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Preface.

e o . S

" The present work in its origina! form was

submitted to the Gujarat University as a thesis

Jor the degree of Ph. D. The same is slightly
abridged, and is presented here as publication No. 2
of the Garda College, Baria Institute Research

, Bublication Series,

T a

‘ This study of Methodology is based on the
Tive main Bhiasyas on the Brahma-siitra. It deals
with such topics as Pramanas etc. which form the
salient features of the Vada method as is used by
the Bhasyas. In this, besides the Bhasyas, [ have
copious™* made use of standard works on Indian
Philosophy by‘such eminent authors as Dr. Radha-
krishnan, Dr, Dasgupta, Dr Hiriyanna and others.
[<-am trfdebted to these renowned scholars for the
formulation of my views.

The inception of the thesis is due to the
ecncouragement of Principal A K. Trivedi. From the
beginning to the end he took a keen interest in the
progress of the work, and by his able and prompt
guidance smoothened all my difficulties. His sugges-
tiond, pregnant with experienced insight, were so
valuable that my labours were often lightened, and
his encoaragement led me on to the completion of
the work., Thus, even though I have gone through
the# laborious course of studying and writing down,
the real credit goes to the able guidance and sym-
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pathetic encouragement of Principal A.K. Trivedi,
I heartily thank him for all that he has done 7ot
me, though no measure of thanks can adequately
express my gratefulness for his obligations. .

I have also to thank him for the favour of
the facilities that he kindly gave me for using the
Philosophy and the Sanskrit sections of the very
well-equipped library of the S. B. Garda College
and the B. P, Baria Science Institute, Navsari:
This library was my main-stay, a treasure whish
I ransacked at my liezure with the kind permission
of the Principal.

I heartily thank the President and the mem- -
bers of the Governing Body of the S. B. Garda
College and B. P. Baria Science IpstTrute for
accepting this work for publication in ¢he series,

‘Though paternal and brotherly ®fxtion®
brook no expression of thanks, I may be failing in
my duty, if I do not express my gratefulness for
the. able management of Vidnyan Press, Nasik,
who promptly and carefully got the thesis prmted
for me, )

P. D. cmantfc.‘

Navsari }
14-1-1958



Foreword.

—O>—

This is a Research Publication of a high

arder, having been a thesis on a study of the Me-

“thodology ( with special reference to the Bhasyas )
of the Brahmasiitras by the five great philosophers,

Sgn-'ara Ramanuja, Madhva, Nimbarka and

.Vallabha First a synoptic hlstory of the Sitra and

Bhasya literature is given. Then the salient fea-

fures of the dialectic Method, or Vada, as techni-

cally explained in the Nyéya are fully analysed.

All the Bhasyakdras follow in their discussions

this dialectic method, the fundamentals of which

the authb=2~ discusses in detail. This method is de-

clared to be erainently suited for the philosophical

discussions, as it gives complete freedom for the

mevemen. of thought, in criticising and refuting

the doctrines of the opponents, as also in expound-

ing ‘one’s own constructive philosophy. Vada is

different from Jalpa, by which the writer means

sophistry inclusive of  casuistry, and from Vitanda,

which is destructive criticism for purposes of victorya

The main purpose of Vila is the establishment of

truth, and it is facilitated by Tarka, which helps

the critical analysis of the problem under discus-

sion by presenting the arguments in syllogistic form,

-using all means of valid knowledge, known as Pra-
-mApas. Praminas give purposive direction to the
conduct of investigation,and, therefore, form an

important constituent of the method. Three long
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C e
chapters are devoted to a detailed discussion abqut *
the nature and variety of Pramépas. All the Béia—:
syakiras accept Pratyaksa, Anuména and Sabda
~ the last being regarded as most important, As
Sabda plays a very important part in the Episte-
mology and Metaphysics of the Bhasyakaras, one
separate chapter is devoted to the discussion of its
nature. The writer points out cleverly that the
Mimémsa regerds Veda texts themselves as Pratya-
ksa (Mimamsa Siatra III. vi. 34). Some Vedantic}
writers, e. g, Ramanuja, Madhva and Vallabffa,
have carried this process further, and have called#
Pancaritra Agamas and Bhagavata as Sruti.
Sankara uses all the six Pramanas very success-
fully; while the other Bhasyaldras use the first
three mainly, and the remaining only geesgjonally. .
The logical clinchers or' Nigrahasthdmas are useful .
in testing the validity of the Pramanas adduced, and
inferences drawn. Thus a complete pictdTeof Me
dialectic method, as used in their Bhésyas by the
five Bhasyakaras, is presented by the writer with
apt illustrations. Vida is compared by the writer
with the Platonic Dialectic, and two apt quotations
from recent Platonic' scholars have been given in
this connection, * In the writer’s opinion Indian
dialectic differs from the Platonic dialectic by the
conspicuous - absence of the dramatic element,
myths arid parables, which is a peculier feature of |
the latter. - The dialectic method of the Bhisyas
is useful in keepmg the phnlosophxca] dwcusswn ‘,
on a high level. < co
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The writer’s study of the Vedanta frdom the
‘view-point of methodology is quite a new one. His
knowledge of Sanskrit texts is extensive and accu-
r&te. His method of the treatment of the subject
is quite logical, and he clothes his ideas in a simple,
cid and unaffected style. The publication was
therefore, worthy of the Ph. D. Degree, which was
given to the writer by the Gujarat University. It
will be useful to advanced students of Indian and
?Ngstern Philosophy. It will enable readers to
1ave a panoramic view of all the major Bhasyas,
%nd it throws fresh light on long-trodden topics of
Indian Philosophy.

Dr, Chandratre’s efforts breathe both ex-
haustive study as well as originality of formulation
of thoughts..’ N

. Leongratulate the writer on this publication,
I also congratulate the authorities of the S. B.
Garda Colle e for financing the publication.

23-12-1957, A. K. TRIVEDL
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Chapter |

Statement of the Problem

“oErhea-

The various systems of Indian philosophy
attracted the attention of the Western world quite
early, and they were studied, interpreted, eluci-
dated, and criticised from different points of view

"'by European scholars. Especially the Vedanta,
wWhich is°considered to be the most important of all
these, engaged the attention of the majority and a
thorough study of it was done by modern scholars,
One important approach, however, seems to need
special attention. It is the study of the philoso-
phical “meMod adopted in setting up the system.
The study of the methodology of the various
systems., of Indian philosophy, especially that of
the Vedanta, deserves critical attention. The pre-
sent work is an humble attempt to present the
methodology of the Vedanta system, with special
reference to the major Bhasyas on the Brahmasitra,

The Vedanta has its origin in the older Upa-
nisads. These, the Brahmasutra, and the Bhaga-
vadgita which is claimed to be a work of the Vedanta
form the Prasthanatrayil or the ““three basic works”
of the system. Various Kchﬁryas presented their
philosophical views by writing Bhasyas on these
three important works., Thus the Vedanta branched
off into subesystems going in the name of the respec-
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) ;
tive Achiryas, and a vast bulk of subsidiary phi-’
losophical literature grew around their works. / A
comprehensive survey of all these is too extensive a
subject to enable one to do justice to the methodo-
logical specialities exhibited in them. Moreover the
three Prasthdnas are different in nature and treat-
ment, though their philosophical content may be¢
more or less overlapping. An attempt to present the
methodology of the Bhasyas on all the three Pras-
thinas in a short compass is not practicable, So
the present study is restricted only to one type nf,
works, viz. the Bhiasyas on the Brahmasitga.

The main reason for preferring the Bhisyas
on the Brahmasiitra for a study in philosophical
method to those on the other two Prasthanas is the
systematic nrature of these works. Thou.gfh of the
nature of commentaries, they can be ﬁald to be the
main exponents of the systems of different Vedantic
philosophers, The inspired sages of the Upanigads,
in giving expression to their noble thoughts, were
more mystics than philosophers, that is, above all
“seers ” of truth. Their utterances are more intui-

tive than logical. Their appeal is through the
metaphysical grandeur of their imagination than

through the force of their arguments. In the
Upanisads, more stress is laid on the mystical than
the logical aspect of metaphysics. The same may
be said about the Bhagavadgitai. Though unique
as a work of great philosophical import, it is religi-
ous in spirit. Its purpose cannot be the presenta-
tion of any philosophical system like the Vedanta:
The Brahmasitra, however, is an avowed attempt
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atf systematization. @ Hence the Bhasyas on it,
b&ng the main exponents of the Vedanta in a’
systematic form, have a special significance in the
gtudy of philosophical method.

It cannot be argued that a study of the
ethodology of these Bhasyas is an impossibility,
on account of the sharp divergence of their views
about the main philosophical tenets. Even a
5eneral study of these works reveals that the objec-
tion is not based on solid grounds. The author of
a'Bhasya discusses divergent views, presents his
yown reasonings, and criticises and refutes his oppo-
nents, All this becomes possible if there is agree-
ment on some basic principles. These principles,
though not given as such in clear terms, are tacitly
accepted _.and are held to be agreed upon by a
majority o the preachers of different philosophical
systems. Without such agreement, discussion of
diygrgent views, reasoning and refutation are im-
possible. So a study of the philosophical method
of the Bhasyas on the Brahmasitra is feasible and
there can be no primary objection against it. An
inquiry into these basic principles which form the
planks of the reasonings of the Bhisyas is the main
object of the present study.

. Thestudy of the methodology of the Vedanta
system has a special significance in the present day
environment. Contact of Indian philosophy with
Western thought had given an impetus to interpret
it in Western terms, and to judge it by means of
Western criteria, It has undoubtedly benefited the
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cause of Indian philosophy inasmuch as it proved
its worth by standing the acid test of Weste'/‘)
criticism. Now the time has come, when Indian
philosophy is expected to make an advance on its
creative side. At this juncture it is necessary to
re-examine the old traditional method of studying
Indian philosophy in its own terms and on its own
postulates. Thus an inquiry into the methodology
of this most important system may serve useful
purpose in the present day context. '



Chapter 11

Mistorical Conspectus of the Sutra and
Bhasya Literature

Sttra Literature.

The word Sutra originally means thread and
then a short rule or a precept condensed into a few
werds. Technically a Stutra is defined asi—

FeeE iR graag faraatre |

sRAATaE 9 gF gafasr fag n !t

Siitras are intended to be as short as possible, free
from doubt, able to bring out the essential meaning
and put an.end to many doubts; and they must not
contain anytQing superfluous or erroneous. A
larger work consisting of a number of such Siitras
strypg, together is also called Sutra. Satra works
serve purely practical purposes. They present
some science systematically in concise brevity, so
that the pupil can easily commit it to memory. It
is the task of the author of such a work to say as
much as possible in as few words as possible, even
at the expense of clearness and intellegibility.

]

The origin of the Sitra iiterature goes far
back ‘to the close of the Vedic period. In order to

1 Madhva-bhasya on Brahmasitra, I. i. 1.
Also— as;fa glaamatfa cenaoafa 71
qaa: groqaty gEragdDfaor: |
Bhamati on Brahmasitra Sankarabhﬁsya I.i. L.
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understand Vedic texts, the necessity of étudy'ngh'
certain ritualistic and excegetic sciences was felf as,
early as the 8th century B. C. One by one subs1-
diary sciences called Vedangas arose in the form of
manuals written in Sitra style, as they were in-
tended for memorization.

Of the six Vedangas, viz. éiksz‘m, Kalp;:‘
Vyikarana, Chandas, Jyotisa and Nirukta, the
Kalpa or the ritual is the first Vedanga® to receiye.
systematic treatment in special manuals callgd
Kalpasiutras, Kalpasiitras dealing with the Srauta
sacrifices taught in the Brahmanas are calleli
Srautasitras, and those dealing with domestic cere-
monies and sacrifices of daily life, the Grhya-rites
are called Grhyasiitras, Directly connected with
the Grhya-siitras, and probably origin-4sg only as
a continuation of them, there are eDharmasiitras,
dealing with secular as well as religious law. Other
minor works as Sulvasitras fall under thewost ~ory
of Kalpasttras as they are closely connected with
Srautasiitras and are of the nature of supplemen- -
tary manuals,

The Sitra texts which deal with Siksa or
phonetics are as old as the Kalpasitras. Siks
means “instruction in reciting’’ i. €., in the correct
pronunciation, accentuation etc. of the Samhita
texts. As every Sakha or recension of a Samhita
had a text book of this nature, the name Prétisakhya,

1 Winternitz : A history of Indian litérature,
Vol. I, p. 272,
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s given-to it. The history of grammatical study
c»f\ India commences with these Pratisikhyas.
Though they are not actually grammatical works
themselves, they treat of subjects pertaining to
grammar, and the quotations from many gramma-
rians prove that the study of grammar was already
ffourishing at their time.

The science of grammar originated in con-

nection with Veda excgecies, but the old Vedinga

exts on grammar are entirely lost. The oldest

the most important text book of grammar that

#as come down to us is that of Panini (350 B. C,)."

The Siitra work of Paniniis perfect in 'its style
and brevity.

Of the Vedangas of metrics and astronomy,
‘only thé M™est offshoots of the earlier scientific
literature remhin. The text book of Pingala on
metrics, though regarded as a Vedanga, is neverthe-
lese™Mhe work of "a later period. The Jyotisa
Vedanga, a small text book in astronomy is a work
of later period, and the very circumstance that it
is written in verse, precludes it from the Sitra
type of work.

Though mentioned last, Nirukta of Yaska is
one of the oldest Vedangas. It is certain that
Yask4 had many  predecessors, and though it is the
oldest existing Veda exegetic work, it can never-
theless only be regarded as the last perhaps also

. 1 P. Masson-OQursel : Comparative Philosophy,
p. 72. : 2
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the most perfect production of the literature of the«
Vedanga Nirukta.? ,

The importance of Nirukta lies in the fact
that it is the earliest work wherein we see the edr-
liest traces of a Stitra cum Bhiagya type of work.
Nirukta is based on Nighantus or ‘‘glossaries’ i
lists of obscure or otherwise important words in t%
hymns of Rgveda. Veda exegecies probably began
with the compilation of such glossaries. The com-
position of commentaries to these glossaries after
the style of Nirukta with the explanation of the
difficult Veda verses interwoven was a further step
in the development, and, at a still later period,
detailed and continuous commentaries to the Vedic
texts were written,

The successful use of the Siitr# ™$#yle in the
case of the early Vedangas gave sufficient impetus
to the Vedic thinkers to systematize their philoso-
phical views in the Sitra style. The Pricipal
tenets of the six Darfanas, viz. Nyaya, Vaidesika,
Sankhya, Yoga, Mimamsd, and Vedanta are stated
in the form of Stutras. The Sitras of the six ortho-
dox systems of Indian philosophy are the outcome
of a series of past efforts and ‘‘ occupy a strictly
central position summarising on the one hand, a
series of early literary essays extending over many
generations, and forming on the other hand, the
headspring of an ever broadening activity of com-
mentators as well as virtually independent writers, '

1 Winternitz: A history of Indian literature,
Vol. I. p. 288.
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“which reaches down to our days and may yet have
sdgne future before itself.””!
»

The systems must have evolved at a much
earlier period than that in which the Sitras were
formulated. They must have originated among
jhe sages who were attached to the Upanisad
circles. In the assemblies of these sages and their
pupils, the views of heretical circles were also pro-
bably discussed and refuted. These discussions
were later on summarised and arranged in the form

™ a system of philosophy and recorded in the
Siitras. Thus the authors of the Sitras are not
the founders or originators of the systems but only
their compilers and formulators. The evolution of
the philosophical Satras belongs approximately to
the sam_eieriod. The various systems had been
growing sitie by side with one another during the
period which.preceded the formation of the Sitras,
Tlgﬁgct accounts for the cross references in the
Siatras of the various systems. The crystalization
of the different systems must have taken place dur-
ing the early centuries after Buddha and before
the Christian era.? Max Millar assigns the gradual
formation of the Siitras to the period from Buddha
to Adoka, though he admits that, in the case of the
Vedanta, the Sinkhya and the Yoga, a long previ-
ous development has to be allowed.

1 Thibaut : The Veddnta-sitras with the com-
mentary by Sankaricirya, Introduction, p. xii.
-~ 2 S, Radhakrishnan : Indian philosophy,
Vol. 11, p. 23,
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In the case of every Dardana, we have first
of all a period of philosophical fermentation, whirch
at a particular stage is reduced to Sitras or apho-*
risms, ‘This is sacceeded by the writing of com-
mentaries on the aphorisms, which are followed by
glosses, expositions, and explanatory compendia.

The systematic exposition of the Vaigesikas
philosophy found in the Vaisdesika Siitra of Kanada
( or Kanabhuj or Kanabhaksa ) appears to be the
earliest Stutra work amongst the Darsanas. Df.
Dasgupta is perfectly certain that the Vaisesfia
Sitras were written before Caraka (80 A. D.). He
even suggests on weightier grounds that the Vai- '
¢esika Sitras were probably pre-Buddhistic,” As
there are earlier and later strata in this work it is
difficult to ascertain definitely its date,

-

The work is divided into ten¢books. They
deal with the five categories of substance, quality,
action, generality and particularity.  Soawand
mind are included among the substances and dis-
cussed as such, The atomic structure of the uni-
verse forms the topic of a book., Ethical problems
are considered in connection with “ action . The
last part of the work is logical and deals with per-
ception, inference, causality etc.

As systems of philosophy the Vaisesika and
the Nyaya go hand in hand, Prof, Garbe considers
Nyiya tobe the latest of thesix orthodox systems.

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. 11, p. 280, R
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’ It'can, however, be proved that the general frame-
wdyk of the system is of much earlier date.
According to Dr. Vidyabhusan’s view the Sitras
belong to 600 B. C. Bodas points out that some
of the Siitras of Gautama are older than those of
Kanada; and he says definitely that Gautama'’s text
Wwelongs to 400 B, C.! But such an early date
cannot be accepted for the text of the Nydya-sutra.
According to Dr. Dasgupta, at least some of the
present Siitras were written some time in the

mgeond century A. D.*  Prof. Jacobi also puts
the Sutras of Gautama later than the origin of

é\‘mya Vada (i. e. end of the second century A, D)3

The Nyayasatra of Gautama is divided into
four books. Book I enunciates the categories and
makes a preliminary survey of the Pramagas. Jt
also deals With the objects of cognition and en-
unciates the nfethod of reasoning. Book II proceeds
to examine the Praminas in detail. Book III
discusses the nature of the soul, body, sense organs
and Buddhi. The last book deals with such topics
as activity, re-birth, final release etc., examines
theism and criticises antagonistic theories.

The Sankhya system, though as old as any
other system, does not possess an old and authori-

1 ,Tarkasangraha, Ed. by Athalye and Bodas,
Introduction, p. XXXIII.

2 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I, p. 279.

3 Ganganatha Jha: Gautama’s Nyayasitras
(Trans.), Introduction, p. v.
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tative Siitra work at its head. Kapila is said to be
the propounder of this system; but the Sankhga-
sitra, which is commented upon by Vijfianabhiksu,
is the work of some unknown author after the nineth
century A. D. The earliest work of this system'is

the Sankhya-karikd of I$varakrspa, which is dated
at about 200 A. D. \

The Yoga-sitras of Patafijali form the basis
of the Yoga system. On the score of an Indian
tradition majority of scholars believe that this
Patafijali was perhaps the same as the author *of
the famous Bhasya on Panini’s grammar. A critica)
examination of the Mahabhasya and the Yogasitra
shows that there is no evidence which can stand in
the way of identifying the grammarian Patafijali
with the Yoga writer.? )

PRV

Patafijali cannot be said to be*the originator
of the Yoga system. He collected the different
forms of Yoga practices, and gleaned the UT®rse
ideas associated with the Yoga and grafted them
all on the Sankhya metaphysics and gave them the
form in which they have been handed down to us.?
Pataiijali is engaged in only systematizing the facts
as he had them. The work is divided into four
books. The first three books set forth the doctrine
of the Yoga; and from the point of view of style
and contents, they appear to be distinct from the

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,

Vol. 1. p. 238.
2 Chatterjee & Dutta: An introduction to
Indian Philosophy, p. 336. :
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fast ‘one where the views of the Buddhists are cri-
Jiciskd. So it appears that the last book is a sub-
seéquent addition by a hand other than Patanjali.
The date of the Yogasitra, at least of the first
thi®e chapters must be placed at about the second
century B. C. The latest estimates about the date
of ghe whole work cannot be later than 300 A. D.!

Jaimini’s Mimamsa-siitras are the foundation
of the system which is also known as the Piirva-
mimamsi or Karmamimimsi. The Mimimsa under-
ta to systematise the Karmakanda, i. e. the
entire portion of Veda which is concerned with
sacrificial action. In this respect we have to dis-
tinguish the Kalpa-sutras from the work of Jaimini.
The Kalpa-sitras give nothing but a description as
concise as possible of the sacrifices enjoined in the
Brihmanaé; while the Mimamsa-siitras establish the
general principfes which the author of a Kalpa-
sitra_is to follow. As the main purpose of the
Mimamsa-siitras is to lay down principles for the
interpretation of the Samhitds and Brahmanas,
they have very little of real philosophy in them.
They touch philosophical problems only inciden-
tally. It is only the later expounders of the
Miméimsa like Kumarila, who have elaborated them
and thus raised it to the position of a philosophical
system.

The Sitras of Jaimini were probably written

.1 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
II, p. 341, n, 3,
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about 200 B. C.,! The work consists of twelve’
books, each of which is divided into four chap‘ers,
except the third, the six and the tenth which are
divided into eight chapters each. The most im-
portant subject for the Mimamsi is to regard Sabda
as a separate means of proof. The rest of this
work is an amplification of this proposition aad-
serves as a rational compendium of interpretative
maxims with the help of which the Vedas may be
rightly understood and the sacrifices rightly

performed.
4

As the foundation of the Vedanta system,
which is also called the Uttara-mimamsi, stand the
Brahm’a-sﬁtras or the Vedanta-sutras. Tradition
from Sankara downwards attributes the work to
Badarayana. The fact that the name of the latter
is mentioned in several places in the’ third person
need not imply, according to ancient Indian
practice, a different authorship. Indian tradition
identifies Badardyana, the author of thé™—>utra,
with Vyasa.

The Brahmasitra alludes the views of the
Sankhya, the Vaisesika, the Jains and the Buddhists;
so they cannot have been written very early. On
the ground of the allusions in the Vaisesika-stitras
and Nyaya-siitras, Bodas thinks that the Badara-
yana-sitras were not later than these.® Dr.

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I, p. 370. '

2 Tarkasangraha, Ed. by Athalye and Bodas,
Introduction, p. XXVI.
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%ad'hakrishnan, is of opinion that the two
works were contemporaneous. Many of the names
mentioned in the Brahmasiitra, such as As$mara-
thya Badari, Karsnajini, Kasakrtsna and Atreya
are found in the Srauta-siitras and the Grhyasitras.
This points to the fact that the Brahma-siitra was
fofmulated during the period of the Srautasiitras
and the Grhyasitras. Garuda Purapa, Padma
Purana, and Manu refer to the Vedanta-siitra and
Harivamsa (A, D. 200) contains clear references to
i Thus it is clear that Dr. Keith is right when
he holds that Badariyana cannot be dated later
tlsan 200 A. D. Indian scholars are of opinion that
the Siitra was composed in the period from 500 to
200 B. C.! Frazer assigns it to 400 B, C.; while
Dr. Dasgupta thinks that they were written some
time in the aggond century B. C.2 The Brahma-
slitra contains gt least six clear references to the
Bhagavadgita; while at least at one place the
Bhagauadgitd clearly refers to the Sutra. These
cross-references make the problem of ascertaining
the date of the Siutra in relation to the Bhagavad-
gitd very complicated. In this connection Max
Miiller remarks— ‘“ Whatever the date of Bhaga-
vadgitd is, and it is a part of the Mahabharata, the
age of the Vedanta Sutra and Bidariyana must
have been earlier ”.

L]
The Brahmasiitra contains four books each

‘1 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
II, p. 433.

2 S. Dasgupta : A history of Thdian Philosophy,

- Vel 1, p. 418,



(16) Methodology

of which is divided into sections, The first book,
which is called Samanvayidhyidya aims at ha‘mo-
nizing the doubtful terms referring to Brahman.
The second book called Avirodhddhyaya mamly
sets itself to the refutation of antagonistic doctrines
of other systems, whether orthodox or heterdox.
The third book explains the various means of fiital
realization, and thus it is called Sadhanadhyaya.
The fourth named as the Phaladhyaya expounds
the attainment of the final realization.

The Statra works mentioned above form the
fountain-heads of a systematic and authoritative
exposition of different philosophical schools, All
the principal tenets of a system found their origin
in its Stutras and commentators laid claim only to

explain and elucidate their view-point.?
h*

Bhasya Literature.

Bhasya is a special type of literature, having
distinct features and characteristics of its own. A
Bhagya is defined as:— .

TAE aWY A9 wek: gEATAarfa:
aft 9 R arg wrsafan fag: 02

The definition lays down that the'chief aim
of a Bhasya is to follow the general drift‘of - the .
different discussions alluded to in the Sﬂtras‘,_’and
thus explain and elucidate them. Though bound

1 cf. gisdy fg aced agel aww afa o -
g dfafcgratat od g whfcaq .u
Kumarilabhatta : Tantravirtika, I1, demcae
2 Jhalkikar : Nydyakofa, p. 627, . g;m
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by the ‘literal interpretation of the Satras, the
- Bhsyakira was free to supplement these explana-
\ . . . . .
tions with his own view and explain his own state-
ments by further exposition. Thus a Bhasya by its
elaborations and modifications developed the
system of the original Siitras to a certain extent.

2
The peculiar nature of the Siitra works has

necessiated this subsidiary type of literature in the
form of Bhisyas, The aim of the Sutras is conci-
‘qg?xess which they reach by the rigid exclusion of
all'words which can possibly be spared. The short
apd pregnant half-sentences in the form of Satras
did not elaborate the subject in detail. It was
difficult to guess from the Sutras the extent of their
significance. Their rigid concise style many
times made them ambiguous and difficult to
understand..” So there arose the necessity of sup-
plying explana‘ﬁons, and this purpose was served
by elaborate commentarics in the form of Bhisyas.

A Sitra work is many times divided into
Adhikaranas or topics. An Adhikarana is formed of
five constituent parts, viz. the subject matter, the
doubt, the prima-facie view, the real view, and the
conclusion,r A Bhiagya generally follows this five-

1 fae-gaq-gdqe-gu- g TR STa  F AR T -
- ERREEtaratata S Jaamng:
. Jhalkikar : NyayakoSa, p. 13.
Also— fawat frgumds qdaweadta<: 1
: Frfaeafy dunwi aredsfusoi fag: o
Abhyankar : Darfandnkura on Sarvadaréana-
- aamgraha, p. 261.
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fold division, especially if the Sttra work is divided
into Adhikaranas. When the five-fold division of an
Adhikarana is not discovered in a clear cut way, it
is left to the ingenuity of the Bhasya author to put
the Adhikarana in the right order.

The origin of Bhasya literature is as early as
the Vedangas. As said before the Nirukta wasa
work of Siitra cum Bhisya style, and it can be said
to be the beginning of Bhisya type of works, The
necessity of Bhasyas was soon felt for the proper
understanding of many Sitra works and in course
of time Bhasyas were fully in vogue.

Patafijali's famous commentary on the Sittras
of Panini is the earliest Bhasya of great importance.
It - exhibits most of the salient features of the
Bhasya style. The great extent and the impor-
tance of this work have acquired for it the epithet
Mahabhasya. Patafjali is assigned to the middle
of the second century B. C.”, and as stated before
he is traditionally identified with the author of the
Yogasiitras,

Amongst the orthodox systems of Indian
philosophy, the Mimamsd was the first to have a
Bhasya on its Sitras, The famous commentary of
Sabara is the only available Bhasya on the Jaimini
Sitras. According to Dr, Gahganitha Jha, Sabara
lived about 57 B, C. on the evidence of a verse
which speaks of king Vikramaditya as being the

1 P. Masson-Oursel : Camparative . Philoso-
phy, p. 74. ‘ L et
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‘son of Sabarasvamin by a Ksatriya wife, The refe-
r.enées from standard Mimamsid works show that
there were other commentators of the Jaimini-
sifras, such as Bhartrmitra, Bhavadasa, Hari and
Upavarsa, some of whom were probably prior to
Sabara; but the works of all these authors are
ndw lost.1 :

The éﬁbara-bhisya is very systematic in its
trgatment. The Siitras are arranged in the form
«’. Adhikaranas, and the five-fold division is meticu-

lously followed.
L

During the fourth century A. D. three more
philosophical systems had Bhisyas to propound
their Sitras. Vatsydyana, who lived in the begin-
ning of the 4th century A, D., wrote an elaborate
commentary 'o;n the Satras of Gautama. Jacobi
places Vatsyayana in 300 A. D. From his work
it appears that there were earlier commentators
with whose opinion he did not agree. Vitsydyana
is not content only with interpretation and expla-
nation of the Sitras, but also supplies additional
arguments to support the Siitra view-point.

Later on comes the Prasastapada-bhasya,
which is traditionally recognised to be a commen-
tary on the Kanida-sitras. The Bhasya of Prasa-
stapdda can hardly be called a Bhasya since it does
not follow the Siitras, but is an independent disser-

1 S. Radhakrishnan: Indian Philosophy, Vol.
11, p. 376,
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tation based on their main contents. Prasastapida
himself does not claim his work to be a Bhadya,.
since he calls it to be a compendium of the pro-
perties of the categories ( Padarthadharmasah-
graha ). Prasastapada lived later than Vatsydyana,
and he may ‘be assigned to the fourth century
A. D.? He was influenced by the Nydya system, and
he modified the Vaisesika system in many respects.
In this connection Bodas remarks— ‘ Almost all
the peculiar doctrines that distinguished the later
Vaisesikas from the Naiydyikas and other schawis
are to be found in Prasastapada’s work and arc
conspicuously absent in Kanada’s Siitras.”?

The Vyasa-bhisya on the Yoga-siitras, which
is considered to be the standard exposition of the

Yoga system also belonged to the fourth century
A. D.

Standard cxposition of the Sankhya system
is supplied by the Gaudapida-bhasya, which is a
commentary on the Sinkhyakarikas of I$varakrsna,
and not on an early Siitra work. It is doubtful
whether this Gaudapada, can be identified with the
author of the Karikds on Mapdukyopanisad. Gau-
dapada, the Sankhya Commentator may be assigned
to the 8th century A. D.®

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philospphy,
Vol. I, p. 30€. ‘

2 Tarkasafigraha, Ed. by Athalye and Bodas,
Introduction, p. XXXVII.

3 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.

II, P. 255, ;
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« The Bhisyas on the Brahma-sitra.

. The earliest available Bhésya on the Brahma-
siitra is the famous Sarirakabhisya of Sankaricirya.
References from the Bhisya show that there was an

. earlier commentary, which was probably written
by Bodhidyana, but the work is not extant,

Sankara was born in 788 A. D. The name
of his {ather was Sivaguru. He was a Nambudri
Brahmin of the Taittirlya branch and he lived at

®i%ladi in Southern India. At the age of eight
Saikara became well-versed in Vedic lore. The
hame of his teacher was Govindacirya, who was
the pupil of Gaudapada, the reputed author of the
Karikas on Mandukyopanisad. At the age of twelve
Safikara wrote his elaborate commentary on the
Brahmasitra,! In his early youth he turned a
Sanyasin, and@ wandered from place to place,
engaging in discussions with the leaders of other
schools of thought. He met many great thinkers
as Kumarila, Mandanamisra and others, and defea-
ted them in disputations, and converted some of
them to his own view-point. He established four
monasteries in the four quarters at Shrigeri, Puri,
Dwarka and Badarinath. He died at Kedarnath
in 820 A. D. at the age of thirty-two. Saiikara was
a philosopher and a poet, a savant and a saint, a
mystic and a religious reformer.? By writing

1 S. Dasgupta : A histery of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I, p. 432.

2 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
11, p. 450.
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elaborate commentaries on the ten principal Uba-
nisads, the Bhagavadgita, and the Brahmasitra,
he propounded monistic philosophy called
Kevaladvaita. .

Sankara’s commentary on the Brahmasitra
is a work of great originality, vigour and philosb-
phic insight. The views expressed by Sankara in
his Bhasya have attained wonderful celebrity, on
account of the subtle and deep ideas it contains.
In this respect Dr, Thibaut remarks— ¢ Neithor
those forms of the Vedanta which diverge from the
view represented by Safikara nor any of the non+
Vedantic systems can be compared with the so
called orthodx Vedanta in boldness, depth and
subtlety of speculation.”}

After éaﬁkarftcﬁrya comes Rarpﬁr;ujﬁ:ﬁrya, as
an author of a Bhiisya on the Brahmasiitra., Rama-
nuja was born in 1017 A. D, at Shriperum-
budir. The name of his father was Kecéava
Yajvan, who died when Ramanuja was
young. He married at the age of sixteen. About
1033 A, D. he studied Vedanta with Yadava-
prakidsa of Conjeeveram, but he differed in his
views with the teacher. In 1043 A. D. he went to
Sriraixgam to become the disciple of Yamunacarya,

p

1 Thibaut : The Vedanta-sitras with the com-
mentary by éaﬁkarﬁcﬁrya, ( trans.), Introduc-
tion, p. xiv.

2 S. Dasgupta: A history of Indian Philoso-
phy, Vol. 111, p. 100.
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. 1]

but on account of the death of the latter he could
vot fulfil his desire. About 1049 A. D. he renoun-
ced wordly life and entered holy orders. He was
initiated by  Mahapiirna, who was his
maternal uncle and a disciple of Yamunacirya.
Fyom him he learnt the secrets of Vedantic mys-
ticism. Riminuja and the prominent preachers of
his sect had to suffer persecution at the hands of
the Cola king Koluttunga I. To avoid persecution,
 Kiminuja fled to the Hoysala country. In1096 A. D.
heconverted the Jaina king of that country to
Yaisnavism, At the initiation of Rdmanuja, the
Hoysala King built a great temple at Melukot.
After the death of the Cola king, Rimanuja re-
turned to Srirangam in 1118 A. D. Then he
engaged himself in writing his Bhasya on the
Brahmasitra. This famous commentary, which
was completed. in 1127 A. D. was named éri-bh:‘wya.
He died in 1137 A. D. at the age of 120. Vedinta-
sira, Vedartha-safigraha, Vedantadipa, and an
elaborate commentary on the Bhagavadgita were
the other important works of Ramanuja. Asa
fervent exponent of his sect he travelled all over
South India extensively and spread Vaignavism by
his teaching.

. It is said that Sribhasya mainly follows the
philosophy of Bodhdyana-vrtti.! The intrisic
value of Sribhiigya is a very high one, It strikes
one throughout as a solid performance due toa

1 Raminuja : sri-bhagya, I.i. 1.
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¢

writer of extensive learning and great power of
argumentation, and in its polemic parts, direct‘ed’
chiefly against the school of Safikara, it not unfre-
quently deserves to be called brilliant one ' '

Madhva was born in the year 1199 A, D.
near Udipi.2 .After the study of the Veda and
Vedangas he turned towards the study of the
Vedanta, Sankarite Vedanta, which his Guru
Acyutapreksa taught him did not satisfy him.
Soon he began to formulate his own doctrigs.:
Due to his vast learning he was promoted to be the
head of his Muth. He travelled throughout India¢
After his southern tour he wrote his commentary
on the Bhagavadgita, and in the course of his
northern tour he wrote his Brahma-sitra Bhasya.
Besides this Bhasya, Mahabhiarata-tatp&tyanirnaya
is an important work of Madhva. ©Madhva, who
was also called Anandatirtha, Purnaprajfia, or
Madhyamandira® was believed to be an incarnation
of Vaiyu. His Bhisya on the Brahmasitra pro-
pounds dualistic philosophy.

Amongst the writers of the Brahmasitra
Bhasyas of major importance, the relative chrono-
logical position of Madhva and Nimbarka is difficult

1 Thibaut : The Vedéanta-sitras with the com-
mentary by Sankardcirya, (trans.), Introduc-
tion, p. xvii,

2 Three Great Acaryas, p. 199.

3 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian philosophy,
Vol. 111, p. 399, - :
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to be ascertained, According to Dr. Bhandarkar
the date  of Nimbarka’s death was about 1162
A.D.!, while Madhva diedin 1276 A. D.2 But
Nimbarka is said to have written a work called
Madhvamukha~mardana, which points to his being
lajer than Madhva. The absence of any mention
of Nimbarka in Sarvadarsana-sangraha also sup-
ports the same conclusion.

. Nimbarka or Nimbaditya was a Telugu
*Bmahmin of Nimbapura in Bellary district. His
father’s name -was Jagannitha and his mother’s
fame was Sarasvati, Dasgupta is inclined to place
him towards the latter quarter of the fourteenth
century or the beginning of the fifteenth century.®
Nimbirka is considered to be the incarnation of
the power (Sudar$ana) of Niriyana.

[ ]
Nimbiarka’s commentary on the Brahmasiitra

is very small in extent and it is called Vedanta-
pirijata-saurabha. The style of Nimbarka’s Bhasya
in many places shows thatit was modelled upon
the style of approach adopted by Riamanuja. Be-
sides the Bhisya, Dasa-$loki and szna -stavarija
are two of his important works.

1 ,Dr. Bhandarkar; Collected works, Vol. IV,
p. 88 n. 3. . -
2 Sayapa-miadhava : Sarvadaréana-sangraha,
p. 160. ‘
- 3 S. Dasgupta : ‘A history of Indian philosophy,
. Vol. IT1, p. 400, ‘
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[} .

Vallabhidcirya is the last of the adthors of
Brahmasfitra-bhiasyas of major importance. Valla-
bha was born in 1439 A. D.? He was the native
of Kafkaravada in the Tailanga country. The
name of his father was Laksmanabhatta. Vallabha
was educated at Benares, and he became well-
versed in Vedic lore. He returned to his native
place and stayed there for some time. After the
death ‘of his father, he started on a tour for pilgri-
mages, in the course of which he met Bilvamangal&.
Vallabha became the disciple of this Acirya ami”
followed his teachings. In the course of his tour
he had discussions with many teachers of other
sects, whom he defeated. He stayed for some time
in Gokula and Mathura, and on the Govardhana
mountain he had the divine vision of Srikrsna.
After his tour he married a young %girl named
Mahalaksmi, who was of his own caste, and settled
at Adel near Allahbad. He had two sons named
Gopinitha and Vitthala, In the last days of his
life he became a Sanyasin and died at the age of
52. He established Muths at various places, and
they are occupied by his descendants even now.
Vallabha is considered to be an incarnation of
Agni,

The important works of Vallabhacarya are
Aypu-bhasya, Tattvadipanibandha, Nibandhdpra-
kasa, énmadbhﬁgavata subodhini, Srimadbhagavata-
siksmatikd and Pirvamimamsé-bhisya.

1 Pathak : Anu-bhasya of Vallabhacarya part
11, Sanskrit Introduction, p. 40.. ,
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The Anu-bhisya, a commentary on the
l?rahmasﬁtra, seems to have been written by two
persons, as we can see two different styles in the
carlier and the later portions, Upto the Sutra
eTAiaRERTFTAIfEEg | 3113, it was written by Valla-
b}‘u‘tcérya himself, and the portion after this upto
the end was written by his son Vitthale$a. More-
over, even in the earlier portion, the second inter-
pretation of sra-awaTfysIor is written by Vitthalesa.
As a systematic work, exhibiting the great learning
®aid acute philosophical insight of its author, Anu-
bhasya deserves a high place., The doctrine of
Vallabhacaryais called Suddhadvaita or Pustimirga.



Chapter III
The Dialectical Method.

LT

The development of different systems of
Indian philosophy through the period of Bhasya
literature followed a course which greatly facili-
tated the adoption of critical method, which is
essentially necessary for the progress of philogo-
phical thought. The reasons of this phenomenon’
were historical. Even in the days of Sttras, leaders
of philosophical schools propounded their -tenet$
by means of dissertations in which they took into
account the objections of rival philosophical
schools. They anticipated the arguments of their
antagonists and tried to refute them by taking
recourse to reasoning. Thus thee¢critics of the
systems forced their protagonists to set forth
logical defences for them. Gradually the critical
side of philosophy became as important as the
speculative. In this way recourse to reasoning
for the establishment of a system formed an essen-
tial part of a Sitra work, which represented a
concise and authentic summary of the discussions
of teachers amongst their own circles. In the
West the analogue to that is in Plato’s Dialogues.

A Bhisya being the elucidation and elabora-
tion of a Sutra work, discussion and argumentation
i. e. the Dialectic Method seemed to be the most
natural method for achieving its purpose. Whe-
ther for the correct interpretation of Sutras or for
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® thé seareh of higher philosophical truths in them,
recourse to reasoning seemed to be the most con-
venient means, Moreover the tradition of critically
discussing the tenets of a school amongst the
circles of its own thinkers, as well as of debating
ppilosophical topics with antagonistic thinkers
continued right upto the end of the Bhasya period.
There is historical evidence to show that during
the Bhasya period thinkers of different schools
often met together and defeated each other in

®actual debates. These discussions and debates
anust have moulded the methodology of the Bhasya
works of the philosophical systems in general and
particularly of the Vedanta Bhasyas which are
chronologically the latest.

The method in which the Bhisyas set forth
their tenets is often called the dialectical method.
This term is associated with certain fundamental
ideas about method, spscially developed by early
Western philosophers. ‘‘Socrates and Plato deve-
loped a method of mental experimentation, which
Plato called the ‘ dialectic ’ — a method well fitted
for use in conversation or dialogue. It consisted
in taking up any belief one of the speakers chose
to present; treating it as an hypothesis, and follow-
ing Jt ruthlessly to its extreme conclusions, If
for any reason the consequences of the hypothesis
were unacceptable, a new hypothesis must be tried;
and the process may be continued until oneis
found which leads to no error. Thus the dialectic
is a progressive thinking process............ The true
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hypothesis would be the dialectical survivor, "1
Even a superficial examination of the Bhisyas may
show that, though bound down by the literal inter:
pretation of the Sitras, they used a method which
was analogous to that in the Platonic Dialogue.s.
A detailed analysis of the Bhisya method from the
point of view of Indian philosophy is necessary to
show its salient features,

The dialectical method is called Vada-pad-
dhati in Indian philosophy. The word Vida is‘a }
technical term from the Nyiya system. According
to Vatsydyana, Vada consists in a number of
declarations put forward by various speakers pur-
porting to be reasons in support of several theories,
leading ultimately to the acceptance of one of
these theories as the demonstrated truth.?

Vada is one of the three kinds*of Kathi or a
debate.® Vada consists of an academical discussion
with pupils, teachers, fellow students and persons
seeking truth for the purpose of arriving at right
conclusions.* The sole aim of Vada is ascertain-
ment of truth.® It is to be distinguished from the

1 W. E. Hocking : Types of Philosophy, p. 489.
2 “q1%: @9 AAMIARE: TAfTH RS Isaaafmfaoraragray
FIFmayg: | Vitsydyana-bhasya on Nyaya-sutra
of Gautama, p. 6. ‘
3 ¢ fa&: war wafea Y wrAT faqoer AfF 1 7 ibid. p. 57.
4 “ & frsrpraagrartfafarsesafyfamgfata ogiag 7
" Nyaya-siitra of Gautama, IV, ii, 48.
5 v geafaviawe: sofadet ars: 1 ¥ Sarva-darfana-san-
graha, p. 239. : .
g



. Methodology (31)

other two kinds of a debate viz. Jalpa and Vitanda,
which are essentially different in purpose, In Jalpa
the main object is the overthrow of the opponent
rightly or wrongly.? It is a dispute which a man
carries on while knowing himself to be in the wrong
or unable to defend himself properly from his
opponents except by trickery and other unfair
means of arguments.? In Vitandi attempts are
made to discover the faults of the opponent’s
tiesis without any attempt to offer an alternative-

L J .
thesis.?

. As a technical term of the Nyaya system,
Gautama defines Vida as follows:—* *‘Vida con-
sists in putting forward (by two persons) of a.
conception and counter-conception, in which there
is supporting and condemning by means of proofs
and reasonings— neither of which is quite opposed
to the main doctrine (or thesis) and both of which
are carried on in full accordance with the method
of reasoning through the Five Factors. '’ Accord-
ing to the definition, there are three features which
constitute Vada, (1) Firstly, there must be the

1 “guagmaisaadt fafsaigsar seq: 1 Tarka-bhasa, p, 100.
2 “geEIRTgSTatangegTaTgaTaasaT seq: |’ Nydya-
stitra of Gautama, I, ii. 2.
3 % § sfaqereqaardaY faawr | ” Nydya-sitra of Gau-
‘tama, I. ii. 3.
Also-—“ QAT HAfada ﬁtam !
Sarva-dar$ana-sangraha, p. 239.
4 * gavmaaTenT: fegrmfaeg: daETETw: wrsrfaw-
, Ofot a1 7 Nyaya-sitra of Gautama, I.ii. 1.
Py



(32) Methodology

supporting and condemning of contrary view-points
by means of proofs and reasonings. (2) Secondly,
neither the supporting nor the condemning must
be quite opposed to the main thesis, And (3) thirdly,
both of them must be in accordance to the method
of reasoning through the Five Factors.

With reference to the first feature, it is to be
noted that the contrary view-points, which are
either supported or condemned, refer to the same
topic.” Both the condemning and supporting
must proceed hand in hand in a connected manner
so that there is condemnation of that which is
ultimately rejected and supporting of that which
remains unshaken.? Moreover, both the condemn-
ing and supporting of the contrary view-points
must be done by means of proofs and reasonings,
and not by any unfair means of argumentation.

The Pramanas or proofs is a subject, which
has given rise to many controversies among rival
systems. They hold different theories about their
general nature. The number of valid proofs also
varies with different schools. The controversial
topic of Pramanas deserves a detailed examination,
which forms the subject-matter of a subsequent

1 « garfymaoreqY faegt adr gawfaest sadfmamag . "
Viatsyayana-bhiagya on Gautama’s Nyaya-
siitra, p. 57.

2t grAeR Fwa m&ﬁmwﬁ ¥ qrEw
frge gra safeqa ofa o qumm me
areafufa 1 ibid. p. 57,

LN
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chapter'in thjs study. At this stage it may only
be mentioned that, according to the Nydya system,
Pramina being the means of obtaining right cogni-
tion, as a matter of fact, nothing can be known
except through it.! The Nyadya accepts four
Pramanas, viz. Perception, Inference, Analogy
and Scripture, It is by means of these that the
condemning and supporting of contrary view-points
should be achieved.
*

The Pramanas are to be supported by Tarka
or reasoning. The word Tarka is employed in
several different senses. When loosely used, it
may mean logic or science of reasoning. The
Vaifesika system is sometimes named as Tarka.?
The term may also denote ‘“ an inference " in
general. As a technical word of the Nyaya system,
Tarka is defined as ‘‘ a reasoning, which is put
forward for the purpose of ascertaining the real
character of a thing when it is not well known, and
which (while supporting a certain conclusion) in-
dicates the presence of proof (showing the undesi-

1 * swommaRy Argufaafa: 1 " Vatsydyana~bhasya on
Gautama’s Nyadya-siitra, p. 1.
2 cf. “ gidvg, avamer, avengd, ash@ etc, where
Tarka denotes categories of the Vaifegika
~ system. o
"3 cf, “ awifassrargaqarqyafafa  Yegaaftasast: 17
- Brahma-sfitra. IL i. 11, } |
- "Alsor— “wfwwr: @y @ wrr A ateado dtadd "
 Matsya-purna, 113, 7. “dur gda sfeawtar 1 ”
, Kathopanigad, Liig9, . ... . .
¢ " .
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rability or absurdity of a‘contrary conclusion);”!
Thus Tarka is deliberation on an unknown thing
to discern its real nature. It consists of seeking
reasons in favour of some supposition to the exclu-
sion of other suppositions, It is not inference, but
merely an oscillation of the mind to come toa
right conclusion. It is a process of reasoning
carried on in-one's mind before one can come to
any right conclusion. It is the subjective weigh-
ing. of different alternatives on the occasion of a
doubt before a conclusive affirmation or denial
3s made. In Vada, this process of reasoning does
not remain mental but is formally presented as an
aid for the functioning of a Pramina, which ulti-
mately brings about the right cognition. Tarka
leads to the ascertainment of the validity or inva-
lidity of pramanas, and thereby he]ps in the attain-
ing of true knowledge.?

Tarka is not to be included in any of the
four Pramanas, nor is it a separate Pramdana, since
by itself it cannot serve as a means of cognition.?
By the help of Tarka, the reasoner simply assents
to the assertion of one of the two suspected chara-
cters, on'the 'strength of the proof adduced.* The

1 ¢ afasaaeasy FROIfAaETaRAdggEs: 1 Nyaya-
siitra of Gautama, I.i. 40.

2 " AETHAMIMERATAAAT FTW 1 Vatsyayana hhﬁ.-
eya on Gautama’s Nydya.sitra, p. 5.
“ st asmvumim, q mmu{ ) " Vﬁtsyayana.
bhigya, P 5. S

4 * wnArEEAsaL 94 ww’hm, T m«ﬁr 17 -
Vatsyiyana-bhaeya, p. 54.. - ...
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'hyp'o»thetical reasoning serves merely a negative
purpose. Its nature is permissive. The form in
which Tarka appears is totally different from that
of a definite fully ascertained cognition. In Tarka
we start with a wrong assumption and show how
it leads to absurdities. It is not by itself a source
of valid knowledge, though it is valuable as sug-
gesting hypotheses. After the reasoning is fully
considered and found to be free from defects, and
fawouring a particular conclusion, a Pramapa be-
tomes operative and brings about right knowledge.?

In this way Tarka resuscitates Pramauas.
[ ]

The form of reasoning normally found in
Tarka may be exhibited by means of an illustra-
tion. Suppose a man observes smoke on the moun-
tain and wishes to ascertain fire from it. If the
concomitance oé fire and smoke is not accepted by
the adversary, inference cannot serve as a valid
proof. Then he may begin by putting forward
the alternatives, ‘ the mountain is either fiery or
not’.- Assuming the second alternative to be
hypothetically true, he may proceed by putting
forward the argument that if the mountain is not
fiery, it cannot be smokey. This conclusion is
forced upon the adversary since heis unable to
deny the concomitance of the absence ot fire and
the alsence of smoke. The conclusion is obviously
false asit is _directly opposed to the observed fact
that there is smoke on the mountain. The assump-

- 1 aemafarnrdmenITggry, WAy SeNEAR 97—
, smEireEwReed | © Vatsyayana-bhagya, p. 54.
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tion, therefore, from which this absurd conclusion
is derived must be false. This reasoning resusci-
tatés the inference of the contradictory alter-
native, viz. ‘the mountain is fiery’.

Tarka is defined in several'ways. In Tarka-
sangraha it is explained as ‘‘ the imposition of a
more extensive thing through the assumption of
the less.””! This definition is elaborated by Nila-
kantha in the words - ‘“An obviously wrong notion
as to the existence, of a more extensive thing with
reference to something, derived from a similarly
palpably wrong assumption of the existence of a
less extensive thing in the same place, is called
Tarka.”? According to the definition of Tarka-
bhasi, ‘‘ Tarka is the contingency of deducing an
implausible extensive character, by.the assumption
of a less extensive character, when the concomi-
tance of the two is already proved. ”’2 All these
definitions express the same underlying idea, and
point to the process of reasoning similar to the one
illustrated before.

According to the ancient Naiydyikas, Tarka
is divided into eleven kinds, of which the modern

1 “ sqrerdw sgrawdyead: | 7 Tarka-sangraha, p. 56.
Also:— Sarvadarfana-sahgraha, p. 238.
2 “ AEEETAATTAAT AT "
‘Nilakanthi,
: 3 “mwfmmaﬁmmhmtwﬁmmm|
.~ Tarka-bbisd, p,96.- .- .. - el
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accept only five.? . They are:— wanrsm (Ignaratio
Elenchi), s=mmsa or watausy ( Dilemma ), 9%®
Y Circle ), smaear ( Regressus ad infinitum ), smTo—
arfymdsaesT or azatfaardswsm ( Reductio ad absur-
dum). In the opinion of the modern Naiydyikas,
.th.e remaining six kinds of Tarkas, as mentioned by
the older school, viz. =@, @rgs, M, I, AUAE
and &vT@, cannot be classed as Tarka, since there is
no attribution of a contingency. According to
tiem they are included in Tarka, since they are
'similar]y useful in resuscitating the Pramanas.

¢ The second feature of Vada lays down that
neither the supporting nor the condemning of the
contrary view-points must go against the main
doctrine. The significance of this requirement,
according to Vitsydyana, is that in Vada, even
though Nigrahhsthianas or clinchers are not allowed
as a rule,2 the clincher in the shape of the
‘* Fallacy of contradistion ’ which has been defined
as ‘that which contradicts the accepted thesis’,
may be urged.®? The proper place for Nigraha-
sthanas is Jalpa or Vitanda, and not Vada, So far
allowing the urging of this particular fallacy, the

1 “ @ 9¥IgUfaY: | AYERAHEI G UHTIFFAITATEATN T
F\rmmmmwn}ta‘rmqm&m?mq 1”  Sarva-
darfana-sangraha, p. 238-39,

2 “9] fgeumfafaammER amfaw P Vitsyayana—
bhﬁ;ya p. 57.

« fagranwga aigdw fazg: 1 f yemaraen fwm—
mw wid 1 " Vatsyyana-bhésya, p. 58.

I
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qualification ‘not quite opposed to the main
doctrine’ is used in the definition of Vada. ,

The third feature of Vada lays down that it
should be carried on in accordance to the method
of reasoning through the Five Factors, viz.
(1) Statement of the proposition, (2) Statement of
the probans, ( 3 ) Statement of the corroborative
instance, (4) Reaffirmation, and (5) Final conclu-
sion.? This amounts to laying down that Vada
should take the form of a series of syllogisms.
‘But this is not a necessary condition of Vada. It
is true that Vada proceeds by means of the free
use of syllogisms, but this does not mean that it
consists in arguing only by means of series of
syllogisms. Even without the employment of
‘ factors of reasoning’ Pramanas are found to
accomplish their purpose of determining the real
nature of things.? So even if the Praminas are
used independent of the ‘ Factors of reasoning’
for the condemning and supporting of contrary
vicw-points, it is also called Vada.3

The qualification ‘in accordance to the
method of reasoning through Five Factors,” has
another significance in the opinion of Vatsyayana.

1 * sfemggagirafemmeagan: 1+ ' Nyaya-sitra of
Gautama, I. 1. 32,

2 “watmfy wrawaEesRs gAToTad amm‘tfa quzs{s"
Vatsyayana-bhisya, p.58. . . :

3 v« gmfa mmmmmmx&m«"
Vitsydyana-bhésya, p. 58, + = .,
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Réason’ing through ¢ Five Factors? is liable to such
faults as Nyina or dropping essential steps of
‘argument and Adhika or elaborating the obvious.

'So the clinchers Nyiina and Adhika, which consist
o} these faults of reasonmg respectively, are allowed
tc.) be urged in Vada.?

The Parisuddhi has elaborated this topic and
has explained the position of different Nigraha-
sthanas according as they are permissible in Vada

e or not, According to PariSuddhi, from among
the twenty-two clinchers, there are six that cannot
by their nature be urged in Vida. They are:—
(1) Pratijfid-hani or surrendering the proposition to
be established, (2) Pratijfid-sanydsa or disclaiming
the proposition, (3) Nirarthaka or sense-less talk-
ing, (4) Arthintara or shifting the topic, (5) Avijiia-
tartha or using unintelligible jargon, and (6) Apar-
thaka or incoherent talk. There are seven others,

-which, even though possible should not be urged.
-They are:— (1) Pratijnintara; or shifting the
‘argument by importing new considerations,
(2) Hetvantara or shifting the reason, (3) Ajfidna
“or not understanding the proposition,(4) Apratibha
“or wanting in resourceful replies, (5) Viksepa or
‘evading the discussion by feigning illness etc.
(6) Matanujfa or admitting defeat by pointing out
“that'it is also present in the’ opponent’s view, and
N (7) Paryanuyolyopekyana, or overlookmg the cen-

e}~ YN & - m« - R
Tonfasafaw] o éamﬁiﬁr " Vﬁtsyiyana-
bhégya, p. 8. e

/



¢40) ' Methodology .

surable. There are seven clinchers again which'
may be urged. They are:— (1) Pratijfidvirodha
or self-contradiction, (2) Apraptakila or overlook-
ing the order of argumentation, (3) Nyfina or
dropping essential steps of argument, (4) Adhika
or elaborating the obvious, (5) Punarukta or re-
peating one-self, (6) Ananubhasapna or keeping
quiet, and (7) Apasiddhdnta or deviating from an
accepted tenet. Lastly there are two which when
urged put an end to the controversy. They are;=—
(1) Hatvabhasa or semblance of a reason, and-
( 2) Niranuyojydnuyoga or censuring the non-
censurable, e

Viada is quite distinct from Jalpa and
Vitanda, which are degenerated forms of a debate.
In Jalpa all the features of Vada are present, but
the disputant mainly depends on gasuistry, futile
rejoinders, and clinchers® for the sake of gaining
a victory over his opponent. A Jalpa is called
Vitanda, when it is only a destructive criticism,
which seeks to refute the opponent’s doctrine with-
out seeking to establish or formulate any new
doctrine.? In Jalpa the disputant has at least his
own doctrine to propound, but in Vitandi he has:
no theory of his own to advance. He resorts to
Vitanda solely for demolishing the doctrine of the
antagonist. Thus Vitanda aims at criticism for
its own sake. The purpose of both the degene-
rated forms of debate is victory over the opponent

[

"1 Videp. 31 n. 1 and 2. o
2 Videp.31n.3. L e
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"and not ascertainment of truth, In both of them
all sorts of unfair means of argumentation are
resorted to.

. Gautama allows an honest debator to resort
to Jalpa and Vitanda on exceptional occasions.
According to him these serve the purpose of safe-
guarding the conception of truth, just as the
fencing of thorny boughs serves the purpose of
safe-guarding the sprouting of seeds,? As a
matter of fact they are to be used only for the
sake of guarding one’s view by attacking or oppos-
ing the other view. When the opponent becomes
arrogant or is prejudiced against truth, picking up
a quarrel with him and proceeding to deal with
him by disputation (Jalpa) and wrangling (Vitanda)
is allowed. A debate or a treatise following the
real Vada method is never expected to degenerate
into either a Jalpa or a Vitanda.

Of the unfair means of argumentation that
are employed in Jalpa and Vitandad, Chala means
a rejoinder in which the statement of the opponent
is wilfully misinterpreted. It consists in opposing
an assertion through the assumption of a meaning
other than ‘the one intended.? Chalais of three

1 “ aeasEmaETd  geafaqed AragdgEEmd  FRE-
e | ¥ Nyaya-siitra of Gautama, IV. ii. 50.
2 * avnaEstfameTITar SO | » Nydya-sitra of
Gautama I. ii. 10.
Also:- * gmqfasrerda sfadaggreey 1 ¥ Sarva-dar-
éana—sangraha, p. 240.
_Also:~ * sfasmaraor mmmhimmﬂ
W e | Tarka-bhag, p..111.
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“kind$:= The “first i is" “"Vak-chali,” which consxsts in
'assuming a meaning  other -than that intended to
be conveyed, when the meaning intended: is not
(definitely stated. The second is Saminya-chala,
‘which consists in the urging of an absurd sxgmﬁca-
tion, which is rendered possible by the use of a
too generic term, The third is Upachdra-chala,
_consisting of 'a statement on the basis of the secon-
‘dary -denotation of words, if it is opposed by a

denial of the existence of what is asserted. R

Jatis and Nigrahasthénas are the defects of
reasoning due to the incapacity of the reasoner.
'Jatior * futile rejoinder * is an objection which is
taken on the basis of mere similarity and dissimi-
larity.? It takes no notice of invariable concomi-
tance, which is quite essential in the case of a valid
"’reason As all cases of Jati are not covered by
similarity and dlssxmxlanty, modern logicians
~define it simply as ‘a wrong answer’, i.e. an
answer which is either incapable of shaking the
opposite view or which is vitiated by self-contra-
dictions, There are twenty-four kinds of Jatis.
Taking into account that these arguments based
on false analogy or false distinction can easily be
reduced to Hetvabhasas, a detailed ‘examination of

these seems to be: unnecessary.

piqu m&qum‘ Neqaeqrd mf‘a l” Nyaya sutra of'
.. Gautama, L, 18, . . © . .
' z  yrgert onfir: 1 'rarka.bhm,p 111 :

- Alsos— “m mfa \ ," Sarva-datéana-

saﬁgraha, p. 240. P TRUPINE PRIy \
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Nigrahasthana or a clincher is a case of mis-
apprehension or incomprehension of one of the
parties. In a controversy, any action thatis in-
dicative of either party’s ignorance constitutes a
clincher.! When it is successfully urged against
a party, no further disscusion can proceed. Thus
a clincher puts an end to all controversy, because
it signifies a point where an adversary is caught
and defeated.? The Nigrahasthinas are divided
info twenty-two kinds, which are referred to before.

»Of these some like Arthantara, Punarukta and

Nirarthaka are merely tricks usually resorted to
hy a disputant in order to confound his rival.
Others like Avijfiatartha, Ananubhasana, Apratibhé
and Paryanuyojyopeksana are only possible in
long-continued controversies, and they are of the
nature of dialectical lapses rather than fallacies
of a particulagr argument. Only seven of these
twenty-two clinchers, viz, Pratijfid-sanyisa, Het-
vantara, Apasiddhanta, and Hetvabhdsa, can have
any pretensions to be called logical fallacies.

The foregoing outline of Vada-paddhati
gives theoretical picture of the dialectical method,
resorted to in the philosophical discussions, dis-
sertations and treatises of India, right upto the
eighteenth century.

o —GRPar——

‘1 ¢ fasfagiawfaafaes fogeary | ' Nydya-sitra of
. Gautama, I. ii, 19.

2 “qaefafas faugeureg 1 7 Sarva darfana-sangraha,
- Pp. 242. Also= " ﬁmmawamm&a (g Vatsya-
yana-bhasya, p. 72. . C o




Chapter 1V

The Pramanas.

PP T

I[n Vada Praminas play a very important
part, since logical discussions are mainly based on
them. The oft-quoted maxim, ‘ Knowledge of the
thing to be measured depends on the knowledge of the
measure’,! precisely shows their basic importante.
Pramanas form the corner stone of the science of
logic, which is named as Praminha-$istra, and its
purpose is defined as ¢ the scrutiny of an object by
means of proofs,”> They are the sole means of
obtaining knowledge, and valid conclusions are
necessarily based on them. So when the nature
and limits of Pramanas or valid proofs are deter-
mined, it is easy to arrive at true’knowledge by
employing those proofs properly. As the term
Viada is from the Nyfya system, it is proper to
begin the examination of Pramanas according to
that system,

In the Nydya system, Pramina is defined as
‘“ the means by which a person obtains the right
cognition of a thing.,’’® The same is more pre-

1 « srftar mfaf: 1 7 Chitsukhi, I1. 18,
“ gdtedadere 7arq: 1 ¥ Vatsydyana-bhasya, p. 3.

3 “g Fard sfanfa aewm{l" Vatsyayana-bhmya
p- 1.
Also- “sum: mmwﬁafaummmmmn " Tarka-
sadgraha-dipikd, p. 24. .
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cfse]y expressed by the definition - ** Praména is
that which is always followed by right apprehen-

® . - . . .
sion, ? Pramana consists in the collocation

(Samagri) of instruments by which unerring and
indubitable knowledge comes into being. That
col]ocahon involves non-intelligent as well as in-
telhgent elements and through their conjoint
action uncontradicted and determinate knowledge
is produccd.

The means of right cognition do not require
other sets of means for revealing them.? In reveal-

J+ng the objects of right cognition, they reveal

themselves as well. They are similar to the light
of alamp, which reveals itself in reveahng the
objects.®

Though Pramapas are regarded as instru.
ments of right knowledge with reference to the
right cognition of other things, they may them~
selves be the objects of right knowledge.* There
are no hard and fast limits that those which are
icstruments of knowledge should always be treated
as mere instruments. Thus Pramanis not only
help us to a right apprehension of objects, but also
enable us to test the validity of knowledge. A
Pramiana has a double function; it is not Prama.

1 o s fafeae qfa swrarswe 1 Sarva-daréana-
.. sahgraha, p. 235.
2 "hmmﬁ&hmﬂﬂanmmm« ”
Vitsyfiyana-bhégya, p. 87.
3 ¢ sfrawwiafafgaafad: | " Nydya-sitra, II. i. 19.
4 v sy ¥ gor. srATway 1! Nydya-sttra, ]I, & 16.
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karana only, but Pramitva-jfiipaka also. -

Objections have been raised against the
validity of the Pramina in general. The Nydya
reply for such objectorsis, that if there were no
means of right knowledge, then there would be no
means of knowledge by means of which the ob-
jector would refute all means of right knowledge;
if the objector presumes to have any means of
valid knowledge, then he cannot say that there
are no means of valid knowledge at all.* *

The Naiyayikas hold that the validity of a
cognition is proved not by itself, but by some
other extraneous means. They accept the doctrine
of ‘Paratah-pramanya’. '

According to the Nyaya system, the Prama-
nas are of four kinds:-= (1) Pratyaksa (perception),
(2) Anuména (inference), (3) Upamina (analogy),
and (4) Sabda (scriptural testimony). These four
Pramanas are considered to be quite sufficient, and
it is needless to accept Arthapatti (implication),
Aitihya ( tradition ), Sambhava ( inclusion) and
Abhava (non-existence) as separate Pramanas. The
validity of these is recognised, but they are.included
in the four Pramanas mentioned before. Tradition
is included in scriptural testimony, and Arthapatti,
Sambhava and Abhava ~are included withi’ﬁ_
inference.?

1« mmmrfuitrw T —_— [ yy————
sfade: | ' Nydya-siitra, 1. i, 13-14. . -~

2 “a=n thwmmﬁmﬂmm-

‘ msh“ ” “Ny#yafsﬁtra, ok g, e &
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¢ .7 - The Vaifesika system is allied-to Nydya, and
the logical tenets of the latter are generally accep:
ted by the Vaifesikas without any modification.
Thus later on both the systems came to be recog-
nised as a combined system, in which the Vaisesika
metaphysics and the Nyidya epistemology were
harmonised. The Kanada-siitra, however, reveals
that the Vaisesika system is slightly different from
Nyéaya in the treatment of Praminas. The Vaiéz-
siba-siitras do not count ‘scripture asa .separate
*Pramina, but they tacitly admit the great-validity
of the Vedas. Upamana, which is regarded as a
mMeans of right cognition in Nyiya is not even refer-
red to in the VaiSesika-sitras. The Nyiya-sitra
refers to other Praminpas, such as Arthapatti, Sam-
bhava and Aitihya, but the Vaisesika-siitras do not
know them at all. Thus the Vaidesikas accept
only two Pramdnas viz. perception and inference.
They do not accept scriptural testimony as a sepa-
rate Pramina, but consider it as inference from the
authoritative character of the speakers, since the
Vedas, as collections of sentences presuppose
intelligent authors.! Analogy, tradition, implica-
tion, inclusion and non-existence are all brought
under inference.

[ 4

According to the Sankhya system, Pramana

is of she ‘nature of a modification of  Buddhi ( in-

.-Lelhgmce), Through _the sense- organs Buddhi
1« amalmmw smﬂm[ 1" Vaisesika- sutra L i 3,

‘Also:— “ gfgygat- I‘lﬂ'ﬁﬁﬁ'& " Vaxéesxka sutra
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comes into contact with the - external object, is
affected by it, and assumes the form of that object.
This modification is connected with consciousness
in the form of reflection, and thus knowledge
ensues. The validity or mvahdlty of these modifi-
cations can be tested by the later modifications,
and not by any reference to external objects. . Thus
the Sankhyas accept the doctrine of Svatah-
praménya with reference to both the validity or
invalidity of Pramanas.? '

The Sankhyas accept the three Pramanas of
perceptxon inference and scriptutal testimony.?

In the Yoga system, Pramiapa is of the
nature of a modification or process of mind (Citta-
vrtti). It is the cognitive state which is generated
by perception, inference and scriptural testimony.

. The Mimimsakas define Pramana as ‘' that
which apprehends zn object not known before.”
This definition is objected to on the ground that
in a long series of sensations of the same object,
the first only becomes right cognition, while the
succeeding sensations will not be right cognitions,
since their object is already cognised. This objeé-
tion is refuted by Mimamsakas by arguing that
each individual sensation is different ‘from its pre-
decessor, inasmuch as it was produced at a__diﬁ'e-
rent moment, -

1 % AT e W wuﬁm (e Sasva-dm-"
‘ana-safigraha, p. 279, . . Co S
. 2 ¢ qenpATATaaed  whmfegange. 0
frfist warorfirss wdvafufa: sanf o Sﬁkyb»ktﬁkﬁ 4,
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According to Mimémsa, the self is directly
and immediately perceived in all knowledge. So
all knewledge may be regarded as perception from
the point of view of the self. The division of
Praminas as perception, inference etc, is from the
point of view of the objects of knowledge with
reference to the various modes in which they are
brought within the purview of knowledge.

Mimamsakas accept the self-validity of
knowledge. In fact this doctrine forms ths cornet-
stone on which the whole structure of the Mi nimsi
philosophy is based. According to Mi nimsa the
rise of knowledge is never perceived by us to be
dependent on any objective fact, for all objective
facts are dependent on it for their revelation.
Whenever there is any knowledge it carries with it
the impression *hat it is certain and valid. Knouw-
ledge attained is proved invalid only when later on
-a contradictory experince comes in, or when the
instruments of knowledge are known to be faulty,
Validity of knowledge rises immediately with its
rise, though its invalidity may be derived form later
‘experience or some other data,?

- By establishing the self-validity of all know-
ledge, Mimamsakas were able to prove that the
‘Veda .was self-valid, that it did not derive its
validity from God, and that it was not necessary
to test its validity by any other means.

L e AATfed: | TMoE € 6T TRARSTTAAT !

Sarva-dardana-saigraha, p. 279.



(50) Methodology

Jaimini accepts the three Praminas of 'Pef"
ception, inference and scriptural - testimony.
Prabhdkara admits analogy and implication.?
Kumirila adds Anupalabdhi (non-apprehension ),
to the five Praminas accepted by Prabhikara,

The Vedanta follows the Mimamsa systetﬁ in
its treatment of the nature of Pramadnas in general.
According to the Advaita Vedanta of Sankaricirya,
Pramid or right cognition is that which has,not
been already acquired and which remains uncon
tradicted.? Pramaina is the means of such a cogni-
tion. Veddntins accept that the real is known-to
us as that which is proved by the Pramainas and
will never again be falsified by later experience or
other means of proof. So validity means correct-
ness to facts and want of contradiction.

In this system, Pramina consists of pure
consciousness manifested through a part of the
internal organ as cognitive operation, Pramina
is the cognitive consciousness determined by the
Vrtti or the modification of the internal organ.
Though pure consciousness is one, yet it manifests
in three different ways, as cognizer ( Pramatd ),
cognitive operation (Pramipa) and the cognition
or the percept ( Pramiti). In the operation of
Pramiyas, Atman is the illuminator and by means

1 sraraaanftn: saomremt st gde gamonfy
m‘f‘mfﬂ | ” Sarva-darfana-sahgraha, p. 431.
“ s T ey 1 Vedan.ta pari-
bhu l
0
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of it the internal organ perceives

.  Like Mimidmsa, Advaita Vedinta accepts the
self-validity of knowledge. Knowledge, as is not
vitiated by any Dosa ( or cause of error ) can have
self-validity. Sany tardcadrya believes that knowledge
spsings up in the mind of a person of itself, accord-
ing to the object of knowledge and according to
the means of knowledge employed.? True knowe
ledge, which is produced by the means of true
knéwledge and which is conformable to its objects,

‘can neither be brought about by .hundreds of in-
junctions nor be checked by hundreds of prohibi-
tidns. It does not depend on the will of man, but
merely on what really and unalterably exists.?
Vedanta found a great supporter in Mimamsii with
its doctrine of self-validity and self-manifesting
power of knowledge, since the central doctrine of
Vedinta is the %elf-luminous nature of Brahman,
which is nothing but pure knowledge.

Sankaidcarya refers to only three Pramanas,
perception, inference and scriptural testimony, but
later writers accept all the six Pramanas of Kuma-
rila. They also agreed with. Mimamsa generally as
regards the Praménas of inference, scriptural testi-

mony, analogy, implication, and non-apprehension.

"1 wfersf i Fifawd qoaAe T mmpwa VY
Brahma-siitra, Sahkara-bhasya, 111.ii. 21.
2 “md g sAoRrd gurqafewd 9 7 afedmadarfe wdag
Lo c aqsrferiw%mﬁmﬁq v | 7 fg qegeva aey-
gerne fg-aqg 1 Brahma‘-sutm, éankara-bhasya

n 111, ii. 24, Ty .
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éaﬁkarﬁc&rya admits the distinction between"
absolute truth ( Paramartha) and empirical truth
(Vyavahdra), The former consists of the right
knowledge of Brahman, which is the only absolute
truth in the world of appearances. The latter
consists of the sphere of relative validity of appea-
rances due to Nescience. In the opinion of San-
kardcdrya, the Pramianas including even the scrip-
tures dre valid only with reference to objects
dependent on Nescience, The operation of alld4he
Praménas including the scriptural texts whether
they are concerned with injunctions or prohibitions
or with final release is dependent on the mutual
superimposition of Self and non-self, which is ter-
med Nescience.® Even though the function of
the means of right knowledge is to determine truth
or reality, Sar’xkari‘tcﬁrya restricts this truth or
reality to the practical sphere of ‘Nescience. He
argues, that the means of right knowledge are
dependent on the knowing personality; and the
latter depends on the erroneous notion that the
body, the senses etc. are identical with the Self.?
As the erroneous superimposition forms the basis
of the operation of Praménas, their validity is
vouchsafed only with reference to objects that fall

1 “ adaufaurEm A EasTE qEEE a4 IR E-
g wfewr dfcmes sgan: 1 st 1 oenfo ik
fwwsafor 1 ¥ Brahma-sitra, gﬁﬁkara-bhisya, In-

“troduction, S .

2 « {fwnfregamirnafm sogamrare sasgEe-
w8:1” Brahma-sitra, Sabkara-Bhasya,. In®
troduction, \
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‘within" the purview of Nescience. Sankardcirya
supports this view by comparing the cognitional
adtivity of human beings with that of animals, and
thereby he illustrates that the operation of such
Pramfnas as perception etc. in the case of human
bei.ngs is somewhat on the same level as the
animals.” Even in the operation of the Pramina
of scriptural testimony, the limits of Nescience are
not crossed, as we see in the activities such as
sagrifices etc., which are based purely on Vedic
einjunctions., These Vedic injunctions are appli-
cable only to those who have the erroneous notion
about the false superimposition of the Self and the
non-self. So before true knowledge of Atman,
Vedic texts continue to operate with reference to
objects dependent on Nescience.? Though not
useful in the sphere of supreme reality, there is
room for the gcriptural passages which set forth
the distinction of knower and object of knowledge,
for perception and other means of proof, for the
intuitive knowledge of the apparent world, and for
that part of the scripture which contains injunec-
tions and prohibitions, when they are employed in
the sphere of Nescience.? Before true knowledge
springs up, the soul is implicated in the transmi-

1 * qeifefgfadorg | ” - Brahma-satra, Sankara-
bhagya, Introduction.

2 * sraquTaTRiEETT AT mernfaaafyead afEdd o
Brahma-siitra, Sankara-bhasya, Introduction.

3 “ qaew srqRwmfedega: waadfa = yaonfa dqagaEt
fefagfadumed 3fa @dd@geeey 1 ¥ Brahma-sitra,
Sankara-bhagya, I. ii. 20.
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gratory state, and this state constitutes the'spheté‘
of operation of perception and so on.? Sankard-
cirya claims that his view in respect of Pramarfas
is supported by scriptures which say that percep-
tion and the rest are operative in the sphere of
those who have not reached true knowledge.

In the system of Advaita Vedanta, Pramanas
occupy a peculiar position with reference to the
absolute reality. In the realisation of Atman,
Pramanas are only indirectly helpful. According
to Sahkaricirya, the function of Pramanas which
are all mere processes of ignorance, consists orly
in the removal of obstructions veiling the illumina-
tion of Atman. When the obstructions are re-
moved, Atman, the Self-luminous consciousness,
becomes manifest by itself.? The Pramanas have
no function of manifesting the se!f-luminous con-
sciousness. In the same way, Pramanas or means
of knowledge are not necessary for proving the
existence of Self. All means of knowledge exist
only as dependent on self-experience; and such
experience is its own proof.® Atman cannot be
doubted, for it is the essential nature of him who

1 " sewa a1 afevaenss gl
wg | “ Brahma-sitra, Sinkara-bhasgya, IV. i, 3.

2 7 HTEE ST STV HGO: TG | AOSAT RrTeeAreTa-
- afafs fimd n ” Sarva-darfana-sahgraha, p. 415.

3 “ anewr g waTonfemag IR Sarnfsagafasata «
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denies it:4  Self is not established through ‘the
means of right knowledge, it is self-established.

In the same way it is argued that the Pra-
minas are equally futile in establishing the nature
of Nescience. The nature of Nescience cannot be
proved by any of the Praminas, for it is like dark-
ness and the Pramdjaas are like light and it is
impossible to perceive darkness by light.

®
. In the Visistadvaita system of Ridmainuja, a
Pramina is defined as that by which one can have
right knowledge. The ultimate determination of
Pramina is through Prami or right knowledge.

This definition of Pramipa is the same as
that accepted in the Nyaya system. The followers
of Ramanuja, hgwever, consider that the different
members of the collocation of instruments are not
equally important in producing the effect, and to
this extent they differ from the followers of the
Nydya system. According to Vitsya Srinivasa, a
‘Pramina is the most efficient instrument amongst
the collocation of causes forming the immediate,
invariable and unconditional antecedents of any
right knowledge (Pramia).® Thus in the case of
perception, for example, the visual organ is a
Pram#pa. The difference between the Nyaya view

“ wydfager 9 mfavhmﬁm T Brahrna sitra,
sa.nkara bhisya, II, ii. 28. ‘
..2 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indxan Pkmloso-

- phy, Vol. 111, p. 203,
!
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and the Riminuja view consists in this, that,
while Nyi@ya gives equal importance to all the
members of the collocation, the Riminuja viéw
distinguishes that only as the instrumental cause,
which is directly associated with the active opera-
tion (Vyapara). Some followers of éar‘xkarﬁc{zrya
like Dharmarajadhvarindra accept a view very much
similar to that of the Riménuja school.

The word Pramina can be used in two
senses. Firstly it means an instrument by whick
valid knowledge is produced and secondly it means
valid knowledge itself. Pramaina as valid knowledge
is defined as the knowledge which corresponds to
or produces a behaviour leading to an experience
of things as they are.’

Rimanuja accepts perception, inference and
scripture as valid sources of l\nowfedge and is in-
different about the rest.? In the refutation of the
Sankarite view of] Maya, he employs only three
Pramanas, viz. perception, inference and scriptu-
res.®* Venkatanitha, following Ram&auja, admits
only the above three Pramanas. Vigyumitra also,
in his Prameyasangraha, holds that Ramanuja
admitted only three Pramianas.* Meghanadari

1 « aqrafeqasaagraqque | ” Venkatanatha : Nyaya-
) pari$uddhi, p. 36. L
‘2 S.'Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
II. p. 672,
3 Vide Pramananupapatti section of énbhﬁ.tya Li.l,
4 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosos
phy, Vol. 111, p. 214 n. 3. ’
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%owever ‘holds that Raménuja admitted five Pra—
manas, viz. perception, inference, analogv scnp-
ture and implication.

* Smrti or remembrance bears a peculiar posi-

tion in the treatment of Pramfnas in RaAminuja’s
sysfem. It is not brought under perception, Itis
regarded as valid and given a separate place.’
Memory satisfies the indispensable condition of
Pramina that it must not depend upon anything
else for its self-manifestation. The definition of
Pramina as knowledge leading to a behaviour
tajlying with facts naturally means the inclusion of
valid memory with it. An uncondradicted memory
is thus regarded as valid means of knowledge
according to the Riménuja system.? In the opinion
of Venkatnitha, Fowever, memory should not be
classed as an jndependent source of knowledge,
but it is to be included with the Pramina which is
responsible for memory (i. ¢. perception).?

Riminuja believes in the self-validity of
knowledge. According to him, the character of
an experience, indeed, consists in the fact that,
while it lasts, it is luminous solely by means of its

1 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
IL p. 673,

2 “ wfaarmamoe T gFafafa m& | rarfar efaeid -
@afargq 1t ¥ Venhkatandtha: Nyaya-pari$uddhi,
p. 38.

3 S. Dasgupta: A hxstory of Indxan Phxlo&ov
- phy, Vol. 111. p. 214,
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own existence, to that which constitutes its basi®
(i. e. to the Self); or it consists in the fact of its
being the means of proving ( the existence of ) dts
object solely by means of its own existence.? Thus
Rémanuja distinguishes between the two aspects
of knowledge, viz. the one constituting the sub-
stratum, and the other functioning asan attribdte.?
The first aspect constitutes the nature of the Self
and is called the knower, while the second illumines
the objects in the operation of Praminas. Know=-
ledge, in both these aspects, has self-validity,
meaning thereby the manifestation of content not
awaitng the confirmation by any other meang,of
knowledge. Conviction of validity is manifested
along with the cognition itself. So in the opera-
tion of a Pramaina, what constitutes a Pramana
constitutes also its validity., The cognition of a
Pramana involves with it its validity. Thus validity
cannot be dissociated from the cognition of
the objects.

Ramanuja asserts that all Pramanas deal
only with such objects as possess attributes.
According to him, the. essential feature. of consci-
ousness, is discrimination, and we cannot apprehend
an object without apprehending some special fea-
tures of it. All knowledge consists in..the appre-
hension of an object qualiﬁed by. some speciﬁc

——

mplfaa am adArTTaRTL TrRet eard qf SERTAT-

m[ ergwds eafamEn v Raminn;a: érl-
bbasya, I.i. 1. i

2 Abhyankar inlstldvaxtamatz (Marath;}, p. 12
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'quah'ty. So in the opinion of Ramanuja, those
who maintain the view that there is a thing which
is devoid of attributes, cannot advance any means
to prove such a thing.?

The viewpoints of other Bhasyakiras about
the‘nature of Praménas are comparatively simpler
and philosophically less important. Nevertheless
each of them has a special view of his own in
this,connection,

Madhva accepts only three means to valid
Lnowledge ( Pramipas), viz. perception, inference
and verbal testimony, But over and above these,
he regards valid knowledge itself as being a Pra~
mina in the sense that it points directly to a fact
and notin the sense that it is a means to valid
knowledge. He thus makes a distinction between
primary ( Kavala-pramina ) and secondary ( Anu-
pramina) means to the knowing of objects. It is
the latter that are divided in a triple way as per-
ception, inference and verbal testimony,

In philosophical matters Madhva gives no
importance to inference. According to Madhva,
by means of inference one can arrive at conclusions
as one pleases; and thus being indefinite, inference
cannot be accepted as an independent means for

1« faf'n’twvgmﬁfwﬁﬁﬁi Fegfid smrafafa 7 wwd a9 |
| qiadyaegfasaamadswoiag | Raménuja :  Sri-
- bhagya, I. i. 1.
. Also:— " few gdnnrey wfadufauangr ffageegf @
- Feufirsramot efer 1 Sarva- daréana.sangraha, p. 107
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the ascertainment of truth.' [Its validity is vouch?
safed only when it corroborates the thing conveyed
by scripture. To support his view Madhva quotes
many texts from authoritative scriptures sugh as
Kiirma-purana, Varaha-purina, Skanda-purana,
Purusottama-tantra, Brhatsamhitd etc. The, text
from Kiirma- puriina states that inference is not an
independent Pramina, since when not supported

by scriptural texts, it is capable of determining
nothing decisively.? The quotation from Vatiha-
purina states that without the support of Srati all
sorts of inferences are possible; but none of them
is capable to grasp the truth without the help of
the former,® The text from Skanda-purana states
that inference may be employed to arrive at con-
clusions as one pleases; so it has no scope outside
the purview of scripture. Inference may be em-
ployed for reconciling Vedic fexts occuring at

1 “a9rem INE aFQ | A A I9Y qeArAAdegy |7
Brahma-siitra, Madhva-bhigya, 1. i. 18.

Also: —* 7 srqmiaey fagagrmoay | ¥ Brahma-sitra,
Madhva-bhasya, I.i. 2.

“q ATAIAER T@=a grArgq | ¥ Sarva-darfana-
sangraha, p. 157,

2 " fqargredgangad T gafag .
freaareayded swioms@a I 11” Brahma-sitra,
Madhva-bhasya, I.i. 2

3 “ gdx gy FEIH g Faaram | AEAI T urf‘m famya-
wqﬁm ngfs wag 1 ¥ Brahma-sitra, Madhva-
. ‘bhasya, I.i 2. SRR : :
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different places; it has very little scope elsewhere.®
As is quoted from Purusottama-tantra, logical
rea'soning is never accepted as superceding the
statgment of scripture; it can, however, be of some
help if the scriptural texts appear to be contradic-
tory,® So logical reasonings cease to be logical
if they come in conflict with scriptural texts, asis
quoted from Brhatsamhita.?

e For the realisation of Brahman, however,
"®cripture is the only means. Perception has no

scope in that respect.

[ ]
As regards the self-validity of knowledge,

the views of Madhva are similar to those of
Rimanuja.*

The followers of Nimltiarka admit only three,
viz. perception, inference, and scripture out of the
eight Pramipas. Of these only scripture is the
means to attain the knowledge of Brahman; and it
should not be considered that Brahman is incapa-
ble of being the object of knowledge through

1 “ IR T TR~ TUIHTATTAT JERTATATY ATAFN F: | A=
fadara Asad arwar ;g 1 Y Brahma-siitra, Ma-
dhva-bhasya, I. 1. 18,

2 “ g 7 63 gfmfadg awpmreEfa o fadd s
wnfy fefaeamgraasrorg |1 - ofa qestamas "
Brahma-stitra, Madhva-bhigya, I1. i, 27.

3 « fadiw g avRTat gEaay @ g gRaw: | g agsifggnag

- Brahma.-siitra, Madhva~bhiéisya, I1. i. 25. '

4 Vide — Sarva-darfana-saigraha, p. 128.
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scriptural texts as the means.? Brahman canndt
be apprehended by perception, since ordinary
organs of sense are incapable of grasping it.?
Inference etc. as a means for the apprehension of
Brahman are incapable of being even thougft of
since Brahman is too subtle.?

- Right knowledge is regarded by Nimbirka
as a characteristic quality of the Self and the pro-
duction of know]edge does not need the interven-
tion'of Vrtti.# The Self is of the nature of pure
consciousness, yet it is regarded as the real
knower.®* The followers of Nimbirka admit the

self-validity of the Praminas in the manner of ‘the
qankantes o

Vallabha admxts all Praminas. According

1 79 seasnfewanavaeagsgsyAImfavaaenty sfafagas
MEAFTAG FHT 91 7 | fowred Ty aRAAIEAg A17-
satorsq) " Brahma-stitra, Nimbarka- bh.wya,l i.4.
Also—— EEC LIVt ﬂ@fa fagr Srinivisa :
Vedanta kaustubha, I. 1. 3.

2 "9 [ TEEIATTE o, agagw fg am‘rtmquf—fmvnw-
qmatq 1 ” Srinivasa : Veddnta-kaustubha, I. i. 3,

3 “ fow aqdd: wfvfea amsdq adarsTed ga‘fﬁmwm

AR agTmmikafafy sy gan |
Srinivisa : Vedanta-kaustubha, I. i. 3.

4 « Nagemanairafdsiy gdafaae R g [

~ Brahma-sitra, Nimbarka-bhasgya, I1. iii. 27.
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© barka~bhisya; 11, iji. 18,7 = " =7
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' to Bim, however, scripture is the main Pramana.
Others are admitted so long as they do not come
in Gonflict with scripture. Veda is the only Pra-
mana, which is self-valid.? Other means of know-
ledg® such as perception etc. are dependent on
others for their validity; they are not independently
valid®? Vallabha believes that every letter of the
Veda is authoritative. In this respet he surpasses
even the staunch followers of the Mimamsad. In
the Mimamsi some portions of the Veda are con-
sidered to possess metaphorical sense. But Valla-
bha does not subscribe to the view.? According to
hirg whatever is conveyed by the Veda must be
considered to be literally true, lest the faith in all
the portions of the scripture might be undermined.*
Especially in grasping a subtle thing like the
nature of Brahman etc. scripture is the only means.

In scriptire Vallabha includes Bhagavad-
gita, Brahma-sfitra and Bhigavata along with
the Vedas.?

1 * 3y fredmr g7 wwafwsaresda qq saom 10
Vallabha : Anu-bhasya, I. 1. 4.

2 v it seawEfafsadT 1 9 @
Vallabha : Anu-bhagya, I. i. 4.

3 Anu-bhisya of Vallabhacirya with Balabodhini,
Pgrt II, Sanskrit Introduction by Pathak, p. 49.

4 “ JTTX TEIAISEAART  oeqT T 92fq | Feq9r gAAq qa-
fawnawawmy 1 ' Vallabha: Anu-bhégya, 1. i. 2.
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' wwie geageeny Vallabha :  Tattvadipa-
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Chaopter V

The  Pratyaksa.

Of the Pramanns, Pratyakgr is the first.
Most of the systems of Indian philosophy have
spared no pains to analyse its nature in detail,

In the Nyaya-Vaidesika system, Pratyak:a
generally means sense-perception, which is the
etymological meaning of the word. - Gautama
defines Pratyaksi as the knowledge which arises
from the contact of sense-organ with its object
inexpressible by words, unerring and well-defined.?
Annambhatta defines it as the knowledge born of
the contact of the organ with an external object.
The means of such a knowledge is Pratyaksa
Pramina.? Sense-contact with the object is thus
the primary and indispensable condition of all
perceptions,. Not only can the senses be in contact
with the objects, their qualities, and the universals
associated with them but also with negation. The
definition of perception assumes the contact of the
Self and the mind, which is present in all cogni-
tions and the contact of the mind and the senses.
So the distinguishing feature of the Pratyakfa is
sense- object contact, which is specxﬁed in the

1 « gfmardafaaiesd mwwmmqfnarft snmcw N
&% | " Nyaya-sitra, I. i.4. =~ . -

2 “ gaeAs yoaq 1 Frndafasio md sags
Tarka-sabgraha, p. 29. ° o

K



Methodology (65)

definitioms  According to the Nyaya-Vaifesika
system the contact of the senses with the objects
is'not in any sense metaphorical but actual.

The operation of the mind is necessary ih
every act of perception. It isa pre-condition of
perception. The mind mediates between the Self
and the senses, The actual process of perception
is usually described as follows:—

| ]
- The Self comes in contact with the mind;

the mind with the senses; and the senses with the
object, when, if certain external conditions like the
presence of sufficient light are satisfied, perception
takes place.’ As soon as the sense is in contact
with the object, the mind comes with lightning
speed to reach the sense. The mind being atomic
can come in cogtact with only one sense, and this
accounts for the non-simultaneity of different
perceptions,

The manas or mind is a sense-organ. It is
called internal organ ( Antah-karapa)., The five
external, organs are physical in nature and each
can apprehend the physical quality with which it
is cons.tituted. Manas, the internal organ, how-
ever, perceives such qualities of the soul as desire,
aversion, striving, pleasure, pain and cognition,

... Perception is divided .into two kinds, viz.

, 1 ¢ agafouwig oo aan @gead w gfEdw sfwaada v
© g gad mAgaEY 1 ¥ Vitsydyana-bhisya 1. i. 4.
Alse— Tarkabhag, p. 27. :
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Nirvikalpa or the indeterminate and Savikalpa or
the determinate. These two are really the modes
of perception. Indeterminate perception is the
cognition of an object without its qualxﬁcatlons
while determinate perception comprehends the
relation of the qualified and the qualifications such
as name and class,” The distinct knowledge
of the genus, the differentia, and their union is
absent in indeterminate perception, while the deter-
minate perception implies a knowledge of the
genus to which the perceived object belongs, of the
specific qualities which distinguish the individual
object from the other members of the same class
and the union of the two. Thus indeterminate
perception is simple apprehension while the deter—
minate is perceptual judgment.? Indeterminate
perception is the first stage in the process of per-
ception. After the indeterminate stage is just
passed, determinate perception takes place. There
cannot be any Savikalpa perception of an object
without a previous Nirvikalpa perception of it.

Along with the Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa
perception, Pratyabhijid or recognition is accepted
as the third mode of perception,

The definition of perception as a cognition

1 “ o freqmres WA Fafawens; a9 fefag | aneros aid afy-
5% qur feedsd amgrontst eqrvsafafa 7 Tarka-
saiigraha, p. 29,

2 S. Radhakrishnan i Indian Philosophy, Vol.
I1. p. 58, : :
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L]

"due to the stimulation of the sense-organs by the
perceived object was accepted in the older Nydya-
Vaiesika system. The later Naiydyikas, however,
objected to this definition of Pratyaksa, which
restricted it to sense-perception. Their objection
was chiefly based on the perception of God, which
takes place without the help of senses, and the
mental states like the feelings of pleasure and pain
which are cognised without the help of senses. So
the} extended the application of the word Pra-

.tyaksa to cover all immediate apprehension whe-
ther through the aid of the senses or not. So
Pfatyaksa is defined as knowledge which does not
presuppose other knowledge.’ It is knowledge
whose instrumental cause is not knowledge. As in
all Pratyaksa cognitions the feeling of directness or
immediacy is present, itis also defined as direct
apprehension.”’ Pratyaksa is thus synonymous
with intuition,

Another classification divides perception
into two kinds, viz. Laukika or ordinary and’
Alaukika or extraordinary. Ordinary perception
is the sense-perception as described. The extra-
ordinary perception is subdivided into three kinds,
viz. Samanya-laksana or perception of classes,
Jfiana-laksana or synthesis of sense data technically
called.‘cbmplication’, and Yogaja or intuitive per-
ception of Yogins. Since all the individuals of a

o 1 “{mrormgmeret wav g mmwoR) " Nylya-
~ ‘bodhini on Tarka-safgraha, p. 30. C
2 grrepfommeres™ | 7 Tarka-bhésa, p. 27, - -
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!

class cannot be present to our senses the know-
ledge of the whole class is said to be given by the
extraordinary perception called Saminya-laksana.
Jfiana-laksana perception is a process by which
perceptions of different senses become so closely
associated as to become integral parts of a single
perception. The third kind is the intuitive per-
ception of all objects by one who possesses super-
natural power generated by devout meditation.

The general structure of the Nyiya-Vaisesika
theory of perception finds place in other systems of
Indian philosophy, though with certain modifica-
tions to suit their principal tenets.

The Sankhya system has its special theory
as regards the operation of this means of know-
ledge. In Pratyaksa, Buddhi (intel’ect), Ahankira
( self-sense ) Manas ( mind ) and the senses consti-
tute the apparatus by means of which the external
object is apprehended by the subject. When an
object excites the senses, the Manas arranges the
sense impressions into a percept, the self-sense
refers it to the self, and the Buddhi forms the
concept.’ When through the sense-organ Buddhi
comes in contact with the external object.and is
affected by it, it assumes the form of that object.
The force of consciousness, reflected in Buddhi

1« a9 ar@frararesa Y gadqf, 7 FEewagseIaY,
IgemeIfaae a3 Fatsqwpamt - afteqwe- © qeeend
w3 sweefa U efvy Vacaspati Midra
Tattvakaumudi on Sankhya-hérika, p. 52, @
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thus modified, imitates the modification of Buddhi
and that is apprehension. Thus in the Sankhya
tleory, the modification of Buddhi through the
senses, instead of sense-object contact, is the pre-
condmon of perception,

The Yoga theory of perceptionis akin to
that of the Sankhya. The Yoga also accepts the
mental modification by the stimulus of the object
and, the realityof external objects.

Both the Sankhya and the Yoga accept the
two modes of perception, viz, Nirvikalpa and
Savikalpa. The object first impresses one or
other of the senses, and the knowledge that arises
is quite vague and general. It is bare awareness
and marks the Nirvikalpa stage. It becomes pro-
perly explicated later when interpreted by the
Manas, and is therefore termed Savikalpa.! The
ga.nkhya Yoga theory of perception as affected by
means of a psychic sign and that about the nature
of indeterminate and determinate perception are
unlike those of the Nyiiya-Vaisesika system.

The Mimamsa accepts generally the Nyaya
theory of perception. According to it, perception
is the means of immediate knowledge; and in it we

“ gfea weifaamy gaa fafaseasy |
SRR TR
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'

have the contact of sense-organ and the object
and its qualities, Manas and the sense-organ and
the Self and Manas.? The Mimamsa accepts sense-
contact as a condition of perceptive knowledge,
and yet holds its doctrine of self-validity of know-
ledge. According to the Prabhikara school,, in
perception the rise of knowledge as well as our
notion of its validity strikes us as original, undivi-
ded, immediate and first-hand; the contact of
senses with the objects is later on imagined te be
the conditioning factor. Kumairila Bhatta also®
prefers the view that the senses actually come in
contact with their objects.? .

Mental perception by which we become cog-
nisant of pleasure, pain and the like, is admitted
by the Mimamsa.

Perception relates to objects that exist, i. e.
are perceptible by senses. It cannot apprehend
supersensuous objects. The Mimamsi does not
recognise what is described as Yogaja or transcen-
dental perception.®

Mimamsakas adopt the distinction of Nirvi=-
kalpa and Savikalpa perceptions. They are consi-

1 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
I1. p. 380, '

2 S. Dasgupta: A history of Indnan Phxloso—
pby, Vol. I. p. 378.

3 M. Hiriyanna: The essentials of Indian’
Philosophy, p. 137+
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(]

dered as two stages of perception. The Mimimsa
theory, however, is slightly different from that of
Nydya. Both Kumirila and Prabhikara think that
bot.h the genus and the differentia are perceived in
the indeterminate stage, but these do not manifest
themselves to us only because we do not remember
other things in relation to the percept.

In the system of Saﬁkar:icﬁrya, knowledge is
diviged into two kinds, viz. mediate (Paroksa) and
~immediate (Aparoksa). Pratyaksa, which literally
means ‘presented to a sense’ is sensory perception
in,its strictest sense, and thus it is only a kind of
Aproksa knowledge. In Kavaladvaita, knowledge
which gives the object directly is not equated with
sensory perception, and there may be immediate
knowledge not involving sense-perception.? We,
however, find ghe word Pratyaksa used in the
wider sense of Aparoksi knowledge, and thus it
also means intuition or immediate knowledge not
involving scnse-perception. Saiikaricirya himself
uses the word Pratyakhsa in its wider sense, when
he says,  That fruit is moreover apprehended by
intuition, for as soon as, by means of the doctrine,
‘that thou art’, a man has arrived at the knowledge
that the Self is non-transmigrating, its transmi-
grating nature vanishes for him.”? Thus the
(]

1 M. Hiriyanna : Outlines of Indian Philoso-
phy, p. 345.
2 ' seyemad ¥ woq | acanfy | sadamaimafan) gat
- gugierestds: | ' Brahma-siitra, Sankara-bhasya,
I iv. 14,
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defining feature of perception is not the mediation
of a sense-organ, but the identity between the con-
sciousness particularised by the object and that
belonging to the Pramana.® Perceptions of out-
side objects are caused by the exercise of the
senses, while inner perceptions of desire etc. are
not caused by sense-activity.

In this: system, theory of perception is
moulded to suit its central conception of monism.
According to Madhustidana Sarasvati, the process~
of perception is detailed as follows:—2

»

The inner organ stands in the middle of the
body and pervades the whole body. It is pellucid
like mirror When the cognizable things like the
pot etc. are to be cognized, this inner organ comes
out of the body through an outer organ like the
eye and pervading the whole object assumes the
form of that particular object. It extends at the
time of assuming the form of the object of percep-
tion from the interior of the body to the external
object and stands undivided between the body and
the external object like the eye itself. The inner
organ is thus divided into three parts, the first
remaining in the body, the second extending to
the object, and the third pervading the object.
Being very pellucid, the inner organ consisting of

1 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
I1. p. 489. ‘

2 Madhus@idana Sarasvati: Siddhanta-bindu,
p 132, f, : .
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]

these three parts has the reflection of the consci-
ousness made manifest in it. The aspect of con-
stiousness limited by the first part of the inner
organ is called Pramatr, that limited by the second
part is called Pramiana, the means of perception,
ang that limited by the third is called Pramiti or
perceptive knowledge.

Even in forms of Pratyaksa other than sen-
sowy perception, the identity of the subject con-
'scfousness with the object consciousness is consi-
dered to be a condition for immediate knowledge.

®

Thus, according to the Advaita system, in
perception the mind comes in contact with the
external objects and becomes transformed as it
were into their forms. This transformation of the
mind (Vrtti) removes the ignorance with reference
to that object and thereupon the steady light of
the pure consciousness (Cit) shows the object
which was so long hidden by ignorance. So in
sense-perception there is actual contact between
the percipient and the object of perception. As
the internal organ goes out towards the object
and gets itself determined by it, the existence of
the object previous to the appearance of knowledge
becomes necessary. In the refutation of Buddhist
ideal{sm, Saixkaric:irya remarks that the non-exis-
tence of external things cannot be maintained,

18. Dasgupta': A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I. p. 472, R
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‘
because we are conscious of them.! Maintaining
that the external objects are, according to their
natures, apprehended by all means of knowledge,
he asks how it can be maintained that they are not
possible, on the ground of such idle dilemmas as
that about their difference or ron-difference ( from
atoms).? Thus Szzﬁkarﬁcarya accepts the reality
of outside objects on the practical plane, though,
according to him, from the transcendental point
of view everything except Brahman is only «an
appearance.® 4

This empirical world, though only an appea-
rance in the transcendental sense, is distinguished
from dreams and illusions by Sankaricirya. The
dreams are not real like the objects in the empiri-
cal word, since they do not fulfil the conditions
place, time and cause, and the cjrcumstance of
noa-refutation. All these have their sphere in real
things, but cannot be applied to dreams.* As

1" 7 meaat argendearenaarg aaay | Fearq | STwad: | 7
Brahma-siitra éaﬁkara-bhﬁsya, I1. i1, 28.

2 " g8 3 79red g7 yariiatesd SywwAd: £4 safalFre-
fawififanedd dwadtegsiaiessdia 1 ” Brahma-sitra
Sankara-bhasya, II. ii. 28,

3«7 v faranfradaramafas gaaafa | sfaf g ¢ o
AR ARG * Gy GHEaeq JA=qeq  Arararagay 1
Brahma-sitra S.“u'lkara-bhﬁsya, IT1. ii. 4,
Also:— " gasEgramAT STRgERAfamAETEe: | "
Brahma-sitra Safikara-bhasya, II. i. 14.

4 ¢ afy Tmdaegfrvmie sy @@ dn-
= 1 ” Brahma-siitra Sankara-bhagya, IIL ii. 3.



Methodology (75)

* .
compared with dreams, the empirical world is said
to be real, because it remains fixed and distinct,
It is so upto the moment when the soul cognizes
that Brahman is the Self of all, The world of
dréams on the other hand is daily sublated by the
waking state.! In the same way illusions also are
sublated ? and hence they are unreal. In the
opinion of Sankara.carya dream consciousness is
a form of memory® and {therefore different from
ordinary perceptual states. In that condition, the
ssoul is modified by the impressions which the
external objects have left and so it sees dreams.*
As compared with the ordinary perception, the
cognition of dreamsis only an apparent perception.
The dreaming man, who sees manifold things, is
however, convinced upto the moment of waking
that his ideas are produced by real perception with-
out suspectingethe perception to be merely an
apparent one.®* Even though the perceptual con-

1« ST wrwe;as'rarfmfaqﬁ? syafeqasar wafa | dear-

wgeg wiw:  wfafed qiewa gfv ¥ Brahma-sbtra
Sankara-bhasya, ITI. ii. 2. ‘
2 “ ud amfeeafy wafqs g9@d amw: 1’ Brahma-sitra

Sanara-bhasya, I1. ii. 29.

3« wafadar qegeAqsaq | ¥ Brahma-siitra Sankara-
bLiasya, II. ii. 29.

4« agraaTfafase: eqearegeaT-geaarsar #afq 1 " Brahma-
sitra éﬁﬁkara—bhisya, I.i. 9

5 ¢ gRIey AT STTAET A IerAmIAraTaRgar frfraana
yerefand fawr wafd SEAvaTe, 7 9 SOt asE-

_ ¥ wafr1” Brahma-sitra Sankara-bhasya,

11, i, 14,
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tent of the dream is illusory, its cognition is never-
theless real.T Thus éaflkarﬁcﬁrya connects dream
consciousness with that of the waking state, and
asserts that certain dreams predict auspicious or
inauspicious events.? The analysis of dreams‘in
this way lends support to his main thesis about the
unreality of the empirical world, and also to the
plausibility of knowing Reality with the help of
an unreal means of knowledge like the Vedic texts.

As gaﬁkaricﬁrya accepts Pratyaksa in eits
wider sense of immediate knowledge, and does not
restrict it to sensory perception, itis but proper
that he does not consider body to be the necessarsy
condition for it. Perception as conceived here is
the communion of the subject consciousness and
the object consciousness. For that body is merely
auxiliary and not Yindispensable. He asserts that
the fact that perception takes placc when there is
a body, and does not take place when there is
none, does not imply that it is an attribute of the
body. Nor is it even true that the body is absolu-
tely required as an auxiliary of perception; for in
the state of dream we have manifold perceptions
while the body lies motionless.?

1 “agfr azaafs: @@¥T w71 " Brahma-siitra
Sankara-bhagya, II. i. 14. e
2 “ ofed A NFsaweafatspuSTAIHIEAT SACAIIAT qrSATIH:
fz@rarsar gt 1 ¥ Brahma-siitra Sahkara-
.. bhagya, II.i. 14, . -

3 " ud afy ¥ Seferiaaaty 1 7 axdifa 7 gt whgwdfa
e T TR AgERIHATIENSTY g Frredsafeny eq
arfaeiasfersdag 1 ¥ Brahma-sitra * Saikara-
bhasya, I11. iii. 54. Ly
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In .this system, the distinction betwezn
indeterminate and determinate perception is
admitted. In Nirvikalpa or indeterminate percep~
tion all determining attributes are left out of view,
and mere being exclusive of all predicates is appre-
hended. In Savikalpa or determinate perception
we have the distinction between the thing and its
determining attribute i. e. class characteristic. In
the opinion of Sankardcirya, the supreme Reality
is devoid of all attributes, and it is realised by

mmediate knowledge. His conception of Nirvi-
kalpa perception is in consonance with his principal
doctrine of Nirvikalpa Brahman. In the realisation
of the identity of the Self and Brahman from such
Vedic texts as ‘ That thou art’ no difference
remains between the subject and the object con-
sciousness. We grasp the meaning of the proposi-
tion without apprehending the relation between
the different parts.!?

éaﬁkaricarya has not discussed the psycho-
logy of perception in detail, and we have often to
depend on the views of his followers in this respect.
Nevertheless he has employed the Pratyaks:
Praména to a considerable extent in his Bhasya.
As mentioned before, in the course of Vada, Pra-
ménas can be used either independently or as parts
of formal syllogisms. In the Brahma-siitra Bhasya
of éaﬁkaricirya we find Pratyaksa Pramaina used in -
both these ways.

,_.éaflkaricirya has independently employed
1 Vide Brahma-siitra Sankara-bhdsya, IV, i. 2,
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perception as means to prove certain important
propositions of his system. For instance, he
mainly depends upon perceptions such as *‘ I do
not know, or I do not know myself or.any body
else ”, for the proof of the nature of Ajfidna. As
directly experienced in such perceptions Ajiidng is
accepted as neither positive nor negative. Accord-
ing to him the perception of Ajhana is the percep-
tion of the indefinite.
al
The analysis of the condition of deep sleep *

renders considerable data for the proof of the
nature of Ajfidna by means of perception. The
cognition, ‘I was sleeping long and did not know
anything” refers to the perception of the indefinite
Ajhana during sleep. It is perceived in direct and
immediate consciousness.

While discussing about the condition of
sleep, Sunkardcirya refers to the end of sense-
modification, though the life breaths are function-
ing. The Pramiina adduced by him to prove this
is Pratyaksa.?

The proof for the universality of Adhyéasa is
its direct and immediate perception. The begin-
ningless and endless natural superimpositfon, of
the nature of illusory cognition, which causes
agency, enjoyership etc., is, according to Sankara-

1 sreaet e Srorenaa AT fafeaga: afieemy |
sarae W swg@afw 1 Brahma.sttra Sihkara-
bhasya, I. i. 23. o
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cirya, directly experienced by the entire world.?
Commenting on this statement Govindananda re-
magks, that the direct and immediate perception
by the Siksin is the means for the cognition of the
entity called Adhyasa; purporting thereby that the
othgr means as inference etc. are useful only for
corroboration,?

According to the Visis*tidvaita system of

Ramanuja, knowledge directly and immediately

“experienced is perception. The means to such
knowledge is Pratyaksa Pramaaa,

]
In perception, the subsidiary or attributive

consciousness ( Dharmabhiita-jildna ) operates
through Manas as assisted by some organ of sense
through which it streams out towards its objects
which are already there. Ramiaauja describes the
process of knowing as starting from the soul, then
reaching the Manas, and then emerging through
the senses, meeting the outside objects. When
* thus it comes into contact with an object, it assumes
the form of that object and reveals it. The logical
implication of this process of knowing is this, that
since objects are viewed as existing before they are
knownpand since they depend in no way upon the

1 “ qawgmafecw dufrassarer fransaay: FaaRa-
yai%: gieyewas: | 7 Brahma-sitra Sankara-
bhasya, Introduction,

. 2 “ gifaTaadErsrastaaes qd, aEmEe g e
- wfaie seewEg: ga: 1" Bhasya-ratnaprabhd
on sﬁﬁkara-bhuya, p. 25-26.
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t

Self or the knowledge which brings them into rela-
tion with it, their reality is not relative but absolute.
Thus Raminuja is a staunch realist.

Perception has for its object what is distin-
guished by difference, since all knowledge, accerd-
ing to Rimanuja, points to a complex or qualified
object. Perception is of two kinds, viz. Nirvika1p1
or indeterminate and Savikalpa or determinate.!
A perception, which reveals the specific character
of its object without involving any direct reference’
to its past associations, is called indeterminate per-
ception. It consists of the perceptual experienle
when the object is cognized for the first time.?
Determinate perception involves a spatial and
temporal reference to past time and different places
where the object was experienced before. The
difference between the two consists'in this that, in
indeterminate perception, though we apprehend
the class character of an individual object, we are
not aware that it is common to the individuals
belonging to the class; while in the determinate
perception we recognize the generic character as
common to the whole class.® Indeterminate per-

1 “ gage fafascrsafascwaziaaa 7 fafagyasyia gwao-
#1a: | " Ramanuja : Sri-bhsya, . i, 1, p. 47.

2 " o fAfasesRswdazely saafoeqgoy | 7 Ramé.
nuja : Sri-bhasya, 1. 1i. 1, p. 28.

3 ax gAfoIage MEAIITTIATHIET T NS | anﬁar&fm—
ggorsaarigfawadfa: 1”7 Raminuja : Sr!-bhﬁsya,
ILi.l,p.28. . -~ . ..
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* ‘
ception does not involve a reference to past associa-
tions of similar things, while determinate perception
inYoJves a reference to past association.

Rimianuja’s conception of Nirvikalpa and
Savnkalpa perceptions is peculiar and deserves to
be dlstmgulshed from that accepted by other
systems of philosophy. According to Raménuja,
indeterminate perception is neither the apprehen-
sioneof an absolutely undifferentiated object? or

Spure being, nor the apprehension of a qualified
object and its qualifications unrelated to one
another. The psychological development involved
from the indeterminate to determinate perception
is not from the simple to the complex as in the
Nyd, a-Vaises.ka; but the complex itself, hitherto
new, ceases to be so and becomes familiar.

E ]
Savikalpa perception is distinct from Pratya-

bhijfid or recognition, even though they are similar
in some respect. In both alike a present object is
associated with the revival of a past impression;
but while in Savikalpa it is only the impression of
the attributive element that revives, in recognition
that of the particular individual also does. More-
over, recognition includes a specific reference to
the distinctions of time and place in which the
object is cognised on the two occasions.

Savikalpa perception is to be distinguished

*" 3 “ fifaweawnfy efedefawada | Réminuja : Sri-bhi-
‘gya, Li. 1, p. 27.
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from memory by the fact that memory is prod'uc'ed
only by the rousing of the subconscious impressions
( Samskiras ) of the mind, whereas Savikalpa
perception is produced by the subconscious impres-
sions working in association with the sense organs.

Perception is said to be of three kinds,'viz.
God’s perception, perception of Yogins® and per-
ception of ordinary persons. Ramanuja, in his
commentary on the Bhagavadgita, mentions intui-
tive Yogic knowledge as a separate source of,
knowledge.? Venkatanatha holds that intuitive
Yogic knowledge should be included under percep-
tion and its separate mention is due to the fact
that Yogic perception reveals a special aspect of
perception.

Ramanujiacirya does not qubscrnbe to the
Sankarite view that indefinite i ignorance is perceived
in such cognitions as ‘I am ignorant, I do not know
myself, nor do I know another.’® He strongly
refutes the perception of any positive entity as
Avidyd, by arguing that so far as the internal Self
is concerned, there can be no difference between
the ignorance that is a mere non-existence and the

1 Raminuja refers to Yogic perceptior in his
Sii-bhisya. Vide— “ emmmmnﬂﬁrmm&w wot-
mrcafasfr wgudang 1 ¥ Sri-bhasya, 1. i. 1, p 34,

2 * sAfafrafesrm@a wgfeaa: | Srimad-bhaga-
vadgitd, Rimanuja-bhasya, XV, 15.

3 * sgRslt A ¥ 9 nwfaanaafaafyia Sadw v swdw 7
AR s 1 S bhagya, 1. i, 1, p. 86.
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other ignorance which has the nature of a positive
entity as is supposed by the Advaitin. In these
coém’tions, what is experienced is only the igno-
range, which is the antecedent non-existence of
knowledge.! It is also pointed out that Brahman
cannot be the witness of any kind of Avidya, since
the essential nature of Brahman is absolute self-
revealing knowledge.? The concealment of
Brahman by ignorance is also impossible. Thus
accofding to Rimanuja, the Avidya as is postulated
y the Advaitin cannot be proved by perception.

* Riminuja, who holds that Brahman cannot
be grasped by any other Pramina except scripture,
emphatically refutes the claim of Pratyaksa for
revealing Brahman. Pratyaksa, whether it is sensory
perception or introspective perception of the Yogins,
is_not capable ofapprehending Brahman. The sen-
sory perception is incapable because the senses
cannot come in contact with the Lord, who is
capable of directly perceiving all things, and is
also capable of bringing them into existence.®
Even if it is internal it can only apprehend
pleasure, pain and so on, and is unable to reveal

1 “ MAITTAE TATGAR WA T 7 AATAATATY AT~
=% 1 ” Ramanuja : Sri-bhasya, 1. i. 1, p. 86.
2 ¢ ST ST FRSTATNaRT 7 §wafd |
SaFEERar] | ” Ramanuja : Sri-bhasya, L. i. 3.
3 “ qrifermfor fargaafesdarrafaradiaammdifa 7 aafd-
murreafunirengrwesfaaufreaaivsda 7
~ 'Ramanuja.: Sri-bhagya, L. i. 3.
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anything else without the help of sense-organs,’
The Yogic perception, which results from utmost
intensification of mental conception, is nothihg.
other than the mere remembrance of previously
experienced things; and it is therefore no separate
means of proof. So even that is not capable of
revealing Brahman.?

‘According to Madhvicarya, perception by
itself cannot help us to solve the riddle of the
universe. ' We must depend on scripture for the
realisation of right knowledge. Quoting from
Purusottama-tantra, Madhva says that the bgst
means of right knowledge is intuition based on
scripture, scripture alone comes next in importances
and ordinary perception is to be reckoned as the
least in importance.?®

In perception the senses are instumental in
knowing. They are reckoned as seven including
Manas and Saksin. The conception of Saksin is a
distinctive feature of the Dvaita system. The
sentience of the individual Self is taken to be
Saksin. The individual Self not only finally knows

1 matqug@ﬁmfafmafgﬁw&wmmfmm
7999 | ” Raménuja : Sri-bhasya I. i, 3

2 “aifs drrermq | AR ST aTeTeae  faaarTraeasiy
qalgAafaraenfaarrems s 1 Ramanuja : Sn.
bhasgya, I.i.3.

3« gremigwisg: stmurqavrmn B
aH @I f9: qqwwAd waq
Brahma-satra Madhva-bhagya, II. i. 17,
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things presented through one or other of the senses,
but it can also know directly, being of the nature
of}entlence The knowledge gained through this
means is regarded as invariably correct. Some
thmgs like one’s own Self, pain, pleasure, time and
space are thus directly known; all else through one
or other of the remaining senses. According to
Madhva, the Self knows itself by itself. Thus the
internal organ serves merely as a general- aid in
knowing. It is, however, an aid by itself only in
respect of reco]lectnon

. According to the system of Nimbarka per-
ception is of two kinds external and internal. The
external perception consists of the sensory per-
ception of external objects. Nimbarka accepts
the real existence of external objects for the proof
of which he chiefly depends on perception as the
means.? According to him, the theories of Bud-
dhist idealists and of éﬁnyavidins are refuted on
the score of DPratyaksa as the chief means of
proof.?

In external perception the knowledge in each
individual, by the modification of the mind, reaches
the sepses, and again through their modification

1 ‘¢ wafgegaw ggmen sanfarafages s safeqqarsa 1 ”
Brahma-siitra Nimbarka-bhasya, 1. iv. 16.

2 “ famrreafafiaaer aromder s@sa 9o | 7 Vedinta-
kaustubha on Nimba:ka-bhiasya, p. 200.
-Also:— “ mifewfaanfeaat aiw ST FgeAATIeRTT |
ibid, p. 202.
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reaches the object and illuminates both the object
and the knowledge. The objects are manifested
through their association with knowledge han-d
remain unmanifested without it. '

The internal or the mental perception is of
two kinds, ordinary ( Laukika) and transcendent
(Alaukika). In the case of internal perception the
operation of the senses is not required, and so
pleasure and pain are directly perceived bysthe
mind. In the perception of the Sclf, the Selfvr
being self-luminous, the mental direction to the

Self reveals its nature, . ¢

Nimbirka asserts that Brahman cannot be
grasped by sensory perception, since ordinary
senses are incapable of apprehending it. Scripture
is the only means for the knowledge of Brahman.
He, however, accepts that in the liberated condi-
tion the soul intuitively experiences indentity with
the Divinity, which is not contradictory to distinc-
tion.! The scriptural reference that the ultimate
truth cannot be perceived by the mind means
either that the ultimate truth in its entirety cannot
be perceived by the mind or that unless the mind
is duly trained by a teacher or by the formation of
right tendencies it cannot have a glimpse gf the
transcendent realities.

1 “ q: qeeATReqrd Arnfrdfaskondargaaty, aeaeq aan-
Aaedert geeerg |’ Brahma-sitra Nimbarka-
bhasya, IV, iv. 4. ‘
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Vallabhdcirya does not restrict Pratyaksa
to the sensory perception. He includes in it all
lﬁnds of immediate knowledge. Thus the intuitive
knowledge of the Deity is also a kind of Pratyaksa,
since it is immediate,

Ordinary perception is considered to be a
Pramidna only conditionally and not independently.
When it is endowed with the Sattva quality, then
only it is to be considered as valid. If it is consi-

»¢dered as means of valid knowledge independently,
illusions cannot be explained.?

Vallabhicarya believes in the reality of the
external world. According to him the world is as
real as Brahman, since they are identical. The
world is an embodiment of the existence of
Brahman. Brghman is not only the creator of the
universe but universe itself. Though Brahman in
himself is not known, he becomes known when he
manifests himself through the world, That is why
it is said that Brahman is manifest only through
his own accord ? Vallabhicirya supports his view
about the reality of the external world by Pra-
tyaksa Pramaua.®

1« ;tqtmﬂi TAIIRg@fadasaT | 7 &q: | FErara-

. YEEY | Scadfgarmida  qeudAt e 1’ Anu-
bhasya, I. i. 4.

2 “ gaew gAMESTMEAYT: | @eear fReaIgwag 7
Anu-bhasya, I. i 4.

3 “ qeq FANE ATNIE: | I9eq: | geweqy fg wdwi
Anu-bhsgya, II. ii, 28.
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" Vallabhdcirya believes that the Advaita
assumption that an authoritative verbal testimony
can become the cause of an immediate apprehen-—
sion as in the illustration, ‘Thou art the tenth,” is
wrong. In this instance the tenth man knows him-
self to be the tenth by perception, since all the
requirements of perception as his body etc. are
fully available.! Hence verbal testimony has
nothing to do in the case of this apprehension.
According to Vallabhdcarya intuitive knowledge
dependent on verbal testimony amounts to a mix-¥’
ture of Pramanas and hence inadmissible,?

In the Jview of Vallabhicarya, Pratyak‘sa
Pramiuna is relegated to an unimportant position,
since he being a staunch follower of the Mimamsa
mainly depends on scripture for the support of

his views. .

The word Pratyaksa, either independently
or along with the word Anumina, occurs four times
in the text of the Satras of Badarayana. The
interpretation of these words on the part of the
Bhasyakiras is worth noting. Saflkara, Ramanuja
and Nimbirka invariably interpret Pratyaksi and
Anumina as Sruti and Smrti respectively, and not
as perception and inference. While commenting
on I. iii. 28, gaﬁkaric:’trya remarks that percgption

1 “ zgwemfians) s@amwear qeacaRge: Sagan 1
Anu-bhasya, I.i. 1.
2 * quromsaafass 1+ ¥ Anu-bhéagya, 1. 4. 1. . N
3 Vide the following Sitras of Badaradyana:—
L. iii, 28., ITL. ii, 24., IV.iv. 18,, and IV, iv. 20
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here denptes Scripture, which, in order to be autho-
ritative, is independent (of anything else), and
mference denotes Smrti, which, in order to be
affhoritative depends on something else ( viz.
Séripture ).” Smrti is called Anumana because for
its authorlty we have to infer the existence of an
original Vedic text of the same purport.? Rama-
nuja and Nimbirka hold the same opinion in
this respect,

Madhva, however, does not secm to favour

the interpretation of these words as Sruti ard
S.mrti. He always interprets them as perception
and inference.®

Vallabha some times interprets Pratyaksa
and Anumina from the Sturra text as pyrbeption
and inference,* some times suggests Sruti and
Smrti as an ®ternative interpretation,® while in
one case he interprets the words only as Sruti and
Smrti respectively.®

g GG o —

1 ‘ gegst wfa PInilo) srw‘mcara | AT EE: , AT srfar

aderearg | Brahma-siitra, Sankara-bhisya, I ui.28.

2 Tyt TRy imfata:ﬁq% g sfa:
B,mhma st Sankara-bhasya, p. 252.

3 ¢ agai y@ag agadl gwify e wirsifa gatar-
wawArsa | ” Madhva-bhasya, L. iii. 28.
Also— “ fagereaarg sonw@fesasy | Madhva-
bhasya, IV. iv. 21. '

4 Anu-bhasya, I. iii. 28 and 1V. iv. 18.

5 Anu-bhasya, III.ii. 24.

6 Anu-bbasya, I'V. iv, 20.




Chapter VI

Theories of erroneous perception..

P

In connection with the Pratyaksa Pramina it
is worth while to examine the theories of errone-
ous perception advocated by different schools of
Indian philosophy. The problem of illusory per-
ception and its psychology is a very favourite topic,
of discussion in Indian philosophy. A theory of
erroneous or illusory perception is called Khyati.
There are five main Khyitis as follows:—?
(1) Atmakhyati, (2) Asatkhyati, (3) Akhyati,
(4) Anyatha-khydti, and (5) Anirvacaniya-khyiti.

The theories called Atmakhyati and Asat-
khyati are advocated by Buddhists. * The Madhya-
mikas or éﬁnyavﬁdins hold the Asatkhyiati view.
According to this school, there is only non-being
(Asat) and all perception of internal and external
objects is erroneous. In the illusory perception of
silver on a shell, error consists in apprehending the
non-existing 'silver as existing on the shell, which
also is a product of void.

The Vijfidnavadins or the Sautrantikas accept
the theory of Atmakhyati, They do not admit the
reality of external world. According to them, in
the erroneous perception of silver on a shell, it is

1 “ srenemfaweeifawenfa: enfawmar | amfadaaenfafc-
dacenfadasq 1’ Nylya-kofa, p. 256,
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the mental idea of silver that comes out and mani-
fests as external object after being superimposed
oh the shell. Here the illusory silver isof the
na(re of cognition, In the opinion of the Vijiia-
navidms the reality consists of a series of momen-
tary cognitions or perishing psychical conditions,
and these represent the Sclf. Hence the theory
of error advocated by this school is called
Atmakhyati.
®

~4 The Vijiianavidin’s theory of error is rooted
in his subjective metaphysics. The silver which
appears in delusion is real not as existing outside
in space, but as a mode of mind. Error consists in
regarding what is mental as material. When cog-
nitions are mistaken to be factsin the external
world, error results. What is negated by sublation
is the externality of silver. The Yogiciras also

accept the theory of Atmakhyati.

The Naiydyikas accept the theory of Anya-
tha-khyati, according to which error consists in
the apprehension of a thing as what it is not.
They maintain that in an erroneous cognition, the
attributes of one thing are superimposed on a
diﬂeren't thing; and so the object appears as some-
thing other than what it is. Shell, which is real, .
appears as of the nature of another real thing, viz.
silver. Thus error is the apprehension of an object
@s other than what it is. According to the Nyaya,
all error is subjective. What is set aside by true
knowledge is the wrong apprehension and not the



(92) Methodology

object.” All erroneous apprehension has some
basis in reality; no such apprehension is really
baseless.? The silver which appears is not utterly
non-existent, for it exists elsewhere and it is the
memory of it as experienced before that creates
confusion and leads us to think of the shell as si]ver.
This theory of Anyatha~khyati is accepted by the
Vaidesika, the Yoga and the Bhatta school of
Mimamsa also.
L]

The Prabhikara school of Mimamsi accepts!
the Akhyati theory. According to this view
the difference between the piece of shell we sge
and the silver we imagine is not noticed, Error
consists in taking a composite view of two cogni-
tions. In the case of the shell appearing as silver,
the features common to shell and silver being
noticed, the perceiver fails to apprghend the diffe-
rence between these two things, and this gives rise
to the cognition of silver. This cognition of silver
is a memory generated by sense impression called
up by similarity, It gives rise to the non-appre-
hension of distinction between the shell and the
silver. Thus the illusory perception partakes of a
dual character of remembrance and apprehension,
and as such it is different from ordinary valid
perception. The illusory perception, however,
appears to be asreal as a valid perception.» The

1 “gawAT « favafaftaay ad: | ¥ Vatsydyana=
. bhagya, p. 304. . .
2 * wafay safaq weafosw warwfafas foamarsg (7
Viatsydyana-bhasya, p. 305.
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sublating cognition does not contradict the illusion,
but simply recognises the distinction between the
perceived and the remembered elements of the
e roneous cognition. The Prabhdkara school main-
talns that all cognition, whether illusory or true is
valid at the moment of its production. The
element of apprehension involved in illusory cogni-
tions is regarded as self-valid as any other cogni-
tion. The theory of Akhyati, being based on non-
disgrimination, is also called Vivekakhyati. The
& Akhyiti theory is accepted by the Sanshyas also. |

Advaitins advocate the theory of Anirvaca-
niya-khyati. According to this view, the silver
cognised on the shell is neither real, nor unreal,
nor both real and unreal. The silver that appears
in delusion cannot be real, because it is not appre-
hended by al} and because it is sublated by the
cognition of shzll. Nor can it be unreal, since it
is cognised. It cannot even be both real and unreal,
because two contrary characters cannot subsist in
one and the same entity, So its nature is really
Anirvacaniya or undefinable.

This undefinable silver is created by Avidya
on account of some defect in the senses. When
the defective sense-organ comes in contact with an
object similar to silver such as shell, the mental
impressions of past cognitions of silver are revived
by the perception and thereby this unexplicable

¢silver is produced by Avidyd. In illusion ignorance
conceals the form of the existing object and con-
structs instead, the appearance of another object.
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The non-perception of the existing form is pro-
duced by different factors such as defective sense-
argan or insufficient light. The “perception \?f'
similarity, and the revival of memory ideas caused
by it help ignorance to create the positive appea-
rance of an object. Tt isa temporary creation of
ignorance. The creation of an undefinable ( Anir-
vacaniya) illusory object is the special feature
of Anirvacaniya-khyati.
. L J

Sanikardcirya explains the world appearance,
in the light of an ordinary illusion, as the creation
of ignorance, with the -power of concealing and
distorting reality. According to the Advaita
Vedanta there are three orders of reality, viz. the
Paramarthika or absolute, Vyavaharika or of
practical ordinary experience and Pratibhasika or
illusory. The first one representse the absolute
truth; the other two are false impressions due to
Dosa. The difference between Vydvahdrika and
Pritibhasika is that the Dosa of the Vyavaharika
perception is neither discovered nor removed until
" salvation, whereas the Dcsa of the Pratibhasika
reality is perceived in the world of our ordinary
experience,

The Advaita theory of error is not subjective,
Objectivity is granted to both the normal world
and the i]lusory object. - '

‘ The theory of erroneous perceptlon advo-.
cated by Ramainuja is called Sat-khyati, It has.
some wspecﬂxal features of its own and it cannot. be:
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included in the five Khyitis mentioned before.
According to Ramanuja, there can be no explana-
mations of contradiction of knowledge involved in
il usory knowledge or consequent failure of behavi-
our suggested by it unless error is explained as
the wrongful appearancc of one thing as another
He says that all the other theories of illusion
would ultimately have to accept the wrongful
apperance of one thing as another.,! Thus Ramé-
nuja seems to favour the Anyatha-khyiti theory.

% He, however, could not pass over the Yathartha-
khyati view of the senior philosophers of his school.
So by blending together the elements of these two
theories, he offers his Sat-khyati view,

Rimaianuja believes that all knowledge is real,
So the object, appearing even in false perception,
is not illusory dut real. According to the theory
of Trivrtkarana as mentioned in the Upanisads or
of Paiicikarana as advocated by the later philoso-
phers, objects of the physical world are compound
substances. The constituent elements of every
object being in every other object, everything may
become manifest in the form of every other thing.?
So every so-called illusion can be explained away.
In the so-called illusory silver in the shell, the
elements fire, water, earth by the mixture of which

1 “ eneEaial 9 gr@i TSRS
§.i-bhasya, I. i. I.

2 « qyrd safgarfaly fagt way 1 gfacqfara; aden qaio-
 wsdfaa 0 Sri-bhasya, 1. i. 1.
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silver is made, are also the elements by the mixture
of which shell is made, so that even in shell there
is something of silver and this common element
really existing in shell is perceived when we take'it
for silver. That one thing is called silver and
another shell has its reason in the relative prepon-
derance of one or the other element. Likeness in
certain respects is the indication of a partial iden-
tity of substance. When we mistake a piece of
shell for silver, we notice certain features and raiss

others. So it is a mistake to think that some *

cognitions have false things for their objects and
others true ones. So what is called illusory per-
ception of silver in the shell has a real objective
basis to which it refers.

Appearance of a snake on a rope and appea-
rance of the mirage are explained away by Rama-
nuja from the same realistic stand-point. The case
of the appearance of a conch-shell as yellow to a
person with jaundiced eye is explained by him as
being due to the presence of the yellow colour
emanating from the bile of his eyes. Dreams are
explained as creations of God, intended to produce
corresponding perceptions in the minds of the
dreamers, according to their actions.

Madhviacirya accepts Anyathé-khyati theory
of erroneous perception. According to the Dvaita
view, we mistake the nature of the object presented

to our consciousness, owing to some defect of the\

senses or other means of knowledge. = Through
that defect we do not take a full view of the'object,
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senses or other medns of knowledge. Through that
defect we do not take a full view of the object, but
what we see of it recalls something like it in nature.
Efery case of illusion implies two positive entities,
a given thing and a suggested object. Both of
them are facts of experience. Thus the elements
of false perception arc not false,

Like the Rimianuja’s system, the doctrine of
Satkhyiti is accepted in the system of Nimbarka
e galso, According to it all cognitions are true in
themselves. So the contradiction of the prior
knowledge by a later one does not involve the non-
existence of the former. In the Nimbirka view,
the theory of Sat-khydti means that all knowledge
is produced by some existent objects. It is wrong
to suppose that false or non-existent objects can
produce illusiogs.\

According to Vallabhdcirya’s system, crrone-
ous cognitions are explained through the theory of
Anyatha-khyati, In the case of ordinary illusions
a man mistakes one thing for another on account
of some of their attributes being similar. In the
same way, till there is true knowledge of the real
nature of the supreme Deity, a man mistakes the
world, 'which really is the manifest form of the
Lord,.for something else. After the attainment of
true knowledge, however, the view-point in this
‘respect is changed to Akhyiti,

P



Chapter VII
The Anumana.

TSP T>

Anumina or inference is defined as thein-
strument of judgment or inferential knowledge.’
When finding smoke rising from a hill, we remem-
ber that since smoke cannot be without fire, and
thus come to the conclusion that there mustalso
be fire on the hill, it isan Anumina Here from"
the knowledge of the observed mark (Linga) we
get the knowledge of the thing possessing it. Thxs
Anumina is the process of ascertaining, not by
perception but through the instrumentality of a
mark, that a thing possesses a certain character.

In inference what is perceived points to
something else, not perceived, with which it is
connected.? The basis of inference is an observed
fact. So it is also defined as knowledge which is
preceded by perception® or knowledge that follows
other knowledge. Inference operates neither with
regard to things unknown, nor with regard to those
known definitely for certain; it functions only with
regard to things that are doubtful.*

1 “ sfafaswomaamq 1 ” Tarka-sangraha, p. 34.

2 “ ey fowmeeian Siwaaestsdisy@ay 1 ¥ Vatsydyana-
bhasya, p. 16. .

3  werdyeasrer wragEn sfaafazgamy | ¥ Vatsydyana-
bhasya, p. 127.

4 " ax aryawe] 7 foidsd =g g, T ofg, dufdsd 7
Viatsyayana-bhasya, p. 3.
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In the process of inference in the above
illustration there is, first, the knowledge or appre-
hension of smoke, which is associated as a mark
(Litiga or Hetu) with the hill, which is the subject
with reference to which something is inferred
(Paksa). Secondly, there is the recollection of
the relation of invariable concomitance (Vyapti)
between smoke and fire as we have observed in the
past. After the consideration of the mark as
possessed by the subject, in relation with the in-
variable congomitance, there results, thirdly, the
knowledge of the existence of the unperceived fire
in the hill which isintended to be inferred {Sadhya).
This process of inference is called consideration of
the mark ( Linga-parimai$a). So Anumaina is also
defined as Lihga—parimarsa,’

To make a correct inference, the following
five conditions must be fulfilled:— (1) The Hetu or
Linga must be present in the Paksa (Paksa-sattva).
(2) It must be present in all other known objects
similar to the Paksa, in having the Sadhya in it
(Sapaksa-sattva). (3) It must' not be present in
any such object as does not possess the Sadhya
( Vipaksa—vyavrtti ). (4) The inferred assertion
should not be such that it is invalidated by direct
perception or testimony of the Sastra (Abadhita-
visayatva), (5) The Linga should not be such that
by itean inference in the opposite way could also
be possible (Asatpratipaksatva).?

1 “ fesquadmadfiaasy fesmouaaisamg 1" Tarka-
bhasi, p. 31.

2 “ aify dgemfr | gagda @ a<d famng emigfaarfya-
fawamnaeafaascd 3fa 1’ Tarka-bhisa, p. 41..
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In the process of inference apprehension of
Vyapti has a very great importance. It cannot be
said that Vyipti necessarily depends upon the
relation of identity (Tadatmya) between the Linga
and the Sadhya, nor the relation of causation
(Tadutpattitva) between them, though in some cases
of concomitance these relations may be existing,
For the apprehension of Vyapti, itis sufficient,
that as a result of adequate observation one thing
is known to accompany the other invariablysal-
though the inner connection between them is not
demonstrable.? Cloven hoofs and horns furnish
an example of such invariable concomitance. '

The process of inference includes both
induction and deduction.? In the appre-
hension of Vyipti we have to depend upon

1 « grgwafmt snfe: 1 * Tarka-sangraha, p. 34.

2 cf. ““The inference of the Oriental systems was
in no respect on all fours with what we call
induction and deduction. It testifies neither
to a passage from the general to the particular
or vice versa, nor to the passage of fact into
law or vice versa. The Anumana, as inference
is called, designates a knowledge * by connec-
tion’, which grasps the solidarity of two attri-
butes of a single substance..... but which
neverthelees apprehends them both simaltane-

"~ ously, the one being perceived, so to spéik,
through the other.” :
P. Masson-Oursel : Comparative Philosophy,
p. 145-146, . T
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finductio_n. The Nyaya method of induction
can be analysed into the following steps:—
(1) Observzation of a relation of agreement in pre-
sence (Anvaya) between two things. (2) Observa-
tidn of a relation of agreement in absence ( Vyati-
reka) of those things, (3) Observation of absence
of any contrary instances (Vyabhicaragraha).
(4) Elimination of adventitious conditions on which
the relation may depend (Upadhinirisa). (5) In-
dirgct proof by the method of reductio ad absur-
dum (Tarka® (6) Simanya-laksana perception, or
the intuition involved in the apprehension of the
yniversals. Thus in the process of induction Nyiya
employs all the three methods viz. enumeration,
indirect proof and intuition.

Inference is said to be of two kinds, viz,
Svartha or that which resolves a doubt in one’s own
mind, and Parirtha or that which does so in
another’s.? In Parartha Anumina a man intends
to demonstrate the truth of the conclusion to other
men.? It takes the form of a syllogism. It has
five members, viz. (1) Pratijiia or the proposition,
(2) Hetu or the reason, (3) Udaharana or the ex-
planatory example, (4) Upanaya or the applica-
tion, and (5) Nigamana or the statement of the
conclusion,® Its several stages are thus expressed:~

1 “ s fafas end 9d 51 ” Tarka-sangraha, p. 37.
2 “gq wd gEcfmmgma qwEfaoed dwEaaad wgsE
-~ gmugigarg 1 " Tarka-sangraha, p. 37.
3 ¢ gfaagmigeneaforaargagar: 17 Nydya-sitra,
I. i, 32,
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(1) The hill is fiery. (Pratijfis). (2) Because it has
smoke. (Hetu). (3) Whatever has smoke has fire,
e. g. the kitchen. (Udaharana). (4) The hill has
smoke, such as is always accompanied by fite.
{ Upanaya). (5) Therefore the hill is fiery.
(Nigamana ). '

¢

Inference for the sake of othersis rather a
formal exposition of the process of the movement
of thought. In it the last two members are uzne-
cessary from the stand-point of logic,“though they
are useful for debate. So later on the three-mem-
bered syllogism came to be recognised as a valid
syllogistic form.

In inference, as a Pramina, the form was
never considered to be essentially important. The
syllogistic form is described as Annmana only by
courtesy. The verbal view of logic was never
accepted in Indian philosophy. It was never for-
gotten that the subject matter of logic is thought
and not the linguistic forms in which it may find
expression.” So the inference arrived at by a
syllogism, even by dropping the third member,
was considered to be valid, since the general pro-
position is implied in the reason. This form cor-
responds to enthymeme, and is found much in use
in the treatises of Indian philosophy. This explains
why Vada does not necessarily require argumenta—

1 Hiriyana : Outlines of Indian Philosophy,
p. 255.

(Y
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tion through the method of Five Factors of reason-

ing, as mentioned before.
[ ]

« " Another classification describes inference as
of three kinds, viz. Purvavat, Sesavat and Samai-
nyato-drsta.’ Piirvavat is the inference of the effect
from the cause, éesavat is the inference of the
cause from the effect, Samanyato-drsta is the in-
ference in all cases other than those of cause and
effelt. This‘classiﬁcation is given by Gautama
and is accepted by other early writers of Nyaya.

. The new school of logic gives still another
classification of Anuména. According to it infe-
rence is of three kinds according as its Linga is
(1) Anvaya-vyatireki, (2) Kevalanvayi or (3) Kavala-
vyatireki. The first is an inference where the in-
variable concolmitance is observed in all instances
by agreement both in presence and absence.? The
second is arrived at through the method of agree-
ment in presence only, as there is no negative in-
stace of their agreement in absence; as for example
the inference— ‘ the pot is nameable, since it is
knowable,’”® The third is arrived at by means of
a Vyipti only through the method of agreement in
absence, since there is no instance of agreement in

1 ' qeggs fafagaqmd qFasdvammraags 1"
Nyaya-sitra, I, i. 5.

2 “ yadn =fad@o ¥ snfangragsgfadf®s « ¥ Tarka-san-
graha, p. 40.

3 ¢ grgArrsias faerafa aur q2stady: sAgeagRag |

Tarka-saigraha, p. 40.
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presence; as for example the inference— ‘the
earth is different from other elements, since it has
smell.” ' This classification is more logical in§§-
much as it is based on the nature of induction by
which we get the knowledge of Vyipti, on which
the inference depends. ‘

The Nyidya school is chiefly responsible for
the systematic development of the theory of Anu-
mana, and its contribution to the toplc is so gieat
that othor systems of Indian phllosophy tacitly
accept the general structure of the Nyiya theory
in this respect, only occasionally suggesting inne-
vations for harmonising it to their tenets or for
making it more convenient for the proofs of
their doctrines.

In the Vaisesika system, the« Kaniada-siitras
show the beginning of the logical theory of infe-
rence. In this work, the knowledge of concomi-
tance between Hetu and Sadhya was assumed but
the idea seems to be more loose than the technical
Vyapti of the Nydya theory.? The types of infe-
rences referred to by Kanada are (1) inference of
non-existence of some things from the existence of
some other things, (2) of the existence ofs some
things from the non-existence of some other things,
(8) of the existence of some things from the exis-

'« afemremfas  daoafaltfe aar gfafatsay faad
wwyaearq | 7 Tarka.sangraha, p. 40. . ¢

2 S. Dasgupta + A history of Indxan Phxlosophy,
Vol. I, p. 304.
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tence of others, Later on, however, the Vaidesika
and the Nydya devoloped hand in hand, so the
fhesry of inference mentioned before was the one
acgepted by the combined Nydya-Vais-sika system.

. According to the Sankhyas, inference is
divided into two kinds, viz. Vita and Avita. Vita
inference is based on affirmative concomitance and
is sub-divided into Parvavat and Saminyato-drsta.
Avifa inferepce is based on negative concomitancc
.nd corresponds to the Sesavat variety of the
Nyiya system.? The five-membered form of the
sellogism is admitted.

The Sankhyas utilize the Samanyato-drsta
variety of inference in transcendental matters, and
thus restrict the scope of Vedic testimony consi-
derably. For instance, through such inference the
existence of supersensuous Frakrtiis postulated.
Sankhyas appeal to the authority of scripture only
where not even this type of inference is possible.

The Yoga theory of inference is similar to
that of the Sankhya system, and has nothing special
about it. Like the latter it accepts that inference
is the mental modification through which we cog-
nise the generic nature of objects.

The Mimamsd theory about inductive gene-
ralization (Vyapti) etc. is similar to that of the

U1 “seraq@n i fasmw e | afeeqaT e
- faeawwetas | ¥ Vacaspati Miéra ; Tattva-kaumudi,
p. 11
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Nyiya system. According to Sabara when a
certain permanent relation has been known to exist
between two things, we can have the idea of ene
thing when the other one is perceived. This kin
of knowledge is called inference.® He divides in-
ferences into two kinds, viz. Pratyaksato-drsta,
when the invariable relation holds between objects
which are perceptible, and Saminyato-drsta, where
the relation is not apprehended by the senses, but
known only as general notions. The, first cortes-
ponds to the Purvavat and Sesavat varieties of '
Nydya, while the second to ths Siminyato-drsta.

[

As regards the number of members neces-
sary for the explicit state.nent of the process of
inference for convincing others, both Kumarila and
Prabhikara hold that only three viz. Pratijiia, Hetu
and Drstanta are quite sufficient. ¢

éaﬁl«aracﬁrya has not discussed the nature
of Anumana, since according to the Vedinta theory
it is of very little importance in metaphysical
matters. In this respect we have mainly to depend
on the writers who followed his views. The

Advaita theory of inference is very much similar to
that of the Bhatta school of Mimémsa. ‘

According to the Advaita view, Anumana is
a kind of means for Paroksa or mediate knowledge.

| « cararfasfroae s gaieicae sdme sefwgeesd aeaTd
qisgfafa: 7 Cinnasvamisastri : Tantrasiddhinta-
ratnavali, p. 57.
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It is of the nature of a Vrtti of the internal organ
in which the Saksin is immanent.? Inference is
produced by the knowledge of invariable conco-
nfitance, acting through specific past impressions,
roused on a perceptual cognition. In this system
the nature of concomitance is altogether subjective;
inference has no material validity, but only subjec-
tive and formal validity.?

« The notion of concomitance being altogether
ssubjective, Tite Advaita Vedanta does not empha-
size the necessity of perceiving the concomitance
in, a large number of cases. Even onc case of con-
comitance is regarded as being sufficient for making
an inference. Thus sceing the one case of appea=
rance, e, g. silver in the conch-shell, to be false,
we can infer that all things except Brahman
are false.

As is argued by éri-harsa, Advaita Vedanta
does not subscribe to the Nydya view that, for the
establishment of invariable concomitance there
must be a mental contact with class-concepts,
whereby an affirmation of all individuals of a class
without experiencing them all becomes possible.
According to the Vedanta such mental contact
with the class-corcept need not be the basis of a

\]

! M. Hiriyanna : Outlines of Indian Philosophy,
s P 145,
2 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I, p. 473. :
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Vyapti.,! It does not recognise the Samanya-
laksana perception at all.?

In the same way it is pointed out that Tagka
cannot be the basis of forming Vyapti. It may
only be helpful in judging the possibilities.

Advaita Vedianta accepts only the concomi-
tance expressed in a universal affirmative proposi-
tion. Kevalanvayi and Kevala-vyatireki inferences
are not accepted in this system ® Thg claxss'dh::?ltion= v
of inferences as Svartha and Parirtha finds its
place here also, The latter type of inference has
only the first three or the last three members In-
stead of five as in Nyaya.

In Anumina, even though the mind functions
through its modification, the Pramauna does not
give immediate knowledge. Inferential knowledge
is mediated through relation with the Linga or
reason.* Though mediate it is none the less know-
ledge just like perception, since its nature is mani-
festation of the object. The difference between
perception and inference is that in inference there

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I1. p. 139,

2 v Armtawr wErAfcAnfaaes arnaeee dfwd arshag ) ”
Jhalkikar : Nydya-kosa, p. 1015.

3 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol,
II. p. 493-494. s

4 S, Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol 11. -p. 106.
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is no direct and immediate contact of the inner
organ with the inferred object; the inner organ is in
touch only with the reason or Lihga and through
tils there arises an idea in the mind which is
called inference.

gaﬂkarﬁcﬁrya is fully aware that infcrence
cannot be helpful as a means for the knowledge of
a super-sensuous entity like Brahman. He has
freqgently-stated that the purpose of Brahma-sitra
sis not to e¥wablish the nature of Brahman by
means of logical arguments. He asserts that the
nature of Brahman can be known through Upa-
nisads only.}

The Vedanta Sutras can claim only to in-
terpret the revealed sayings of the Upanisadic
texts; they do not intend to advance independent

inferences not warranted by S:uti texts. Conse-

quent on the thought and discussion of Sruti texts
and not simply due to inference and other Pra-
manas, there springs up the knowledge of Brah-
man.? Inference is welcomed and is considered
to be a serviceable instrument of knowledge, if
it is brought forward to strengthen the conclusions
of Sruti.?

WWWWWWW&WI Brahma-siitra
éankara bhagya, II. i. 27. .
2.“ armrﬁfﬂmnwmaﬁqm fa m@imbdm@t -~
* fwm1”  Brahma-sitra Sankara-bhﬁ;ya e 2,
3 ¢ ey W EgAART uﬂmwﬁamm " B?ahﬂnarﬁsf\tr}\.
Qéﬂkara bhasya, I.1i. 2.
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Biadarayana himself has asserted the futility
of logical reasoning in super sensuous matters in
his Sttra:— asfafassiarcamamiafafa SRawreafartaTdT: |
(Il.i. 11). In commenting on this éahkarﬁcﬁ;f}a
eloquently makes it clear, how inferential conclu-
sions cannot come to finality. He is aware that
reasoning aflords permanent scope for correction
of already admitted propositions,> but he makes it
clear that only this much is not sufficient to arrive
at right knowledge. Though reasonin'g, may appear
to hold good in certain cases, still with regard to
the unfathomable nature of Reality, it is of no use
unless it is backed up by Sruti.?  Brahman- is
neither the object of perception nor of inference; it
has neither form nor sound to be seen or heard,
nor any sign on account of which it is to be
inferred ® So according to Sankariicirya reasoning
cannot be applied to what is unthinkable; we
must resort to Sruti alone to know the super-
sensuous.*

Sankaricirya is fully aware that conclusions
arrived at by reasoning or inference may vary

1 “ud fg sraaasefearia fAaaeas: wfaoasay wafa 1"
Sankara-bhasya, 11, i. 11. .

2 ¢ 7 franfareil wEaared giRfaaamrarseigsfagafy
sw | 7 Sankara—bhasya, 11, i, 11,

3 “ wurgwraifg MAM: TEFENEAT, (FEMGATATN  ATAAT-
amg 1 * Sankara-bhasya, I1. 1. 11. .

4 “ gearsgerne carffrmdaranenfyn: | 7 Sankara-bha-
sya, I1. 1. 27, . R
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according to the .abilities of the reasoners. That
is why from the same data different conclusions are
arriyed at by different logicians. As the subjective
f4ctor influences the conclusions of reasoning, San-
kardcd:ya is not prepared to accept that inference
can be of any use for the knowledge Brahman.

gaflkarﬁcﬁrya points out that Anun.dna has
no scope for establishing the validity of scripture.?
Scrinmturc being a Pramana which produces new,
uncontradicl® and unambiguous knowledge is
self-valid.? So he declares that Upanisads arc
valid, even though they do not enjoin actions like
other portions of the Veda.®

Though éaflkarﬁcﬁrya denics validity for
reasoning in mataphysical matters, he does not
thereby preclude this important means of know-
ledge from the province of philosophy. The spirit
of inquiry, the spirit of affording constant scope
for examining and re-examining the pos.ulates in
the light of newer and newer propositions, the
spirit of constant questioning for the attainment
of truth is a principle on which philosophising
prides itself. Saflkaxﬁcirya, though not prepared

1 “ a s qrersmeas | Brahma-siitra Sankara-
bhkasya, I.i. 4.

2 “ yifqamfyrafeyataaasa fg gamoe garonat as« e
gganfeag 1 ¥ Vacaspati-misra : Bhamati, p. 65.
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to give finality to reasoning, does not hamper this
spirit of inquiry. He affords due scope for all

means of knowledge in their proper spheres.
@

Qaﬁkarﬁcarya is an astute logician, as is fe-
vealed by even a superficial examination of his
Bhisya. None can doubt his staunch faith in ‘the
revealed nature and the infallibility of the Srutis,?
None can also doubt his sincerity when he states
that his doctrine is purely based on the autheority
of Upanisadic texts and that he thifffs that he is:
only the interpreter of the Bidariyana Sitras,
which illustrate, investigate and remove the doults
in the Vedinta texts.? Granting all this, there
remains the fact that S‘aﬁkarz‘mcirya has given a new
turn to the whole interpretation of the Vedanta by
his genius which shows astounding logical acumen,
but which is not accepted by mahy as a faithful
interpretation,

In order to illustrate the above remarks, a
few instances may be cited. The introductory part
of his commentary, called Adhyasa BlLisya, clearly
shows his power of subtle reasoning and his ability
to arrive at inferences irrefutable by severe and
critical counter-reasoning. As this par¢é is an
Utsutra Bhasya, a discussion not based on any
Sétra, it plausibly raises the doubt, whether the

1“7 dreen erexerdafemsoeg adnqonfame. qdmeaa:
dwdisher 1 * Sankara- -bhasya, I.i. 3. .
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-wewifaeam: 1 7. Sankara-bhasya, Introduction.



Methodology (113)

vi.ew'-poin.t arrived at by Saﬁkarﬁcarya is ‘purely
based on a studious interpretation of the Prastha-
natrayl or is also the outcome of his subjective
cogntatlon. The rigour of his reasoning here as
well as through-out his Bhdsya has driven his
opponents to impute him with the charge of foist-
ing ‘his own view- -point on the Badlariyana Sitras
instread of faithfully interpreting them.

. The second Pala of the second Adhyiya in
shis Bhiisya i® 2Jso noteworthy in this connection.

He has copiously quoted Upanisadic texts in all
parts of his Bhasya, cxcept this Piada called the

TAirka Pada. Herein he does not depend on scrip-

tural authority at all. This portion is purely

logical. In this by means of pure reasoning he
refutes the theories of antagonistic philosophers on

their own grounds by showing their internal con-
tradictions. In doing this, Sahkaricirya proves
himself superb as a logician. From his arguments
we find that he is endowed with astounding power-
of subtle analysis and maryelous insight in funda-

mental principles. He is quite an adept in using

inference as a means of proof and three-membered

syllogistic form as a weapon of argumentation

Ramianujacirya did not write any work for
propounding his views of logic consistent with the
systerh of his philosophy. - Some of his followers,

1 cf. Govindananda’s attempt to prove that the
« Adhyasa Bhasya is a regular part of the Bhasya-
“ v gaierfaamsamaegy v aeafafs w7
Bhiagya-ratna-prabha, p. 4.
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however, have revised Gautama’s logic in accord-
ance with the Visistadvaita tradition.

According to the Ramanuja school, infeirence
is the result of Pardmarsa. Itisa process by whizh,
from universal proposition, we can make an affirma-
tion regarding a particular case. The principle of
Vyapti is defined as unconditional and invariable
association, The spatial or the temporal co-exis-
tence of the Vyidpya and the Vyapaka is not
assumed. In many cases of Vyipti spatio- temporal
co-existence is observed to exist but that does not
exhaust all cases, as for example, the sunset and
the surging sea.l

A single instance is considered to be sufficient
to suggest the Vyidpti.2 But in order to remove
doubts, a wide experience of concomitance is held
to be indispensable for the affirmation of a general
proposition. In the establishment of Vyapti, we
have to make use of both the positive and negative
instances, eliminate the non-essentials and arrive
at the right concomitance. This requires that the
observation of many instances is indispensable for
the formation of Vyapti.

Raminuja logic admits the necessity of
Tarka as an indispensable means of inferential

1 S. Dasgupta; A hlstory of Indian Phxlosophy,
Vol. I11, p. 226.

2 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian’ Phnlosophyf, Vol.
11, p. 673.
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conclusion, since it helps the process of forming
inductive generalisation.

» Ramanuja’'s own intention regarding the
types of inference that may be admitted, seems to
be uncertain. From the references in Sri- bhasya
it appears that he divides the Anumana into
Videsato=drsta and Samanyato-drsta.’ His followers,
however, accept the classifications as are given by
later N'u_,ttynkas

’ The treatment of infercnce according to the
Raminuja school is very much the same’as that in
the Nyiya system. There are, however, certain
important points in which Visistadvaita logic differs
from Nyaya. One of such points is the refusal om:
the part of the former to accept the Kevala-vyati-
reki form of inference, which is admitted by the
latter. Concothitance through the joint method of
agreement and difference (Anvaya-vyatireki) and
by pure agreement (Kevaldavayi) is admitted.? It
is considered that the Kevala-vyatireki form of
inference cannot be legitimately accepted since
inference through mere negative concomitance can
never lead to the affirmation of any positive
character. Yamurdcirya also has rejected the
Kevald-vyatireki form of inference. |

* Inference is always limited to those cases in

1 “ meEgAT | faRea 3 §AEaEt 32 a1 17 Rimanuja:
’ Sri-bhasya, 1. 1. 3.
2 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Phllosophy,
Vol.:II1, p. 228,
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which the general propositicn has been enunciate
on the basis of experience derived from sensible
objects. It cannot be employed for the affirmation
of ultra-sensuous objects, since things which traas-
cend the sense cannot be grasped by inference,
As inference is based on perception, it cannot be
the means of the knowledge of transcendental
things, Riménuja rightly observes that inference,
whether arrived at through the particular way of
deduction or arrived at through the generic way of
induction, is not the means of prdeg Brahman.
The first type of inference is imposible to be the
means because there is no knowledge of its relating
to anything which is beyond the senses. There is
also no such basis of inductive inference as is seen
to give rise to generalisation and as is invariably
associated with the Lord who is capable of directly
perceiving all things and actually bringing those
things into existence,! So like Sankaii- carya, Rama-
nujacirya believes that only scripture is the means
of knowing Brahman. Inference is acceptable
merely for strengthening the statements of scrip-
ture.®* Following Badardyana, Raminuja accepts
the inconclusive nature of reasoning,

I qreagaran | faew) g2 maraa) goE ar | aifEd aegfa
S ERIC R RSk fwsraﬁ §%2H | AAEEEgaIAREIatanio.
FRqqeafadsfad i  geeafr w1 fﬂmgqem%r "
Sri- bhasya, I, i. 3.

2 ¢ weisitfadsT mendq gAog;  agua i a8 earRa: | !
Sri-bhasya, 1. i, 12, . .
Also—  sedmsivieny #gror: 1 ¥ Sri-bhasya, 1. i, 3
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Raminuja does not accept that the existence
of God can be inferred, asis done by the Naiya-
yikas, The fact that the Lord is the creator of
this universe cannot be made out on the basis of an
inference of the cause of all causes.’

* Asregards the number of members necessary
for a syllogism, the system of Ramanuja does not
insist that all the five are necessary, as is done by
the Jyaya. Itis regarded that only three mem-

® *bers are sufficlent. They may be either the first
three or the last three, Really speaking the num-
ber of members in a syllogism is not considered
important. So many propositions as are necessary
to make the inference convincing may be admitted.

Syllogism as an instrument of polemics is
very efficiently employed by Raminuja in his
Bhasya. In its polemical parts, especially when
he attacks the postulates of the Advaita system,
he shows marvellous skill in the employment of
formal syllogisms. They occur to him naturally
in the course of the debate. The following may be
cited as typical examples of these:— (1) That igno-
rance, which is the subject of our dispute, is not
capablg of being removed by knowledge; because
it does not possess the power of concealing the
objects of knowledge. Whatever non-knowledge,
is removed by knowledge, that conceals the objects

1 “ agw, sragaenten w14 @ org, wid @ agfaandfadagds
gefufy  fafewmfraioragaerfioroRareag:  sfeaagam
t% | qgeny 1 Sri-bhasya, 1) 1. 3.
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of knowledge, like the non-knowledge relating to
the shell etc.? (2) That knowledge, which is ac-
quired with the help of the means of proof, ard
which is the subject of our dispute, has not, for its
antecedent any ignorance which is different from
its own antecedent non-existence; because that
possesses the character of knowledge obtained with
the help of the means of proof, like the knowledge
which, being derived with the help of the means of
proof, proves the ignorance that is admitted by
you.? (3) That ignorance, which fias the nature’
of an entity, is not capable of being destroyed by
knowledge; because it possesses the nature of.an
entity, like a pot etc.® (4) The earth, the mountain
etc.,, which are the subject of our discussion, are
effects; because they are made up of constituent
parts, as is the case with a pot etc.* (5) The
earth, the ocean, the mountain etc!, which are the
subject of our discussion, are effects; because,
being themselves gross, they possess the property
of being set in motion, asis the case with a pot

1 “ frareafeqmas 7 swfraan | safasaEmEEeaEg o
asaifracinaTd qusafasarasel qar gifmearg 1 Sii-
bhasya, I.i. 1, p. 90.

2« fearemfed s eamnaifafEmEgEs aafy )
ST, | MaefAmaTTAa s | 7 Sri-bhasya
I.i. 1, p. 90-91.
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ete.? (6) The body, the world etc. have the indi=
vidual souls, for their agents; because they possess
she character of being effects, as a pot does.?
(3) The Lord is ro agent; because he has no pur-
pote, just as the released sculs.® (8) The distinc-
tions of bondage and liberation and those of oneself
and others are imagined by ignorance, since they
are unreal, like the distinctions seen in a dream
etc.* (9) Other bodies also are the products of my
ignagance, since they are bodies, since thcy are
effects, sinc® $hey are non-sentient, or since they
are products, just like this body.” (10) All sentient
things, which are the subject of .our dispute, are
iJentical with me, since they are sentient; whatever
is not identical with me is observed to be non-
sentient as a pitcher.®

In the ..éri-bhﬁ.-sya, Rimanuja has occasion-
ally displayed such feats of formal logic, and has
proved himself to be versatile in the employment

1« femzrsafaawafrasfaadiruly w9, #gex afy ey
gzifeag 1+ ¥ Sri-bhasya, 1.1, 3. 3
2 “ gygamfs fAwEds g warfag | 7 Si-bhisya,

I.i. 3.
3 “ fxw: wal 7 wafq, sAeaRrgErgsaag | Sri-bhisya,
[.%. 3.
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of this important missile in the armoury of dispu-
tants, Such occasions, however, are not too many.
It must be said to the credit of Rimanujacarya, that
he has ncver lost sight of the pursuit of truth, by
losing himself in the labyrinth of formal logic. te
is fully aware that logical technique is only an in-
strument for arriving at right knowledge. On ‘the
whole, the argumcnts in his Bhasya follow the
traditional method of Vada, wherein propositions
are proved by means of Pramanas mdependenﬂy or
through formal syllogisms. - :

According to Madhviicirya, inference is only
an Anupramana, and as such it is only e\cternally
instrumental in producing knowledge. Like other
Anupramanas, it gives knowledge only indirectly.?
Thus in the theory of Madhvicirya we cannot
distinguish between Pratyaksa and Anumina as
immediate and mediate means of knowledge. Per-
ception, inference and testimony are only the
three kinds of mcans of Paroksa or mediate
knowledge.

Madhvicirya does not give much importance
to inference in knowing the important philosophical
principles. The Veda is the only means that can
be helpful in solving the riddle of the universe,
As is stated before, Madhva cites the authotity of
many scriptural texts, especially “the Purdnas and
points out that inferences are quite useless to

1 M. Hiriyanna : The Essentials of Indian Phi-
losophy, p. 197.
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arrive at important philosophical conclusions, as
they are indefinite,! Thus in the province of
Brahma-jfiana, inference has very little indepen-
dcnt.scope. Inference is incapable of supplying
us With new facts. At the most it can help us to
test and systematize the facts obtained through
other means, especially through the scriptures.
That is why Anumiaa is denied any independent
position as a Pramina in the system of Madhva-
caryam If there is any doubtin reconciling the
apparently ?ontradictory statements of scriptures,
Anumina may be of some use.?
.

In his Brahma.siitra Bhisya, Madhva has
employed inference only occasionally. The use of
syllogisms is also found only in rare cases.
Madhva depends more on scriptural quotations
than reasoning for proving his view-point. _As
Madhva accepts only three Pramanas, Upamina
is considered to be a variety of inference.®

The Bhisya of Nimbirka, which purports to
give simply the interpretation of the Vedinta Siitras,
does not contain lengthy discussions, So inference
as a means of knowledge, and syllogism as a means of

1 Vide pp. 59 to 61.

2 “ emeAEa AR fagaara g
IR A e sAveed g ) gfr qesraaaet |
Madhva-bhasya, II, i. 18.

3 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.
F, p. 739. '
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argumentation have very little scope in this
Bhasya,

The followers of Nimbarka have accepted
the Nyaya theory of Anumaina in general and have
employed it in the elucidation of their doctrines.
Their theories of concomitance etc. are the same
as those of the Nyaya system. The two divisions
of Anumina, viz. Sviartha and Pardrtha, are ad-
mitted. Though the Nimbarkaites generally £9110w
the Raminuja views about Praminas there is a.
difference of opinion with respect to the classifica-
tion of Anumana The followers of Nimbarka
admit all the three kinds of inference, viz. Anvaja-
vyatireki, Kevalanvayi and Kevala-vyatireki. In
the theory of Vyipti, they have a special point
deserving notice. In addition to the well-known
concomitance arising from the abgve three ways,
represented by the three kinds of Anuméanas, scrip-
tural assertions are also regarded as cases of
concomitance.’

Like the other Bhisyakdras, Nimbirka also
believes that Brahman can be known only through
the Vedas. Inference is of no usein achieving
that purpose. The Naiyayika tenet of inferring
God from the effect, viz. the universe,*is not
accepted.?

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
p. 427. ' S

2 “ g4 faasgudat sfagt satorafy FEAT fosia T ag@rp
a1 @aqd 1 Srinivasacirya : Vedanta-kaustubha,
p. 16. :
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Vallabhécirya has no special point as regards
the theory of Anumiaaa. He holds the opinion that
m m.etaphysical matters Sastra is the final autho-
rety and our reason cannot protest against it. He
asferts that his main doctrine, that Brahman is
the substratum of contradictory qualities, is proved
by‘scriptural texts and there is no questioning
it by logic.'! Like perception, inference is not
independently valid. It depends on extraneous
circranstances for its validity. Like other Aciiryas,

* Vallabhiciryas fully accepts that the nature of in-
ferential conclusions is indefinite, and asserts that
mere reasoning, unsupported by scriptural texts,
has no scope in knowing the real nature of
Brahman.?

Vallabhdci ya exhibits considerable skill in
argumentations His arguments are, however,
mainly based on scriptural texts and not on infe-
rences. Even in the polemical parts of Apu-bhasya,
he takes his stand mainly on scriptural texts.

P

1 “ g g Idvaafared aigd 32 sfaerwy  qrggadeape-
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Chapter VIII

The §abda.

b

Sabda or verbal testimony is the next source
of knowledge with which we have to deal. In “the
Brahma-siitra Bhisyas, this Pramina bears consi.
derable importance, because the Vedinta system
is mainly based on the testimony of scriptures.

¢

Brahma-siitra must be viewed from Two aspects; it’

is an important philosophical treatise setting forth
the system of Vedanta, but never the less it isan
authoritative interpretation of the doubtful points
in the Upanisads. This explains why Sabda is
considered to be a very important Pramina in the
study of Brahma-siitra Bhasyas.

In the Nyiya system Sabda is defined as the
right knowledge, which we derive from utterances
of infallible and absolutely truthful persons.l An
absolutely truthful person is one, who possesses
the direct and right knowledge of a thing, who is
moved by the desire to make known to others the
thing as he knows it, and whois fully capable of
speaking of it.? Even Mlecchas may have amidst
them absolutely truthful persons whose authority
may be accepted.?

1 “ a9 @1 ” Gautama's Nyaya-sitra, 1. i. 7.

2 ‘o @ grEwEAeAt gqrgseRqvder faenrafawai g
IRwT | ¥ Vatsyayana bhasya, p. 21.

3 weqTiedegTAr gAIE weo 1 ¥ Vitsya yana- bhﬁ;ya,
p. 21.
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The trust-worthy verbal assertion may relate
to the visible world (Drstairtha) or the invisible
world (Adrstartha). The reliable words of ordi-
nuar): truthful persons concerning things belonging
to this world fall in the first category, while those
of the Rsis, which refer to heaven and such other
invisible things fall in the second. If only asser-
tions concerning visible things are considered
reliable, then the Vedas would become excluded.
Butg&hey cannot be so excluded, because the defini-
tion of Subda raun.iua is fully applicable to them.
All knowledge derived from them is valid, for they
are the utterances of the infallible God. The
Vedic knowledge is further conveyed through the
sages who are Kptas or reliable persons, since they
had intuitive perception of the truth, love for
humanity and the desire to communicate their
knowledge.

There is another classification, according
which there are two kinds of vertal testimony, viz.
Vaidika or scriptural and Laukika or secular,
Scriptural testimony is perfect and infallible by its
very nature, since it is the word of God. Of
secular testimony, only that which proceeds from
trustworthy persons is valid, but not the rest.?
Classifying verbal testimony as Drstairtha and
Adrstartha has reference to the nature of the ob-
jects of knowledge, and as Laukika and Alaukika

v 1 “ag fefawy 1 afkT ofes = 1 afesieadwarEdaT
qRTOTq | WYfHw a@reared swor | seesATo | 7 Tarka.-
sangraha, p. 53.
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[

has reference to the source of the knowledge.

The verbal assertions of a trustworthy person
are not in themselves sufficient to give us any
knowledge of things. The understanding of their
meaning is neccssary in acquiring any knowledge
from them. While the validity of vecbal
knowledge depends on its being based
on the statement of a trustworthy person, its
possibility depends on the understanding of the
meaning of that statement, Hengce“the loglcale
structure of a sentence and the re]atlon of words

in it deserve some consideration.
¢

The Nyaya system defines a sentence as a
collection of significant words, which are endowed
with (1) Akanksi or mutual interdependence to
indicate the intended sense, (2) Yogyata or com-
patibility to accord with the sense of the sentence
and not render it futile and meaningless, and
(3) Sannidhi or the utterance of words in quick
succession without a long pause between them."

A word is defined as a combination of signi-
ficant letters. The relation of the word and its
meaning is due to convention, that such and such a

word should mean such an object and it is esta-
blished by God.? '

* rdgfamzaTa sy cnRRfyamaiadagar qwie et
ﬂ*ﬂum«wmmwmmat dfafgami arat mm
iy | ” Tarka-bhasa, p, 49.

2 “ sEnmeqETEEwel g T Awacasda: o P Tarka-
sangraha, p. 50.
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. In addition to the three conditions, viz.
Alkanksi, 'Yogyatd and Sannidhi, some Naiydyikas
agcept Tatparya as the fourth condition of verbal
knowledge. Tiatparya stands for the meaning in-
tended to be conveyed by a sentence. To under-
stand the meaning of a sentence we must consider
thedintention of the writer or the speaker who uses it.

The import of words according to the Nyaya
system is individual (Vyakti), form (Akrti) and
.genus (Jati}a The Nyidya holds that a word deno-
tes all the three in different degrees.

o The Nyaya theory accepts that the word is -
not eternal,’ and it dces not depend on the eter-
nity of word for the authoritativeness of the Vedas.
According to Nyiya, the authority of the Veda
depends on the omniscience of God who creates it
and trustworthiness of the sages who manifest it.
Thus the authority of the Veda depends on the
inference of the trustworthiness cf their authors.

The VaiSesikas do not accept Sabda Pra-
mana, but seek to establish the validity of verbal
testimony on the strength of inference, on the
ground of its being the utterance of an infallible
person. The Vaifes ka-stutras, however, tacitly
admit the validity of the scriptures on their own
authbrity.

The Sadkhya system accepts that the Veda
. .

1 “ anfemreartfaasary FaRagENTsY | ¥ Nydya-sitra,
i1, ii. 13,
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is impersonal, and hence it is free from doubts and
discrepancies, and is of self-evident validity. Being
independent of human authorship, it is free from
all defects. It is for this very reason that tie
knowledge derived from Itihasa and the Srhrti
which are based upon the Veda is regarded as
right.) Even though the Vedais impersonal we
need not consider its words to be eternal,

The authority of Kapila, the founder gf this
system, is accepted on the score of, hi¢ remember-
ing the revealed texts that he had studied during
the previous time-cycles.?

The Sankhyas do not accept the validity of
the verbal testimony of ordinary trustworthy per-
sons. It is not recognised in the Sankhyaasa
seperate Pramina, since it depends on perception
and inference. It is the testimony~ of the Veda or
the Smrti that is admitted as the third independent
Pramaina, since it gives us true knowledge about
supersensuous realities which cannot be known
through perception and inference.

The authority of the Vedas may not be
questioned since they are Apauruszya or imper-
sonal. But since the revelations of Kapila are

1 “qe & I | SRITASATRATTRIT FHOTIEH-
fafrfaddad wafa | gf Iequendifagraguurarerafoanty wrd
gxd wafa 1 " Tattva-kaumudi, p. 12, X

2. “ anfafague wheer s rmnmgfatmwa P
Tattva-kaumudi, p. 12,
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consiéered to be authoritative, there arises the
question of testing the authority of the revelations
¥ qther sages who claimed similar reverence.
S‘(i‘ilkhyas argue that reason is to be applied in find-
‘ting out what revelations are true and what not.
Psgudo-revelations such as the scriptures of the
Buddhists, the Jainas, the materialists and others
are not authoritative, because these are not right.
This can be inferred from internal contradictions,
bein®devoid of any sound basis, containing asser-
tions unsuppdrted by proofs, and being accepted
by only a few low and beastlike persons; Mlecchas

and others ?

In the treatment of the Sabda-pramima the
views of the Sankhya and those of the Nyaya-
Vaidesika are some-what similar. The Sankhyas
never openly sopposed the Vedas, and by their
acceptance they kept up their orthodoxy. They,
however, discarded many old dogmas and silently
ignored others,

With respect to the S"’abda-pra.mfma the
treatment of the Yoga is similar to that of the
Sankhya and there is nothing special about it.

In the Mimamsa the discussion about the
nature of the Sabda.pramana bears the greatest
importance, as the main doctrine of the Mimamsa

1 “ sgeae %?m ferrrang f‘afmqmmmwﬁrs'zrﬁfﬂwm
sfrady eewrfefn: qeawd: ogwd: | ofmgg Agsaq . ”
Tattva~kaumudi, p. 13. :
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is tolestablish the validity of the Vedas above all
means of knowledge. The discussion relates to the
question whether knowledge is presumably valid
or not. The Nyaya-Vaidesika system maintains
that the validity or invalidity of knowledge can ‘be
established only externally. The Mimamsakas hold
exactly the opposite view, viz. that knowledge by
its very nature is valid, Suspicion of defects in
the means and conditions, and the contradiction
of it by other knowledge engender doubt andsug-
gest the need for investigation, This doctrine of
self-validity of knowledge has an important bear-
ing on the validity of Veda. ,

gabda-pramﬁna is defined as the means of
knowledge that we get about things not within the
purview of our perception from relevant sentences
by understanding the meaning of, the words, of
which they are made up.! 1Itis of two kinds, viz.
personal (Pauruseya) and impersonal (Apauruseya).
The words uttered by men come under the first
and the second denotes the Vedic words,? The
first is valid if we are certain that their authors
are not untrustworthy, and the second is valid
in itself,

Mimamsa has taken great pains to establish
the impersonal character of Veda, since‘ that

1 “ @ qeuAuARTE TERTITRTI AT e {9 qRTeRa st
7 ¥ edTmafvanifaes afifeenwamdnagaey
a1 qrefY KATeAY | g9AA%: gex: ¥ | Cinnasvami
Sastrl ; Tantra-siddhanta-ratnavali,”p. 63..

2 “aqtedd wwi A% 1" Nydya-koéa, p. 803. -
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ensures its eternity and infallibility. It is poin-
ted out thatin the case of the Veda there is no
tradition of divine or human authorship. Against
the view of Nyiya that the Veda is the work of
GJd, Mimamsakas argue that God is incorporeal.
Itl.S possible that the transmission of the Vedas
may continue from times immemorial by an unin-
terrupted tradition of teachers and pupils. Even in
the beginning of a world-epoch the creator may
rememdaer the Vedas in the previous cpoch and
'teach them to the pupils. It is stated that the
Rsis are not the authors of the Vedic Mantras but
thgy are only the seers, who are inspired with the
eternal truths, The Mimimsakas even interpret
the historical references as applicable to some
universal phenomena. Thus the Veda is taken to
be infallible because it is impersonal and self-
existent. Thege is no possibility of any defect or
error since it had no beginning and end in time and
since it is not written by any one. As Kumirila
says, “Then too, in the case of Veda, the assertion
of frcedom from reproach is very casy to put for-
ward, because there is no speaker in this case; and
for this reason the authoritativeness of the Veda
can never even be imagined.’?

The impersonal nature of the Veda is based
on tire doctrine of the eternal character of words
in .general and the Vedic words in particular.
Jaimini refutes in detail the arguments advanced

1 Kumarila-bhatta : éio.ka-vz‘trtika, English Trans.
by Ganganatha Jha, p. 31.



(132) Methodology

against the eternal character of words. He accepts
that words exist for ever in an unperceived form.
They are not created when they are uttered; they
are made only manifest. Uttering the same word
at the same time by different persons at different
places does not contradict the eternal character of
words, because it is possible in the case of an
eternal omnipresent entity, Words do not undergo
modifications, but other words are substituted for
those which go out of use. The apparent dcsrease

or increase in the volume of wordsis due to the

sound uttered by different speakers.’

Both Prabhiakara and Kumarila argue thit
the significance of words belongs to the significance
of the letters themselves.? When a word is uttered
each letter leaves behind the impressions of its
significance and these combine and bring about the
idea of the whole word, which has the power to
denote the meaning. The potency of the word
originates in the separate potencies of letters.
Thus the letters are the direct cause of verbal
cognition according to the Mimamsi system.
Mimamsakas do not accept the doctrine of Sphota,
as is done by the grammarians.

According to the Mimamsa the relation
between the word and its meaning is eternal.® It

1 Jaimini : Pirva-mimamsa-sitras, I.i. 12-17.

2 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indxan Phxlosophy,
Vol, 1, p. 393.

3 « drolawey geEwiga @aea: 1" Jaimini ¢ Pirva-
mimamsa-sitra, I, i. 5. . '

1
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is natural and not created by convention. Words
and the objects denoted by them are both eternal
2nd o such relationship of words and their mean-
iffgs is naturally possible., If we are not able to
ungaerstand the meaning of a word, it is because
the accessories of its cognition are not accepted.

The process of understanding the meaning
of words according to the theory of Prabhakara is
calledmed nvitaibhidhéna-vada. This view accepts

"that words denote things only as related to factors
of injunction.

* Kumirila, however, thinks that words inde-

pendently express separate meanings which are
subsequently combined into a sentence expressing
one connected idea. This theory is called Abhihi-
tinvaya-vida. , The Nyiya also accepts the
Abhihitinvaya theory of acquiring the meaning

of words.

As the Mimamsakas accept a permanent
relation of words and their meanings, it is impos-
sible to accept that words denote individuals. If a
word means a single individual only, there cannot
be an eternal connection between the word and its
meaning, So Mimamsakas assert that words
denote classes and not individuals. Form (ZAkrti)
which is eternal is capable of relation with
eternal word.!

1 Kumidrila-bhatta : éloka-vﬁrtika, English trans-
fation by Gangéanitha Jha, p. 281 f.
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As is said above, verbal testimony is divided
into two classes, viz. Laukika and Alaukika. Pra-
bhikara holds that Laukika or non-Vedic verbal
cognition is of the nature of inference. He does
not include it in éabda-pramﬁna. Kumirila, how-
ever, considers the non-Vedic verbal testimony also
as éabda-pramﬁna.

The Mimimsi holds that the purport of
Veda is action.” The sole use of Veda lis in
directing us to some ritual. Vedas by means of
their injunctions prompt men towards certain ritua-
listic actions by declaring that such actions are
beneficial. They may also prohibit us from actions
which lead to harmful effects. The part of Veda
which does not contain such directions, but only
gives information about already existing things
would be useless. So such parts which are appa-
rently unconnected with actions are to be inter-
preted as bearing on a ritual injunction. The
Mimamsi theory may be called ritualistic pragma-
tism, for according to it the value of Vedic know-
ledge is for ritualistic activities.? Dharma, for the
ascertainment of which the Mimamsa aims, is of
the nature of action.3

1 "3t fg qeand: safastean 7 Sibara-bhisya on
Jaimini-sitra, 1. 4. 1.

2 Chatterjee and Datta : An Introduction to
Indian Philosophy, p. 369. )

3 “ SmArewost w10 Jaimini : Parva-mimamsi-
sutra, I. i, 2. C '
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The Veda is the only source of the know-
ledge of Dharma. Perception and inference as
also,the other Praminas are not useful in giving
l'ise ‘to the knowledge of Dharma, since it is beyond
the apprehension through senses. They are
useful in ordinary matters and for repudiating
wrong views.

The Mimamsakas broadly divide the Veda
into (]) Vidhi or injunctions, (2) Mantra or hymns,
(3) Namadheya or names, (4) Nisedha or prohibi-
tions, and (5) Arthavida or explanatory passages.’
All these five parts refer to action. Injunctions
directly give the command or prompt a person to
action, Mantras remind the performer about the
details and the sequence of the action, and recall
to his mind the substance, the deity and other
things connecged with the sacrifice. The names
serve the purpose of distinguishing one ritual from
another. The prohibitions are negative injunctions.
The Arthavada portion of the Veda is made up of
praise, blame or legends about certain ritual, and
it is accepted as an authority on Dharma, chiefly
because it tends to the recognition of the excellence
of the enjoined duty. It is accepted as authority
only oo far as it is capable of being taken
along with the injunction declaring that particular
ritual.

‘ The Mimadmsa lays down many rules of in-
sterpretation by the help of which one can arrive at

1 “imiaereg fafrmermmaaafrsurdared aeafas ag zwrg N
Nyaya-kosa, p. 807,
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the right purport of Vedic passages. It discusses
the auxiliary Praméinas by which one can decide
as to how Vedic passages may be connected witk
each other as prmcxpal and subordinate. They

are six, viz. (1) Sruti or direct assertion, (2) Lifiga
or indirect implication, (3) Vakya or syntactical
connection, (4) Prakarana or context, (5) Sthina or
position, and (6) Samakhya or name. Each pre-
ceding Pramina is of greater force than the subse-
quent one. The Mimainsi discusses the awmliary '
Pramanas which decide the sequence of the details
of ritual from references in passages, at times
spread over at different places. It is explained
that the order of the performance of action is based
on six Pramanas, viz. (1) Sruti or direct assertion,
(2) Artha or purpose, (3) Piatha or sequence in
mention, (4) Sthana or position, (5) Mukhya or the
order of the principal, and (6) Pravrtti or the per-
formance.2 The Mimamsi has formulated the law
of nomenclature which has been divided into four
classes, as— (1) Tatprakhya or based on the
declaration, (2) Tadvyapade§ya or based on the
mention of similarity, (3) Yaugika or based on the
etymology, and (4) Vakyabheda or based on the
split of the declaration.® Discussion of how a

1 “ sfefosmmamamrsoramame@ arad e e faT-
wiq 1 7 Parva-mimamsa-sitra, 1. iij, 13, *

2 * a1 x agwrdfn swronfy o ET et 5z 1
Cinnasvami-fastri : Tantra-siddhanta- ratnavahc
p. 115.

3 Ganganatha Jha : Sloka-vartika, Enghsh trans .
Introduction, p, xxxi. . :
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partlcular Ppassage may signify Vikalpa or option,

Niyama or restriction of the purport, Parisankhya

or precludmg a particular meaning from it occurs

in the Mimiamsa. All these and such other rules.
ar® discussed as subsidiary to the elucidation of
ritual, since according to this system action is the
main purport of the Veda. Though these rules
are not very important from the philosophical
point of view, they have their special significance
in the.gnady of the Brahma-stitra Bhisyas, since all
‘the Bhiasyakiras have tacitly accepted them,and
have employed them copiously in the interpreta-
tion of scriptural authorities. Interpreting the
purpose of scriptures, according to these cannons

is recognised by Indian thinkers of different
shades of view.

N The Smastis propounded by Manu and others
are considered authoritative.  Their authority,
however, is dependent on that of the Veda. Sages
like Manu etc, being well-versed in the meaning of
the whole Veda remembered the declarations spread
over in its different branches, and put them down
in a simplified form in their books.> Thus the
authority of a Smrti text.is based on some Vedic
quotation. If it is not directly found, it is to be
inferred, The Smrtis give us the knowledge of

“ yrrrea) fiy gdanedn: afafafasarmgen sasa -
wifa qraTR T amanm zmﬂawn FRALTAIET
a[mwmma s Wﬁﬁrﬂ A" Cmnasvamx—
fst1i Tantra-sxddhinta-ratnﬁvalx p. 30. -
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such religious duties as are not mentioned directly
in the Veda. The Smrtis in contradiction to the
Veda cannot be accepted as trustworthy. o

The Advaita Vedanta accepts most of ‘the
tenets of the Mimimsd school as regards verbal
testimony as a means of Knowledge. A sentence
whose purport is not falsified by any other means
of knowledge is considered to be valid. The two
divisions of the Sabda-pramina, viz. }.aweldka and
Vaidika are accepted.

Like the Mimamsakas, Sankaricirya belieyes
that the word is eternal and its significance lies in
the potency of the letters of which it is composed.
He does not accept the Sphota theory of gram-
marians. He accepts the doctrine of Upavarsa
that letters only are the word.» According to
éaflkar{tcarya, the letters of which a word consists,
assisted by certain order and number, have through
traditional use entered into a connection with a
definite sense, At the time when they are em-
ployed they present themselves as such to the
-understanding, which, after having apprehended
the several letters in succession, finally compre-
hends the entire aggregate, and they thus wnerrigly
intimate to the understanding their definite sense. 2
Sankaraca.rya asserts that individual letters have
their own intrinsic nature on account of which they

1 “auf qrg gsx: gfa WA Brahma-sitra
Sankara- bhasya, I. iii. 28, B
2 Sankara-bhasya, I. iii. 28, -t
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4 .
are recognised as the same. So they are considered
to be eternal. Besides it is the letters which have
got the meaning of the word, and so there is no

necessity to imagine the existence of Sphota.
-

Acceptance of the doctrine of the eternity of
worl paves the way for the proof of the theory of
the eternity of the Vedas. The position of Sanka-
ricirya with respect to this point is midway bet-
ween thg Mimamsd and the Nydya-Vaidesika. He
2dmits thaf the Veda is Apauruseya; but he rede-
fines that word so as to make it signify that the
eternal Veda is resuscitated by God at the begin-
nin.g of each Kalpa. At that time there occurin
the mind of the creator first the Vedic words and
then corresponding to them he creates the uni-
verse,} In support of this theory %ankamcary
quotes from Mghédbharata, which mentions the self-
born Being as having first produced the eternal,
celestial Vedic word, which again, in its turn, pro-
duced all activities.2 The Vedas embody the ideal
form of the universe, and so they are eternal.
What is meant by the production of this beginning-
less and endless Vedic speech is that it is being
imparted orally from the teacher to the disciple.?
Vedas, .as a collection of words, begin to exist at

1 " gmaazfa g ge2: qF dfewr: a=ar wafq sigawa:, qox=r-
Hawaraqiawata ey | Sankara- -bhasya, I. iii. 28,

2 ¢ gfefagar fan anqeeer @g@yar | @) agway fgan aq.
aaf: sgma 0" Sankara -bhiisya, I. iii. 28.

3« Seitsad ara: dagranadArA ey gees:,  arfafawara
svqgedeEdEaTE g | ¥ Sankara-bhasya, I, iii. 28.

L 4



(140) Methodology

the creation, and cease to exist at the .universal
dissolution, This means that only the texts are
not eternal, while their significance is eternal. God,
the first promulgator of the Veda in every cycte
repeats it anew, but precisely as it was in earlier
cycles. The Badariyana-sitra s wx ¥ faeeas, ( 1.
ili, 29. ) confirms the conclusion that the Veda is
the eternal source of the universe.? The Rgveda
tells us how the eternal speech which was dwelling

in the sages was found out by those whe pes#ormed

the sacrifice. The origination of the world from
the Sabda means the actualisation of the same
words in the form of objects. The will of Samsjra
as a whole is eternal in spite of dissolutions and
creations. So the eternity of the Vedas is not
affected, because the names and forms of each new
creation are the same as those of the preceding
worlds that were dissolved.? The whole world in-
cluding the sun, the moon etc. is arranged by the
highest God on the pattern of the arrangement of
the previous world.® So in the period of dissolu-
tion of the universe the continuation of the Veda
is not stopped, inasmuch as there is the certainty
of the perpetual vision of the Veda by the creator.
Thus the Veda is self-existent; only it is not the

1 “ o U fAaqiFadaidanal IaqeayHadarg Jaq Frerei
seaeay | " Sankara-bhisya, L. iii, 29,

2 Hmaamﬁq'mﬁnaaﬁfq AGIETAGIIOTTA AT AAANSFT-
TeEaT A SferssasTaraiaERy: 1 Saaka ra-bhasya,
I. iii. 30.

3 « quiwgAet w1 quigdnsemy | Sankara- bhabya
I. i, 30
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self-same ‘Veda, but a series of re-issues of an eter-
nal edition which goes back to the beginningless
time.® Its validity is self-evident and direct, since it
congtitutes the word of God.

« According to Sankaricarya, Brahman is the
source of the great body of the scripture compris-
ing the Rgveda etc., which is itself omniscient as it
were. Such a body of scripture cannot originate
from M qne else except the omniscient Being.
Sankaracirya believes that the vast mass of the
holy Vedic texts has originated from that great
Being, even without an effort, in sport as it were,
like human breath, asis declared in the Brhada-
ravyakopanisad.” Thus it may be seen that the
authoritativeness of the Veda is defended on
grounds other than those urged by the Mimamsa
system *

His firm belief in the authority of the Vedas
urged Sankaracirya to find out a consistent view of
the universe in all Upanisads regarded as one
whole, by interpreting them in a single coherent
manner. According to him the knowledge of
Reality which we gain from themis uniform
througheut, and is without contradiction.

Thus Sankaricirya accepts the main position
of the Mim&msa with respect to the Veda, by assert-

e ANTAAT NS T AT TEHTAAT TATAA: —
‘e wg woew froeafeadey agdw | senfr s
giﬁkara-bhisya, I.i. 3, .
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ing that it js sclf-existent and eternal, As regard.s
the purport of the Veda, however, his view is far
different from that of the Mimamsd. He dogs not
accept that the purport of the Veda is action. He
advances several arguments to refute the positiofi of
Jaimini and §abara who declare that activity bemg
the aim of Srutx passages which have no such aim
would be useless,’ and that the purpose of the
Veda is to give the knowledge of some kind of
activity.? He does not restrict the vilidit yesde Vedic
texts to injunctive statements. According to him'
the truth revealed by the scriptureis fundamental
unity of Being. The only harmonious and cumu-
lative conclusion of Upanisadic passages is the
declaration of the nature of Brahman.® The words
in these passages refer directly and undoubtedly
to Brahman, so it would be improper to imagine

that they refer to an altogethere different thing,
viz. action.*

Eiaflk:trfmdf;ﬁ points out that cven the
Miméamsa recognises that there are certain passages
in the Veda called Arthavadas, which refer to
already existing things. The Mimimsa system
considers them valid by interpreting them as subor-

1 * snemaen Prardenaradarazatang | Pﬁr‘va-rﬁimamsﬁ-
sitra, I, ii. 1.

2" atz‘rfz geary: wAtasEag ) 7 Sabara-bhasya I i

3 “gdy fa %awag TR ATAINIEATIE T NIRRT m
waifr | 7 Sankara-bhasya, 1. i. 4.

4 “ 7 X aguAmr ggrat warmqfwi faf=d aueadsamqaA-
safeqTreTAT gFT 1 7 Sankara-bhasya, I.i. 4. *



Methodology (143)

dmate to some act:on since they serve no purpose
of . their own. So & aﬁxaracarya asserts that the
pAssages declaring Brahman must be considered
eq\xally valid as portions of Veda. Moreover as
they serve the great purpose of being helpful in
the realisation of the summum bonum of mar’s life
by making him free from all pains, the Upanisadic

| passages declaring Brahman need not be considered
qubordinate to action. So in the Advaita Vedanta
statemc..% ke ¢ Tattvamasi ’ acquire an indepen-
dent lOglC’ll value.

Sahkaricirya is prepared to concedc that
action may be the purport of the Brihmana
portion of the Veda, but as regards the Upanisads
he firmly asserts that their main purpose is to
declare the eternal reality viz. Brabhman.? Accord-
ing to him the §eachings of the Karmakanda were
intended for inferior types of aspirants, whereas
the teachings of the Jfitaalanda were intended for
superior aspirants. Karmakanda is intended for
those who are still under the spell of Avidya, and
Jhianakanda for those that have seen the hollowness
of the activities it commends and are striving to
transcend them.? Thus Sankaricirya gets over
the antithesis between thc Jiidnakanda and the
Karmakdnda by assuming that they are addressed
to différent classes of people.

1 “ ®qmrod weaY wAt fomrer gg g ud fAeay™ sa fearsrea
fafe 1 * Sankara-bhasya, I. i. 4.

2 S. Dasgupta ; A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vel. I, P 436.
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Sankaracarya’s acceptance of such a grada-
tion of teachings is facilitated by his acceptance, of
the doctrine of the relative authority of Praminas.
Perception etc. which speak of diversity are con-
sidered to be invalid when they come in coniict
with the teaching of the revelation that all is one.
The primary aim of all Praménas is to serve empi-
rical purposes. Common knowledge is true only
as long as the identity of oneself with Brahman is
not realised, as dreams are, until one—wes not
awake. In the same way the validity of all Vedic
texts is not absolute but relative. The Vedic texts
which speak of action and thus teach diversity are
only for empirical purposes, These teachings are
not true in the ultimate sense.? Only the Upani-
sadic statements that teach the unity of all beings
are true in the absolute sense. Though Sankari-
carya accepts the doctrine of inherznt self-validity
of Praminas, he thus modifies it by the doctrine of
their relative authority.

In the opinion of gaﬁkarﬁ-cﬁ.rya scriptural
testimony is most important in metaphysical
matters. Again and again he reiterates that Brah-
man cannot be known through perception or other
means of knowledge; the fact that Brahman is the
self of all cannot be understood except by means of
Sruti passages such as— ‘That thou art’.? The

1 * g aenpeafamreradm A srerframafovas i
Saﬁkara-bhﬁgya, Introduction.
“ 7 % gffaftsaaegersvasfy saanfifread agm:, ‘awmfa’
:Far AT QTEAAAOTAATFA AT | Sankara-
bhisya, I. i. 4.

~
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ultimate oneness of thing taught in the U panisadic
texts cannot be negated by the perceptual experi-
ence of men. Inferences being dependent on per-
ception cannot contradict the non-duality taught
in the Upanisads. As all Vedianta passages declare
the fundamental unity of Being, there is no proof
to contradict it. Thus in metaphysical matters
such as the nature of Brahman, Sastra supercedes
all other Praminas. In this sphere perccption, in-
ference etc. may be serviceable when they do not
tome in conflict with the Sruti texts.!

In the opinion of Sat’xkar:’uca’irya the authority
of perception is held to be supreme in the practical
world, where even Sruti cannot supercede the facts
given by perception. As regards the properties of
matter etc. ordinary science is to be accepted as
authoritative,

As all the Praminas including the Veda are
only empirically true, when the Sastra speaks of
the fundamental unity of Being, we have to accept
that a false means may lead to a true end. San-
kardciarya accepts even this untenable position and
points out many instances in life where an unreal
thing indicates the real. This position does not go
against his central doctrine, because all Pramanas
including the Sastra ultimately vanish at the reali.

*1 7 wafmarataa spaneg ux gam ggfamamang | feg spar-
NSANTEATY TERAATAE S, SAATAGTTOATe, AHaegiad-
qurew wgwAer | 7 Sadkara-bhéeya, 1. i, 2.
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sation of the real nature of Atman.?

Sankaricirya does not give absolute validi ty
to Smrtis. They are considered valid in so far as
they conform to the Sruti. Even though compostd
by revered sages, Smr:is cannot attain authorita~
tive status,if their statements are not based op
Sruti texts.? As regards the question, which of
the conflicting Smrtis should be accepted and
which should be rejected, he follows the view of
Jaimini. He accepts the Smrti which s hdrmoni;
ous in teaching with the éruti, and rejects that
which comes in conflict with it.®

In discussing the theory of the eternal nature
of words, San:aidcirya accepts that the words
denote the class and not the individual.* The
relation between the words and the classes is
eternal. The individuals have orifin and destruc-
tion and not the classes.”

1 « 7 gimaRmiaenat  fafavgmagaraifo 1 gaonfy
wfagag=ifa 1 ”
Also:— “ gAY TEAAIAT Ffeqa: |
e ag2dd gam carerfaea 1 Sankara-bhasya,
I.1. 4.

2 Vide p. 89 n. 1.

3 ¢ faufageat= waﬂmmawswamﬂqamwfmﬁ q -

Fanfuo: eqqa: sATmAYsAr g3 ¥ Sankara- bhasya
I1.i 1.

4  sngfafyes waat gawa v safwmfa: Sankara-bhﬁsya
I. iii. 28.

5" wfmmmmmm frsaarw TarfEasdy ‘Fﬁitfi‘"ﬂﬁ
" Sankara bbagya, I, iii, 28. . -
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Though Safikaidcarya accepts the concept of
Jﬁtl later Advaitins like Citsukha do not accept it.
Gitsukha refutes the notion of class- -concept on the
ground that it cannot be proved either by per-
ception or by inference. Moreover it is difficult to

prove how it can be related with the individuals.
®

gar’l‘.\'ari(ﬁryn gencrally accepts the various
rules of interpretation evolved by the Purva-
mimimsi and shows considerable skill in their
«applicati®mto Upanisidic statements without mak-
ing them subservient to ritual. A few cases
may be cited here as typical illustrations. In
Sutra III. iii. 44, he refers to the Jaimini-sttra=—
sfafommamasoramamenai  aad aREarafarTaiq
([TI. 1. 13), and proves that the indicatory
marks ( Linga) in the Vedic texts quoted by him
are of greater force than the leading subject matter
(Prakarana) of the portion where they occur. In
Bralima-sutra IT1. iii. 25, he quotes the same Jai-
mini-siitra and proves that Mantras which, either
by indicatory mark (Linga) or syntactical relation
(Vakya) or some other means of proof, are shown
to be subordinate to certain sacrificial actions,
cannot, because they occur in the Upanisads also,
be connected with the Vidydas on the ground of
mere proximity (Sannidhi). Proximity as a means
of prdof regarding the connection of subordinate
matters with the principal matter is weaker than
direct enunciation (Sruti).?

1 “ gael fé;ifafq: sanfars Toqa Sad @k 1 7 Sankara-
bhisya, I11. iii. 25.
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éafx‘.cat&cirya refers to the law of nomencla-
ture discussed in the I'irva-ri..dm:d and points
out that in the meditation advised by the Vedinta
it is not applicable. Following Bﬁdarﬁyan'a ke
asserts that the cognitions intimated by all the
Vedinta texts are identical, on account of the
non-difference of injunction and so on.? ’

According to the system of Riminuja Sabda-
pramina is defined as the instrument which pro-
duces the knowledge obtained from sentences not
uttered by an untrustworthy person or that which
is exempt from sense-errors (Karana-dosa) and
contraries (Badhaka-pratyaya).? It is classified
into two divisions, viz. Pauruseya and Apauruseya.
All the texts which depend upon the free will of
man are classed as Pauruseya and their authority
depends on their being trustworthy.,. The authority
of the Apaurtseya scriptures, viz. Vedas stands un-
questioned. They are considered to be eternal.
At every world-epoch ISvaia gives utterance to
them. At the outset of a creation He evolves out
of his consciousness what past orders of the Vedas
have lain there and teaches them to Caturmukha.
This assures the eternality and the super-human
origin of the Vedas and thus there is absence of
errors and contraries.

1 “ & g AR AILATITATEY NIH UF F108 ' F ATHAT WE-
NzAfaTRa ' senweg afegar: 1 7 Sankara-bhagya,
ITI. iii. 1. .

2 Srinivasa : Yatindramata-dipika, I1I.
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The Smrtis, the epics and the Puréinas are
consxdered to be authoritative, since they expound
the ideas contained in the Vedas. Paiicaritra
Agamas also are accepted as valid since they owe
théir orizin to the divine Vasudeva.! Thus Rimi-
nuja reckens not only the Veda as revealed but
als® the Paiicaritra Agama, regarding the whole
of it as eventually going back to a Vedic or some
equally untainted source. Thus he places the

Paficaritra Agamas on the same footing as the
*Vedas.

In this respect the view of Ramainujacirya
greatly differs from that of éaﬁkarﬁcérya. In the
last Adhikarana of Brahma-sitra I]. ii, Sankara-
carya remarks that the Bl.agavata doctrine deserves
only partial acceptance, in so far as it holds that
Tsvara is both t.he efficient and the material cause
of the universe. He, however, asserts that the
doctrine cannot be accepted entirely owing to the
numerous contradictions in it and owing to its con-
taining many passages contradictory to the Vedas.?
But Ramanuja strongly attacks this position, He
defends the authority of the Paiicaritra Agama by
saying that it is the essence of the Vedas and it
explains more easily their hidden purport.®* He

1 ‘ool JTAY: TIAGA! ATUIIN: TAYAT VAT FEAH
#94ml ...... | ” Sri-bhagya, II. ii. 42.

2 v fasfadwrnfersored aglaw srowd ... iafwsrf‘a&wﬁ
wafa | ¥ Sankara-bhasya, I1. ii. 45.

3“3 ... gtatgtamarwmw aEAATAREEARNY FIqT-
mwﬁwﬁwfwtquﬁfaﬁrtwp Sri-bhasya, I1. ii 42
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quotes many taxts to support his view that the
Lord himself, being compassionate to the devotees,
has summarised the Upanisads in the form of
Paficaritra Agamas.! He winds up the Adhika.-
rana with a long discussion on the authoritative-
ness of the Bhigavata doctrine, and argues that it
is strongly recommended in the Mahdbhirata by
Vydsa himself, the author of the Sitras. He
remarks that the statement that Sandilya, not
finding any satisfaction in the Sruti and Smrti, at
last found it in this doctrine is opposed in no way
to the latter,> on the other hand it means a high
eulogy of them

It is very difficult to decide who of the two
Bhasyakaras has interpreted the Balariyana Sitra
famenigad aesfaqs: 1 (11, ii. 44 ) correctly; and con-
sequently it is also difficult to decide whether the
Adhikarana is only a refutation of the Bhagavata
doctrine or whether it aims at establishing it.
Dr. Thibaut prefers Raminuja’s inte rpretation of
the Adhikarana.® Dr. Belvalkar, how ever, thirks
that Raminuja's explanation lacks conviction,*

1 “ 3z a9r @i gsre waar gfc
mmﬁmfmqafrawzmgmngrl-bhasya 11.ii.42

2 Sri-bhasya, II. ii. 42,

3 G. Thibaut : The Vedanta Sitras with the
commentary by Safkardcirya, Introduction,
p. iii.

4 Belvalkar : Brahmasitras of Bidarayana with

the comment of Sankarﬁcﬁrya Ch. II,Q ii.
Notes, p. 205.
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Dr. Ghate also holds the view that thé opinion of
Thibaut is not acceptable.’

. " According to the system of Riaminuja, the
authority of the Smrtis is considered to be depen-
dent on the Vedas. Smrtis only help to clarify the
purport of the Upanisadic sentences. The help of
Smrtis is necessary for those who are not so well-
versed in the Vedic lore. But only those Smrtis
which do not contradict the Vedic doctrine are to
be accepte® as authoritative, while those which go
against the purport of the Vedas are to be dis-
regarded.? The authority of the Purdnas and
epics is also dependent on Srutis in a similar way.
It may be noted that the doctrine of Ramaénnja
draws upon the Purinas and Paficaritra Kgamas
for support to a very large extent.

In the op:nion of Riminuja, the Veda is the
only authority for the knowledge of super-sensuous
matters and Brahman can be known only through
it.> Its veracity lies in a region beyond that which
can be actually observed or understood by finite
intelligence, There scripture is our only source
though reason may be employed in its support.

1 Ghate : The Vedianta, p. 89.

2 Srl-bhaSya Il i. L.

3 “ ggrorsegmaT T mm‘zwmmfawum, LS qTEw-
STy 1 Sri-bhagya, I. i. 3.
“Also:—“ ggror: yATITRARINAIAAl Faaly, I AW A %mﬁ'f
s sqeay | 7 Vedanta-dipa, I11, ii. 22.
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In the system of Ramanuja there is no neces-
sity of considering the relative authority of different
Pramadnas, since valid Pramanas cannot contgadiet
each other. The perception of diversity in the
world is valid, so also is the scriptural testimony of

the unity of Atman and Brahman. These two are
only to be reconciled by considering the diversity
as the ¢mbodiment of the I.ord. This view is
supported by the Sruti text of the Antaryimi
Brahmana, where the world is spokgneof as the
body of God.? Ilere the testimonv of the Vedic
text must prevail; it cannot be set aside by ordinary
perception. In the same way the perception of
the reality of the outside world cannot be set aside
by the statements of the scriptural texts which
speak of its falsity. Therefore scriptures are to
be interpret: d in such a way that they do not come
in conflict with the testimony of ptreceptual know-
ledge, Thus according to the Riaminuja system
all Praminas are absolutely valid upto the end.

:';;-n'nkarac:‘trya’s view, that cven scriptures are
faise in the ultimate sense and there is possibility
of attaining knowledge by false means, is not sub-
scribed by the followers of Ramanuja. It is asser-
ted that falsehood can never lead to truth. Only
from one right knowledge we can come to another.

LY

In the opinion of Ramanuja all words ulti-

[N

1 Abhyankar : Sarvadar§ana-sangraha, Sanskrit
introduction, p. 65-66.
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‘mately denote God.' They nced not, on that
%ccount; be considered as synonymous, since the
outward form of the dcnoted object is diverse,
while the internal self of all is the Lord. In ex-
plaining the Vedic text concerning the creation of
the name and form KRiminuja has explained this
doctrine in detail,

Th. principle that every word cventually
signifies God helps us to understand the meaning
of the .'U'pani@'adic statement ‘‘“ That thou art "’
according to the Visistadvaita system. Here the
word ‘that’ finally denotes God having the entire
world as his body; and ‘thou’ denotes God having
the individual soul as his body. Thus the whole
statement declares the identity of the embodied
(vod in both.

As rega‘rds the antithesis between the Kar-
makinda and the ]}iidnakinda, the view of Rama-
nujacirya is different from that of Saikaricirya.
He does not consider that they are really antithe-
tical, and maintains that the two portions of the
Veda together form a single teaching intended for
the same class of persons.? The scriptural injunc-

1 “*3g wrear: qIAINT UF 9% |’ Sarvadarsana-san-
[Lraha, p. 104,

Also:— “ T3 g gatgearaeral: ITaTEeqqLAT fagfaaitan.
SFITIT qGEAT] qHTT TWHIET: I qferarsy <f
fasw: 1 7 Sri-bhasya, I.i.-1. p, 117.
2 “ eugyfeaarg weaEga: 1’ Sri-bhasya, 1.4, 1, p. 5.
o Alsoj— gri-bhﬁsya, I11. iv. 206.
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tions show what actions would be pleasing to God
and what are against his command. The object of
sacrifices is the worship of God and all the differents
deities that are worshipped in these sacrifices arg,
but different names of God himself.! The Piurva-
kdnda dwells upon the modes of worshipping God;
and the Uttara'dinda upon the nature of God.
Raminuja thus co-ordinates the two sections of
Veda by considering them to be complementary.

As Riminuja gives equal importafice to the
Piirvakanda and the Jiianakanda, his view is different
from the Advaita view as well as the Mimamsa
view. Like the Mimamsd he does not believe that
the ultimate purport of Veda is only action. He
asserts that the rule that the meaning of words is
only to denote action is not binding.? Accordingly
the doctrine that the Vedanta signifigs the highest
Brahman as the purport of the Jiianakinda stands
uncontradicted.

The bearing of the doctrine of the co-ordina-
tion of the Jiianakanda and the Karmakanda is very
great on the practical discipline of the Ramanuja
school. Actions that are taught in the Vedas are
to be performed, not for obtaining fruits but for
securing the grace of God. Man’s actions cannot

1 “ ;eder mm&rwfﬁaamffmgwm@m -
faarrmgerreefafenify woaa s, sax sfaafasy "
%n-bhasya, I.i. 1, p. 128,

2 waig g sqefafla fadeay Fafagew: |" <<-"n-bhwsya,
I.i. 1, p. 124.
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guarantee anything to him merely as their fruit
bpt good or bad fruits are reaped in accordance
with the pleasure or displeasure of God. By good
actions and devotion there is an ultimate expansion
of bne’s intellect and finally in meditation bearing
the.character of devotion a man has an intuition of
Reality.T Since the object intuited is not direct!y
presented, the nature of Siaksi:kara is said to be
indirect in character; yet, so far as its immediacy
.md cleagpess go, it is not inferior to perceptual
knowledée This Saksatkira is the means of eman-
cipation and it is acquired through the grace of
God.? Scriptural texts refer to the attainment of
such Saksitkira on the part of the sages Vimadeva
and others, who saw the one Brahman with the
material and immaterial objects for its distin=
guishing modes."

Madhvﬁc.ﬁrya refers to the Sabda-pram:'u.la
only as is employed in philosophical matters. He
divides it into two kinds, viz. valid and invalid.
The valid verbal testimony consists of scriptures,
which are free from defects. These scriptures are
again divided as Apaurus:zya, or those which are
not the compositions of persons, and Pauruseya or

1 “oft w dued gwelud  wfmeqed fafgses gae

- e, wenfa iy 0 Sri-bhasya,
[11, ii. 23. '

2 ¢ 9 X NREAAIRGTAE  sAAwEAfaggas  fawgas-
TaFAIwE e ... ...... n‘tmwfqmmﬁt @
Srl-bhaan II1.iv, 26.

3 Sri-bhasya, I1I. ii. 24,
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those which are the compositions of persons. All
these scriptures are included under the name
Agama or Sastra. The Apauruseya scripture has
absolute validity, and is considered to be infallible.
The Pauruseya scripture may some times "be
fallible.

In the Apauruscya Sastra, Madhva includes
all the Vedic literature consisting of the four
Vedas, the Brihmanas and the Upanisals. In the
the Pauruseya Sastra he includes Mahabharata
Ramiayana and the Paficaritra Agamas. Whatever
scriptures are harmoneous in purport to these are
considered authoritative, while others are not so.?
Madhvicarya considers that the purport of the
Veda and that of the Paficaritra Agamas is iden-
tical and so they are authoritative.? He, like
Ramidnuja, shows greater leaning towards Agamas
and Puranas than Sankara does.

Like other Bhasyakiras, Madhvacarya be-
lieves that Pramanas like perception and inference
are not helpful in knowing the nature of Reality.
We have to depend on scriptures in general and
the Vedas in particular for the true knowledge of
Brahman.

1 “ |y GETGEt ¥ WIW ISIAARY | ASAHAAT 7 qren-
fraafadfiay 1 gsamreiae asa ot yafaas | aRsaY
yrafreard A7 qred gaed @ 11 ¥ Madhva-bhasya, 1.1. 3.
Also:— Sarvadar$ana- sailgraha p. 274.

2 TEFAGTFENfAITET G ACTT THGAFI 1 " Madhva-
Lodsva, 101 3.
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Madhvicarya gives equal importance to all
tlr.xe parts of Veda and considers that the hymns
and the B:dhmanas are as useful and valid as the
Upanisids. He does not consider that there is
any antithesis bctween the Karmakanda and the
Jhdaaakinda

L]

Invalid verbal testimony as is found in
pseudo-scriptures (Agamibhasa) consists of defects
and discrepancies of many kinds. Not being capa-
*ble to denote the intended meaning, denoting it in
the wrong way, repeating what is obvious, not
being directed to a purpose, being directed to an
undesirable purpose, directing impossible means,
directing more difficult means are some of the
defects of verbal testimony which make it invalid.

bollowmg Bajarayana, Nimbirlacarya also
asserts that the'nature of Brahman can be express-
ed only by a scriptural text,* as the signifying
powers of such text directly originate from God.
Perception and inference cannot be employed in
super—sensuous matters.

In scriptures we hear of dualistic and
monistic texts. The only way in which the claims
of both®these types of texts can be reconciled is by
coming to a position that Brahman is at once
different from and identical with the world of spirit
a.nd matter. The scriptural texts that speak of

1 ¢ fanmed g CRATAVFAT  AFTIAFR, Faeagarat grar-
wiay a1 a%q @waag +” Nimbarka-bhasya, I, i. 4.
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duality refer to the duality that subsists between
Brahman, which alone has independent existence,
and souls and matter which have only a dependent
existence. The scriptural texts that deny duality
refer to the ultimate entity which has independent
existence and which forms the basis of all kinds of
existence. The texts that refer to Brahman by
negations signify how it is different from all other
things which are limited by material conditions.

Nimbirka does not accept the Mifhdmsd view
that the purport of Veda consists in enjoining the
performance of.action. According to him the goal
of the performance of all duties is the attainment
of emancipation. All deeds ultimately produce a
desire for knowing Brahman and through it pro-
duce the fitness for the attainment of cmancipation.
The obligatory duties are helpful in purifying the
mind and in producing a desire for true knowledge;
and voluntary dceds are subservient to Brahman
by producing a part of the bliss of the unity of
Brahman or by producing superhuman bodies for
the performer making him more fit for emancipa-
tion. Thus Nimbarkdcarya subordinates the Purva-
Landa to the Jianakanda.’

According to this system the principle of
Bhedabheda is the fundamental doctrine. .Nim-
barka interprets the famous sentence ‘' Tattvamasi’’
in the light of this doctrine. The word “Tat”
signifies the eternal omnipresent Brahman, and

1 Srinivasa : Vedanta-kaustubha, I.i. 4.
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“Tvam” refers to the individual soul whose exis-
tence depends on Brahman, and “Asi” brings out
the relation between the two which is one of difte-
renc® compatible with non-difference.

Nimbarka accepts the necessity of Smrtis
forsthe elucidation of Sratis, but accordin 2 to him
the authority of Smrtis is dependent on Vedic
texts. Only those Smrtis which are not contradic-
tory to the Vedas are considered authoritative, the

‘rest are“mvalid. Srinivisa quotes from Manu and
points out that all heterdox Smrtis should be left
out of considcration since they misguide the
people.?

Vallabhacirya also asserts that the Sastra is
the final authority in metaphysical matters. The
nature of Brahman asis described in the Veda
must be accfpted asitis, since itis known only
from that source.? In this system the authority of
scriptures stands supreme. Other Pramanas are
useful only if they do not come in conflict with,
and so far as they are in consonance with Sruti texts.

Vallabhiacarya does not accept the allego-
rical method of interpreting Vedic texts. He
believes in the literal interpretation, and asserts
that,every letter of Veda.is to be accepted as signi-
ficant, otherwise it would result in the non=belief

1 Silnivasa : Vedinta-kaustubha, I1.i. 1..
2 " wg g ¥Ewunfard qigd 3. sfaqmed. agnddcrEEAl-
.47 1" Anpu-bhasya, I.1i. 19. o
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in the authenticity of the scripture as a whole.
Even though the Mimamsakas themselves accépt
the metaphorical interpretation of such portions
of Veda as Arthaviidas, he refuses to subscribe to
their view,

Amongst the authoritative scriptures Valla=-
bhaciirya includes Bhigzavata also. In this system
instead of Prasthdnatrayi, there is Prasthana-
catustaya, viz. Veda, Bhagavadgitd, Badarayana-
sitra, and Srimadbhagavata.? Each Sabsequent
Prasthina removes the doubt in the previous one
and thus all of them together manifest the true
doctrine.?

As Veda is authoritative 1o all its parts, the
reconciliation of apparently contradictory texts is
an important problem for Vallabhacarya. He
believes that the whole of Veda consisting of the
two sections, Purvakayda, and Uttarakanda, dis-
cusscs only one topic, viz. God. On this ground
he considers that the two systems of Jaimini and
Badariiyana constitute one Sastra and have the sole
purpose of giving liberation to mankind. In this
respect Vallabha, like Ramanuja, follows the theory
of Vrttikara,

According to Vallabhidcirya, God possesses
innumerable divine qualities of which Kriya and

1 Vide p. 63 n. 5. .
2 " wux qusdgmw afewifeas 1 ' Tattavadipa-niban-
dha, 1. 7.



Methodology (161)

Jhdna are prominent, The Pirvakdnda represents
thg Kriyd aspect of God, while the Uttarakinda
repregents the Jniana aspect, and consequently the
two Kipdas maintain their independence. This
justifies the theory that the Piirva-mimamsi and
the Uttara-mimimsi are two independent branches
of one and the same science. Thus Vallabhicirya
established the harmony between action and know-
ledge., In order to support his theory he also
adduces an important argument by referring to the
Yact that Jaimini was a disciple of Badardyana.l
He considers that it is not possible for the pupil to
teach a doctrine that comes into conflict with the
theory of the teacher.

By the reconciliation of the Karmamirga and
Jiiilnamirga naturally a greater stress comes to be
laid upon sacrificial action. As a staunch follower
of the Vedic path this is quite natural in the casc
of Vallabhiicirya. In this connection it may be
noted that he has been described by his son as
Karma-mirga-pravartaka.? Vallabhacarya bclieves
that the performance of sacrifices is calculated to
please God, who gives the reward according to the
qualifications of the performer. If he possesses the
knowleqdge of Brahman, God appears in person and
gives him gradual liberation. In the absence of
knowleédge, God gives the happiness of soul or the

o1 “azRvia syraA sgfamanT: sfasm@@rg 17 Anu-bhisya,
I.i. 3,

2 G. H. Bhatt: Journal of the Oriental Institute,
I*iv. 353.
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world of heaven. Vallabhdcirya thus accepts the
old theory of action cum knowledge in the path of
Maryada,® which is restricted to those who follow
the ordinary orthodox method in their pursuit of
liberation.

There is, however, another path which'tran-
scends all limitations. It is called Pust'marga and
in it one has to rely completely upon God’s grace
for liberation. If a person qualifies hiwself for
the grace of God through most intense love and
devotion, he may choose to show his grace to the
man, and may give him liberation immediately.?
By this theory of the two paths, viz. Maryada-
marga and Pustimarga, Vallabhicirya comes in
possession of the spiritual legacy which reconciles
action, knowledge and devotion.

The theory of Vallabhdcarya lays more stress
on the Sruti passages which describe Brahman as
possessed of different attributes. The nature of
God can be summarised by his attribute Saccida-
nanda. The Highest, when viewed from its aspect
of Sat, and when associated with action only, is
Yajfiapurusa, who can be propitiated by actions as
stated in the Brihmanpas. When the Highest is

1 “ wedagro: Frammrardfaaedteng sqamag adx 7 @m0
Anu-bhisya, 1.1i. 2. )
2« fafgamad fada Maser giearinata | ” Anu-bhasya,
IV.ii. 7.
Also:— gfeanitsqugwaisa: saraamifzae: |" Apu.
‘bhésya, 1V. iv. 9.
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viewed from its aspect of knowledge (Cit) and when
associated with wisdom, it is Brahman, and it can
bé approached through Jiidna as stated in the
Upanisads The Highest, when viewed from its
aspect of bliss (Ananda), is Krana, and he has to be
worsl;xipped according to the principles of Gi.d and
Bhagavata,

Vallabl dicirya is a'so faced with the ditfi-
culty of reconciling the contradictory passages
Yhich spe;ik of Brahman as Saguna and Nirguna
respectively. He asserts that the Sruti pissages
which declare that the highest has no qualities
mean merely that he has not the ordinary qualities.
He believes that his main doctrine, that Brahman
possesses extraordinary qualities and is such that
in its nature even contradictory qualities are recon-
ciled, stands unrgfuted.’

The importance of ¥abda Pramina in Indian
philosophy, and especially in the Vedanta system,
does not deserve to be minimised. It is often
argued by critics that the growth of Indian philo-
sophical thought was stultified by the limitations
set on it by an undue reverence for the authority
of scriptures. Whether this objection is based on
plausible reasons becomes only a dcbatable point,
when we see that the great Acdryas of the Vedanta

1 “ geurg saaguETeaT gfaerfaet ar @ aeREaraoaf

* qof Afy MeggaRafa fazga: 1 Apa-bhasya, I11 ii. 24.
Also:— " gears3fagmd:  gifregwaiaadd  q@adT
fadw: 1’ Anu-biasya, I11, ii. 21.
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system, viz. Sankaricirya and others, uphe]d.tﬁe
authority of scriptures and yet opened up astound-
ingly new avenues of thought. Here I only intend
to make out that the acceptance of Sabda Pramaéna
in the way of the Achdryas serves an important
purpose in philosophical method. In admlttmg
Sabda as a full- -fledged means of knowledge, the
Vedinta recognises the value of intuitive thought.
In doing this it also recognises the fact that philo-
sophical thought has a structure of it§own, and
in its changes it obeys the laws of that structure.?

In the realm of metaphysics, we arrive at a
stage where it is suspected that the chain of our
arguments leads us quite beyond the reach of our
faculties. There we have no reason to trust our
common methods of argument, or to think that our
usual analogies or probabilities have any authority.
Our line is too short to fathom such immense
abysses.? At such a stage the right understanding
of 1he recorded intuitive experiences of an uninter-
rupted tradition of mystics is the only recourse.
The importance of Sabda Pramina must be viewed
in this light.

Thus the Aciryas seem to be on the right
path, when they view the truths recorded in the
Vedas as authoritative. To them these truths are

1 Collingwood : An essay on phllosophlcal me-
thod, p. 224.

2 Collingwood : An essay on phslosophlcal me-
thod, p. 223. . ‘
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the .pr-oducts of spiritual intuition on the part of
Rsis, dhe seers who were able to discern the eternal
truths by raising their life spirit to the plane of
universal spirit. Their value is acquired from
their adequacy to experience.? When the Vedas
are reggrded as the highest authority, all that is
meant is that the most exact of all authorities is
the authority of facts.?2

1 S. Radhakrishnan : An Idealist View of life,
p. 90.

2 Cf. Brahma.siitra Bhasyakaras interpreting the
word Pratyaksa in the Sitras as denoting Vedic

) texte. Vide, p. 88-89, '



Chapter IX

Other Pramanas.

Upamina.

Amongst the remaining Praminas Upamina
comes first, because itis accepted by, three im-
portant systems of Indian philosophy. The Nyaya
deals with it after perception and inference and
before verbal testimony, thus indicating its relative
importance as a source of knowledge. According
to this system, Upamana is the means by which we
gain the knowledge of a thing from its similarity
to another thing previously well-known.” We
have such knowledge when we are told by some
authoritative person that a word denotes a class of
objects of a certain description and then we apply
the word to some objects which fit in with that
description, although we might not have seen them
before. Thus the knowledge originates from the
remembrance of a sentence wherein occurs a state-
ment transferring the form of one object to
another.? For example, hearing that a wild ox is
like a cow, we guess that the animal which we find
to be like the cow is the Gavaya or wild ox. Upa-

1 “ sfagaamicnsaaraagemay | ¥ Nyiya-citra, 1.i, 6.
2 v sfadmarrrdeegsd  negeafafaszformagamag 1 7
Tarka-bhasi, p. 45,
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miha consists in associating a thing unknown
before with its similarity with some other known
thinge? It is the way of knowing the denotation of
words, and it solves the problem of identification,
Even though similarity is perceived by the visual
sense, yet the association of the name in accordance
with the perception of similarity and the instruc-
tion received is a separate act, and so Upamina is
considered to be a separate source of knowledge.

. .
In Upamina we do not count the points of

resemblance {but weigh them. So it is necessary
that the resemblances are essential and have rela-
tion to the causal tie.*

The scope of this Pramiinpa is quite narrow,
Yet in practice it is very useful in extending our
acquaintance with language. Though Upamana is
generally rendered as analogy in English, it does
not correspond to the modern argument by
Analogy.?

The Vaisesika does not accept Upamaina as
an independent source of knowledge. The Vaise-
sika-siitra does not even refer te it, Prasastapada

1 “ gmEfrdawnanafafa: | g aigeamag 7 Tarka-
sangraha, p. 49.

2 “ 7 g FeEAsmen{EAiAEeaE gad, i afy, gfea-
wrergfmsgaTaTaEATiNeg g3 |’ Vatsydyana-bhasya,
11. 1. 46.

'3 Hiriyanna : The Essentials of Indian Philoso-

pghy, p. 259,
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holds that Upamina is the same as faith in'a
trustworthy person, and hence a case of infcrence.t,

[}

The Sankhya also holds that Upamina is
not an independent source of knowledge. The
Sankhyas argue that the instruction is verbal know-
ledge, and the perception of similarity is perceptual
knowledge. But the final knowledge of the identi-
fication is a case of inference based on these two.?
The Yoga view in this respect is quite similar to,
that of the Sankhya system.

Upamana is accepted as an independent
means of knowledge by the Mimamsa system. The
sense in which the Mimdmsi accepts Upamina is,
however, quite different from that of Nyiiya.
According to the Mimdmsi, when we sce a certain
object and remember another, theewcognition that
we have of the similarity of the remembered object
to the seen onec issaid to be due to Upamina.®
Sabara states that Upamana constitutes similarity
which brings about the cognition of an object not
in contact with the senses, e. g. the sight of the
GRavaya reminds one of the cow.*

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philgsophy,
Vol I, p. 333 n.

2 qiseag qqagedt Magued 9% 3fa weaw:, Qsagarng
Viacaspati-misra: Tattva kaumudi, p. 40,

3 ¢ gdgedsy wRdAI 4y qEmATAEIgRamd avafafa: | awmw-
wqaraq 1+ " Tantra-siddhanta-ratnévali, p. 68.

4 ¢ gRE  ggEwElEses  afgrreafs qar aeaedd
Menzorer | ” Sabara-bhasya, 1. i. 5. .
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* Upamina is regarded as a separate Pramana,
hécause by it we can apprechend the similarity
existjng in a thing which is not perceived at the
moment. It is distinct from perception, since by
it we cognize something which is not in contact
with the senses. It is not included in inference,
because an invariable concomitance cannot be used
in the cognition of the similarity, It cannot also
be included in verbal testimony because the know-

sledge that the cow is like the wild ox does not arise
from verbal testimony.

The difference between the Nydya view and
the MimamsAa view is that, in the former Upamina
has for its sole object the relation between a word
and its meaning, while in the latter it is accepted

that reciprocal similarity is known through it.
| ]
In the science of ritual, the Mimamsd em-

ploys Upamina to practical purposes. As is said
by Kumairila, Upamaina is different from inference
since its use lies in such cases as the Saurya
sacrifice, where no concomitance of the factors of
procedure, fire etec, is available and hence mere
similarity cannot bring about the association of
fire etce?

® As regards Upamina the views of both Pra-
bhikara and Kumdrila are almost similar. The
farmqmm?mﬁ?ar daifearad wgrsty g5 | FIgTEISAT-
fqa %9  samdfegmgsay @ o Sloka-virtika,
\I Vll 6&;
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only difference between them is about the notrn
of similarity. Kumdrila regards similarity as only
a quality of the two objects, while Prabl aara
regards it as a distinct category. )

.“;railkaricﬂrya refers only to the three Era-
minas, perception, inference and scriptural testi-
mony. As he has not worked out a logical theory
of Pramiaans, we cannot directly ascertain his
views with respect to the remaining Pramanas like
Upamina etc. Later writers like Dharmarajadhva-
rindra formulated the theory of Praminas, and
recognised Upamana, Arthapatti and Anupalabdhi
as independent sources of knowledge, on the basis
of the Mimimsi views, which were tacitly followed
by the Vedantins previous to him.'

According to the Advaita theory, the func-
tioning of Upamana requires the collocation of in-
struments, which consist partly of conscious and
partly of material factors, and in it the cognisance
of similarity with other material conglomerations
gives rise to the necessary modification of the mind.

In the Advaita theory Upamina does not
play an important part, since its scope is limited.
It cannot deal with such important topics as the
nature of Brahman etc.?

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I, p. 471 n.

“mm | frrafawaearg | ¥ Sarva-darsana-
sangraha, p. 414,
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- The Viéistadyaita system accepts only three
Pramanas viz. perception, inference and scripture.
.Ramanu;a himself appears to hold the view that
only’these three should be considered as indepen-
dent Praminas,® He is, however, aware that
there is difference of opinion as regards the number
of valid means of knowledge;? and in refuting the
arguments of his opponents, he refers to other
Pramanas also.

Venkatanatha and Siiniviisa hold the traditio-
nal view that Raminuja admitted only three Pra-
miinas. As regards Upamiina Pramina, Srinivdsa
definitely states that his system does not accept
such postulations as constituting Upamina as a
distinct means of knowledge.® Meghanadari, how-
ever, considers that Rimanuja admitted Upamina
and Arthapattyin addition to the three. Accord-
ing to him Upamina is a scparatc Pramana,
through which it is possible to have the knowledge
of similarity of a perceived object with an unper-
ceived one, when there is previously a knowledge
of the similarity of the latter with the former. His
interpretation of Upamina is different from that
given in the Nyidya, where it is interpreted to mean

1 ¢ segmmAETme SwoEag 10 Sii-bhasya, 1. 1
p. 98.

» 2 v gmugEqfaarzsiy qafmmraqmmmmrwa fatm gfa a F=nfn
iR fafadwaegifa: 17 Sri-bhisya, 1. AL p 20
3 &atindra-mata- dipika, T,
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the association of a word with its object on the,
basis of similarity.’

Madhvicirya accepts only three Praminas
and considers Upamina to be a variety of
inference.

Nimbiarka also admits only three Pramanas
and others are included in these three. According
to his school, Upamaina consists of the knowledge
of similarity. It may be due to perception or
through a scriptural assertion of similarity. Thus
a man may perceive the similarity of the face to
the moon, or he may learn from the scripture that
the self and God are similar in nature and in this
way comprehend the similarity. Upamina is in-
cluded within the proposition of instance or illus-

tration in an inference. .

As is said before Vallabhacirya admits all
Praminas, according as they can be useful. As
regards the definite number of authentic Praminas
he is indifferent., In his Anu-bhisya, we do not
come across statements where Upamina is em-
iployed as an independent Pramina,

Arthapatti. .

Arthapatti, which is variously renderel as
implication, presumption, postulation or apparent
inconsistency, is the next Pramauna that deserves

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Phxlosophy,
Vol. 111, p. 234.
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-
nosice. Besides the four discussed before, this new
Pramina is admitted by the Mimamsia though not
by the Nyiya., According to the Mimamsi Arthi-
patti is the assumption of a thing, where the cog-
nition of another thing cannot be explained without
that assumption.! As Kumirila says, A case -
where, in order to avoid the contradiction (or
irrelevancy) of any object assertained by means of
any of the six means of right notion, an unseen
,object or fact is assumed - is known to be one of
Arthapatti ( apparent inconsistency ).’  Thus
Arthapatti is the necessary supposition of an un-
perceived fact, which alone can explain a pheno-
menon that demands explanation. It renders ex-
plicit what is already implicit in two truths, which
appear mutually incompatible. Thus in the case
of a man, who is growing fat and who is observed
to fast during #he day, we have to presume that he
must be eating at night, Knowledge obtaincd by
Arthiipatti is distinctive because it is not reducible
to perception, inference, testimony or comparison.

Prabhakara is of the opinion that in the in-
consistency of the two observed facts there is an
element of doubt, which gives rise to Arthipatti.
But Kumarila thinks that there is no doubt about
any of the observed facts. According to him, the
mind oscillates between two contradictory poles,

» 1 ¢ sfaaemdearaian famsyarfaaetsg agioadnder swad
aq rsatafa: 1 ¥ Tantra-siddhanta-ratnavali, p. 69.

2 Slokavirtika, English Trans. by Ganginitha
§ha, p. 230. '
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both of which it accepts but cannot reconcile, and
as a result arrives at the reconciliation in the pre-
sumption. Arthépatti is thus the result of Arthi-
nupapatti or the contradiction of the present per-
ception with a previously acquired knowledge.?

Though Arthiipatti resembles a hypothesis,
there is a great difference between the two. It
signifies the discovery of a new fact, which is be-
lieved in as the only possible explanation, and there
is an element of certainty. It does not possess the
tentative or provisional character, as is done by a
hypothesis. 2

Mimamsakas distinguish between two kinds
of Artltaatti, viz. 1 rstartldpatti and Srutarthi-
patti. The first is employed to explain something
which is perceived, while the second is employed
to explain the meanings of words heard. In the
opinion cf Kumadrila, in the Mimimsi-§astra in all
the cases, (1) where a Sruti is assumed on the
ground of another Sruti, (2) when a passage is
assumed to apply to a definite sacrifice through
‘Power’ etc., and (3) where the result etc. of a
sacrifice are assumed from outside, we have Artha-
patti.® On the Arthdpatti Pramina, the Mimam-

1 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol. I, p. 391-392,

2 Chatterjee & Datta : An Introduction to Indian
Philosophy, p. 374.

3 Sloka-vartlka English trans. by Ganganatha
Jha, p. 242.
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“sakas base their beliefs such as that in the survival

of the self after death or in the rewards promised
by the Veda for the performance of various rites
even though they are to be reaped in the
future life.?

Naiyayikas do not accept Arthdpatti as a
separate Pramina. The Nyiya explains it as con-
sisting in the presumption of a fact on the basis of
ancther fact, e. g. when it is asserted that ‘ there is
no rain when there are no clouds ’, what is implied
is ¢ there is rain when there are clouds’.? Accord-
ing to Vatsydyana, what happens in Arthapatti is
that, on our cognising what is asserted by a sen-
tence, there arises the cognition of whatis not
asserted by it. This cognition is due to the rela-
tion of opposition subsisting between what is asser-
ted and what is not asserted; and thus it is only an
inference.® Naiydyikas believe that all cases of
Arthapatti are accounted for by Kevalavyatireki

Anuméina.*

The difference between the Mimiamsa view

1 Hiriyanna : The Essentials of Indian Philoso-
ph‘y, p. 141-142,

2 “ grifwflamAsyd QsArsy: saead @rsaivfa: | a9r Ageageg
gfezq waeifa | fewr gavad ? /g wafw «” Vitsydyana-
bhagya, 1. ii. 1.

3« amqdsadaafafgaeardy safenag sgamatafac-
7Y | ¥ Vitsyayana-bhasya, I1. ii. 2.

4 “ xfa dawsfamimits afriaTe daamar frrdaat-

Yfw: quwd" weqftar | Tarka-bhasa, p. 52.
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and the Nydya view on this point is that the for-
mer system recognises a separate Pramina called
Arthipatti to account for all kinds of presumptions
and thereby dispenses with the Kevalavyatireki in-
ference, while the latter accepts the Kevalavyati-
reki inference and repudiates Arthdpatti. In the
controversy between the Naiydyikas and “the
Mimamsakas about Arthipatti, the truth is that it
is disjunctive reasoning and is not syllogistic in the
ordinary sense of the expression.}

The Vaidesika-sitra does not refer to Artha-
patti at all, while Prasastapada includes it in infe-
rence. The Sankhya system also does not recog-
nise Arthipatti as a separate Pramana, and includes
itin inference.? The Yoga follows the Sankhya
view in this respect.

In the opinion of Madhusiidana, a follower
of the Advaita school, Arthipatti, which is also
called Anyathanupapatti or the impossibility of ex-
plaining a thing ortherwise, is itself a means of
knowledge, which is quite authentic. He quotes a
verse which lays down that, if a fact is proved by
the absence of any other explanation, that absence
itself crushes all doubts and objections based upon
the impossibility of finding out a parallel illustra-
tion, That absence itself is the most powerful
among all means of knowledge.®

1 M. Hiriyanna : Outlines of Indian Philosophy,
p. 321. .

2 Vacaspati-misra : Tattva-kaumudi, p. 15-16.

3 Madhustidana : Siddhanta-bindu, p. 145.
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® In the Advaita system, Arthapatti is used to
establlsh certair important propositions For ex-
ample the cessation of ignorance, consequent on
the pérception of the significance of such scriptural
texts as ‘ That thou art ”” and others, is based on
Arthapatti, because the perception of Brahman
desttoys ignorance is a fact of one’s experience and
there is no other explanation of the cessation of
ignorance than this,

, The Advaita doctriney that the transmigrat-

ing world is an indescribable illusion, is proved by
means of Arthdpatti based on its p=zrception
and consequent sublation which cannot be ex-
plained otherwise.? In the same way all cases of
illusion as the false silver perceived on the shell
are accepted as an indescribable entity whose
nature is beyond the ascertainment as real or un-
real, on account of the absence of explanation of
their perception and consequent sublation,

I'n the Visistadvaita system, Srinivasa refers
to Arthipatti and explains it, but he includes it in
Anumina.? Meghan#dari, however, does not regard
Arthapatti as a case of inference. He gives it the
the position of an independent source of
knowledge.”

1 “ enfavrrerauenfdada: syewfeafaad sfa fagq”
Sarvadaréana-safngraha, p. 420

2 Srinivasa ;: Yatindramata-dipika, 1I.

3 S. Dasgupta : A history of Indian Philosophy,
Vol, II1, p. 235.
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L
-

In the opinion of Venkatinatha and S:ni-
vasa, Rimanuja himself does not _accept Arthipatti
as a separate Pramina. In his Sri-bhagya, Rami-
nuja refers to Artlipatti, but itis for explaining
away the cases of Arthapatti, advocated by the
Advaita school. For example, he argues that
Avidyd cannot be established by scriptural’ evi-
dence as well as by the evidence of circumstantial
presumption in relation to the interpretation of the
scriptural texts as ‘That thou art’.* For the
employment of Arthapatti there must be some
Anupapatti or inappropriateness in presuming
otherwise. A case of s, called Artlépatti can be
explained away by showing that there is no inap-
propriateness in one's own assumption.? He
proves that Avidya is not established by means of
the inappropriateness, which, in its absence, would
result in relation to the teaching ofaunity between
the individual self and the supreme self.?®

Sdiyana-Madhva seems to be of the opinion
that Rdmanuja acceptel Artliipatti as a separate
Pran ana, when he remarks that being supported
by inference and implication the Vedic texts, such
as ““Having seen that the worlds secured by action
are transitory, a Brahmana should be disgusted of
them, considering that the uncreated cannot be

1 “ sfageaifarammafafgraia aead + 7 Sil-bhasya,
I.i. I, p. 91. !
2 * qrquafa<hy weafag g1 ” Sii-bhagya, 1.i. 1, p. 34.
3  ardiwdiadrawear + 7 Sri-bhasya, 1.1.1,p. 100,
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* secured by action,” reveal the transitoriness of the
frult of action and the eternity of the fruit of the

. knowledge of Brahman,?
L]

[ ]
According to the system of Nimbdarka, impli-
cation is taken as a species of inference and not as
a separate Pramana For example, the assumption,
that Gods possess bodies, gince their meditation on
Brahman cannot be explained otherwise,? is not
considered as Arthdpatti Pramina, but is treated

as a sort of inference.

In the Anu-bhasya we get references where
Vallabhidcirya seems to make use of Arthdpatti as
an independent Pramina. For example, he argues
that a word denotes generality; so the convention
as regards the sense of Vedic words is understood
by those who are well-versed in Vedic lore. But
for the assogjation of form with generality Sabda
Pramina is not useful; for that a secular Pramiua
like Arthaatti is required.?®

Anupalabdhi.
\nupdlabd‘u or non-apprehension is the sixth

| wwew afad agaassa amﬁm eraees wnfaqfa-
farqmmaiaequgfgarf:  wawife 1 ¥ Sarva-dardana-
sangraha, p. 118-119,
% O (e agirEATaTTar Avrasd faug eansqaeasae | 0
Nimbarka-bhas .a, L. iii. 27.
3 « a¥awgeg afaw ua fafx: wa: 1 angfamrmad Sedar
‘ Agu-bhagya, 1. i. 4.
Also:— “ yrgfaragifagamoresar 1 ¥ S. Pathaka :
» Balabodhinl on Anu-bLisya, I.i. 4.
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Pramiua, which is admitted by a section of the
Mlmamsa school though not accepted by the Nyiya
system. Kumirila considers Abhava or non-exis-
tence as a positive object of knowledge and accépts
Anupalabdhi as a separate means for cognising it.
He argues that the non-existence of a thing cannot
be perceived by the senses, since there is nothifig
with which the senses can come into contact. He
asserts that in the case of an object where the
aforesaid five means of knowledge do not function
towards the comprehension of the existence of the
object, we have Abhiva or negation as the sole
means of cognition,’? The ascertainment of the
non-existence of an object depends upon the
validity of negation as a means of cognition, When
we say, ‘‘there is no jar on the ground,’’ we cognise
the absence of the jar by the Anupalabdhi or
Abhdva Pramina. To be valid Anupalabdhi must
be appropriate by fulfilling the circumstances
required for the functioning of other Pramfpas. If
a thing should have been cognised under certain
circumstances, then only its non-perception under
those circumstances is a proof of its non-existence.?

Prabhakara does not accept Anupalabdhi as
an independent source of knowledge. He holds
that non-perception of a visible object in a place
is only the perception of the empty place. This

1 “ FATIGSAR T AEET T ATY ) FAAEIG  AATATS-
saorar 1 ” Sloka-vartika, V., ix. 1,

2 Chatterjee & Datta : An Introduction to Indian
Philosophy, p. 376. o
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cogmtxon of the substratum by itself is sufficient to

.mfer the non-existence of the object that would
have been perceived if it were present.’ But this
view**is refuted by Kun.rila by arguing that
Abhdéva or negation must be admitted as a separate
category.

Even though the Nydya-Vaisesika accepts
Abhava as a separate entity of knowledge, it does
not admit Anupalabdhi as an independent Praména
Yor its coznisance. It accepts that negation is
cognised by perception,® by means of a special
kind of contact called Visesana-viSesya-bhava
because the organ of sense, say the eye, perceives
only the empty space which is qualified by the
absence of an object and through it the negation.®

The S:m‘\hya does not accept Anupalabdhi
as a separate Pramana. It accepts that the know-
ledge of Abhava falls under perception,* since it

1 S. Radhakrishnan : Indian Philosophy, Vol.

IT, p. 394,

2 " afpanfaaifracafadaqrefaagg ta ddar @t sa-
q@eq: yaronFEw@Ewarg | ¥ Tarka-s.hgraha-dipika,
p. 32.

3 “oard swrmafeiad favwwfaicagadafs fagra: |
Tarka-bhasya, p. 54-55.
Also;— awiasreed fadaufazisqura: d@frwat gzrargag #a-
oficay T ETR A wErwraed fmavveng 1+ ¥ Tarka-
sangraha, p. 31.

4 “ sesendial w was waw ofa 1 7 Vijhana-bhiksu ¢
Sankhya-pravacana-bhasya, 1. 88,
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does not admit Abhdva or negation as such, bue’
interprets it in terms of the positive. The absence
of a thing at a certain place is not anything dis-
tinct from a particular modification of the flace
itself in the form of vacancy.” Mere non-percep-
tion cannot prove non-existence, since it may be
due to other causes, such as from excessive «is-
tance, proximity, disturbance of sense-organs, ab-
sence of mind, subtlety, intervention, conceal-
ment of the object, and intermixture with other
like objects.?

The Yoga also does not accept Anupalabdhi
as a separate Pramina on the same grounds as
those of the Sankhya.

In the Vedaata system, Bidarayana uses the
word Anupalabdhi in the Sttras— “g3taf wrqgasa:
(IT. 1. 2), “7 wrisge@eq:1 ” (11, ii. 30) fand “ facatasesy -
agefeayasisaafaaat araqr” (11, i, 32). In all
these there is no evidence for or against the assump-
tion that he considered Anupalabdhi as an indepen-
dent means of knowledge.

As regards the views of éaﬁkarﬁcarya with
respect to the Anupalabdhi Pramana, it may be
said that he accepts it as a separate means of
knowledge, While commenting on Sutra II. ij. 17,

1 « 7 fg qaoa efvamfadivg Facasaomeay aawmEy a1 |
Tattva-kaumaudi, p. 16.

2 aﬁ‘gmmwrﬁ:f‘-ﬂm FHATSTAECYTANY | WYesaTg SqquTNR-
forwary snrmfugruss n " Sahdkhya-karika, 7. .
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he Wants to prove that neither Samyoga nor Sama-
wvdya exists as an entity beyond the two objects
that are in relation. Itis proving an Abhiva or
negation. So Sankaracirya argues that if Sama-
viya had been a real independent object, there is
no reason why it should not have been perceived
as stich. It meets all the conditions for its percep-
tion if it had existed. But we do not perceive it,
and hence it does not exist. Thus éar’xkarﬁcﬁrya
implies that for the knowledge of Abhiva a separate
‘means viz. Anupalabdhi is required.! In com-
menting on this statement, Anandagiri remarks
that conjunction or coinherence are determined to
be non-existent, since relation as such is not any-
thing other than the two things which are related.
These relations cannot be perceived as such, and
hence as there is appropriate Anupalabdhi, it proves
the non-existenge of such an entity.?

The Advaita doctrine that Miyd is a positive
entity is in a way indirectly related with the
acceptance of Anupalabdhi as an independent
means of knowledge. Advaitins accept that Nesci-
ence is cognised by perception. They consider
that the perceiving consciousness comprehends all

1 “ qor dafreanta dafaasragafaldn sanmmaaasse-
W 7 sfaforsafad, sarefmemameesst o
AT | éﬁflkara-bhi;ya. IL ii. 17,

2 * gumferty waeaar wav BT 37 R STawATEive-
fermsrmorrsasmraefacaa s gasufaformarrarar
fafews:, drarEentcarefwamg 1 7 Anandagiri

NyA&ya-nirnaya on éﬁflkara-bhi&ya, p. 447
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positiv: as indefinite or specific Ajfidna, but it is "
unable to comprehend a negation (Abhdva), for
negation is merely the absence of perception. This’
when I say I do not know this, I perceive the énde-

finite unconsciousness with reference to that thing,

and this is not the perception of negation of the

thing. Nescience cannot be considered as-the

absence of knowledge, since it is cognised by per-
ception and since the knowledge of negation is
obtained by Anupalabdhi according to the Advaita
school.? Anupalabdhi is the means of mediate and*
not immediate knowledge.

In the Visistadvaita system, Abhiva or Anu-
palabdhi is not accepted as an independent means
of knowledge. Srinivisa refers to it and remarks
that it is included in perception inasmuch as non=-
existence of a thing implies its existence at some
other place or time.? '

Ramianuja refers to Abhava or Anupalabdhl
many times in his Sri-bhasya, but that does not
mean that he accepts it as an independent Pramiaa.
In refuting the position of éal’ll;arﬁcérya, however.
he concedes to it the status of the sixth Praminpa
for the sake of discussion. For example, he argues
that objectless consciousness does not existdbecause
of the negative proof of non-cognition.* He fur-

BT grazasferarfareaiiag | w&aufamgmm (I
Sarvadaréana-—saﬁgraha p. 449.

2 Srinivasa : Yatindramata- dipika, II.

3 ';ar wlfaﬁw;rsafaq mifwafer | spaesd: 1 ¥ Sri.bhasya,
1 p «

\
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* ther says that if, abondoning the peculiar support

_of “the self-evident nature of consciousness, the
opponent relies upon the absence of the means to
prove-that non-existencey then it would be well for
him to stop the discussion, bearing in mind that
the same non-existence is established by thc nega-
tive proof of non-cognition relating to a necessarily
associated thing.?

In the same way, while refuting Avidyi,
Riminuja refers to Anupalabdhi as the sixth means
of knowledge, as is employed by his opponent, the
Advaitin, and he replies him on his own grounds.
He points out that the direct perception of igno-
rance has not for its object the antecedent non-
existence of knowledge, for that antecedent non-
existence is made out with the aid of the sixth
means of proof.? He also asserts that his objec-
tion holds gdod equally in the case where non-
existence of knowledge is taken to be deducible by
inference, and also in the case where it is taken to
form the object that is to be established by the
means of proof known as Abhiva (or Anupalabdhi) *

The followers of Nimbirka consider that it

1 “78d wafagafand ofcass  gmorndsasezIggT-
qessiaTaTa: @Afaq smoaTRg WA 1 7 Sri-bhasya,
“Li. 1, p. 35. .
2 “ad g A wANTTATafaNa: 1 @ fg sssyamommNe 7 S
bhasya, I.i. 1, p. 84.
3 © s AT sTETerT AT e Jqwaafe: gwAn
, Sti-bhisya, 1.i. 1, p. 84.
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is unnecessary to admit Anupalabdhi as a separate

Pramina, for according to this system negation
(Abhdva) is not admitted as a separate categor)"..
The perception of negation is considered o be
nothing but the perception of the locus of the
object of negation as associated with it; thus the
Pramana of negation in included in perception. -

Though Vallabha does not repudiate Anupa-
labdhi as a means of knowledge, he does not con-
sider that it has any significance in solving philoso-
phical problems.

The remaining minor Pramainas, viz. Sam-
bhava or inclusion, and Cestd or action do not
deserve any special notice, since no important
system of philosophy has accepted them.



Chapter X
Tarka,

T -

In Vada, Tarka has an important part to
play in resuscitating the arguments conducted by
adducing Pramianas. Tarka facilitates the employ-
ment of Pramipas, and is thus very useful in the
’search of truth.

Sabkaricirya understands the word Tarka in
its general sense of reasoning, and he includes in it
also the process of reasoning involved in reconcil-
ing the apparently contradictory scriptural pass-
ages. He says that in the case of scriptural pass-
ages apparently contradicting each other, the
ascertainment of the real sense, which depends on
a preliminary refutation of the apparent sense, can
be effected only by an accurate definition of the
meaning of sentences that involves Tarka.? He is,
however, fully conversant with the technical aspect
of Tarka, in which the Naiyayikas use the word;
and we find that the various forms of Tarka are
extensively made use of by him in the course of
his arguments.

« Asis stated before, Tarka is divided into
eleven kinds, of which the modern Naiyiyikas
accept only five which strictly conform to the defi-

1 “ sperdfasfanaY matwafaasds gapndfrai adde a-
afafreqorsdor fray 1™ Sankara-bhasya, II. i.11.
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nition of a logical contingency. Of these ﬁye,‘
Sailkarﬁc&rya frequently employs Pramina-talhig
tirtha-prasaiiga (reductio ad absurdum), Ana=-.
vasthd (regressus ad infinitum or noa-finality) ;*and
Itaretariérayatva or Anyonydérayatva ( mutual
interdependence ).

The illustrations of Pramina-badhitartha-
prasafiga variety need not be specifically men-
tioned, since they are common. In this variety
the argument always takes the form of a statement
which comes in contradiction to an abvious fact.
Anirmoksa prasafiga, which is frequently mentioned
by Badarayana and Sankaricirya is only a form of
this type of Tarka.

In establishing the intrinsic identity of causz
and eftect, Sankaricirya refutes the Samaviya
relation between these two entities with the help of
Anavastha, He argues that even with the hypo-.
thesis of intimate relation (Samaviya), if there has

to be assumed the relation of some sort between
the intimate relation itself on the one hand and
the intimately related objects on the other, bet-
ween this new relation and the things which it
keeps in relation again a yet new relation of some
kind has to be assumed, and so on ad infinitum,
and this would lead to the contingency of ron-
finality.?

1 gmaraweqararafa awaraer awarfafq: dardssquaraam aea
Fereaa: daew: weafaqsy geamaeqTRaw: | 7 Sankara-
bhasya, II. i. 18,
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The ItaretariSrayatva or Anyonydsrayatva
ur;ety of Tarka is made use of by Sankaracarya for
introducing an objection against the assumption
that fH® world is beginningless. Ile argues that
Karman comes into existence only at a time subse-
quent to the creation, as being dependent upon
differentiation into the body and the like; and if

ethe differentiation into the body and the like were
to be dependent upon Karman, there would arise
t}lc logical defect of mutual interdependence,?

Of the varicties except the five mentioned
before, S."al‘lk&r%hya refers to Vyighéatain IT.1 14,
when he raises the objection that if we assumc
absolute oneness, there being no manifoldness, the
ordinary means of knowledge would be rendered
nugatory, so also the scriptural prescriptions about
Karman and thg teachings about emancipation
would be null and void. Sankaricirya also men-
tions Apavida and Utsarga,? but these varicties
of Tarka do not involve logical contingency and
hence deserve no special notice.

Madhustidana defines Tarka as false assump~
tion, which consists in the deduction as regards
the existence of a comprehensive substance by the
wrong hipothesis of a limited one. Heis of the
opinion® that Tarka is a modification of the mind,

1 “ geegmem® g adulkiarnid &4, saitess qdoffs-
mteﬁaiazmua sasda | ” Sankara- bhasya, II. i, 35.
Also:— Vide Sankara-bhisya, II. i. 36

.2 Brahma-siitra %mkara-—bhasya, IT. ii.
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and it being so, the careful perusal of the Ve’ anta_
text, * Atman should be heard, thought of, apAd
contemp]ated upon, '’ makes it explicable as a
reductio ad absurdum in the form of four-fola non-
existence of the world based upon its connection
of false identity with its substratum viz. Brahman.’
He states that it is dependent on our will and so it
is different from knowledge right or wrong.?

Ramanuja often takes recourse, to Tarka for
resuscitating his syllogisms, especially in the pole-
mical parts of his Bhasya. Out of the five varie~
ties of Tarka accepted by the modern Naiydyikas,
he frequently makes use of Pramana-badhitdrtha-
prasanga, Anavasthad and Anyonyféraya.

The first one, which takes the form of im-
puting the contingency of arriving at conclusions
undesirable or inconvenient to the opponent and
thus proving the intended point indirectly, is most
common. For example, Ranidnuja refers to the
contingency of the self being indirect and inert,*
the contingency of the absence of deliverance if
Avidyd is considered to be associated with the self.*
or the contingency of the means and ends being

1 Madhusiidana: Siddhanta-bindu, p. 199, .

2 Madhustdana: Siddhanta-bindu, p. 198.

3« amwwat fwd wafsrsawaARATalaasast: 1 7 Sri
bhasgya, 11, i 15. "

4 * (aY) afz awiy, wenfsefasat Ota: @iy, at Sfaa-
ardsafmifa: 1 ¥ Sii-bhagya, 11, 4. 15. ‘

1
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idgntial.,"  All these contingencies indirectly sup-
Port the opposite view and thus are helpful in the
conduct of Vi lu.

%%

Anavasthd or regressus ad inflnitum is Rami-
nuja’s favourite device for proving his own propo-
sitions. For example, he argues that the knower,
the known object, and the knowledze of conscious-
ness conditioned by them both, may themselves
be characterised as constituting the misguiding
‘error for the reason that they are conditioned; tLut
then they require another error at their root to
make them conditioned and erroneous; and thus
arises a rcgressus ad infinitum.? At another place
he argucs that, if it be said that the true nature of
Brahman is concealed by some other cause than
the Avidya, then the beginninglessness is given up
and the fallacy of regressus ad infinitum follows.?
In the same ’way he states that, if some other
knowledge that is calculated to remove Avidyd be
admitted, then, since that knowledge also is subject
to the threefold differentiation of the knower, the
thing known, and the knowledge, there would
result a regressus ad infinitum in relation to the
knower*

1 “ surEdanisasasTeT 1 7 Sri-bhisya, L. 1, p. 54,

2 % FezyRaanaRafsew T §ATT FIeafanaT qudaraadears-
geqr e 1 " Sri-bias a, 1. . 1, p. 83.

3 « gumratfafs Sawar @ng 1 Sri-blasya, L.,
p. 87. . - '

4 “ fradeamATsITm g gefe  freierenmdsarsaRed

g " Sri-bhasya, 1. i, 1. p. 121,
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The Anyonyddraya variety of Tarka is also
frequently employed by Rindauja. For example.
in disproving the position that the perception
referring to diversity can be set aside by scriptures
asserting unity, he points out that the defect in the
perception cannot be made out by that same scrip-
tural stultification of perception, for the reason
that the logical fallacy of reciprocal dependence
would result thereby.? At another place in dis-
cussing the implausibility of the concealment of
Brahman by Avidya, he argues that the ignorance
(Avidya), which forms the cause of con-ealment
of the essential nature of Brahman, conceals Brah-
man, only after it is itself experienced by Brahman,;
and it is after thus concealing the Brahman, that
it in itself becomes the objcct of its experience;
thus there arises the logical fallacy of reciprocal
dependence.?

A few instances of Atmasraya variety of
Tarka can be found in Siibhasya. For exar ple in
the Parva-paksa of Arambhanidhikarana, Réan a-
nuja argues that the individual self cannot be the
agent of the assumption, which distinguishes it
from Brahman, since that would lead to the fallacy
of ignaratio elenchi.®

1 “aqa greafadds qeaa gfa Jw ) sewmsgorg o
Sri. brasya, 1.4, 1, p 52.

2 “fF « wgraesfaQuiaggyanased  srwnTad 9% W@
farewdfa, wy fawege w@d aggwafaea m‘kmﬁm&wwq '
Sri. bhasya, I.i. 1, p. 87.

3 « mifq ofte:, wremaResawm 1 Sii bhasya, IL i. 16.
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Other minor varieties of Tarka are only
Jg.f"ely employed by Ramainuja, For example, it
sbecomes a case of Vyighita, when he argues that
if wt™ssume pure existence as the whole compris-
ing all, then the God would be only a part of it,
and thus all the scriptural sentences stating God
to be the whole comprising all would be con-
tradicted,?

Madhva does not restrict the word Tarka to
mean a logical contingency. He takes the word in
its broad sense of reasoning in general, und con-
siders that its chief use is to resolve the apparent
contradictions in the Sruti texts. He defines it
as the cogitation to decide what sense should be
accepted so that the previons and the subsequent
Sruti statements may be reconciled, and he advises
that other useless forms of Tarka should be avoi-
ded.? According to Madhva, Tarka thus takes
the form of the devices to ascertain the right
meaning of scriptural texts. Quoting Brhatsam-
hitd, he asserts that enunciation together with con-
clusion, repetition, novelty, purpose, eulogy and
plausibility are the causes of ascertaining the
purport.® These six constitute Tarka. In resolv-
ing the ccntradiction of scriptural texts, this Tarka

1./ fesw gearver aafosed sifged = feqveq adofadvenyg awa
qafawaifaeiaar gz 1 " Sri-bhasya, 11. i, 16.

2 gaTaafaded sisrdisiamal w3 1 garane af: qoas g
awdq 1t " Madhva-bhasya, I. i. 2.

3 ¢ IEFNIHGFATHITISIIAT FHY | SdArRqedt @ fawd qread-
sw9® 1 ¥ Madhva-bhasya, I. i. 6.
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is very useful. Thus Tarka is always based on’
scriptural quotations; it cannot be used indep/eg-,,
dently.? It cannot contradict the statement of
Sruti texts; it can only be helpful in interpicting
them in such a way that they are harmonised.?
Thus for Madhva Tarka, Yukti and Anuméina are
synonymous.

Though rarely, we come across certain in-
stances, where Madhva employs the varieties of
Tarka in the sense of a logical contingency. He:
explains the regressus ad infinitum in the two
Sitras I, ii. 17 and Il. ii. 13, both of which contain
the word Anavasthiti. Only once he has pointed
out the contingency of regressus ad infinitum inde-
pendently of the Satra text. He argues that in
eternal Vedic texts eternal defects should not be
assumed, on the other hand we should accept their
self-validity; otherwise there would be a regressus
ad infinitum.®

Madhvicarya has once referred to Anyon-
yasraya or mutual inter-dependence. In refuting
the Buddhists, he argues that the aggregate is not
possible, since if one of the entities is assumed to

1 * qaefadd g aremat a7 gaaar | aq@d: ofd@@y qErEr
gfsafesay 1 " Madhva-bhasya, I1. i, 17,

2 7 gfeqavmg ety frasiatoafy safeg | fady o areamat
gFaqy 7 g gFw@: 11’ Madhva-bhasya, 1. i. 26,
Also:— Vide p. 61 n. 2.

3 “atg Ao wewr: exasw gwmg arqmaarﬂwzir P
Madhva-bhasya, I1. i. 3. . ‘ “




Methodology (195)

"be the cause, it is implausible, and if the entities
L)
aye assumed to be mutually the causes of each

sother, there is mutual inter-dependence.’
ot

In the Madhva-bhagsya there are a few in
stances of reductio ad absurdum. For example,

Madhva argues that the soul cannot be assumed
to be of the size of the body which it occupies,
since it would be amenable to modification, and
hence there is the contingency of its being transi-
tory.Y He explains the word Prasanga in II. iii. 32
also by reducing his argument toa reductio ad
absurdum.

§ Nimbarka also understands the word Tarka
in the sense of reasoning in general.® Still in many
of his arguments he certainly employs the varieties
of Tarka in itsstechnical sense of a logical contin-
gency. For example, he argues that the assump-
tion of the non-existence of effect before production
is not tenable; if we accept that, there arises the
question why there is not the production of barley
etc. from fire. This is nothing but an argument
by reductio ad absurdum, which is mentioned as

1« %qamﬁzﬁ%g&f T 3599, IWARL, ¥ A TATRIITICA

" *Madhva-bl:asya, II. ii. 18.

» “gasedwy auafonwafafa 7 #w@sd fawfenefaaa-
w84 1 " Madhva-LLisya, II, ii. 39,

3 “a%a®q wwafassd a7 IaAwefawd fameorerg 1
Nimbaika-bhisya, II. i. 4.
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Yukti,? It may be noted that he generally explains’
the word Prasanga or Prasakti occuring in the.
Satras as a logical contingency, and explains it by:
m-zans of an argument by reductio ad absurdim.?
Ind:pendently of any such word occuring in the
Sitra he many times advances arguments on the
basis of logical reductio ad absurdum.

A few instances of regressus ad infinitum can
be found in the Nimbirka-bhisya, For example,
against the Vaisesikas Nimbarka argues that, if the
atoms are assumed as possessing parts, there would
resuit a regressus ad infinitum.® In the same way
he explains the word Anavasthiti in Statra I1, ii, 13,
by pointing out the cogtingency of regressus ad
infinitum in proving the impossibility of the
assumption of Samavaya, which would require
another Sainaviya to connect it with the related
entities.* '

Vallabhacarya’s Anu-bhisya shows that he
lays more stress on the interpretative aspect of
the Vediinta than the logical aspect; and so we

1 “ 7ggals sHgEay afg agddagsgiafa: g ol
gxi: 1 ” Nimbarka-bhasya, II,i. 17.

2 Nimbarka-bhasya, I1,i. 1, 1I1.i. 8, I i. 20,
I1. i, 21, etc. .

3 " grgg@sTIRdEsa | 7 Nimbarka-bhasya,
[T, ii. 11.

4 « grmAsfy grnfoet araqEErTTaY GresAAIERTATEr-
sty grararataaaaraTg | ¥ Nimbarka- bh‘tsya
I1, i, 13,
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find that he employs logical devices of debate only
to*a limited extent. There are, however, instances
K J . . .
‘'where he makes use of some varieties of Tarka in
its 4@chnical sense of a logical contingency,

Of these there are many cases where he
reduces his argument of the from of Pramina-
badhitdrtha-prasainza or reductio ad absurdum.
For example, he argues that the soul must be
accepted as beginningless, since otherwise there
would result the contingency.of repudiation of
what is done and acceptance of what is not done.*
At another place he points out that the investiga-
tion of the Vedfinta would become useless, since
we cannot accept intuitive knowledge as its fruit;
because there would result the logical contingency
of the scriptural text enjoining pondering and
mediation being rendered futile.? Like other
Bhasyakiaras Re often makes use of Anirmoksa-
prasanga or the contingency of the impossibility of
final release,?

Vallabha also employs regressus ad infi-
nitum to a certain extent. For example, he inter-
prets the word Anavasthiti in Satra 11.ii.13 by
pointing out that there would result a regressus ad
infinitam in the assumption of Samaviya, since a
thing which is related would require another entity

1 “ gagrFarsaasgasnss |’ Anu-bhasya, II.i. 36.
® 2 " naafrzemimafatamadsagasma 1« 7 Anu-bhisya,
I.i. 1.
3,Anu-bhigya, II.ii. 7, II.ii. 8, I ii. 9.
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like Samavaya to connect it with the related things.’
Similarly he argues that the Buddhist assumpti’on(
of Visani or subliminal impressions is impossible,,
since if we assume those impressions as beginuing-
less, there would resunlt the contingency of regress-
us ad infinitum, like the blind being led by the
blind.

There are a few instances of the contingency
of mutual interdependence (Anyonyasraya) occur-
ing in Anubhdsya. For example, Vallabhicirya
argues that disgust of the world etc. would result
after the purification of the mind by performing
actions dedicated to God consequent on the know-
ledge of Brahman. But this is impossible without
the investigation of the Vedinta, and hence there
would result the mutual interdependence of the
disgust of the world etc. and the investigation of
the Vedanta.® At another place, ke argues that
Karman is impossible before the evolution, and if
it is assumed as taking place after evolution, there
would result the contingency of mutual interdepen-
dence, and refutes the objection by stating that
Karman is beginningless.*

haame o and

1 “qqr grafrafq arergraodds gwamenfo | qur gaae-
feafa: 1 ” Anu-bhagya, II. ii. 13. ‘

2 yafed @raqurrdarsfassy 1 Anu-bhicya,
I1. ii. 30.

3 Y gg 9 agrafamreafaldor @ wadtagavasg: 17 Anu-
bhasya, 1. i. 1.

4 ‘I‘Imra?ﬁmm tfr Aw 1 gfreang ) ” Anu-bhagya,
1« 3 «
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Nigrahasthanas.

In Vida or the dialectical method adopted
by the Brahma-siitra Bhisyas, imputation of pro-
per Nigrahasthinas is a regular feature, especially
in the polemical parts. According to his logical

‘acumen, a Bhasyakira takes every opportunity to
drive his opponent to the point of a Nigrahasthina.

S’nﬁkaliic{irya, being a very clever logician,
is thoroughly successful in demolishing the doctri-
nes of his opponents by pointing out their fallacies,
which form the various Nigrahasthdnas in Vada, It
may be objected against éail\alécirya’s method as
is seen in the sgcond Pada of the second Adhydya,
that it is nothing but a sort of Vitandad. This
objection, however is not tenable, since he never
refutes a view-point only for the sake of refutation,
but for establishing his own doctrine. In the very
beginning of the Pada, he makes it quite clear that,
as the determination of the sense of the Vediata
passages directly subserves perfect knowledge, he
has at fjrst, by means of such dctermination esta-
blished his own position. This task, according to
hiin, 1s more important than the refutation of the
views entertained by others.?

o
»

1 “ favfger v smegudamfaniT ugearsd w99 4,
gguwaigd geravaEriafa Sankara-bhisya,
P Bl il 1.
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Amongst the Nigrahasthinas, Hetvibhasas
or fallacies of reason bear an important part. Ip.
the course of arguments, Sankaricirya quickly dis- -
covers the fallacious reasons adduced by the Ufipo-
nents and points them out in a clear-cut way. This
may be illustrated by citing typical instances.

There are many cases where the reason
adduced is found to be Anaikdntika or inconclusive,
For example, in refuting the Sankhya he points
out that the three constituents of matter, viz.
Sattva, Rajas and Tamas must be accepted as
depending on the conjunction of several antecedents,
since the reason, viz. being limited which is adduced
in the syllogism is Anaikiantika.,?

The fallacy of contradictory reason (Virud-
dha Hetu) is pointed out by Sankaricirya several
times. For example, he argues that (activity. which
is adduced as a reason for matter being the cause
of universe, is contradictory, since it also proves
the contrary doctrine that the matter is governed
by a sentient being on account of the very same
reason viz, activity. *

A typical illustration of an Asiddha or un-
proved reason may be cited from amongst the

1 aRaeafidnaed  siefmugradisandmiastafe quafa”
Vacaspati-mis§ra: Bhimati, p."416.

2 " gearg Ry Jamfucasafaffift ‘ afiaa: sgde’ vaanty
39 atedray fag nAegsd amaar 1’ Vicaspati-mira:
Bhamati, p. 417, o
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Several cases of this fallacy pointed out by Sahka-

Jécarya. For example, he asserts the implausibi-

dity of maintaining that all outward and inward

effects are endowed with the nature of pleasure,

pain and dullness, because pleasure etc. are known

as inward states, while objects of senses as sound
etc, are known as being of a different nature, and

as being the operative causes of pleasure etc. Thus

it is pointed out that the reason, viz. being endowed

with pleasure, pain etc., is such that it is yet to be

proved and hence futile.}

In a syllogism, the Drstanta or illustration
must be such that it is already indubitably esta-
blished. If it is not so, the syllogism becomes
inconclusive. In refuting the Sinkhya position,
gm‘\aramnrya points out this defect by saying
that the illustration of milk and water that is
adduced is no illustration, because it is not an indu-
bitably established fact but a matter falling under
the category of what is vet to be proved.”

Of the remaining!Nigrahasthdnas, imputation
of Pratijfidhiini or surrendering the accepted pro-
position is more frequent. In refuting the assump-
tion of an inactive conscious Purusa and active
inert matter co-operating to evolve the universe,

1 “ yramgqemanfa T qew Varfats ag.-ww‘rfer !
Brahma-sitra ' Sankara. btasya, II. ii. 1

2 “ qeeneqEfafaaETan sgatearTma: | Saakara-
.bhﬁsya, IT1.ii .
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l
swﬁkarﬁcarya refers to Abhyupeta-héna, which is’
the same as Pratijfii-h&ni. He points out thaj:,
there ensues the defect of abandoning the accepted:
position, for there is the Sankhya assumption &f the
Pradhéna (matter) spontaneously putting forth its
activity, and the assumption further, that the Purusa
does not originate the activity.’

In refuting the Buddhist tenet that Akasa is
non-substantial, éaf)karicarya imputes the Nigraha-
sthina called Abhyupagama-virodha, which is the
same as Pratijfii-virodha or self-contradiction, He
argues that the Buddhist, who maintains that
Akasy is mere absence of limitation, will have
thereby to run counter to another of his dogmas,
viz.  Akisa is the substratum of the wind. "2

Saﬁkaricirya is aware that, if he goes on
refuting the same doctrines again and again, he
would be open to the fault called Punarukta or
repeating one-self, which constitutes a Nigraha-
sthana., So in the beginning of the second Pala
of the second Adhyaya he states that in the refuta-
tion he had done before he had endeavoured to
show that the interpretations of the San'thya etc.
are altogether fallacious, and then makes it'clear

1 “ srvadgrd @1ag 319 Al | AAIAET SAEAT FITTHTIA
IR T NAAHATTFLAT 1 Sankara-bhasya,
I ii. 7. -

2 * &fq SraTrEERTA MRS Faw daer wreqgatad:
sasda 1 " Sankara—bhﬁsya IT, ii. 24. .
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L) -

that henceforth -he is going to refute their argu-
. mehts in an independent manner without any refe-

;ence to the Vedanta texts.? Thus he avoids the

fauleeef Punarukta.

The origin of the Vila method adopted by
the Bhas aldras may be traced partly to the dia-
lectical nature of the Ba.ii..ayina Sutras. In the
text of the Brahma-:atra itself, there occur the
references of Pratijiii-hdani, Anavasthd, Itaretard-

*$rayatva, and such other technical termsas are
specially connected with the devices of debate. In
this connection the Sutra - #aq@diars® 1,% occuring
twice in the Brahma-siitra typically illustrates the
truth of the above statein:nt, These two Sutras
give risc to arguments ultimately reducible to the
Nigrahasthina called Niranuyojyanuyoga or censur-
ing the non.censurable. It is an accepted rule of
philosophical 8iscussion that when a contingency
and its explanation is similar in the case of both
the sides of a controversy, then neither of them
should be questioned with respect to the decision
of the topic in a particular way.® In Sitra
I1.1. 10, Sankardcirya argues that all the difficulties
raised by the Sinihyas apply to both the views,

1 « dqt a5 sarenT aq syremrATaTE @ GREEEmAfRATAd
a7 | xg g amafrcder: saareaggfmnfady: e o
fady: 1 7 Sankara-bhagya, I1. ii. 1

*2 Brahma-sttra, I1.1i. 10 & I1. i. 29,

3 « geraay: oW Qw: afgdsh ar a9 ) &% aqaEET-

Foifgmadt 1 ¥ Sarva-darana-safigraha, p. 438.
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and cannot, therefore, be urged against either only.
But as either of the two doctrines must necessarily
‘be accepted, éaﬂkarﬁ-cﬁ.rya states that he is stren'gi-
thened, by the outcome of the discussion, && the
opinion that the alleged difficulties are not real.’
In Siitra [1.i. 29, he remarks that in his opponent’s
theory also, there arises the same contingency as
nis own, and that ought not to be, therefore, pressed
against just one of the opposing theories only.?

Raminujacirya also is well-versed in the.
various devices of controversy, and in the course of
arguments he quickly resolves the positions of his
opponcnts by pointing out some Nigrahasthdna or
othery, which ensures the hnplausibility of the argu-
ments advanced by them. As Hetvabhdsas occupy
an important place amongst logical fallacies, Rama-
nuja takes recourse to them to a very great extent,
and thus proves himself an astute debater proficient
in the subtleties of logic,

According to griniv:’xsa, the Hetvibhisas are
divided into five varieties, viz. (1) Asiddba,
(2) Viruddha, (3) Anaikintika or Savyabhicira,
(4) Prakaranasama or Satpratipaksa, and (5) Kala-
tyayipadista or Badhita.®* Thus the ViSistidvaita

1 “ od diar: marurEmErga g SRfagen AarfcadNar-
¥qui gIafa | AvmIAiATeRA | Sankdra-‘bhagya
I1. i1, 10.

2 " ¢fq eaeisfa @am O IN: | qATTEArsT AR
gudcasT wafy 1 7 Sankara-bhasya, Il. ii. 29.

3 Siinivasa : Yatindramata-dipika, II.
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§ys£em generally follows the Nydya classification
Qb Hetvibhasas.

*»Amongst the numercus cases of Hetvabhasas
pointed out by Rdm#auja in his Sri-bhisya, the
mention of Anaikintikatva or Savyabhicédra is quite
frequent. For example, he asserts that the assump-
tion that, on account of the absence of origination,
other modifications are also negated in relation to
consciousness, is unreasonable; because such rea-

"soning is inconclusive, as it holds good in the case
of antecedent non-existence also.' At another
place he points out that Avidya, which is accepted
by the opponent as unoriginated and yet the seat
of a variety of modifications and also ending at the
origination of true knowledge, is untenable; because
in its case the reasoning is toe wide and in-
conclusive.?

Raminuja many times points out the fallacy
of contradictory reason ( Viruddha Hetu)., For
example, he argues that, in establishing the igno-
rance accepted by the Advaitin, the reason adduced
in the syllogism proves also that other ignorance,
which is not acceptable to him, and itis thusa
case of the fallacy of Viruddha Hetu.® By the

1 ¢ axegear sqeenr  fagrusadaegd ageqqquwe | g
sfysitig 1 7' Sri-bhasya, I.i. 1, p. 36.

,2 ¢ aar 9 gaefunarsfrarsyuada fafawfemread awmmear-
geaadt Ifa geaadsag | Sri-bhasya, I1.i. 15.

3« yamaAfrAaTmARRENAT fagga@ngar: 1’ Sri-bhasya,
i.i.1,p. 89,
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bye in the same syllogism, he points out that, if
the reason does not form the means of proving that
other ignorance, then it becomes a case of Anai-
kantika Hetu.? o

Instances of the fallacy of Asiddha Hetu
may also be cited from Sri. bhisya. For example,
Raméanuja points out that the absence of any sub-
sequent stultification of scriptural knowledge of
Brahman after it is actually produced, forms a case
of Asiddha Hetu.?

Ramanuja does not restrict himself to the
imputation of the fallacies of reason only. He
often points out the defects in the concomitance
by showing that the illustration is not apt. For
example, he points out that the illustration in the
syllogism intended to prove positive ignorance is
deficient in regard to the Hetu, begause the light
of the lamp-flame, which is cited as an illustration,
does not really possess the power of illuminating
such things as were unknown before.® At another
place, he shows that the illustration of grass etc.
for proving the evolution of non-intelligent matter
is defective; since grass etc, does not evolve, if it
is not acted upon by an intelligent being.*

1 * aamAracrand fAcieeay” Sri-bhasya, 1.i.1, p. 89.

2 “ qenwAEEEd wifegy 1 ¥ Sil-bhasya, L. i. 1, p. 55.

3 " gRIRT ArAEaES: | NATAET ATFIRATEAW TR I
anar 1" Sri-bhisya, 11.1i. 1, p. 89. °

“ am& stmafufesaer qunmmmq gezrarfad: 1 ' Sri-
bhisya II. ii. 8.
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Amongst the other Nigrahasthinas, Rama-
ana frequently .employs Pratijfid~virodha. For
example, he argues that, if it is assumed that
matfer is produced by the three qualities Sattva,
Rajasy and Tamas, then the statement goes against
the Sankhya's own tenet, that matter is the primal
cause, and it also goes against the accepted num-
ber of the constituents of the universe.? When-
cver Rimanuja reminds the objector that it is not

 his accepted tenet, he intends to drive him to Pra-

tijfil=virodha. For example, in the Parvapalsa of
Krambhanﬁdhikarana, as regards the alternative
that the distinction amongst the souls must be
natural, he points out that it cannot be so, since it
is not the accepted tenet of the objector.?

Sometimes he makes use of the Nigraba-
sthana called Pratijha-hari. For example, he points
out that, if the quality ‘I’ is assumed not to con-
tinue to persist in the state of final realease, then
final releasé would, in other words, come to mean
the enunciation of the destruction of the self.®
Here Raminuja obviously intends to allude to
Pratijfid-|.Aqi,

Raminuja sometimes imputes Matdnu)ii,
which “consists in pointing out that the objector

1« yAmR %eY wur Frwlafy @rgaafady: , areigase-
fardtez 1 Sri-bhasya, 11. i. 29.

"2 " q grarearnfas: s ) §ri. bh.wya. IL i 15

3 “ qur gAY gAY s S a1 ” Sii
Jbhégya, 1.1, 1, p. 49,
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has admitted the opposite view-point. For ex:
ampley, he argues that, if knowership belongs by
nature to Brahman itself, his own view must find
acceptance with the objector. A statement like,
“You have come to my path’ invariably shows the
imputation of Matinujiia.?

The foregoing illustrations show that Rima-
nuja does not stick to the distinction made by
Parisuddhi that certain Nigrahasthinas_ only chould
be urged in Vada, while others should not.

Conducting Vada by taking the stand on
logical arguments is hardly a strong point with
Madhvicarya. So in his Brahma-siitra Bhasya we
come across the employment of the devices of debate
only occasionally., From amongst the Nigraha-
sthinas he sometimes urges against the opponent
PratijBid-hini only. In refuting the Buddhist he
points out that, if it is assumed that the effect is
produced after the causeis destroyed, the state-
ment that it is an effect is surrendered ® At
another place, he argues that, if any entity other
than Brahman is assumed to be eternal, there
would result the surrendering of the statement

1 “ gRreaeqeds AAARTAT va 9@ afcrdr: ang 1 Sel-
bhagya, I.i. 1, p. 121,

2 « g gy ¥q — srasfa wdd @y 1 Sri.bhasya,
I1. i, 15.

3 voron farse sidgoey Jwq sy sfmtt‘ﬂ 0
Madhva-bhagya, II. ii. 21.
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ﬁ:at Brahman created all this.? It may be noted
that, in the latter instance, Pratijfi<h@ni is men-
ﬁonei in the Sitra itself.

Though the Bhasya of Nimbirka is intended
only to explain the meaning of the Veddnta Sitras,
he does not hesitate to enter into logical subtleties,
when occasion demands. For example, in an
argument against the finality of logical reasoning,
,he urges against the opponent the fallacy Satprati-
paksa. He points out that, if it is inferred om
strong grounds that matter is the origin of the
universe, then in the same way by similar inference
the contradictory dostrine can be very well pro:
ved, and thus there would result the Het\a.bhasa
called Satpratipaksa.? ‘

Of the other Nigrahasthanas, Nimbérka
frequently refers to Pratijfid-virodha or Abhyupa-
gama:-virodha. For example, against the Sankhya,
he argues that, if it is assumed that the Purusa
arges activity, there would resalt the contradictidn
of the absence of activity on the part of the
Purusa.® At another place he argues against the
Buddhist that, if it is assumed that an effect is
produged wnthout a cause, then the assumptnon that

1ﬂwmmwammm t” Maf@hva-
bhi{«ya, I1. iii. 6.
*2 Y giadn afesd qwifd areercistfa¥ 4 agat afy
wfaqwdwarg (¥ Nimbarka-bhaeya, I1.i. 1. :

*m ﬁﬁmﬂ:mwm ” Nimbrka-bhasya,
°Il.
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consciousness originates from four causes, viz. the
organs of ‘sense, the co-operating cognitions like
light, the consequent psychical modification, and
the basis of cognition viz. the object, wouid be
contradicted,’ " In the interpretation of Upanisadic
passages also, he points out Pratijiia-virodha. For
example, he argues that if Brahman is intended to
be denoted by the sentence that Brahman is be-
yond the scope of words, then there would result
the contradiction of the assumption, since its deno-
tation by words would be proved thereby.?

Either for proving his point or for refuting
the arguments of his opponents, Vallabhicarya
depends more on the rules of Mimamsa than the
logical devices of debate. Never-the-less in Anu-
bhiasya we find that these devices are employved to
a certain extent, R

We come across some cases where, against
‘the objector, he urges Nigrahasthanas in the form
of ‘fallacies of reason, For example, he argues
that the inference that matter is the primal cause
‘is contradicted by arriving at the contrary cenclu-
‘sion by means of the very same reason.® Here he

“ gafa ¥R wEfaaEE AgaEt g, sfamaﬁmam't-
Faﬁuh faamarafafdaear:  sfysmar am: mq (I

Nimbdrka- bhasya IL.'ii. 21.
2" Wﬁmiv@ﬁfmw mwr@ﬁrsraa%fmmmm-
fogonsycanfasmasn: 1+ ¥ Nimbarka-bhasya, I. i. 4.
3 “ aereToRa  stard aepmas | eehege afuadeng-
#raq + ¥ Avpu-bhdsya, II. ii. 1. : -
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intgnds to impute the Hetvibhisa, called
Satpratipakea.?

** In the Samanvayidhikarana, he asserts that
the word Samanvaya must be interpreted as being
the efficient cause, and not as harmonised inter-
pretation of Vedanta texts, since it is given asa
reason which is already proved. This shows that
he has in his mind the urging of the fallacy of
“Asiddba-hetu, if the latter interpretation of the
word is accepted.?

Other Nigrahasthénas are also employed by
Vallabhicirya occasionally. For example, in his
argument refuting the nature of God as inferred by
Naiyayikas and others, he points to Pratijna-
virodha., He states that, if it is assumed that God
has a substmtpm when he creates the universe,
there Zrises the fallacy of contradicting the accep-
ted position, as well as the contingency of regressus
ad infinitum,

Some times we find him urging Pratijiiahani.
For example, he points out that the Buddhist can-

1 “ gfa RerETTen oisaamtasfowar gearaTTe gerkige-
duafeganfzad: + " S, Pathak : Bala-bodhin’
Com, on Anu-blisya, p. 200.

2 ¢ a=d fggadgda fadw: 1 ¥ Anu-bhagya, 1. 4. 3.

'3 « g wfufes o fefaarddify Sratafosrrmeiindsn
aferpramd safadsaendwae 1 ¥ Apu-bhasya,
41, ii. 39,
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not assume the sub1atlon of ignorance and its‘(
effects, since according to his doctrine there is
nothing besides these. If he assumes that such.,
sublation is p0551ble he is open to the fal]at\,y of
Pratijfia-hani.?

A few instances of Matdnujiid also can be
cited from Ani-blisya. For example, against the
Sankhya he argues that, if Purusa is considered to
be principal and matter as subsidiary, then the
Sankhya virtnally gives up his own doctrine, and
admits the truth of the Veddata doctrine of Brah-
man being the primal cause.?

, Vallabl acirya is aware that in order to steer

clear of the fault of Punarukta, he has to avoid
repeating unnecessary arguments. He knows that
if a thing is to be proved, it can be done by even
one reason; but if it is untenable it cannot be pro-
ved by hundreds of reasons.® So in order to
explain away the repetition in the Siitras, as well
as in his Bhasya, he states that reasons are added
for explaining the different aspects of a point,*

1 “ fehg - sfsmaemaifafaegatshis: saed wadq ow-
qmzifa: 1’ S, Pathak : Bala-bodhini Com. on
Anu-bhisya, p. 208. )

2 ¢ qeweqrsfited  gRraEwAay wagifiea ) Anu-bhasya
I1. ii, 8.

3 “ gigeey gy af‘ma | JATHHEA m%mwﬁré 1 ¥ Apu.
bhésya, I. i, 9.

4 wramg gty Anu-bhﬁsya, I i 9
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« In commenting on the. Siitra - exeaETen
¢°II.i. 10. ) he like other Bhasyakdras urges the
'Niggehasthana called Niranuyojyinuyoga.

Vallabhiacirya generally follows the tradi-
tional method of Vala. But while refuting the
Advaita theory, he sometimes goes besides the
point and engages himself in harsh words against
Sankardcarya. In some of these cases his attack
does not keep the high level of Viada, but deterio-
rates to the level of mere abuse, For example, his
tirade against éar’lkar"icérya in II. i. 14, Il.ii. 8,
II.ii. 26 etc is unwarranted. His brushing aside
the Madhyamika doctrine, as well as the doctrine
of Maya simply by remarking that, it is an incohe-
rent talk,? does not do credit to his power of subtle
analysis exhibited elsewhere.

i AR

1 * qew - 70T a4t qw: afgroeay: aw 1 A6 gdq@e-

| sgeEgmetaaTr 0 gEfanda gdq@mara: 1’ S, Pathak:
Balabodhini, on Anu.bhas,a, p. 193,
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Chapter XII

Conclusion

R

In the foregoing chapters tne methodology
of the Brahma-siitra Bhasyas is set forth by means
of a general survey of the different constituents
that are helpful in conducting Vada. In this
chapter, I intend to offer certain general observa-
tions by way of a critical estimate of their metho-
dology. This is done by taking into account
the salient features of the epistemological develop-
ment envisaged in the Buasyas and interpreting -
the significance of the attitude of the Bhasyakaras
‘towards the philosophical and mystical tradition
before them, and by giving an -estimate of the -
special traits of their proficiency in aandling the
technique of controversy.

In the first instance it is worth-while to note
that the advent of the Brahma-sitra Bhagyas shows
quite a developed stage in Indian philosophy. It is
accepted on all hands that well-developed system
of philosophy cannot come into existence without
a critically established epistemology. By the time
when the Vedinta Bhigyas were written, this criti-
cal stage in phxlosophy had already been passed
through, .

- Before the time of the Brahma-sitra Bha-
s$yas, the Nyaya thinkers had developed forinal
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.1ogic and had almiost perfected it as a science of rea-
sening. Along with the Vaiesikas, the atomic phy-
sicists, they presented a tolerably coherent world-
view® The Sankhyas, on the other hand, advo-
cated a world-view which presented matter as a
principle evolving under the influence of spirit,
and tried to explain psychological phenomena as
a stage in the evolution of matter. On this the
Yoga system based its tenets of mental control,
supplying the principle of God over and above
the spirit and the evolving matter. The Mimamsa
discussed word and its meaning, critically exa-
mined the functions of language and laid down
rules for the interpretation of fixed texts. This
philosophic activity was not restricted only to
the orthodox fold. Amongst the heterdox systems,
the Bauddhas developed four main philosophical
schools, who ig their own way lent a hand for the
develdbpment of Indian logic and metaphysics. In
the same way the Jainas and many other minor

heterdcx schools developed philosophical thoughts
in their circles.

All these heterageneous philosaphical activi-
ties inevitably engendered anomalies and contradic-
tions,eand that was also the basis of developing
for each school epistemology to remove these ano-
malies and contradictions. Epistemology asa
gritical review of what is known can put in its
appearance only when anomalies and contradic-
tions arise in what we know, and when subjective
and logical consciousness has grown enough to be
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able to discover such anomalies and contradictions.

At the time of the advent of the Vedanta Bhagys;

kiras, Indian philosophy was passing through this
developed stage, wherein epistemology received full

attention at the hands of different philosophers,

The works of the Vedanta Bhasyas do not
bear comparison with those of the Greek or medie-.
val European philosophers, since the philosophic
development on the Indian side was far too ad-
vanced as compared with the Greek or European
philosophy upto the end of the middle ages. The
Greek mind was dogmatic without any critical esti-
mate of whar it knéw. The medieval European
phxlosophy is also marked by conspicuous absence
of eptstemlc criticism, because the thinkers of this.
period werc ‘more for theo‘ogy than for philosophy,
and were therefore not for ingquirics, but for accep-
tmg thhout inquiry what was contamed »in the
vers1ons of the Bible.? '

But in 1India, before the Brahma-sfitra
Bhagyas, sufficient tho“ght had taken place in the
subject of, eptstemology, and many controversies
were raised around the topic of. valid means of
knowledge the nature of valid knowledge ‘and
whethe”r knowledge was valid of itself or requu‘ed
some’extraneous means ‘to prove it valid. Already
these: topics received critical considerations in ‘the
Nyﬁya system Other systems also played theﬂ'

1 "H. Bhattacharya The prmctples of phtloso-
- phy,p.-28.: ¢ e
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‘part in ‘moulding ‘the epistemological principles
ovolved by the Nydya In the Miméamsa, writers
e like Kumanla—bhatta discussed at length the nature
of valid knowledge; the means of valid knowledge
and the self-validity of knowledge.  ‘The subtle
analysis and the critical spirit with which these
topics are handled by Kumarilabhatta prove that
the Brahma-siitra Bhasyakdras had a rich heritage
of epistemological thought on whnch they could
go further,

The Vedanta systems set forth by the Bha-
syakiras fully availed themselves of ‘the epistemo-
logical theories evolved and established by different
systems of philosophy. The Nyiya gave an im-
petus to the thorough investigation of the theory of
Praminas, which latér on gamed valuable contribu-
tions from the Mimimsa system. The Mimamsakas
by i subtlc criticism made the conceptions of
Prar anas moré definite,  They revafued the con-
ception of the §abda—p(amana and brought ittoa
greater prominence. Thsy also set forth Upamana'
in a pew light and: dastmgunshed Arthapattx and
Anupalabdhi as separate Pramanas though “the
Naiyayikas ‘merged these two into Anumana and
Pratyaksa respectively,

The Naiyayikas accepted extx’ancous vali-
dity of knowledge. The Sankhyas, on a more
penetratmg analysis, came to the concluswn that
both-validity of knowledge cannot rest.on any ex-
trameous circumstance, but both these’ must be



(218) Methodology

'
1

accepted as dependent on knowledge itself. The’
Mimamsa developed the theory still further and by,
analysis and criticism came to the conclusion that:
knowledge is self-valid, though its invalidity fiust
be established extraneously.

The Brahma-sitra Bhasyakiras presuppose
all these epistemological developments, Some of
these developments might have begun when Bada-
riyana Siitras themselves were formulated. In this
connection it may be significantly noted that San-
kardciirya designates Badaidyana as well-versed in
Grammar, Mimdmsi and Logic.” Thereis, how-
ever, no doubt that all these epistemological deve-
lopments had already taken place before the advent
of the Bhasyal aras. They have taken full advantage
of these and have employed them as subservient to
the formulation of their theories.

Ny

Amongst the epistemological principles of
the Vedanta system, the position of the Sabda-
pramina deserves special notice. In the opinion
of all the Aciryas, metapﬁysical principles cannot
ke grasped by means of perceptnon smce ‘it 1s of

ditioned by the hmltatlons of the senses, Inference
also is not helpful in this respect, since the" forma-
tion of concqmltance and the cognition of "the

| 1 “ax mmmimvr Yareqareiat !Wmm&h?“t‘r

aRTANgTATAtE T a: g fraf éankara-
bhdsya, I.i. 3. L L



Methodology - {219)
Hetw, - which give rise to the inference, are based’
‘omsPerception. So they consider ‘that in knowing-
the highest reality only scriptural authotity is
useful. Other Pramanas like perception etc. have
only a limited scope in phxlosophxcal matters. The
- significance of the prominea.: given to Sibda-
pramiapa by Badardayapa and his Bhisyakéras
deserves to be interpreted on the background of
the views held by other systems, :

-

The heterdox systems of the Buddhists, the
Jainas, and the Carvikas revolted against the
authority of the Vada, and followed the guidance®
of . their teachers. Thus they disregarded - the.
intuitive utterances of bygone sages of the Upni-
gads and broke théemselves off from traditional
philosophy, ' o '

. Xhe  four orthodox systems except the -
Mimdmsa and the . Vedanta accept the authority of
scripture, but that acceptance dose not possess a
strong conviction about the truth of: the -Vedic
contents, The Nyadya-Vaisesika system gave more
importance to observation, inference and reasoning
and thus its method was particularly suitable for
the "development of an empirical science like the *
atomic physics of the Vaidesikas, Though suffi-
ciently analytical, the method was not free from
empirical data, and hence not quite suitableasa
philosophical method. In spite of the critical
reasonings and formal syllogisms of the Nyiya,

paid «the” penetrating classifications of categories-
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of the Vaisesika, this twin syste‘m was found to
be’ metaphysically barren, The reason of it lies f»
the fact that it lacked the flight of creative intui-'
tion that raises the human mind above -the condi-
tions of ordinary knowledge and makes it able to
grapple with the problem of constructing metaphy-
sical theories on a higher plane.

To a certain extent the same thing may be
said about the Sanhya system. Its allegiance to
the scriptures, which represent the recorded expe-
riences of mystics and philosophers, appears to be
stronger than that of the Nyaya-Vaisesika; but here
also observation, analysis and inference have. a
stronger hold than intuition, The Sankhyas showed
only lip. allegiance to the Veda and kept their
orthodoxy, but followed the philosophical tenets of
the founder Kapila, who is credited with perfect
knowledges and perhaps whose intuitive WKenius
must have struck the doctrine of evolution.

The Yoga system standsin peculiar posi-
tion in comparison with other schools of philosophy.
Epistemologically its contribution lies in its
attempt to seek conditions, which would make an
individual fit for mystical experiences on ever higher
and higher planes. As an ethical force and a personal
discipline the importance of its contribution can
never be minimised. In the province of meta-
physics, however, the system could achieve vel‘y
little, since it chxefly intended to teach the methods
of  physical and mental control to the rehg;ous
aspirant,
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The Mimamsa and the Vedanta stand quite
apart from other systems in their attitude towards
£he intuitive experiences recorded in the sayings of
anci®nt seers. With full faith and reverence, both
these systems look up to the Veda, which accord-
ing to them epitomises the record of such expe-
riences. They strongly upheld the authority of
scriptures in the face of severe attacks on thr part of
heterdox philosophies, and developed suitable epis-
temology to support the doctrine of the imper-
" sonal character and the infallibility of the Veda.

Recognition of the authority of the scriptures
in the field of supersensuous entities like Dharma
or religious duty and Brahman or supreme reality
forms an important contribution to the epistemolo-
gical principles on the part of these two systems.
Though the Sanc:hyas recognised the authority of
scriptpres, they left very little scope for it, as they
recognised Samayatodrsta Anumidia, which could
prevail in supersensuous matters, The Mimamsi
and the Vedanta, however, insisted that the Veda
alone can be the means of knowledge in such
matters,

By the time of the formulation of the
Mimamsa and the Vedcdata Sutras the theory of
. Pramanas seems to have been sufficiently developed.
Such technical words as Pratyaksa and Anumaéna
must have been the. common words of philosophical
parlance. But these two systems do not restrict
the words to the senses in which they are used in
' thé‘v Nyaya terminology. They have purposely
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widened the meanings of these two terms so as to
extend them to trancendental matters. Knowledge
of Dharma which is the purpose of the Mimamsa
and knowledge of Brahman which is the purpcse of
the Vedanta arc both held to be beyond the range
of the ordinary means of knowledge. These sys—
tems believed that intuitive knowledge is the only
means to know transcendental facts. Its immediacy
vouchsafes for its validity, and thus strikes a very
great similarity with perception. Thus the religi-
ous and philosophical experiences of ancient in-
spired sages are accepted to be a higher form of
Pratyaksa giving insight into the trancendental
realm of religion as well as metaphysics,

As the Mimim:a viewed the Sruti as a higher
kind of Pratyaks:, an impersonal revelation of the
Veda to the seers, the Mimamsa Siitras designated
Vedic texts by the word Pratyaksa.? In the same
way the Sniriis or the sayings of comparatively
modern sages in the tradition of ancient inspired
seers came to be held on par with Anumiana.? This,
however, does not mean that the Mi.x.amsd denies

n

1 “ SENIRMTAAATATAGF: AT | Mi.amsa-sitra,
111, vi, 34.
Also;— ¢ gam ar yad waAFq dyaeq 1”7 Mlmamsa-
sutra, I11, vi. 16,

2« aﬁnmz}mmu SATORAAT &g |’ Mimamsa-shtra,
I. iii. 2.
Also:— “ fa0} ared wrzafy wyAra 1 " Mxmims&-

- sltra, I, i 3.
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*Pratyaksa‘and Anumaéna, in their ordinary senses.’?
It only revises the conceptions of Pratyaksa and

-Anumina, and suggests that in the supersensuous
matPers, the Sruti serves the purpose of immediate
experience, while Smrti serves the purpose of
inference,.

The Vedanta carries this process further and
applies the conception to philosophy. It instilsa
new meaning into these notions by shifting the
emphasis from action to knowledge. It ‘has been
already pointed out how the words Pratyals: and
Anumana denote Sruti and Smrti in the Brahma-
sitra also. But in the Jaimini Siiras, the word
Sruti generally refers to a B.ahmana text, while
in the Badarayana Sitras it generally refers to an
Upanisadic text.

. #0n aclount of the shifting of emphasns on
Upamsadlc texts, which represent the recorded in-
tuitive experiences of mystics and creative philoso-
phers, the speculative aspect of philosophy gains
due recognition. The critical and speculative sides
of philosophy are complementary to each other.
In the Veddnta this fact is clearly recognised. In
the Brahma sitra Bhiasyas, mystical and philoso-
phncal traditions gain their proper significance in
,cnt;cal philosophy, and save their systems from
b;arren hair-splittings and logical labyrinths. The

1 “ grggat geeedfwarat oo aaaafafag fagam-
w-nql" Mimamsa.satra, I. i, 4.
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significance of this révaluation of the éabda-pral-
mana ‘is very great, since it forms an importam:

contribution to epistemology on the part of the
Vedanta, “

) This explains why Baédardyana introduces
Sastrayonitvalhikarana and Tarkapratisthinidhi~
karana in his work. All the Acéryas are at one to
hold that Veda is the only source that can give the
right knowledge of Brahman. Other Pramanas
are only limited in scope; their province is restricted
to worldly matters. |

[n enunciating the Veda as the only means
of the knowledge of Brahman, the Aciryas dis-
parage only the ordinary perception based on
sense-ohYject contact and the ordinary protess of
inference from observed facts. In recognising the
Veda as the only means, they do not pri‘clude
.Anubhava,. the higher kind of Pratyaksi, or a sort
of intuition. éahkaxﬁcé:ya rightly states that reality
is realised at the end of direct intuition.? Accord-
ing to éaﬁkarécﬁrya, self-knowledge is inseparable
from self-existence. It seems to be the only true
~and direct knowledge behind all that we have; all
else is inferential. He says that self-knowledge,
which is neither logical nor sensuous, is the presup-
position of every other kind of knowledge. It alone
is beyond doubt, for it is the essential nature of

1« ﬁqwmmmq wraegfanaeq Sankara-bhagya,
1. i 4. | o
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him who denies it.> "It is the object of the motion
Qb self, and it is known to exist on account of ita
immediate presentation.® It cannot be proved,
since it is the basis<of" all: 'proof., Sahkardcirya’'s
conception of Saksin bears ample evidence to show
how much he valued mtuttlve experience. :

. .The doctrine that Brahman is synonymous
with knowledge signifies the same way of thinking.
Brahman, which symbolises absolute reality, means

"also holy knowledge, intuitive wisdom, Intuitive
wisdom becomes personified as the first principle of
the universe.. He, who knows it, knows the essence
of the cosmos.. The acceptance of the authority of
the Vedas is an admission that intuitive insight is
a greater light in the abstruse problems-of philoso~
phy than logical understanding.® So, Safikdracdrya
regards Anubhava or integral expencnce as the
highegg kind of apprchension. o

Ramanuja also believes that intuitive know.
ledge is an essential attribute of reality! . Accord-,
ing to him, the individual self, that stands in the
relation of an attribute to the highest reahty, is the
knower. Madhva considers that Anubhava is the
only immediate Pramaya. So the Veda' and othet
authofitative scriptures are asserted as Pramama;

1 “ 7 q7 fg fAusat a3« aex wsm{ v Sankara bhésya,
o I.i. 4. & 11.iii. 7¢ : -
2" mﬂmsawcmcnqua v’ S:mLara bhasya I. i. L.
-3 8. Radhakrishnan :. An Ldeahst view bf hfe
. ep. 128..
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since they form the bulk of the experience of the
seers. Other sources of knowledge viz. perceptian
in the form of self-object contact and inference are
only Anu-pramagas. Nimbarka and Vallabhatarya
also give due importance to intuitive knowledge of
great seers. In raising Bhagavata to the status of a
Prasthdna, Vallabhacirya implies that intuitive ex-
perience must always be taken inte account in
solving ultimate philosophical problems.

Taking into account the mystical experiences
of earlier seers in an attempt at presenting a syste-
matic rational philosophy has one more strong sup-
port in the fact that they present more or less a
harmonious conception of reality. As Sankaracirya
says, the views expressed in different Vedanta
passages agree in holding the conscious Atman
or Brahman as the cause of the world, just as the
eyes of different men agree in having thmsame
knowledge regarding colour,. The concensus of
opinion in this respect is certainly a powerful
argument.? :

Taking a clue from this statement of Sanka-
ricirya we may investigate the characteristics of
Brahman, occurring again and again in the Upani-
sgads and presented in the first Adhydya of the
Brahma-sitra by way of resolving the doubts in
ambiguous passages. The Siitras present the con-
ception of Brahman in a thoroughly rational form,

B AZS NTATAHIAAY 4 ATAAHTAT AFAHTINR. qHTA-
afired, wepudiaifus wafeg 1 Sankara-bhasya, 1. is 10.
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*and barring some slight differences of opinion, all

thé Bhésyakaras hold similar views in this respect.

.The Vedinta designates Brahman as Ekamevi-

dvitva, and says that its nature is Cit. It is said
to be Bhiman or theoretically prefect, and Sdksin
or the basis of all thought, It is Sat or the thing-
in-itself, and Mivin or the basis of all appearance.
It is essentially Anandamaya or of the nature of
bliss These characteristics of Brahman speak
volumes about the rationality of the Vedanta
metaphysics.

Modern metaphysics solely dependent on
logic speaks about reality in somewhat similar
terms. It presents reality as specifically one,
wherein plurality is not possible. Its essence is
said to be experience, and it is endowed with theo-
retical perfection., Even though thought has plura-
lity, iy is accepted that it can very well perish in
unity. Reality is considered as the thing-in-itself,
and is said to be the basis of error. It isalso
rationally associated with happiness.’

In connection with the Sabda-pramﬁna one
more point of some significance deserves notice.
By the time the philosophical systems were formu-
lated, the Veda had branched off into many schools,
and in the domain of religion they presented some-
what different pictures of one and the same ritual.
Philosophy, which aims at search of truth, cannot

1 F. Bradley : Appearance and Realxty, Book
. II, pp. 119 f.
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tolerate such heterogeneous presentation of one
and the same thing. As a thoroughly rational
system, the Vedanta recognises that the truth can’
only be one; in philosophical investigation there is
no scope for alternatives and exceptions. So the
Vedanta accepts that all cognitions about meta-
physical matters must be considered as identical
and be harmoniously interpreted so as to give an
integrated picture about a spiritual experience. In
U panisids, belonging to difterent Vedas or to diffe-
rent Sakhas of the same Veda, meditations or cog-
nitions of Brahman are described, under the same
name but with difterences in detail. With respect
to this, the Vedanta lays down that the cognitions
or the meditations of Brahman, taught by all the
Vedinta texts, are identical on account of the non-
difference of injunction etc. This sort of rational
harmonisation of the nature of reality marks an
important step in methodology. Though, {n the
opinion of some scholars, the third Pada oi the
third Adhyidya has very little of philosophical im-
portance,? its significance in the process of metho-
dological development is noteworthy.

The individual Bhasyakdras have in their
own way contributed to the development of the
Vedantic conception of éabda-pramfma, epitomis~
ing the intuitive realisation of reality. éaﬁkarﬁcarya
considers that the immediate cognitions of real,ity

)

1 “ giTmwad deAmafadery | 7 Brahma-sigra,
L i, 1,
2 Ghate : The Vedinta, p. 134,



., Methodology (229)
2s recorded in thd Upanisads must be accepted as
uucontradwted experiences and hence they are the
most valid means of knowing Brahman. He
throws the Karmakinda portion in the background,
even though as Sruti it must be considered as the
record of the religious experiences of the seers.
éar‘xkarﬁcirya suggests that the Karmakanda portion
is less significant in the realisation of the highest
reality since it aims at a wordly goal.

éar’xkarﬁcﬁrya’s contribution to this concep-
tion lies in another direction also. He recognizes
that an individual aspirant can aspire to gain the
same immediate experience asis obtained by the
Upanisadic seers. Anubhava or the personal ex-
perience of reality is the highest means for the
knowledge of Brahman. The intuitive experiences
of the seers lead to Atmanubhava. Thus Sankara-
cirya 'frings Anubhava to the same level of Upa-
nisadic revelation. Saikaricirya’s doctrine that
the ordinary worldly perception becomes sublated
by the higher intuition of reality fully depends on
the widened conception of Vedic revelation. Thus
Sankaricirya justifies himself in asserting that the
world, though it is an object of experience and is
capable of phenomenal treatment, is yet unreal like
a dream, since it is followed by contradiction.'

Ramanujacﬁrya approaches the problem in a.

ma‘rm s‘t-s’r sgagreEatsty &9 | m'ﬁ 9T TqA IAT-
. }Wmﬁa n * Saikardcirya : Aparoksinubhiti, 56.
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different way. Like éaﬁkart‘ipirya, he does not.
throw the Parvakanda in the background comple-
tely. He recognizes the importance of religiots
action in the realisation of the Supreme self.’
Devotion and concentration on the highest fiord
are more sublime modes of religious action. Accord-
ing to Ramidnuja, sacrificial ritual loses all its
essence, if it is not animated with devotion. All
actions are for the sake of the worship of God. So
he wants that religious actions should be subli-
mated into pure devotion, which ultimately culmi- .
nates into the realisation of the highest Brahman

‘ Ramanu:acirya gives the highest authority
to the mystical experiences recorded in the Sruti;
but side by side he recognizes that works like the
Paficaratra Agamas also must be given the same
status as the Veda, because in them he finds the
highest sort of divine inspiration. The realjsation -
of divinity by the Vaispava devolees is consiiered
by him to be on the same level as that of the Vedic -
seers. Apart from the sectarian attitude, which is
noticeable in the Paficaritra Agamas, their inclu-

sion in the sacred revelations cannot be seriously
objected to.

The same may be said about Madhvasdrya,
who includes Purdpas in the-Sastra, and about
+ Nimbarka and Vallabha, who give Bhidgavata a
special prominence amongst the sacred scriptures

The tendency to take into account later
mystics along with the ancient Vedic seers may be .
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sconsidered welcpme in a way. - But this tendency
is marred by the fact that works like the Pu.inas
«nd the Agamas, which record their spiritual expe-
“rienges, contain enormous material which has no
concern with spiritual realisation, An attempt to
glean a real integrated intuitive experience of the
highest reality from these works becomes a very
difficult task even for the great Aciryas like Rama-
nuja, Some of the quotations from non-Vedic
scriptural  sources occurring in the gri-bhﬁgya,
Madhva-bhdsya etc. bear testimony to the above
remarks,

The Vida method is peculiarly suitable as a_
philosophical method. The most important crite-
rion of an ideal philosophical method is that it
should offer ample scope for a free movement of
thought in all directions, so that it may be able to
investigate alleavenues of inquiry with reference to
a parflicular hypothesis. The Vada method satis-
fies this condition, since it offers unlimited scope
for the establishment and refutation of theories
under consideration by taking sides ( Paksa-prati-
paksa-parigraha), and arguing out the merits and
the demerits of the views put forth by the opposing
sides by means of all relevant arguments,

» .

The purpose of Viala is investigation -of
truth, and establishing it in the form of a plausible
theory. All the Acaryas have kept this thing be-
fore their mind, and each of them has a construc-
tive theory to offer in his Bhasya. The establish-
.. mept of the theory is achieved by setting forth its
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' !
different features, side by side withythe demolition
of the theories contradicting it, and replying to tfle
objections against it.

In Vada the free movement of thought in all
directions is facilitated by the employment of
Tarka. Tarka is helpful by bringing in all possible
alternatives for investigation in the light of different
valid means of knowledge. It helps the thorough
analysis of the problem under discussion, and thus
facilitates logical criticism,

The Brahma-siitra Bhasyakaras have availed
themselves of the opportunity supplied by Tarka
in different degrees. Sankaricarya, in dealing with
a topic, generally sets forth all possible aspects in
which it may be decided, and supplies relevant
arguments from all those different points of view,
He follows this method throughout his Bhisya.
Ramainuja also emulates this good point of Salika-
racarya’s method, especially in the earlier part of
his Bhasya. Vallabhaiirya achieves a degree of
excellence in some of the earlier Adhikaranas. As
regards the Bhasyas of Madhva and Nimbarka it
may be remarked that they are satisfied only with
giving a literal interpretation of the Sitras and
supporting their own theories occasionally. They
do not avail themselves of making use of Tarka to
such an extent that it may be helpful in giving a
thorough investigation of all the different aspects of
a particular topic.

The Brahma-sitra Bhidgyakiras are ‘awqré,
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that the success &f their Vada method depends on
ttw"Systematic adducing of valid means of know-
ledge. They know that in order to systematise
free thovement of thought adducing of Pramanas
is quite necessary. Free movement of thought
becomes purposeful only if it ends in a valid cog-
nition. So by means of Praménas, the Bhasyakaras
give a purposive direction to the conduct of the
investigation. Thus the Praminas form the most

,important plank of the methodology of the
Bhasyas.

In Vala the discussion is generally carried
on by adducing Pramianas through formal syllo=
gisms one after another (Paificivayavopapanna),
even though adducing of Praménas independent of
them is allowed. The significance of this feature
lies in t,he fact that it makes the discussion logi-
cally faultless. Logical faults which would have
remained otherwise undetected are easily made
manifest by the employment of formal syllogisms.
This employment of syllogisms, however, is not a
compulsory condition for the conduct of Vada,
since’ the Nyiaya itself recognises that the main
basis of the search of truth is Pramanas and not
logica] devices.

* In respect of this feature also, the Bhasya-
kdras show individual specialities. Sankaricirya
presents a happy string of three-membered syllo-
gisms through-out his Bhasya, and especially in

o the ;polemical part he excels in their logical sub-
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tlety. Though certainly an ingenious logician, he
does not revel in logica! formalities in the way
they were developed in the later school of Nyava,
Riminuja also is an astute logician and his syllo-
gisms manifest the same clarity of thought as that
of éaﬁkarﬁcarya, though sometimes he presents
them in an excessively formal way. About Madhva-
eirya there is nothing special to note, since he
rarely argues by advancing sustained syllogisms.
Nimbérka sometimes presents a brilliant syllogism,
but he has less opportunity to do so, since he aims
at giving only a literal interpertation of the Siitras.
In Vallabha's- Anu-bhisya we find the use of syllo-
gisms, expressed in terse laconic style. They lack
the happy clarity of those of éaﬁkaricﬁrya and
Rimanujicirya.

All the Bhiasyakaras have kept the high level
of “philosophical discussion, and ' have hardly
allowed the Vida to degenerate into the ‘iower
kinds' of debate, viz. dispute and wrangling. In
Vada, Chala or verbal play and ambiguity, and
Jati or deceptive arguments on the basis of simila-
rity are not allowed. Chala and Jati form the
characteristics of Jalpa and Vitanda, and they do
not conduce to the search of truth, All the Bhasya-
kiras are aware of this fact, and so we rarely come
across instances of Chala and Jati in the Brahma-~.
siitra Bhagyas.

The last feature of the Vada method is
allowing the imputation of Nigrahasthinas or
logical clinchers. In methodology the  signifi-



. Methodolegy (239%)

‘capce of Nigrah.hsthﬁﬁas lies in their usefulness in
festing the validity of the Pramduas adduced and
the inferences drawn. We have seen how efficient’ y
the *Bhasyakiras have employed this important
device in the conduct of Vida,

_It may be argued that great philosophers
like San'caricirya and others should have better
presented their systems by means of independent
treatises instead of by means of commentaries on
" the Brahma-siitra. The argument has apparently,
a strong ground for its plausibility, since a
Bhagyakiara is bound down by the text of the
Sutras. This naturally sets a limit on the free
scope of presenting a philosophical system. In
this connection we have to take into account many
considerations, which go against the above objec-
tion. Firstly, it may be pointed out that, though a
Bhasgdkara is bound down by the text of the Sitra,
he isf’ee to introduce relevant digressions, where-
ver he thinks fit, Secondly, the Sitras provide
ample scope for a thorough consideration of an
issue, because they are multifaced (Sarvato-mukha)
and thus suggest possible alternatives for discus—
sion. Thirdly, the Bhasyakaras, by commenting
on the Brahma-siitra, have derived full benefit of
the reverence with which the Sitra was viewed as
“an authoritative work. Moreover, like independent
treatxses the Brahma-sitra Bhéasyas are fairly
systematxc since the Siitra work itself was an avow-
ed attempt at systematisation.

® ° o the Brahma-sitra Bhisyas, the second
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Pida of the second Adhydya, ‘which is called
Tarka--pida, can be distinguished from other P&-
das by the nature of its contents and their presen-
tation. So from the point of view of methodology,
it' deserves special notice.” The Sitras in this Pida
manifestly show that they are intended to refute
theories which denounce or flout scriptural autho-
rity, whether openly like the Buddhists and the
Jainas or surreptitiously like the Va.fesikas and
the Sankhyas. As there.isa difference of opinion
about the number of valid Pramivas, and as many’
of the systems tend to refuse scriptures the status
of a valid Pramina more authoritative than others,
it- becomes incumbent on the Vedantin to meet
the opponents' on their own grounds. It appears
that the Stitrakira intended that these antagonistic
theories should be refuted on the score of pure"
reasoning. In this Pida the Bhasyakdras are ex-
pected to depend only on perception and mfeunce
which are accepted as valid means of proof by
almost all the antagonistic theories. .

- When we examine the Bhisyas {rom this
pomt of view, we find that only San :ardcirya fully
satisfies the above expectation. He alone refutgs
the antagonistic theories merely by reasoning and,
not by appealing to scriptural authority. Even’
Ramanuja- does not rigidly follow the dictum of
employmg only Tarka in this Pada. For example )
in Sttra I1. ii. 3-he quoteés from Dramlda.caryaf
Upanisads and Bhagavadgita and, in Satra 1L.1i. 39
also he ‘quotes the sacred texts from Up,amazds,
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Bhagavadgita, and - Parinas. As regards the ano-
Ialy in Utpattyasambhavadhikarapa, itis already
discuesed, and it is pointed out that instead of
refuting a rival theory, Riméanuja seeks to establish
his own theory by means of an Adhikarana in this
Pida, which is specially designed for refutation.

It is possible to raise a similar objection
,Against éankaracarya also, since at the end of Raca-
nanupapattyadhxkarana he tries to explain his
own view-point instead of restricting himself only
to refutation. This objection, however, is not
tenable,since it can be satisfactorily replied to by
saying that it is only a relevant digression, which is
allowed or even welcome in a Bhasya. In doing this
he has not gone against the spirit of Tarkapada.

The méthod followed by the Bhagyakaras

must "be distinguished from the dialectics as is

ugderstood in Western philosophy. Dialectics as an

art of debate is associated with the Socrates of the
Platonic dialogues. As conceived by Plato himself,

dialestic is the science of first principles which
differs from other sciences by dispensing with
hypotheses and is consequentiy the “Coping-stone
ot sciehces” ~ the highest, because the clearest and
~hence the ultimate sort of knowledge. Aristotle
distinguishes between dialectical reasoning, which
proceeds syllogistically from opinions generally
accepted, and he holds that dialectical reasoning

xs a process of "ntxcnsm, wherein lies the path to

® the principles of all inquiries. Modern philoso-
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phers like Kant and Hegel use the word dialeatic
in a more specialised and technical sense, which
serves no analogy to the method followed by the
Bhasgyakaras.

It may be said that the method of the Bra-
hma-sitra Bhasyas is somewhat akin to that of
Platonic dialogues. In the Platonic dialectic there
is first the statement of the problem, then the for-
mulation of the hypothesis, next the discussion of
its implications and consequences, and finally the
confrontation .with undisputed axioms or facts.’
Thus the method of Platonic dialectic is exact]y
scientific. In comparison with the four steps of
Platonic dialectic, the five An sas of an Adhikarana
bear a very great similarity. They serve the very
same purpose in the investigation of truth and are

also perfectly scientific. .
1

There are, however, some points of difference
between the Platomc dialectic and the series of
Adhlkaranas in a ‘Bhagya treatise. In the Platonic
dialogues there is dramatic element, which makes
them completely informal. So .also Plato often
emp!oys myths and parables to illuminate his
arguments. The situations and the literary zdorn-
ments show the human touch, and the conversation,
often moves to a dramatic close.? In the Brahma-
1 A. Koyre': Discovering Plato, Eng, translatxon

by Rosenfield, p. 15 n, ‘

2 H. Cushman : A Beginner’s Hxstory of Phx),pso-
~ phy, Vol. 1, p. 128,
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S:?a Bhigvas we never find such informal approach
philosophical problems. The Bhasyakaras

proceed in a rigorously logical way and do not

occupy themselves in literary flourishes., So also

dramatic element is totally absent in the Bhasyas.
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.

Secondly Plato, in the informal way in which
the dialogues proceed, is not concerned with esta-
‘blishing some of his own propositions, but seems to
be more prone to demolish the propositions of his
opponents. Some of his dialogues do not lead to
a definite conclusion but indirectly serve a philo-
sophical purpose, which consists in negating the
false propositions of the interlocutors. This sort of
thing is never found in the Brahma-sitra Bhasyas.
Establishing a proposition is the chief concern of
the Aciryas; demolishing the doctrines of the
opponents is considered only a subordinate achieve-
ment on their part.

The dialogues of Plato do not necessarily
possess a fixed plan of argument. One thread and
then another is followed, and in many dialogues no
decision whatever is reached. The dialogues must
always be taken as artistic products in which phi-
losophical experiences are idealised. The Brahma-
sutra Bhasyas, on the other hand, are more rigorous
in thtir structure, They have a fixed p'an of argu-
ment, and from one Adhikarana to the other there
runs a thread which links the previous one to the
#ubsequent. Thus the whole set of Adhikaranas is
expected to set forth in detail the particular philo-~
sophical system, or at least to give the exposition
of®ts main tenets,
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The peculiarity of Plonic dialectic is {hat
it gradually ceases to be simply an art of conversi-
tion and becomes a real method and science. Plato
shows us that, passing from the statements of the
particular sciences, we must destroy the hypotheses
on which these sciences are founded in order to
attain a more general knowledge, Ascending by the
destruction of successive hypotheses to more and
more general sciences, we come at last to a region
in which we pass from ideas to ideas without the .

intervention of any particular or hypothetical ele-
ment. And then we come to the foundation of all
science, which is at the same time the foundation
of the universe, namely, "the Good, the intelligible
sun.? Thus in the case of Plato, the dialectic itself
becomes a philosophical principle. The Vedanta
philosophers do not ascribe such a high place to the
method itself. Their ultimate principle, the reality
in the form of Brahman is not realised as antinevi-
‘table result of a series of dialectics, but is reilised as

.immediate knowledge.

Having carefully gone through the five
major Bhasyas on the Brahma-siitra, 1 have come
to the conclusion that the key to their methodology
lies in the proper evaluation of their basic position
that realisation of the highest reality is identica]
with integrated self-experience, and the way to sucn
experience lies thiough the guidance of the ancient
and indigenous tradition of mystics and intuitive

1 J‘. Wahl : The philosobher’s .way, p. 3‘12,-31,3'. 4
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- phjlosophers, a‘%d.nbt'through intricac’es of logic
.!l#d mutually interdependent arguments. In order
to substantiate this thesis I have given the exposi-
tion of the various constituents of Vida, the out-
ward form of the method:-of the Bhisyas, -and
attempted to set these constituents in their proper
place. In this connection I have stressed the
importance of the Subda Prai an..

The foregoing account of the Bhisya me-
thodology bears testimony to the fact that the
Vada method adopted by the Brahma-siitra Bba~
syakaras serves the purpose of an ideal philosophical
method on the score of the following considerations:
(1) It affords ample scope for free movement of
thought in all directions, in a systematic and pur-
posive way, (2) It ensures valid conclusions by
the employment of Praminas and formal logics
and®the imputation of Nigrahasthdnas. (3) It
keeps the high level necessary in a philosophical
discussion aiming at search of truth by precluding
deceptive tricks of argumentation. (4) It takes
intosaccount both the speculative and the critical
aspects of philosophy by harmonising them by
means of due recognition of scriptural testimony.,
(5) By the acceptance of the authority of scrip=
tures it derives full benefit of the tradition of
mystical and philosophical thought. (6) As a
Scientific philosophic method, it is thoroughly ana-
lytical and critical, as well as non-empirical and
a priori. o
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I conclude with the fitting words of Madha-
sidana Sarasvati - * Whatever excellence is fouffi
in this composition belongs to my preceptor, not to
me indeed. Whatever is not exquisite here is mine
only; not of my preceptor indeed.’’

1 P, M. Modi : Translation of Sxddhﬁnta-bmdn,
p. 147-148,

"
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