defects while the latter
are produced by the mind perverted by drowsiness.
Further, even dream-cognitions are not without any
foundation in external objects. The contents of dreams
are objects perceived in the past.

Kesava urges that dreams are dissimilar to waking
cognitions, because dreams are sublated by waking
cognitions while waking cognitions are not so sublated.
It cannot be proved by inference that there are no external
objects corresponding to waking cognitions which are
apprehended by them. Waking cognitions are directly
perceived as apprehending external objects. So they
cannot be inferred to be without a foundation in external
objects. Perception is superior to inference as an instru-
ment of valid knowledge. Inference cannot override the
authority of perception.?

(€)- The Yogicara argues that the variety of per-
ceptions arises from the variety of subconscious

1 Yadaiva nilajfidnam tadaiva nilamupalabhyate, ibid., 11, 2, 28.
% Ibid., i, 2, 28.
3 VK. and VKP. on B.S,, ii, 2, 2Q.
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impresstons. Subconscious impressions and perceptions
are related to each other as causes and effects of each
other. There is mutual causality between them as between
seeds and sprouts. Subconscious impressions are the
causes of perceptions, and perceptions are the causes of
subconscious impressions.!

Srinivasa urges that subconscious impressions cannot
be the causes of perceptions, because their causes are
not apprehended. In fact, perceptions of external objects
are the causes of subconscmus impressions which, in
their turn, are the causes of recollection. But, for the
Yogicara, it 1s not possible, because he does not admit
the reality of external objects, If external objects do not
exist, there cannot be perceptions ; if there are no
perceptions, there cannot be subconscious impressions.
Thus subconscious impressions cannot account for per-
ceptions ; they themselves are explained by percep-
tions,

Kefava points out that cognitions, according to the
Yogacira, are momentary ; they do not continue to exist
till succeeding cognitions arise. Therefore preceding
cognitions cannot ** perfume " or modalize the succeeding
cognitions. Thus subconscious impressions (visanz) left
by preceding cognitions cannot perform any function.?

Further, the Yogicara cannot possibly recognize the
existence of subconscious impressions, because he does
not believe in any permanent substratum or the self in
which they may exist. He believes, indeed, in the series
of self-cognitions (@layavijiiana), but even these self-
cognitions are as momentary as object-cognitions
(pravrttivijﬁﬁna) Hence the variety of perceptlons 1§ not
due to the variety of subconscious impressions, but to
the variety of external objects.?

1 VK and VKP on B.S,, ii, 2, 28.
% Ibid., i, 2, 30.
3 Ibid., ii, 2, 3T1.
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§ 12. Madhva's Criticism of the Yogacara Idealism

Madhva, like Ramanuja, holds that knowledge implies
a knowing subject or self and a known object or not-
self. Knowledge without a knower and a known is
inconceivable.l Therefore both knowing subjects and
known objects must exist. They cannot be reduced to
each other. Known objects are as real as knowing sub-
jects. Ramanuja seems to recognize the not-self as the
other of the self, both of which are moments in the life
of the Absolute. Madhva stands for unqualified dualism.
According to him, the distinction between the self and
the not-self is absolute.

Madhva is a realist. ~ He regards the object as
absolutely different from the subject. It cannot be
reduced to a mere mode of consciousness. Nobody
perceives it as such. ‘Sense-perception clearly testifies to
the existence of the external reality. It apprehends it as
it is. Besides, cognitions are momentary, but external
objects are permanent. ‘Therefore, objects cannot be
said to be identical with cognitions2 So the external
reality is not a mental construction.

Maidhva attaches great importance to sense-perception.
As a mode of proof it is superior to inference. The
senses bring the subject into contact with the object
so that the subject may know the object as it really 1s.
“ The distinction between knowledge and its object is
ultimate. Knowledge is real. Its object is real. The
relation known as the knower-known-relation is real.” 3

Waking perceptions cannot be regarded as without
a foundation in external objects like dreams and illusions.
“ Dream-phenomena are real.”* They are not without

! Na ca jiatr-jfieya-rahitam jfidnam kvapi drstam, 'l'artvanirnaya,
Madhvabhisya on B.S., ii, 2, 30-T1.

8 R.N. Sarma, Reign of Realism in Indian Philosoply, p. 42.

4 Ibid., p. 45.

-1
2
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foundation in reality. Illusions also have a basis in
reality. They are * due to a misinterpretation of sensory
data. No one could question the reality of sensory data
themselves. They are as real as the Absolute of the
Absolutists. Only they are erroneously interpreted. . . .
An analysis of perceptual illusions is bound to demon-
strate the existence of a realistic residuum in all of them,
and the analogy, at any rate, is hardly adequate to
deprive the universe of its inalienable birth-right of
reality.” ' *“ By no amount of ratiocination will it be
possible to alienate the reality of the Cosmos guaranteed
by sense-awareness.” 2

These arguments of Madhva against the absolutism of
Sankara hold equally agamst the subjectivism of the
Yogicara, The external world is as real as the finite
self and God ; there is an ultimate distinction among
them.

§ 13. Vallabha’s Criticism of the Yogacara Idealism

Vallabha does not 'give any new arguments in
criticizing the Yogacara idealism. He simply repeats
the arguments of Sankara in brief.

The Yogacira doctrine of the unreality of external
objects contradicts the testimony of perception. External
objects are not non-existent because they are perceived.
Those who deny the existence of external objects, though
they perceive them, are not to be trusted.? The Yogicira
puts waking cognitions on the same footing with dreams,
and regards them both as false and without any founda-
tion in external objects. But this is evidently untenable,
Dreams are contradicted by waking perceptions. But
valid waking perceptions are not liable to contradiction.
A post perceived even after a year will be perceived as

1 Thid,, p. 45.
% Ibid., p. 335 Tattvanirnaya, p. 6.
3 Anubhasya, i, 2, 28.



268 INDIAN REALISM

nothing but a post.! This clearly shows that the object
exists and its existence does not depend upon knowledge.

The Yogicira argues that the variety of waking per-
ceptions is due to the variety of subconscious
impressions ; it is not due to the variety of external
objects since they do not exist. Vallabha urges that this
is putting the cart before the horse. ~Subconscious
impressions are produced by perceptions of external
objects. But the Yogacira denies the existence of
external objects.  There can be no subconscious
impressions, according to him, since there are no per-
ceptions of external objects. If a single subconscious
impression cannot produce a perception, an infinite
serics of subconscious impressions cannot help us in
the matter. There are no subconscious impressions
without perceptions of external objects. But there are
perceptions of external objects without subconscious
impressions. Hence the existence of external objects
is established by positive and necgative judgments.?
Further, there is no permanent substratum of sub-
conscious impressions.  The series of self-cognitions
(alayavijfiana), which is said to be the substratum of
subconscious impressions, is momentary, like the series
of object-cognitions.?

Purusottamaji Mahardja elaborates the arguments of
Vallabha in Prakasa, a commentary of Anpubhdsya.

(1) The Yogacara holds that there are no external
objects, but cognitions themselves assume different
forms. Cognitions endowed with forms (sakdra) appre-
hend themselves as their objects. They do not apprehend
external objects, since they do not exist. But this view
is wrong. s a cognition endowed with all forms? Or
is it endowed with a particular form ? If the former, it

1 1bhid., i, 2, 29.
2 Ibid., 11, 2, 30.
3 Ibid., i, 2, 31.
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would manifest all forms cognized at the same time,
since they do not depend upon external objects. If the
latter, a cognition would manifest only one form at all
times, and it would never manifest any other form. Both
of these are absurd. Hence cognitions cannot be endowed
with forms. The occasional appearance of cognitions
with particular forms cannot be due to the forms of
immediately preceding cognitions, since the forms of
these cognitions also have to be accounted for. This 1s
only pushing back the difficulty one step further.
Hence we must admit the existence of external objects
in order to account for the occasional appearance of
cognitions with particular forms.!

(2) The Yogacira argues that an object and its
cognition are invariably perceived together (saha).
Hence there is identity or non-difference (abheda)
between the object and the cognition. Purusottamaji
Mahirija says that  togetherness (sahatva) means
co-existence of two different objects in the same space
or at the same time. Therefore we cannot speak of the
object and the cognition being perceived together,
unless they are different from each other.

Then, what is the meaning of abheda? Does it mean
identity (ekatva) or non-difference (bhedibhiva)? If it
means identity, it means either identity in number or
in some other property. If it means identity in number,
then the blue and the cognition of blue, though different
from each other, may possess identity in number, viz.
oneness, even as a jar and a cloth possess identity in
number, viz. oneness, though they are different from
each other. This shows that the object is not necessrily
reduced to the cognition. An external object and an
internal cognition may have identity in number. This
does not take away from the reality of the external object.
If identity means identity in some other quality, this

1 Anubhasyaprakaa (B.S.5.), Benares, 1907, ii, 2, 28, pp. 654—5.
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also is possible between two different objects. Evidently,
the Yogacira means by identity nothing but identity
in nature (tadatmya). Purusottamaji’s argument seems to
be a verbal quibble. Then he argues that if abheda
means non-difference, the Yogacira cannot know that
an object is non-different from its cognition, unless
he knows already the difference between the two, The
knowledge of non-difference implies the previous know-
ledge of difference. If the difference between blue and the
cognition of blue is absolutely unknown, the Yogicira
can never assert that blue is non-different from its
cognition. And if he knows the difference between them,
he cannot hold them to be non-different from each other.
Those who 'lctmlly perceive external objects as distinct
from their cognitions and yet deny their existence are
not be trusted.!

(3) Tt is absurd to liken waking cognitions to dream-
cognitions. Dream-cognitions are different from waking
cognitions, The former are confined only to the time of
the dream-state, while the latter are not confined to a
particular time during the waking state. The former
are wrong cognitions, while the latter are valid cognitions.
Others say that dream-cognitions are contradicted, but
waking cognitions are not contradicted.  Dream-
cognitions are produced by the mind vitiated by
drowsiness. But waking cognitions are produced by
the sense-organs not vitiated by any defects. So it cannot
be held that waking cognitions are as objectless as dream-
cognitions.?

(4) The Yogacara holds that the variety of sub-
conscious 1mprcss1or1s (vasma) is the cause of the varlety
of perceptions. But visani is the effect of perception
and the cause of recollection. It is not perceived, but

L bid., 1, 2, 28, p. 655s.
2 Ibid., ii, 2, 29; p. 6356.
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inferred from its effect, viz. recollection. Vasani cannot
be produced without previous perception. And per-
ception is not possible without an external object. But
the Yogacira does not recognize an external object.
If there is no external object, there can be no perception ;
and if there is no perception, there can be no visana.
It cannot be said that vasanas and perceptions are related
to each other as cause and effect because visands can
never produce perceptions, though vasanis are produced
by perceptions of external objects. 1f they were produced
without perceptions of external objects, then a person
waking from a dream would continue to perceive
cognitions similar to dream-cognitions arising from their
subconscious impressions, and would not perceive waking
cognitions, since there are no external objects, according
to the Yogicira, which may give rise to them. But, as
a matter of fact, waking cognitions do break in upon
dream-cognitions, and they are brought about by external
objects. We find that subconscious impressions (visana)
are not possible without perceptions of external objects ;
but external objects are perceived without subconscious
impressions. Hence external objects exist ; the external
world is real!

§ 14. Baladeva Vidyabhusana’s Criticism of the Yogacara
Tdealism

Baladeva closely follows Ramanuja in refuting the
subjective idealism of the Yogicira. He gives practically
the same arguments. Lvery one is conscious of the
existence of an external object. The Yogacira contra-
dicts the clear testimony of consciousness when he
denies its existence. The Yogicira may urge that he
does not deny the consciousness of an external object
but he regards it as an illusory appearance. He holds
that what we arc immediately conscious of are nothing

1 Ibid., i, 2, 30; p. 657.
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but our own ideas, and hence the so-called appearance
of external objects is the result of our own ideas.! To
this Baladeva replies that the very fact of our conscious-
ness proves that there is an external object giving rise
to the idea of externality? Moreover, there are three
factors in the cognition *“ I know the jar " : the knowing
subject or self, the known object, e.g. the jar, and the
knowledge. An act of knowledge requires an agent
as well as an object.® 'The whole world believes in 1t and
acts upon it. The consensus of opinion proves that the
object is as real as the knowing subject.* Therefore, to
say that there is only knowledge, but no object of know-
ledge, is to court ridicule.” Hence it is established that an
object is real and distinct from knowledge.

It may be asked if an object 1s distinct from its know-
ledge, how this distinction can be known. If the know-
ledge of the distinction is said to shine forth in
consciousness, then by knowing one object we ought to
know all objects, since all objects have the common
attribute of being distinct and separate from knowledge.
If one thing which is distinct from knowledge is known,
everything distinct from knowledge must be known.
Raladeva urges that this argument is absurd. All external
objects have, no doubt, this quality in common that they
are different from the knowing self. They all come under
the category of the not-self. Certainly, we know every-
thing as not-self by knowing one not-self, By knowing
one not-self we know the general relation of the not-self
to the self, but we do not know the special relations of

! Berkeley also says: “ What are the objects but the things we
perceive by sense ? and what do we perceive besides our own ideas or
sensations ? and is it not plainly repugnant that any one of these, or any
combination of them, should exist unperceived ? " (Principles of Human
Krnowledge, p. 35.)

2 Cf. Saiikara.

8 Cf. Ramanuja and Madhva.

4 Cf. Reid.



CRITIQUE OF SUBJECTIVE IDEALISM 273

different not-selves to the self. There are many not-
selves, and their special relations to the self are different.
One object is yellow, another is red, and so on, and the
knowledge of the yellow object cannot be said to be the
same as that of the red object. The idea of yellow is quite
different from the idea of red. Therefore there must be
two different external objects to give rise to two different

cognitions.
The object and its cognition are certainly perceived
together always.  But this invariable concomitance,

instead of proving that objects are unreal and cognitions
are real, proves just the contrary. The very fact that
they are always perceived together shows that they are
different and not one.

Waking perceptions are not similar to dream-
cognitions. The former are of the nature of perception ;
the latter are of the nature of memory. The former are
invalid. They are sublated by waking cognitions. The
latter are valid. They are not contradicted. Therefore,
waking perceptions cannot be regarded as objectless
like dream—cognitions

The variety of perceptlons cannot be due to the variety
of subconscious impressions, since the impressions them-
selves presuppose previous perceptions of external objects,
and the existence of the permanent self as their abode,
both of which are denied by the Yogicira.!

! GGovindabhasya on B.S,, 1i, 2, 28—31 ; sec also E.TT (8.B.H., vol. v),
pp. 308-312,
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not without a foundation in
external objects, 193

Hamilton, 253

Haridasa, 217

Harmony (sativada), 30, 31, 164

Hasan,  S. Z., 132, 138;  his
Realism, 13210, 138N, 211 n.

Hegel, 67 n., 226, 255 ; his Phil-
sophy of Religion, vol. 1, 255 n.

Hoernlé's [dealism as a Philo-
sophical Doctrize, 10 1.

Hume, David, 7, 10, 104n,
225

Idealism, absolute, 225~7, 252;
objective, 252 ; subjective, 43,
105, 106, 109, 220, 22§-7,
263, 271

Identity (taditmya) (Yogacara),
136, 269—270; condition of
knowability, 5-6, 81-2, 213;
of cognizedeobject with appre-
hending cognition, §-6, 81, 82,
83, 109; explains the relation
between cognition and object,
10g; of cognition with object
makes knowledge impossible
(realist), 137-8, 257

IMumination (prakada), 14, 184,
185, 186, 188

Miusion, 6, 19, 22, 32, 49, 64,
67, 103, 1od4n., 118, 11g,
120, 121, 133, 149, 160, 162,
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165, 175, 192, 193, 208, 209,
213, 225, 230, 244, 252, 253,
266, 267 ; different from hallu-
cination, 192—3; due to dis-
orders of objects and sense-
organs, 192—3; not objectless,
65, 174~5, 266-7; of alita-
cakra, 119, 120; of gandharva-
ragara, 120; of fafafriga, 120,
248
Imaginary things, 8, 9, 66
Immediately preceding cognition
(samanantarapraiyaya), 50, §I,
32, §7, §8, 72, 108, 111, 162,
163, 164, 214, 269
Indifference, 91, 92, 216
Inference, 29, 55, 59, 61, 66, 69,
97, 139, 154, 155, 156, 159,
161, 165, 208 ; not superior to
perception, 165, 208, 204
Infinite regress, ts, 48, 184, 238
Intersubjective intercourse, 9

Jaina, 18, 60, 66, 71, 72, 76,
770, 220, 224, 23570.;
criticism of Sautrdntika realism,
72-6; criticism of Yogicara
idealism, 65=71; rtealism, 65—
76 3 contrasted with Sautrdntika
realism, 71-2 ; relativism, 66

Fainatarkavariita, 71 n.

James, William, 40, 157

Jayanta Bhatta, 12, 43, 771,
94, 181, 183, r8g, 186, 187,
18, 194, 203, 205, 227, 256}
his criticism of the Yogacira
idealism, 181—205; his Mygya-
ma#jari, 1 1, 40, 810, 390,
44 1., 450, 46 n., 471, 481,
4910, 67n, 106n, 1071,
r1z2n, 116n, 1180, 13110,
13¢n., 136n., 138n, 13910,
141rn., I43n., 182n, 183n,
184 n., 18¢n, 186n, 1871,
188n., 18gn, 1gon, 192n,

INDEX

193 n, 1941, 198n., r9g9n,
200 ., 201 R, 2020, 2040,
20§ N, 2190, 2270, 2350,
239 n.

FAatatd (cognizedness), 13, 136,
137, 140, 149, 151, 158, 217,
241

Joachim’s The Nature of Truth,
23 n.

Joad, C. E. M., 213 his Introduc-
tion to Modern Philosaphy, 21 1.,
2231, 256 n.

Johnston, G. A, 2, 196, 197, 220
his The Development of Berkeley’s
Philosoply, 2 1., 3710, 1971,
221 0.

Kalpana (mental construct), 33

Kamaladila, 15, 19, 29; his ex-
position of subjective idealism,
11~14; his doctrine that cogni-
tions are self-revealing, 15-10;
his Tattvasamgrakapadijird, iz n.,
t3n., 140, 160, 170, 1810,
191, 22 1., 240, 281, 291,
301, 3L N, 320, 340

Kant, 66 n., 73 n,

Kapila, 77; his
77 n.

Kaveeshwara's The Metaphysics of
Berkeley, 177 n.

Keith, A. B, 11n, 218; his
Buddhist Philosophy, 11n.; his
Indian Logic and Atomism,
218 n.; his Karma Mimamsa,
148 n.

Kefava Kadmirin, 261, 262, 263,
264, 265; his criticism of
Yogacira idealism, 261—7; his
Pedintakaustubhapratha, 262 n.,
263 n., 264 n,, 265 n.

Keéavamiéra’s Tarkabhdsd, 190 n.

Knowability (pedyarza), 81, 8s,
86, 88

Krsnamicirya, 17 n, 34 0.

Sarkhyasiitra,
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Kumirila, 13, 15, 94, 101, 102,
103, 117, 118, 119, 121, 122,
123, 124, 126, 127, 129, 131,
132, 134, 136, 137, 138, 140,
141, 143, 144, 145, 147, 148,
160, 183, 194, 203, 205, 2563
his exposition of the Yogacara
idealism, 102—117 ; his criticism
of the Yogicira idealism, 117~
148 his Siokevariiba, 11,
8n, 13n, 14n, 65 n, 103 n,,
104 n., 1051, 106n, 107n.,
ro8n., 109n, Iizn, II130,
11410, 115D, 1160, 117D,
118n., 120M, I2@In0, I221,
12310, 12410, 1250, 126n,
127 n., 128n, I129n, I1jon,
131n., I32n, 1330, 13§50,
136 1., 13710, 139N, 140N,
1411, 14210, 1430, 14§10,
146 n., 147 n., 148 n., 158n,,
159 n., 16on, 161n, 20rn,
221 1.

Laird, 130, 137, 139 ; his A Study
in Realitm, s9n., 82n., 83n,
84n, 86n, 88n, 123m,
1301, 1320, 1401,

Laznkapatirasitra, 34 n.

Law of Nature (vastuspabidva),
187, 189, =211, 216, 217;
(spabhdvaniyama), 58, 223, 224

Law of Parsimony, 43, 44, 149,
183, 228, 234

Leibnitz, 23 n.

Lloyd Morgan, 133

Localization, 70

Locke, 147, 202, 203; on rela-
tivity of sensations, 1I17; on
representative theory of percep-
tion, 20, 35, 82

Mach, g n.
Madhavacarya, 1, 2, 11, 36, §9,
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72, 73 ; his account of Yogicira
idealistm, 1-9; his account of
the Sautrantika’s criticism of the
Yogacara, 36—42; his account
of the Jaina’s crticism of the
Sautrantika realism, 72—5; his
account of the Vaibhasika
criticism of the Sautrantika,
59-60 ; his Suddarfanasan:graia,
in, 30, 4n, 5o, 6n, 7n,
8n., 9n, 35n, 36n, 37n,
38n., 39n., 41 n, 4210, 60n,
66n.,,73n.,74 10,750,112 1.,
1390, 17In, 2130, 2190,
220 n.

Midhva, 266, 267, 27z n.; his
criticism of the Yogicaraidealism,
266~7 3 his BAdsya on Brakma-
sZira, 266 n.

Madhavacarya Vidyaranya’s Fipa-
ranaprameyasamgraha, 11 n,
247 1., 253 n.

Madhyamika, 102, 103

Mahayanasitrilankira, 34 n. :

Mallisena, vz, 61, 65, 67, 68,
70, 75, 220; his exposition of
the Yogicira idealism, 61-§;
his criticism of the Yogicara
idealism, 65~71; his Syddvada-
maijari, 410, 710, 80, 64n,
65 n,, 66 n,, 67 n,, 68 1., 69 n.,
70n.,71n.,72n,76n,118 0.,
r3rn, 1330, Ijsn, 139n,
151 1., 163 0, 219 n., 220 n.

Meinong, 132, 223

Memory, 190, 193, 250, 273;
indefinite, 135—6; obscura-
tion of memory (smrtipramosa),
166 :

Mentalism, 42, 252

Merit, 90, 92, 93, 179, 181

Method of difference, 58, 86, 87,
88, 104, 182, 187

Method of agreement, 58, 86,
87, 88, 104, 182, 187

Mill, J. 8, 7, 225
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Mimamszka, 18, 100, 124, 134,
141, 150, 189, 224, 24z2n.,
262; criticism of Yogicira
idealism, 98-r102,  117-148,
154=161, 164-9;  realism
(Savara), ¢8—roz; (Kumarila),
117-148 ; (Parthasarathimiéra),
154—161 ; (Prabhakara), 164—9

Mitra, Rajendra Lal, 94

Moore, G. E., 101, 105 1., 141,
195, 196, 236 ; his Philosophical
8tudies, 105 1., 142 0, 1961,
236 n.

Mutual dependence (anyonydfraya),
54, 108, 115, 124, 219, 220
Mukherjee, A. C., 8elf, Thonght

and Reality, 218 n.

Mukhyasamoedana, 19

Naiyayika, 106, 171, 188, 200,
204, 262 ; a rationalist, 1712

Nescience (avidya), 6, 8, 19, 41,
48, 90, 92, 202, 206; cognition
of nescience (ajéidna) proves
difference between cognition and
object, 156

New Realist, 2, 20

Nimbarka, 260, 261 ; his criticism
of the Yogdcara idealism, 260~1;3
his  Pedintaparijatakaustubha,
20T n.

Not-self, 67, 68, 77, 182, 219,
254, 255, 266, 272, 273

Nyaya, 187, 247 n.; criticism of
Yogacara idealism, 170-221;
criticism of Sautrafitika realism,
222—4; realism, 170-210

Nyaya-Vaidesika, 5, 18, 58, 79 n,,
99, 189, 224; realism, 170~
224 criticism of the Sautran-
tika, 2224

Object : independent of cognition,
94, 157; independent of all
minds, 9o, g1, 965 common to
all persons, 95, g6, 18z;
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independent of feelings, 94 ; self-
existent, 9o, 91 ; different from
cognition, 155-6, 177, 182

Pain, 42, 9z, 93, 95, 176, 177,
182

Parthasarathimisra, 5o, 148, 149,
154, 155, 156, 157, 158, 160,
161; his exposition of the
Yopiacara idealism, 148-154;
his ecriticism of the Yogacara
idealism, 154-161; his Mydiye-
ratnakara, 1n., 650, 105n,
106 n.,, 107 n., 108n, 1ogn,
rrrn, 113n., 1160, 1:18n,,
rrgn., r24mn, Izsn, 126n,
128n., 129n, 13on, 1310,
1321, 1330, 136N, 1370,
1390, 1410, 1430, 1460,
148 n.; his Sdstradipikd, 8§ n.,
391, §In., §2 N, 540, 550,
64n., 1o3n, I104n, I1rn,
ri3n., ri18n, 1ign, 12z2n,
149 n., 150n., I5In., I152n,
153 0., 1540, 1550, 15610,
157 1., 158n., 1591, réon,
161 n., 221 n.

Past, 97, 126, 130, 135, 146,
151, 152, 159, 160, 161, 210,
221, 241 ; reality of, 97

Patafijali, 9o, 96; his Yogusitra,
79 1., 8on., 81n, 821, 83n,
gon.,93n,94n,96n,118n,
201 n.

Perception, 29, 55, 61, 66, 6g,
70, 89, 97, 105, 139, 165;
determinate, 200; Iindetermin-
ate, 19g—200 ; direct or imme-
diate, §9; Indirect or mediate,
20~4; four causes of, 72-3;
of an army, 198, 200-1;
of a forest, 198, 200-201; of
whole and part, 3—4, 63-4,
78, 79, 1723, 1978, 200~1;
reduced to ideation by sub.

jective idealism, 98; sepge
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perception, 118, 195, 214, 266;
superior to imagination, 84,
88 ; superior to inference, 165,
208, 264

Perry, 87n., gon., 142, 144,
195 ; his Present Philosophical
Tendencies, 142 n,,1440., 195 1.

Phenomenalism, 20

Physical, elements, 81;
9, 21, 89, 223

Pleasure, 42, 53, 92, 93, 95, 176,
177, 182, 231

Possibility determined by actuality,
233, 247

Prabhacandra’s  Prameyakamala-
mdrtanda, 73n., 74n., 751,
76 1.

Prabhakara, 161, 164, 165, 167,
169; his exposition of the
Yogacara idealism, 161—43 his
criticism of the Yogicira ideal-
ism, 164—67; his criticism of
the Sautrintika, 167-g;  his
Brhari, 167 n.

Pragmatic, use, §3;
value of ideas, 7, 66

Pritkatya, 26,241

Pramananayatattvdlokalaikira,

71 1.

Pravretivijidna (object-cognition),
33s 345 39, 40, 41, 42, 207, 240,
2635

Present, 97, 126, 160, 161, 210,
211, 212, 241

Presentative theory of perception,
6o, 138, 248—g; Berkeley on,
2; Yogacara on, I1-2, §9;
new realist on, 2

Projection, 70

Proximity, 73, 74, 122, 136

Psychical dispositions, 33, 34, 107,
108, 116, 144, 203, 204, 204,
240

Psychosis, simple, 23; composite,
23

Purusottamaji Mahardja, 268, 269,

objects,

utiliey, 93
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270; his criticism of the Yoga-
caira idealism, 268-271; his
Anubhisyaprakita, 269 n., 270
n.,, 271 n.

Radhakrishnan's Indian Philosophy,
vol. I, 11 n,

Rajas, 92, 93

Ramakrsna Bhatta's Yudtisnehapra-
phirani, 149 1, 15010, 152 N.

Ramanuaja, 65n., 67, 218, 235,
253, 254, 255, 256, 257, 258,
260, 2631, 266, 27zn.; his
exposition of Yogicara idealism,
253 his criticism of Yogicira
idealism, 253-58; his criticism
of Sautrantika representationism,
258-260; his Srz'é/m';ya on
Brajmasiitra, 253n., 2%54n.,
256 n., 257 n., 260n.

Ratngharivatarikd, 71 n.

Realisin, 43, 105, 106; direcy,
72 ; indirect, 72 ; Jaina, 61-76;
Mimainsg, g98—169; Nyiaya,
170-210; Sankara’s empirical
realism, 225-241, 251-3;
Sankhya, 77~¢; Sautrintika’s
indirect realism or representa-
tionism, 35—42; Vaibhasika’s
direct realism, 59—60 ; Vaidesika,
215-221; Yoga, 83-g6

Realist, 107, 108, 109, 111, 112,
127, 128, 139, 149, 162, 163,
171,188,230,253; modern, 234

Reality, degrecs of, 251-2;
empirical, 226, 251, 2523 ille-
sory, 248, 251, 252 ; ontological,
225, 251

Real things, 8, 66

Recollection, 49, 97, 104, 112,
113, 120, 125, 127, 129, 130,
131, 136, 146, 159, 166, 174,
190, 191, 200, 236, 238, 251,
265, 270; direct cognition of
past zhings, not of past cog-
nitions, 130, 131
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Reflective consciousness, 46, 69,
100

Reid, 71n, r10Im, 130, 234,
272 1.

Reid, L. A., Krowledpe and Truth,
21 n.

Relativity of sensations, 117, 147

Remoteness, 73, 74, 109, 122

Representationism, I, 20~4, 43;
of Descartes, 35-6; of the
Sautrintika, 35—42; Sautran-
tika, criticized by the Yogacara,
43-60; by the Jaina, 72-6,
by the Nyiya-Vaidesika, 222—4 ;
by Rimanuja, 258-260

Representative theary of percep-
tion, 20, 35—42, 60, 82, 138,
139, 2223 of the Sautrantika,
3542

Right knowledge, 91, 93, 140, 163,
167

Russell, Bertrand, 121, 204 n.; his
The Problems of Philosophy,
204 n. 5 his Mysticism and Legic,
121 1., 193 n.; his Ouwr Know-
ledge of the External  World,
1211, 178 .

Sadananda Yati, 224, 241, 246,
248, 249, 250, 2525 his ex-
position of Yogicara idealism,
241-6; his criticism of Yogi-
cdra idealism, 246-251; his
Advaitabrakmasiddhi, 227 n.,
22910, 24110, 2421, 2430,
24§ n., 246 n., 47 n., 249n,
251 n.

Sakopalambhaniyama  (invariably
simvltaneous perception of cog-
nition and object), proves their
identity (Yogacara), 6, z7-8,
36, 68, 8y, 86, 152, 158,
161~2, 193, 215, 228~9, 234,
242~3; denied by Jayanta, 194 ;
denied by Vacaspat, 194~5;
criticized by Mallisena, 68—9;

criticized by Sridhara, 218-19;
criticized by Yoga, 86-8;
criticized by Pirthasarathimiéra,
155-6; criticized by Prabha-
kara, 164—5; criticized by
Sarikara, 235; criticized by
Vicaspati, 249—250; criticized
by Ramanuja, 255-6; criticized
by Srinivasa, 264 ; criticized by
a Vallabhite, 26g9-270; criti-
cized by Baladeva, 273
Salikandtha’s Prakarapapaiicika,
1621, 163 n, 164n., 1650,
1660, 167 n., 168 n., 16gn.;
his Rjuvimalid on Brhati, 167 n.
Samertisatya (false reality), 129
ankara, 199 n., 225, 226, 227,
230, 231, 233, 234, 235, 236’
237, 238, 239, 240, 251, 254,
267, 267, 272 n.; his exposition
of Yogacara idealism, 227-230;
his criticism of Yogicara ideal-
ism, 230-241; his absolute
idealism, 225~7; on degrees of
reality, 251—2; his BAdsya on
Brakmasirra, 39 n., 118 n,
122 n, 138 n., 141 n,, 228 n,,
229 n., 230 n.,, 23X n, 232 n,
233 n., 234 N, 235 n., 237 n,,
238 n.,, 239 n., 241 n.; his
empirical realism, 251~2; nota
realist, 252; not a mentalist,
252 3 direct realism, 2523
Sankhya, 92, 93; criticism of
Yogacira idealism, 77 ; realism,

Santaraksita, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16,
17, 18, 19, 21, 24, 27, 28, 29,
30, 32; his arguments for the
non-existence of external objects
and defence of subjective ideal-
ism, 11-34; his refutation of
Kumarila’s doctrine, 13~15 ; his
criticism of the Sautrantika doc-
trine of represcntationisin, 204 ;
his Tattvasamgrba, 1n, §n,
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6n., gn, I3n., I4n, [§5m.
16n., 17 n, 180, 190, 200,
21n., 221, 240, 280, 2gn,
31n, 320, 34n,41n, 1810

Sariipya (similarity of cognition
with object), 22, 55, 57, 168,
228 ; complete similarity, 22,
26 partial similarity, 22, 263
criticist of, 1171

Sattva, 92, 93

Sautrantika, 21, 22, 23, 35, 36, 37,
38, 39, 42, 5%, 545 55, 57> 59
6o, 71, 72, 75, 110, ITI, 113,
139, 167, 168, 169, 185, 190,
218, 222, 252, 259 ; his repre-
sentative theory of perception,
21, 22, 23, 35—42; his theory
of corrcspondence, 22 ;  his
criticism of Yogicira idealism,
36—42 ; his representative theory
of perception criticized by "the
Yogacira, 43—60

Savara, 98, 99, 100, 102, 103,
161 ; his criticism of Yogacara
idealism, 98-1o2; his Bhasya
on Mimdmsasitra, 99 n., 101 1.,
102 1,

Seal, B. N, 30, 97; his The
Positive Sciences of the Anciemt
Hindus, 31 n,, 97 n.

Self, 7, 67, 68, 72, 73, 77, 158,
182, 204, 219, 225, 241, 247,
250, 281, 254, 255, 261, 262,
263, 265, 266, 267, 273 ; both
cognizer and cognized (Kumi-
rila), 132; object of self-con-
sciousness (ahampratyaya), 158

Sense-organs, 25, 28, 29, 47, 56,
57, 72, 84, 102, 146, 159, 161,
200, 210, 211, 222, 223, 241,
259, 262, 270

Serial cognition  (dhérdvikika-
JjAdna), 51, 57, 58, 111, 169

Sharma, R. R., article on Tie
Yogdcara Theory of the External
World, 11 n., 16 n.
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Simple apprehension, 46, 100

Sinclair, May, 85, 130; her T/e
New Idealism, 85 n., 86 n.,
107 n., 130 1,

Sinha, J. N., Indian Psychology :
Perception, § n,, 13 n, 22 n,
68 n., 123 n, 132 0, 133 0.,
134 N, 135 0., 158 n, 161 0,
184 n, 193 N, 199 N, 217 N,
248 n., 255 n.

Sircar, M, N., zg2; his Com-
parative Siudies in Fedantism,
252 N,

Solipsism, 24

Spinoza, 226

Sridhara, 56, 210, 215, 218, 219,
220,221, 223; his MNydya-
kandali, 5 n., 7 0., 22 0., 39 D,
58 m., 65 n, 190 M, 211 N,
213 1., 214 0, 21§ 0, 216 1,
219 0., 220 0., 221 1., 222 N,
224 n.

Srinivasa, 261, 262, 264, 265 ; his
criticism of Yogacira idealism,
261—7; his Pedintakaustubha,
261 n., 262 0, 263 n., 264 n,
265 n.

Stcherbatsky, Th., Buddhist Logic,
Veol. I, 11 n., 24 1, 4I n.

Stream of consciousness, g, 12, 40,
g1, 164, 168, 181, 191, 202,
215, 225, 227

Subconscious impressions (#dsand),
6, 8,9, 10, 11, 33, 41, 42, 48,
49, 52, 56, 64, 69, 70, 72, 77
125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 160,
162, 164, 166, 177, 178,
190, 191, 202, 206, 207, 21§,
221, 230, 238, 239, 240, 242,
250, 251, 261, 264, 265, 268,
270, 271, 273 ; related to per-
ceptions as cause and effect
(Yogacara), 48-9, 190, 230,
239, 265 ; their variety accounts
for variety of perceptions, 6-7,
7-8, 9, 10, 77, 124, 177, 191,
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202, 206, 230, 238-9, 242, 250,
253, 264-5, 268, 270 (Yogi-
cara); cannot account for per-
ceptions (Jaina), 69-70, (San-
kara) 239—240, (Vallabha) 268,
270-1, (Nydya) 191-2, 206,
(Srinivasa) 265, (Baladeva) 2773 ;
cannot subsist in Jlayavijiina
but in the permanent self, 192,
250, 268

gubhagupm, Bhadanta, 18,18n,, 30

Subjective : idea, 7; idealism, 43,
105, 106, 109, 220, 227, 253,
271 ; idealist, 44, 8o, 107, 108,
109, 142, 180, 230

Subjectivism, 11, 24, 42, 2171, 2545
267

Sudarsandcarya’s Sastradipika-
prakdfa, 149 n., 150 n., 152 1.,
156 n.

Sudarfana Bhatta’s grutapraka'ﬁki,
258 n.

Svaripasambandia, 217, 218

Svasamvedana, 1, 12, 13

Svayamoedana, 1

Tamas, 92, 93

Tarkavagisa, Phani Bhitsana, 205
his criticism of Yogacira ideal-
ism, zo5—210; his Mydye Dar-
fana (Bengali), 18 n, 170 n,
205, 210

Tattvanirpaya, 266 n., 267 n.

The New Realism, 234 n., 257 n.

Turner, J. E. his criticism of
Critical Realism, "21; his A
Theory of Direct Realism, 21 n.,
23 1.

Udayana, 205 n., 217; his Nydya-
kusumaijali, 217 n., 218 n.
Udyotakara, 31, 171, 176, 177,
178, 180, 181; his critical
exposition of the Yogacara ideal-
s, 176-181; his Nyayavar-
tika, 31 n., 171 n., 173 n,
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174 n, 176 n, 177 n,, 178 n.,
180 n., 181 n.
Universal and particular, 200, 2435

Vicaspatimidra, 12, 25, 80, 81, 83,
84, 83, 86, 91, 95, 96, 170 n.,
181, 104, 216, 241, 246, 24g;
his exposition of Yogiacira ideal-
ism, 241-6; his criticism of
Yogicara idealism, 246-251;
his Bhamati, 226 n., 229 n,
231 0., 242 n., 243 n., 24§ n.,
246 n., 247 n., 249 n.; his
Nyayavartikatdiparyatiti, 22 n.,
27 n., 170 n., 171 n, 177 n.,
178 n., 181, 193 n, I95 n,
201 n., 216 n., 217 n.; his
Tattpavaifiradi, § n., 8o n,
81n., 82n,83n., 84n, 8s5n,
86 n., 87 n., 88 n,, 89 n., go n,,
91 n., 92 n., 95 n, 96 n,
97 n., 118 n., 181, 201 n.,
213 n.; his Nydyakapikd on
Vidhiviveka, 181

Vaibhasika, 59, 60, 208; his
criticism  of the Sautrantika
theory of representationism,
59~60 ; direct realism, 59-60

Vailesika, 215, 222 criticism of
Yogacara idealism, z215-221;
realism, zr5—221

Vallabha, 268; his criticism of
Yogacara idealism, 267-8; his
Anubkisya, 267 n., 268 n.

Value:  subjective  (Yogicara),
142~3; objective (Kumirila),
144 ; appreciated by a person
with an appropriate psychical
disposition or desire (Kumirila),
T44

Variety of perceptions, due to
variety of zdsands or subconscious
impressions  due to mnescience
(avidyd), 6—7, 7-8, g9, 10, 77,
124, 177, 191, 202, 200, 230,
238-9, 242, 250, 253, 264-%,
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268, 270 (Yogicara); due to
variety of external objects,
1912, 206, 229-230, 25g—

261, 265, 271, 273 (realist)

VdrlOUS appearances of the same
object prove its unreality (Yoga-
cara), 116, 142, 201~2, 203;
do not disprove the reality of
the object, 145, 147 (Kumd-
rila), 203-5 (Jayanta); prove
relativity but not unreality of
the object, 147

Visaka (impresser),
(bhdvaka) 177-8

Vasubandhu, 33 n., his Fimfati-
kdrika, 33 n.

Visya (impressed),
(brdvya) 178, 191

Vatsyayana, 170, 172, 173, 1763
his critical exposition of the
Yogicara idealism, 170-6; his
Nydyabhasya, 65 n, 119 n,
170 n, 171 n, 172 0., 173 1,
174 0., 175 n., 176 n., 221 4.

Fedintadipa, 258 n.

Vedantist, 19, 224, 238

Veinkatanatha’s  Nydyaparifuddhi
(with Nydyasira), 258 n.; -his
Tattvamuktikalipa and Sarvar-
thasiddhi on it, 258 n.

Vice, 124, 179

Vidyabhiisana, S. C., History of
Indian  Logic, 18 n.;
Medieval School of Indian Logic,
4 n.

Vijiianabhiksa, 79, 83, 84, 90 n.;
his Sarkbyapravacanablhisya,
79 n.; lis Yogavdrrike, 84 n.,
90 n., QI n.,, 9§ n., 96 n.; his
criticism of Yogicara idealism,
79, 84, 9o n.; object neither a
mental construct of onc mind,
nor of many minds but indepen-
dent of all minds, go n.

VijZaptimatratd, 24

FijRaptimatratasiddhi, 34 n.

125, 191,

125, 1971,

his
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Viparitakhyati, 161

Virtue, 124, 179

Fisaya-visayibhava (subject-object-
relationship), 29, 136, 137, 212

Fisayata (objecuvity), 136, 217

Vidvanatha's Nydyasatravrti, 176 n.

Vyasa, 79, 83, 84, 9o, 95, 96,
973 his Yogabhisya, 49 n.,
79 n., 84 n,, gon, 91 1, 93 n,,
95 n., 97 n, 116 n, 118 n,
143 n., 201 n.

Waking cognitions, 52, 98, 99,
ro4 n.,, 117, 118, 122, 123,
129, 153, 160, 161, 167, 177,
178, 179, 192, 207, 229, 264,
267, 270

Waking perceptions, 49, 117, 120,
122, 1601, 192, 215, 221, 229,
238, 248, 267, 266, 268;
essentially different from dream-
cognitions, 117—18, 121~2, 161,
238

Wildon Car’s Philosophy of Bene-
detto Groce, 110 1.

Whele and part perceived 3-4,
63—4, 78-9, 172-3, 197-8,
200-—1; whole exists in parts,
200

Wrong cognitions, 1o4 n., 170,
207 ;3 have a core of truth, 174,
175; their objects, not ab-
solutely non-existent, 178§

Yoga, 76, 79, 83, 94 ; criticism of
Yogdcara idealism, 83—g6 ; real-
1sm, 83-g6; criticism of the
doctrine that the momentary
present alone is real, g7 critie-
ism of the doctrine that objects
come into existence along with
cogmitions, 94—6

Yogicara, 1, 2, 3, 7, 9, 10, 11, 12,
18, 24, 25, 36, 37, 43, 44 47,
50, 51, §2, §3, 54, 55, 56, 58,
59, 61, 65, 67, 68, 70, 77, 78,
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79, 80, 81, 82, 83, 84, 86, 8,
92, 98, 99, 100, 102, 103, 105,
106, 107, 108, 109, 113, 114,
117, 118, 121, 122, 123, 124,
125, 126, 127, 128, 129, 131,
132, 134, 135, 136, 138, 130,
140, 142, 145, 148, 149, 150,
151, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158,
169, 160, 161, 162, 163, 164,
165, 166, 167, 177, 178, 179,
180, 181, 182, 183, 185, 186,
187, 188, 190, 1971, 192, 193,
194, 197, 199, 200, 201, 202,
203, 204, 205, 206, 207, 208,
209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214,
216, 218, 219, 220, 221, 224,
225, 220, 227, 230, 231, 232,
233, 234, 236, 237, 238, 230,
240, 241, 242, 243, 245, 247,
248, 249, 250, 251, 254, 258,
259, 261, 262, 263, 264, 265,
267, 268, 269, 270, 271, 273;
his subjective idealism (zi/j7d-
navids), 134, 61-5, 79-83,
To2-117, 148-154, 161-7,
210-15, 227-230, 241~6; his
subjective idealism contrasted
with Sankara’s absolute idealism,
225~7; his criticism of Sau-
trantika representationisimn, 43—
59; his agrecment with Berke-
ley in denial of cxternal objects,
7—-9; his difference from
Berkeley in denial of the soul
and God, g-103 his agree-
ment with Hunle in denying
the existence of matter, soul,
and God, 7, ¢9-10, 225; his
agregment with Hume In
recognizing the reality of dis-
crete momentary cognitions or
ideas, 10, 225; his agreement
with Berkeley in rccognizing
the distinction between the real
and the imaginary within mental
contents, 7-9; in holding the

INDEX

presentative  theory of per-
Ceptlon, 23 his thesis: cog-
nition alone is real, 4, 33, 64,
68, 107, 202; cognition Iis
self-luminous, 1, 4, 12-13, 15—
16, 19, 45, 48, 80, 8¢, 106, 112,
131, 153, 154, 165, 213, 262
cognition is self aware, 1, 12—13,
14, 15, 16, 17, 19, III;
cognition is self-subsistent, 4, 73
cognition is devoid of subject
and object, 4, 123 cognitions
are discrete and momentary, 10,
8g, =225; cogniiion of an
external object 1s not possible,
14~16; and involves self-con-
tradiction, 173 cognition can-
not be produced by an object,
3, 173 cognition cannot create
its object, I7; cognition not
related to object by causality,
173 cognition cannot have real
knowledge of an cxternal object,
19; cognition cannot have
phenomenal knowledge of an
externsl object, 19; formless
cognition cannot apprehend an
external object, 17-719, 2§;
cognition with a similar form can-
notapprehend an external object,
204, 26-7 3 cognition with a
different form cannot appre-
hend an external object, 24;
cognition apprehends  unreal
forms superimposed on them
owing to illusion, 18, 1935 cog-
nition cannot be completely or
partially similar to object, 223
cognized object is identical with
cognition, 4—5, 107, 110; cOg-
nition not dmtmct from appre-
hension of an object, 14-15;
cognition reveals object-forms
(illusory) without any other
cognitive act, 14; cognition is
objectless (wirdlambana), 04 ;



INDEX

external objects unreal appear-
ances, 33; object-cognitions are
transformations  of  self-cog-
nitions,  43~4;  distinction
between subject and object is
an illusory appearance due to
nescience {avidyd), 107, 213,
219 ; within consciousness, 154,
162, 183, 219; distinction of
object of knowledge (prameya),
instrument  of  knowledge
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(pramana), result of knowledge
(pramiti), and agent of know-
ledge (pramdzi) falls within con-
sciousness, 202, 229, 24§, 246,
263; an external object is a
mental construct, 79; or con-
struction of imagination, 7, 83,
84 ; identifies consciousness with
self~consclousness, 100

Yoravifistha, 67 n., 7 n., 103 n.

{ Yogic intuition, 97, 122, 123
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