ON THE NATURE OF PRAMANA: A DIALOGUE
BETWEEN JAYANTABHATTA AND THE
VAIBHASIKAS AND YOGACARINS

V.N. Juia

0.0 INTRODUCTION

Vatsyayana, the author of the Nyayasitrabhasya opined under Nyaya-
siatra (= NS) 1.1.1 that the true nature of a thing is decided on the basis
of the four components of the act of knowing, namely, the knower,
the knowable, the process of knowing and the resultant knowledge
(catasrsu evam vidhasu arthatattvam parisamapyate). In my opinion,
these are the four components of philosophizing. Ancient Indian
philosophers had to pay, naturally therefore, a lot of attention to the
discussion on the process of knowing (pramana).

The structural depth of ancient Indian analytical thinking was
acquired through a dialogue in which the participants were the
orthodox philosophers and logicians like the Naiyayikas on the one side
and the Buddhist philosophers and logicians on the other. The result is
the illustrious tradition of analytic philosophy and logic called Pracina
Nyaya. Had the Buddhist logicians not participated in this dialogue,
Pracina Nyaya which includes Bauddha Nyaya, would not have
acquired such depth. Although this has been accepted beyond doubt
and some scholars have been engaged in highlighting this fact, still a
lot remains to be done. What is required is a very close study and
analysis of the texts of these traditions with an aim to identify the
issues which prompted the dialogue so that we have a clear picture of
the development of philosophical thinking in ancient India during the
period called golden period of Indian philosophy.

In this paper an attempt is made to present the central issues which
led the dialogue on the nature of pramana. The text taken for the
purpose is a portion of the Nyayamaijari of Jayantabhatta.

Jayantabhatta is a logician of the 9th century A.D. from Kashmir.
Although his Nyayamafijari is called a vrtti on the Nyayasutra of
Gautama, still it is not a usual commentary on each and every sitra of
Gautama. What he has done is that he has selected some siitras only in
accordance with the issues in his mind and has presented
encyclopaedic discussions on them. Thus, the Nyayamarfijari does not
present the view of only one system but it takes into account all the
existing view of his time on those particular issues and presents his
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own views in conclusion. Thus, it has not remained a text on Nyaya,
but has become an encyclopaedia of Indian philosophy.

Here, in this paper, I am going to present Jayanta’s definition of
pramana along with the two views of the two schools of Buddhist
philosophy and logic namely, the Vaibhasikas and Yogacarins, as
presented by Jayanta. The text is being presented here with my own
English Translation and Notes.

But before we present the text, let us identify the issues involved
behind the notion of pramana..

0.1 The Issues

The main issues behind the concept of pramana are the following:

(a) Whether a pramana 1is the producer of prama (a true cognition) or
not.

(b) Whether a producer (karana) is different from its result (phala) or
not.

() The basis of distinguishing the knowledge of x from the knowledge
of y.

(d) Whether jiiana is sakara or not.

The settlement of issues (a) is necessary in order to distinguish a true
cognition from a false cognition. The answer to the issue (b) is essential
for knowing the process of a true cognition and a false cognition.

We behave with the world around us. For a consistent behaviour it is
necessary to acquire discrete knowledge of each object of our
behaviour. How to distinguish each cognition? This is what is required
to be settled in (c). The solution to this problem is provided by the
answers to (d).

In this dialogue, the Buddhists have taken the stand that the nature
of pramapa is jiana or bodha knowledge or cognition. This has
provoked Jayanta to raise the issue whether a karana has to be
different from phala. If a jfiana is the result of a process, the process
(pramana) has to be different from the result. The Buddhist maintain
this by introducing the idea of various aspects of one and the same
Jhana. The participating Buddhists here are the Vaibhasikas and the
Yogacarins. The Yogacarins are the vijiana-vadins (Idealists) who
think that no knowledge can arise without a form and the form is in
the knowledge itself and not outside and hence a knowledge is always
sakara. Not only that, it is because the knowledge is sakara one can
distinguish one knowledge from the other and one can say that this is
the knowledge of x and not of y. If knowledge is taken as nirakara as
the Naiyayikas (Realists) take, such a distinction cannot be made.

Thus, it can be seen that ultimately the dialogues aims at settling the
most important issue whether the world of our behaviour is real or not.
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Jayanta, first of all, presents his novel idea of a pramana. According
to him, a cognition of factors and no factor in isolation can claim to be
the most effective means of a valid cognition. It is, therefore, the
assemblage or collection of factors of knowledge (samagri) which is fit
to be called a pramana. To him prramana is basically a karana and
since it produces prama, the pramais phala and a karana and pramana
have to be different and since prama is knowledge, its producer
(karana) must be different from it.

In this context Jayanta brings views of other systems of Indian
philosophy like, Mimamsa, Samkya and Buddhism.

Since the Vijianavadin s are the idealists, they have to maintain that
the nature of a pramana and, that of the prama are jiana itself,
although different aspects of knowledge.

We have, therefore, to look at the entire dialogue with these issues in
mind. Let us have now a close look at the texts.

1.0 JAYANTA’S TEXT, ENGLISH TRANSLATION
AND NOTES

The English translation is of the Nyayamarjari (Ahnika D), Mysore edition, 1969,
pp- 31-42. The page numbers and the linc numbers put in the brackets in each text
refer to those of this edition.

1.1 Jayanta’s Theory of pramana

Text 1 (p. 31, 1-3): pramanasamanyalaksanavibhagasitram tv avasara-

praptatvad idanim eva vivriyate -- '
pratyaksanumanopamanasabdah pramanani //1.1.3//

Translation 1: Since it is order, the sitra which deals with the general
definition of pramana and its division is being explained now.
Perception, Inference, Analogy and Words are the pramanas i.e.
the means of valid knowledge.

Note 1: In the Nyayasiatra (NS) of Gautama there are certain sifras

which present the list of items. The listing or mentioning the items is

called uddesa (namna padarthasamkirtanam uddesah). And the silfras
which do such listing are called uddesa-siitra. There are some other
siitras which are called laksana-siltras since they contain definitions of
the items given in the uddesa-sitras. These definitions are of two kinds:

(1) general definition (samanyd -laksana) and (2) particular definition

(visesa-laksana).

There has to be a sequence between a uddesa-sitra and laksana-
siitras. An uddesa-siitra precedes a laksana-sutra. Slmllarly, there has
to be a sequence between a samanya- Iaksana sittra and visesa-laksana-
siftra. The visesa-laksana-siitra must follow a samanya—]ak;sapa—sutra
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In other words, the general definition must precede a particular
definition.

There are, similarly, some siitras which are called vibhaga-sitras
containing division of a particular item.

Thus, for instance, the item pramana ‘means of valid cognition” is
mentioned in the uddesa-siitra (NS 1.1.1) and the division of this items
is presented in NS 1.1.3.

Similarly, there is another category of sifras in the NS, which is
called pariksa-sitra ‘an examining rule’. A pariksa-siifra examines
whether a definition presented by a laksana-siitra is actually applicable
to an item or thing defined or not.

In the preceding section Jayantabhatta has already explained the
meaning of NS 1.1.1 and he has said that he is goingD to concentrate on
the laksana-siitras. The first item of the NS 1.1.1 is pramana. So he
wants to discuss the general definition of pramana and its subdivisions
such as pratyaksa, anumana, upamana, and Sabda and their particular
definitions. Therefore, he thinks that the discussions on the general
definition of pramana and its divisions is quite in order. In other words,
this is the proper occasion to discuss the general definition of pramana
which forms the first item in the uddesa-siatra (NS1.1.1).

Text 2 (p. 31,5-6): atredam tavad vicaryate -- Kim pramanam nama?
kim asya svariipam? kim va laksanam iti? tatah sutram yojayisyate.
Translation 2: Here, let us discuss the following questions: What is a
means of valid knowledge? What is its nature? What is its
definition? And then will follow explanation of the siifra.
Note 2: The NS 1.1.3 is vibhagasiitra which divides pramana into four.
But there is no sutra which provides the general definition of pramana,
which was expected. What is necessary is one should first of all know
the general definition of an item and then one can follow its division.
Without providing a general definition of a pramana the NS 1.1.3
straight way provides the division of it as pratyaksa, anumana,
upamana and Sabda.

In order to know the general notion of pramana, Jayanta formulates
three questions. These three questions aim at knowing the general
definition of pramana, which should reflect upon two aspects: (1) the
nature of pramana and (2) distinguishing features of pramana which
characterize and distinguish it from what is not pramapa. The word
laksana has two aspects: (a) surapa i.e. form and (b) vyavartakatva
‘distinguishing aspect’. Therefore, a pramanalaksana should throw
light on these two aspects.

Text 3 (p. 31,8-11): tad ucyate -- avyabhicarinim asandigdham arthopa-
labdhim vidadhati bodhabodhasvabhava samagri pramanam. bodha-
bodhasvabhava samagri hi tasya svariipam. avyabhicaradiviSesana-
rthopalabdhisadhanatvam laksanam.

4
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Translation 3: The questions raised above can be answered as follows :
A pramana s an assemblage of factors which are of the nature of
both knowledge and non-knowledge which produce infallible or
non-illusive and undoubtful knowledge of things. An assemblage
which is of the nature of knowledge and non-knowledge, is the
nature of pramana. Being the means of infallible and undoubtful
knowledge of things is its definition-(part).

Note 3: The nature of pramana is such that it consists of knowledge

and non-knowledge. In other words, since the collection or assemblage

of factors is pramana, some of its factors are of the nature of a

cognition or knowledge and some others of the nature of non-

knowledge. Let us look at the epistemology of a perceptual cognition.

As Vatsyayana, the Bhasyakara of the NS, puts it under NS 1.1.4:

atma manasa sam-yujyate, manah indriyena, indriyam arthena, tatah

pratyaksam. ‘

When the soul (the cognizer) comes in contact with the mind ( the
internal sense-organ), and when the mind comes in contact with the
external sense-organ (eyes etc.) and when the external sense-organ
comes in contact with the object, there arises a perceptual cognition.

In this process of perceiving (say, a pot), before the resultant
cognition namely, ‘This is a pot’ arises, the perceiver must have the
knowledge of the qualifier namely ‘the potness’ before the resultant
knowledge. Because without the knowledge of the qualifier the
knowledge of the qualified cannot arise. Thus, this knowledge of the
qualifier is also a factor for producing the resultant perception. This
factor is of the nature of knoWledge. Whereas the soul, mind, sense-
organ and pot and their contact, all are of the nature of non-
knowledge. This is why, Jayanta says that a pramana is a collection of
factors some of which may be of the nature of knowledge and some
others may be of the nature of non-knowledge.

Cakradhara, the author of the commentary called Nyayamadjari-
granthibhanga (Edited by Nagin J. Shah, L.D. Institute, Ahmedabad,
1972) comments on the word bodhabodhasvabhava (of the definition
of pramana) as follows:

bodhabodheti. visesana-jianader bodhasvabhasya tatra anupravesat
bodhabodhasvabhavety uktam (page 6), since the knowledge of
qualifier is of the factors in the collection of factors and since it is of
the nature of knowledge, the definition reads as ‘the collection of
factors which consists of knowledge and non-knowledge’.

This is the form of pramana and the distinguishing feature of
pramana s this that it produces a true cognition. That which produces a
false cognition is, therefore, not pramana, but a pramanabhasa. This is
the implication of adjectives ‘non-illusive’ and ‘undoubtful’ of the
knowledge. Thus, pramana is the means of a valid cognition.
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Text4 (p. 31,13-17): nanu ca pramiyate yena, tat pramanam iti karana-
sadhano ’yam pramanasabdah. karanam ca sadhakatamam. tamab-
arthas catiSayah. sa capeksikah. dehdkdntaracambhave hi tadape-
ksaya’tiSayayogat kificit sadhakatamam ucyate. samagrayas$ caikatvat
tadatiriktasadhakantaranupalambhat kim apeksam asya atiSayam
briimah.

Translation 4: Well, the word pramana is derived as ‘that by which
something is known.’ Thus it has an instrumental derivative
structure underlying. The instrumental case is, again, defined as
sadhakatama (i.e., that which is the most required in producing
the result) and the suffix tama means ‘most’, ‘excellence.’ This
‘excellence’ is, again, relative. If there are other cases (karakas)
in addition to this then alone it can be taken as ‘the most helpful’
since in that case it can have ‘excellence’ in comparison to those
other cases. But as ‘assemblage’ is singular in number and- as no
other productive factor i.e. additional karaka is found, in
comparison to what its excellence is fo be established?

Note 4: The word pramana is derived by adding the suffix -ana (Iyut)

to the root pra-Vma ‘to measure, to know’ in the sense of an

instrument. Thus, the underlying derivative structure of the word
pramana is pramiyate anena ‘by which one knows’. Thus, the sense
there is instrumental. And the notion of instrumentality is provided by

Panini by defining the instrumental case which runs as sadhakatamam

karanam ‘the instrument is that which is the most effective means’.

Here the superlative suffix -tamaP is meaningful only when there are

more than two entities. But if an assemblage or collection of factors or

karakas is considered to be an instrument, then since the collection is
only one, how can the meaning of the superlative suffix be applicable
there? So, in comparison to what the collection will be called the most
excellent factor or karaka and hence the instrument and hence
pramana ?

The concept of pramana as proposed here does not fit into either the
common sense view or into the technical notion of an instrumental case
of Panini. This is the idea behind the opponent’s view.

Text 5 (p. 32,1-4): api ca kasmin visaye samagryah pramanatvam?

pramiyamano hi karmabhiito visayah samagrayantarbhitatvat sama-

gryeveti karanatam eva yayat. niralambanas cedanim sarvapramitayo

bhaveyuh, alambanakarakasya caksuradivat pramanantahpatitvat.

Translation 5: Moreover, with respect to what object ‘assemblage is to
be taken as a means? That which is to be known itself becomes
‘assemblage’ because it is also included in the ‘assemblage.’
Thus, object becomes an instrument. In that case every
knowledge will be turned objectless, because the object is
included in the pramana itself like eye etc.
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Note 5: After having raised the objection that since nothing is left out
of a collection in comparison of which one may call the collection
‘most excellent means’, the opponent is now showing one by one how
the accusative case (karmakdaraka) is also included in the body of the
karanakaraka. Here, alambana means a karmakaraka. In this way
nothmg is left to be known. As Varadacarya puts it in his commentary
on the Nyayamaiijari called Nyayasaurabha (edited by K.S. Varada-
charya, Oriental Research Institute, Mysore, 1969): niralambana iti -
karmakarakasyapi samagrigosthinivistatvena samagryah karanatve
karmano ’pi karanatva-praptya katham jAianam karana-visayakam syat
iti jianam niralambanam prasajyeta ityarthah. i.e. if the accusative
case also is included in the collection of karakas, and if the collection
(samagri) is treated as an instrument, the accusative case also becomes
an instrumental case, how can there be a cognition in which an
instrumental case is an objective case? And since it is not possible, a
cognition will have no content and as result a cognition will become
contentless or objectless.
The term alambana is a Buddhist term.

Text 6 (p. 32,5): kas ca samagraya prameyam pramimite? pramata ’pi
tasyam eva linah.

Translation 6: Who will cognize the object through assemblage? Even

the knower is included in that (assemblage).

Note 6: Here it is shown that if the concept of pramana is the collection
of all karakas, then even the knower is included in the pramana and in
that case who remains to know? Text 5 said that there would be no
karma-karakas and this text says that likewise there will be no kartr-
karaka (agent) also, since everything is included in the assemblage
itself. As Varadacarya puts it: Tatha ca pramatuh api karanatvam eva,
na kartrtvam iti bhavah ‘thus, a knower too will become an
instrument, he will no longer remain as an agent’.

Text 7 (p. 32,6-7): evafl ca yad ucyate ‘pramata pramanam prame-
yam pramitir iti catasrsu vidhasu tattvam parisamapyate’ ifti, tad vya-
hanyate.

Translation 7: Thus, the statement (of Vatsyayana) that “the real
nature of things is concluded on the basis of the four components
such as the knower, the instrument of knowing, the object (which
is to be cognized) and the cognition” is hereby contradicted.

Note 7: This text has a direct reference to the Bhasya of Vatsyayana.

Although it is not a quotation verbatim, still in essence it is a quotation.

The Bhasya actually read as follows:

Arthavati ca pramane pramata prameyam pramitir ity arthavanti
bhavanti. kasmat? anyatamapaye arthasya anupapatteh. tatra yasya
ipsajihasaprayuktasya pravrttih sa pramata. sa yena artham praminoti
tat pramanam. yo ’rthah pramiyatic tat prameyam. yad arthavijiianam

7
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sd pramitih. catasrsu evam vidhasu arthatattvam parisamapyati. kim
punah tattvam? satah ca sad-bhavah asat§ ca asadbhavah. sad iti
grhyamanam yathabhiitam aviparitam tattvam bhavanti. asacca asad iti
grhyamanam yathabhitam aviparitam tattvam bhavanti (Ganganatha
Jha Edn., Chowkhamba Series, 1925, pp.§8-11).

That is, once the pramana gets associated with the object, the other
elements like, the knower, the knowable, and the knowledge also get
associated with the object. How? Because in the absence of the most
prominent the object cannot be explained. There, one who acts being
prompted by the desire to get something or by the desire to get rid of
something is called the knower; by what he measures or knows is the
instrument of knowing; that which is known is called object of
knowledge and the resultant cognition of the knowable is called the
knowledge. In this way, the real nature of a thing is decided on the
basis of there four components. What is the real nature of a thing?
Being positive of what is positive and being negative of what is
negative. When a positive is known as positive not otherwise (i.e. not as
negative) it is called real and when a negative is known as negative not
otherwise (i.e. not as positive) it is called real.

This text provides a frame-work to know something and also decide
whether what is known is real or not.

The Granthibhanga interprets the text of Jayanta as follows: catasrsu
vidhasu iti - tattvam parisamapyate arthah parisamapto bhavanti,
nadhikapeksa upayujyate, i.e. tattvam parisamapyate means ‘(the
knowing the real nature of) a thing is completed and nothing additional
is required’.

In the act of knowing these are the only four components and the act
of knowing is complete once the reality of a positive and negative
entities is known or arrived at. As a matter of fact, these may be
considered as the four components of philosophizing.

Thus, if all the components are reduced to only one i.e.to pramana, it
will go against the above frame-work suggested by Vatsyayana. This is
the tone of text 7.

Text 8 (p. 32,7-10): na ca loko ’pi samagrayah karanabhavam anu-

manyate tasyam karanavibhaktim aprayuiijanah. na hy evam vaktaro

bhavanti laukikah, samagraya paSyama iti; kin tu dipena pasyamah

caksusa niriksamaha ity acaksate.

Translation 8: Nor do the people approve the instrumentality of
‘assemblage,” without the instrumental case-ending added to it.
Nor do we meet ordinary people saying we see with
‘assemblage,’ on the contrary they say ‘we see with a lamp,” ‘we
see with eyes.’

Note 8: After having shown that if samagri is treated as pramana, all

karaka s will become karanakaraka and not only that there will be no

knowledge and thereby the reality can also not be decided, the

-8
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opponent shows in the present text that even the language of common
people do not support this view of Jayanta. Had samagri been
pramana, the word samagri would have been treated as karanakaraka
and people would have used it in instrumental form like samagrya. But
no one uses it like this. On the other hand, they use instrumental case-
ending after a word denoting single factor and not the collection of
factors. Thus, the common men’s notion also does not support Jayanta.

Text 9 (p. 32,10-11): tasman na samagri karanam, akaranpatvac ca na

pramanam iti nedam sadhu pramanasvariipam.

Translation 9: Therefore, ‘assemblage’ is not the instrument and since
it is not the instrument it cannot be the means of a valid
knowledge and thus it is not the actual nature of the means of
valid knowledge.

Note 9: This is the conclusion of the pirvapaksa. The notion of

pramana involved the notion of instrument and the notion of an

instrument cannot be a collection of factors, but only one factor out of
many, which may be the most effective means. Therefore, since

Jayanta’s notion of karana is not acceptable, his notion of pramana is

also not acceptable. His notion is also against all authorities like Panini,

Vatsyayana and common usage. This is what the opponent concluded.

Text 10 (pp. 32,13-33,3): atrocyate -- yata eva sadhakatamam kara-
nam, karanasadhanas ca pramanasabdah, tata eva samagrayah pra-
manpatvam yuktam; tadvyatirckena karakantare kvacid api tamab-
arthasamsparsanupapatteh. anckakarakasannidhane karyam ghatama-
nam anyataravyapagame ca vighatamanam kasmai atiSayam pra-
yacchet? na catisayah karyajanmani kasyacid avadharyate, sarvesam
tatra vyapriyamanatvat.

Translation 10: We meet the above objections as follows : Because of
the very fact that an instrumental case is defined as ‘the most
helpful case in producing the result’ and because of the fact that
the word pramana is of instrumental derivation, it is but proper to
take ‘assemblage’ alone as the means of valid knowledge. In no
other case excepting that (= assemblage) there is any possibility
of fitting in of the meaning of the suffix tamap. Moreover, when
this is the situation that if all the cases are present the result
occurs, but the result does not occur even if only one of them is
removed to which excellence’ can be given? The ‘excellence’
cannot be given to one when all are equally engaged in producing
the result.

Note 10: Here Jayanta begins replying the objections raised in the

pirva-paksa. Text 10 is a reply to the text 4. Jayanta says that his

notion of karana is in conforming with that of Panini. He suggests the
interpretation of the rule sadhakatamam karanam in the light of his

notion of karana as samagri. He wants to show that ‘that’ after which a

9
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result follows and in the absence of ‘that’ the result does not follow is
a karanakaraka. And it is everybody’s experience that a result follows
only when all the factors required for that result are present and such
a result does not follow even if one of those factors is absent.
Therefore, the collection of factors alone can be the karana to produce
that result. No one factor can be singled out to attribute ‘excellence’
which is the meaning of the superlative suffix -tama(p). Therefore,
Panini rule sadhakatamam karananm will make sense only if the
meaning of the superlative suffix -tama(s) is attributed to the collection
of karaka s and not to any single kdraka. Thus, Jayanta’s notion is not
against the notion of Panini.

Varadacarya also rlghtly says: Pratyekam karakani karanani, tat-
smudayas ca karanam iti tu saram, i.e. each karaka is merely a factor
and the collection of all factors is indeed the karanakaraka. This is the
gist of the argument (of Jayanta).

Text 11 (p. 33,4): sannipattyajanakatvam atisaya iti cet?

Translation 11: One may hold the view that being the product (or a
result) being very close to it (i.e., directly without any inter-
vention) is what is called atisaya ‘excellence’.

Note 11: The Granthibhariga paraphrases the text as follows: anya-

karakavyaparavyavadhiyamanavyaparatvam sannipatyajanakatvam (p.

T) ‘being the producer (of a result) being very close to it’ means

‘being the function which is not being intervened by the function of

any other karaka’.

But unless the causal complex acquires the nature of being
invariably related to the production of the result how can it be called a
producer. This nature is obtained only through the collection of factors
and not by any one particular factor. This is what Cakradhara says:
phalotpada-vinabhavisvabhavo yavan na bhavati tavat katham
avasyataya karya-janako bhavet ? tadripam ca samagrito nanyasya iti.

Text 12 (p. 33,4-6): na -- arad upakarakanam api karakatvanapayat.
Jjiane ca janye kim asannipatyajanakam? sarvesam indriyamano rtha-
dinam itaretarasamsarge sati jiiananispatteh.

Translation 12: No. He is mistaken; because those which help the
bringing out of the resuilt remaining indirectly connected with the
object do remain cases (karaka). Moreover, in generating knowl-
edge, being away from the result which can be a productive
factor without being connected (i.e. not being closely connected)
because knowledge is produced at the mutual contact of all, the
sense-organ, the mind, the object etc.

Note 12: Itis not the case that every factor directly produces a result.

Some may be directly doing so, some other many be indirectly doing

so. In the case of, for example, the perception of a jar, the soul is at a

distance in comparison to the sense-object contact, still soul is a

10
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necessary factor and hence a karaka. The main point, therefore, is this
that when all the necessary factors assemble together the result comes
into existence and hence the assemblage is the only thing that can be
called pramana.

Text 13 (p. 33,7): atha sahasaiva karyajananam atiSayah;
Translation 13: Now, if producing the result all at once is taken as ‘the
excellence.’

Note 13: This refers to the factor at the final stage of a process after
which all at once the result emerges. That final factor may be said to
possess ‘excellence’. For example, suppose, the person is there in the
room, he has good eyes, the book is also there, but the room is dark
and so after one puts the light one can see the book. In this case, the
putting on the light is the final stage of the result of seeing and hence
the light may be said to have the ‘excellence’ and in this situation one
may say,dipena pasyami ‘I see with the light’.

Text 14 (p 33,7-13): so ’pi kasyaricid avasthayam karanasyeva kar-
mano ’pi Sakyate vaktum -- yatha aviralajaladharadharaprabandha-
Vaddhandhakaranszhe bahulan191the qahasawa sphurata v1dyuIIatd—
evam itarakarakakadambasannidhane saty ap1 §1mdntm1m antarepa
taddarsanam na sampadyate, agatamatrayam eva tasyam bhavatiti tad
api karmakarakam atisayayogitvat karanam syat.

Translation 14: The same can be attributed like Instrumental to
objective case also. Thus, the sudden flash of the lightning in the
night of amavasya having huge darkness due to the layers of
series of dense clouds produces the knowledge of a beautiful
woman (i.e. makes her visible) and thereby gets ‘the excellence’
in producing such a knowledge; but to see her is not possible if
the woman is not there even though all other karakas are present
there. If she comes then alone seeing (her) is possible. In this way
the object (= the woman) will become the instrumental since it
possesses ‘the excellence.’

Note 14: So all the factors or karakas are equally important. An

accusative case also is as important as what is normally known as an

instrumental case.

Text 15 (p. 34,1-4): tasmat phalotpadavinabhavisvabhavatvam avasya-
taya karyajanakatvam atiSyah. sa ca samagrayantargatasya na kasyacid
ckasya karakasya kathayitum paryate. samagryas tu so ’tiSayah su-
vacah. sannihita cet samagrti sampannam eva phalam iti saivatiSyavati.
Translation 15: Therefore, excellence is that which invariably produces
the result and which is of the nature of that without which the
result cannot be produced. One of the karakas constituting. the
assemblage cannot be said to have that excellence. But this
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excellence can be easily attributed to ‘the assemblage.’ In other
words, if the assemblage is present the result is as good as
accomplished. Therefore, that (assemblage) alone has the excel-
lence.
Note 15: Therefore, excellence has to be seen in terms of production of
the result. And a result is never produced by a single karaka.
Therefore, the producer of the result is always a collection of factors
and hence the collection alone can have the excellence, and not any
single karakain isolation.

Text 16 (p. 34,6-7): nanu mukhyayoh pramatrprameyayor api

tadavinabhavitvam atisayo sty eva.

Translation 16: Well, the main factors like the knower and knowable
too have the excellence of being that without which the result
(pramiti) cannot be produced.

Note 16: Therefore, the agent and the object will become the instru-

ment if atiSaya is defined as phalotpadavinabhavisvabhavatvam. This is

the implication of the objection.

Text 17 (p. 34,7): pramitisambandham antarena tayos tathatvabhavat.

Translation 17: But without the association with the resultant
knowledge they (the agent and the object) cannot be called
important or prominent.

Note 17: So, first knowledge should arise and then the role of agent

and object may be decided, not before that.

Text 18 (p. 34,7-8): praminotiti pramata bhavati, pramiyata iti ca

prameyam

Translation 18: (But the derivative meaning of) the word pramata is
one who knows and what is known is called prameya.

Note 18: So, before the knowledge arises he is called the knower and

the object is called knowable. Thus they are prominent and hence an

instrument only.

Text 19 (p. 34,8-13): satyam etat kintu sakalyaprasadalabdhapramiti-
sambandhanibandhanah pramatrprameyayor mukhyasvaripalabhah.
sakalyapacaye pramityabhavat gaune pramatrprameye sampadyete.
evaifl ca sakalyam antarena yadi pramitir avakalpeta bhaved vyabhi-
carah:, na tv asau tatha drsyate iti pramityavyabhicarat sakalyam eva
satisayam iti tamabarthayogat tad eva karanam.

Translation 19 (Reply): What you say is true. But the knower and the
knowable get prominence when they are related to pramiti got
through assemblage, and if the assemblage is not there, there is
no pramiti and therefore, the knower and the knowable become
secondary. Thus, without assemblage if pramiti were there, your
objection would have held water, but such is not the case.

12
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Therefore, since the assemblage is invariably related with the

pramiti, it alone has excellence and so assemblage alone can be

karana since it alone has excellence.
Note 19: Here, there is no over-application of the definition of atisaya..

The prominence or subordinateness of a factor should be decide by

observing whether the factor is actually involved in producing the
knowledge or not. The Granthibhanga puts it as follows: tat-kalam
pramam akurvannapi yogyataya yah pramata iti bhanyate sa gaunah,
yastu tat-kalam evaprama-janmani vyapriyate sa mukhyah. evam
prameyam api.

Text 20 (p. 35,2-4): yat tu kim apeksam samagrayah karanatvam iti

tat antargatakara-kapeksam iti brimah. karakanam dhdrmah samagri

na svariipahandya tesam kalpate; S‘dkalyddabaydm api tatsvarupa-

pratyabhijfianat.

Translation 20: To the objection that with reference to what ‘assem-
blage’ is an instrument, our answer would be: with reference to
all karaka cases included in the assemblage. Assemblage is a
property of cases. It never destroys their (= of the cases)
casehood because even at the time of assemblage we recognize
their nature (of being a karaka).

Note 20: This is the answer to text 4. A collection is a property of the

collected and at the same time it does not replace the collected.

Text 21 (p. 35,6-8): nanu samagrebhyah samagri bhinna cet katham

prthannopalabhyate? abhede tu sarvakarakani karanibhitany eveti

kartrkarmavyavaharocchedaprasangah

Translation 21: Well, if this assemblage is different from all the cases
how is it that it is not congnized separately? And if it is identical
with the cases, there is then the contingency of putting an end to
the usage of nominative, accusative etc. because, in that case, all
the cases would become Instrumental case only.

Note 21: If the collection is a property of the cases as held in text

No.20, then one should know whether it is a different from the cases

or identical with them. If different, then why should it not be cognized

differently? And if identical then all cases turn to be Instrumental

cases only, which is an absurdity. This is the purpose of the objection.

Text 22 (pp. 35,8-36,7): maivam samagrasannidhanakhyadharmasya
pratyaksam upalambhat. prthag avasthitesu hi sthalijalajvalana-
tanduladisu na samagratapratyayah; samuditesu tu bhavatity atah
tantupatalaparighatitapatadyavayavivat karakakalapanispadyadravya-
ntarabhave ’pi samudayatmika samagri vidyata eveti samudayy-
apeksaya karanatam pratipadyate. tasman na paricodaniyam idam
kasmin karmani samagri karanam iti. samudayinam samagryava-
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sthayam api svarilpanapayat samudayivisese karmani samagri

karanam. ata eva pramiter na niralambanatvam.

Translation 22: What you have said is not true because the property
such as closeness of all the participating cases (i.e. the assem-
blage) is directly cognized. If the cooking pot, water, fuel, rice
etc. are kept in different places hardly one can have the knowl-
edge of assemblage, but one can certainly have that when they
(i.e. pot, water, etc.) are assembled together. Therefore, although
the assemblage does not produce any other result than the result
produced by the group of cases as the threads produce a cloth,
still there is certainly the assemblage which is of the nature of
collection or group, or totality. Hence it (= assemblage) has the
instrumentality in comparison to the cases. Therefore, there is no
point in asking with reference to what (prameya) assemblage is
the instrument. Since the cases involved do not lose their forms
even at the time of assemblage, the assemblage is the instrument
with reference to a particular object which is one amongst the
cases. Therefore, the pramiti (valid knowledge) is not without an
object.

Note 22: The property of being together is samagri which is

experienced by all when the cases come together. Thus, samagri is not

a ficticious thing. Nor is it identical with the cases. Therefore, all the

usages of all cases will continue.

Text 23 (p. 35,8-9): etena pramatradih prthg upadarsita iti vidha-

catustayam api samahitam.

Translation 23: In this way, the knower etc. are shown separately.
Thus, all the four aspects are hereby maintained.

Note 23: Thus, the basic frame-work of philosophizing is not disturbed.

Text 24 (p. 35,10-12): yat tv abhyadhayi samagrayah karanavibhakti-

nirdeso na drSyata iti tatrocyate - samagri hi samhatih. sa hi samhanya-

manavyatirekena na vyavaharapadavim avatarati tena samagrya
pasyamiti na vyapadesah.

Translation 24: To the objection that none uses instrumental case-
ending with samagr (assemblage),the following is the answer:
The word ri samagri means collection or assemblage. That
(assem-blage) never becomes the object of usage without those
cases which are being assembled. Therefore, no such usage such
as samagrya pasyami (I see with the assemblage) is found.

Note 24: This is an answer to text 8.

Text 25 (p. 36,2-3): yas tu dipendiyanam trtiyanirdesah, sa phalopaja-

nanavinabhavisvabhavatvakhyasamagrisaripasamaropananibandhanah.
anyatrapi ca tadrilpasamaropena sthalya pacatiti vyapadeso drsyate
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eva. tasmad antargatakarakapeksaya labdhakaranabhava samagri pra-

manam.

Translation 25: But that we find instrumental case- -ending added to
dipa (lamp), sense-organ (eye etc.) is due to the imposition of the
nature of the assemblage namely the nature of being invariably
productive of the result. Similarly, in other cases (i.e. in the case
of Locative) by the imposition of its nature to the assemblage) we
get the usage sthalya pacati (he cooks by the pot). Therefore, in
comparison to the participating cases the assemblage becomes the
Instrument and it is the means of valid knowledge.

Note 25: The usage of language is prompted by the intention of a

speaker. It is as per that intention a particular role is assigned to an

entity. Thus, the role of instrument is assigned to sthali which is in
reality a locative case.

Here this has happened due to the superimposition of the notion of
instrumentality on a locative. This is a universal phenomenon in
language.

After this Jayantabhatta discusses some other view according to
which a karaka other than nominative and accusative which produce
the knowledge of a thin, which is neither doubtful nor erroneous is
called karana-karaka. But we are not going to discuss it here. Because
our aim is to present the Nyaya-Buddhist-controversy on the nature of
a pramana. Therefore, I present the following texts which present two
stand-points of the Buddhist logicians and which have been taken for
examination by Jayanta.

1.2 Buddhist Views and Their Refutation

Text 26 (pp. 38,13-39,6): ye tu bodhasyaiva pramanatvam acaksate -
na siuksmadarsinas te. bodhah khalu pramanasya phalam, na saksat-
pramanam. Karanarthabhidhano hi pramanasabdah, pramiyate aneneti
pramanam. pramiyata iti ko 'rthah? prama janyata iti. pramanad ava-
gacchama iti vadanto laukikah karanasyaiva pramanyam anumanyate.
yas tu prama pramanam iti pramanasabdah, sa pramanaphale dras-
tavyah. tatha ca sams’ayaviparyayétmakam apramanaphalam api jfia-
nam atmamano ‘numane tad viSesanarthaparicchede va V1319taprama-

]ananat pramanatam pratipadyate. avyabhicaradivisesenopapannam api

Jianam aphalajanakam apramanam eva. kevalapramasvabhavam pra-

manad vibhinnam phalam iti pratyaksalaksane vaksyamah.

Translation 26: Those who take knowledge itself as the means of valid
knowledge do not have a critical mind or outlook. Knowledge, in
fact, is the result of the means of valid knowledge and not the
means itself. The word pramana means instrument since it is
derived as pram1yate anena iti ‘by which something is known’.
Pramiyate, again, means ‘knowledge is produced’. Moreover,
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people do use such sentences as pramanad avagacchamah ‘we
know by the means of valid knowledge’. Thus, they too accept
instrument only as pramapna. When, however, the word prama
(knowledge) is paraphrased as pramana, it (i.e. the word
pramana) means ‘the result of pramana (i.e. the means of valid
knowledge)’. Moreover, even the knowledge which is the result
of defective means and even which is the nature of doubt or
misapprehension does become the means of valid knowledge with
reference to inferring the soul and mind or with reference to
determining the qualification of the soul because it produces the
knowledge of the qualified object. On the other hand, if a
knowledge, which is, although an invariable (i.e. undoubtful)
knowledge, does not produce any result, it never becomes the
means (of valid knowledge). That the result is different from the
means and that it can be of the nature of a valid knowledge also,
will be explained when we will discuss the definition of
perception. '
Note 26: The main issue is this that a valid cognition is produced by a
means of valid cognition. In this process, the process or pramana has to
be different from the result (phala) namely, the valid cognition. This is
the view of Jayanta. The Buddhists, however, argue that the result
itself is pramana.

Cakradhara puts it as follows: yada karanasadhanena pramana-
Sabdena loke vyavaharah, evam sati phalasya pramarupasya aprama-
nyam sidhyati. phala-pramana-pakse punah samsayajfianasya pra-
mana-laksana-virahat yat kvacit siddham pramanyam samsayito 'yam
arthah. ityadau visesanatvena tad hiyate. phalantara-janakatvena ca
yad apramanyam akarakasya phalasya tadapi na parigrhitam bhavati iti
tatparyam.

In other words, we can distinguish a true or a false cognition, if the
instrument is treated as different from the result. For the Buddhists’
view cf. Pramanasamuccaya (1.8) and the Vrtti thereon, Nyayapravesa
7 (Baroda edn.) p. 7; Nyayabindu 1.18.21.

Text27 (p. 39,7): atha vyatiriktaphalajanakam api bodhariipam eva

pramanam ucyate

Translation 27: Even if it is accepted that a means must produce a
result which should be different from the means, still pramana
remains ‘of the nature of knowledge’ only.

Notes 27: Let the nature of pramana remain of the nature of knowl-

edge still one can show the difference by pointing at different aspects

of knowledge. Thus, the aspect of revealing the akara of jiiana may be

called phala and the act of revealing that akara by the same

knowledge may be called pramana. Thus, it is said under the

Tattvasarigraha (karika 1344): jfianasya adhigatirupatvat sadhyatva-
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pratitir iti phala-tvam upa-caryale. tasyaiva ca visayakara-parigraha-
karmana vyaparena ca saha pratitir iti pramanatvam upacary ate.

Text 28 (p. 39,8-9): tad ayuktam - sakalajagadviditabodhetarasvabha-

vasabdalingadipendriyadipariharaprasangat.

Translation 28: This is incorrect. If this nature (i.e. the nature of
knowledge alone) of pramana is accepted, there would arise a
contingency of rejecting the (Instrumentality of) words, probans,
lamp, sense-organs etc. which are of the nature of non-knowledge
and which are known as Instruments by the whole world.

Note 28: This text presents contradiction of the Buddhist concept of

pramana with that of common people.

Text 29 (pp.39,9-40,2): tasmat samagryanupravistobodhah visesana-

Jfianam iva kvacit pratyakse, Iirigajﬁénam iva lingipramitau, sariapya-

dars§anam ivopamane, $abdasravanam iva tadarthajfiane pramanatam

pratipadyate. ata eva bodhabodhasvabhavasamagri pramanam ity
uktam.

Translation 29: Therefore, a knowledge when included in the assem-
blage does become a pramana as the knowledge of adjunct in the
case of the perception of some possessed of that adjunct, as the
knowledge of probans in the case of inferring the probandum, as
the observing (knowledge) of similarity in the case of analogy, as
the hearing (knowledge) of words in the case of knowing the
meamng of those words. That is why, we have said that pramana
is the assemblage which consists of knowledge and non-
knowledge.

Note 29: In all the four processes of knowing some factors involved

are of the nature of knowledge and some others of the nature of non-

knowledge. For instance, in the process of perception of pot the
nirvikalpaka-jfiana preceding the savikalpaka-jiiana of pot is a factor
which is of the nature of knowledge.

Similarly, the process of inferring starts from the knowledge of
probans (hetu) and so this factor is of the nature of knowledge.

Likewise, the analogical cognition of the relationship between the
word gavaya and the animal gavaya results from the knowledge of
similarity and so the factor may be of the nature of knowledge.

Similarly, in the process of verbal understanding the starting point is
the perception of a linguistic expression and it is no doubt of the nature
of knowledge.

But all the factors involved in the process of knowing are not
knowledge. Hence the nature of pramanpa cannot be of the nature of
knowledge only. This is the view of Jayantabhatta.

Text 30 (p. 40,4-10): anye tulyasamagrayadhinayoh jianarthayoh gra-
hyagahakabhavam vadantah bodham pramanam abhyupagaman
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ksanabhangisu padarthesu sahakaryupadanakaranapeksaksanantara-
santatijananena ca lokayatram udvahatsu jfianajanmani jianam
upadanakaranam, arthah sahakarikaranam; arthajanmani ca arthah
upadanakaranam, jianam ca sahakarikaranam iti - jiianam ca jfiana-
rthajanyam, arthas ca arthajiianajanyo bhavatity evam ekasamagraya-
dhinataya tam artham avyabhicarato jfianasya tatra pramanyam iti.
Translation 30: Some others, again, accept that knowledge and object
which depend upon the same assemblage, (means) are mutually
related as grahya (which is to be known, the object) and grahaka
(which is the means of knowledge) and therefore, knowledge
itself is the means (of valid knowledge). (They further elaborate
this as follows) .

Objects are momentary. They help the activities of this world
by producing a chain of momentary (objects and knowledge)
depending on material cause as well as the auxiliary cause. When
knowledge is produced, knowledge is the material cause and the
object is the auxiliary cause; when object is produced (in the next
moment) object is the material cause, knowledge is the auxiliary
one. Knowledge is produced by both knowledge as well as object.
Similarly, object is produced by both object as well as
knowledge. Therefore, knowledge alone is pramana there because
it 1s always with the object since it depends on the same
assemblage (i.e. means such as knowledge and object).

Note 30: According to Cakradhara, this view refers to the Vaibhasika
school of Buddhist philosophy. According to the Vaibhasikas a
knowledge is without any form (nirakadra). As Cakradhara puts it:
ajanako ’pi arthah sahabhavi-jfianena grhyate iti nirakara-jiana-
vadinam vaibhasikanam darsanam (p.8) i.e. ‘Although an object is not
the direct producer of its knowledge, it is cognized by the knowledge
which arises along with it - this is the view of the Vaibhasika-
philosophy which holds that knowledge is without a form”.

Now the question arises, if a knowledge has no form and if it is also
not caused by its object, then how to decide that this is the knowledge
of x and not of y? In order to account for this difficulty, they hold that
both, the knowledge and its object depend on both of the previous
moment. Since x has taken part in the production of its knowledge of
the subsequent moment, one can say this is the knowledge of x . In the
words of Cakradhara, eka-samagry-utpannatvena tasyaiva tad graha-
kam nanyasya (p.8).

Similarly, since y has not played any part with regard to the
production of the knowledge in the subsequent moment, this knowl-
edge cannot be the knowledge of y. As the Granthibhariga puts it:
yatha etad-grahane tulya-samagry-adhinatvam tasya niyamakam asti,
tatha anya-grahane na kificit asti (p.8).

Cakradhara defines the term upadana-karana as follows: piirvabhavi
svasantanagatasadrsaksanah upadanakaranam (p.8) i.e. ‘the moment-
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entity which precedes the effect and which is a moment-entity similar
to the moment-entity of its series is a material cause’.

In support of this definition he quotes Abhidharmakosa 2.52ab. Then
he defines sahakari-karana as tad-anyah sahakari-karanam ‘Other than
the upadana-karana is an auxiliary cause’. In support of this he further
quotes Abhidharmakosa 2.50. [P. Pradan’s edition reads svato ‘nye
in the place of tato 'nye ...]

Cakradhara also reads another definition of upadanakarana of the
same school which runs as under: yad-utpattau yat-santana-nivrttih tat
tasya upadanakaranam i.e. ‘if after the productlon of y the series of x
has terminated, then x is the material cause of y.’

But this definition does not work in the present cases because here
what is explained is the next member of the same series i.e. the series
of knowledge and the series of objects. Thus, the second definition of
material cause refers to the case where the effect belongs to the series
of another class. Therefore, Cakradhara comments: tad visadrsotpada-
bhiprayam, and gives an example to illustrate the point: fatha hi -
ghatotpatau mrt-pinda-santana-nivrttih, anutpanne hi ghate mrt-pinda-
ksana eva santanena utpadyante, ghate tu utpanne ghata-ksana iti.

In this context one may also compare the Pramanavarttika of
Dharmakirti. JfianaSrimitra points out: ekasamagrijanyatve tu jada-
nubhavayoh pratiniyatam vedyatvam vedakatvar ca syat. tatprati-
bandhat ca natiprasangah (p.421) ‘i.e. if both are produced by both,
then they will be always i.e. at every moment ‘a revealer and
revealed’. Since difference is introduced in the material and auxiliary

- causes, such a contingency will not arise’.

Text 31 (p. 40,11-12): tad idam anupapannam - aphalajanakasya pra-

manatvanupapatter ity uktatvat.

Translation 31: What you say is uncogent, because (if your view that
knowledge alone is the means is accepted then) there will arise a
contingency of taking even that knowledge as pramana which
does not produce any result. We have already pointed out this
before.

Note 31: Jayanta points to his argument in text No.26.

Text 32 (p. 40,12-16): api ca karmani jiidanam pramapam isyate.

yathoktam - ‘savyaparam ivabhati vyaparena svakarmani’ iti. sa

cayam arthaksano jfianasamakalah tatah purvabhyam jfianartha-
laksanabhyam upajanita iti tatkarmatam pratipadyatam, na punah
svasamanakalaprasitajiianaksanakarmatam iti.

Translation 32: Moreover, with reference to an object you want to take
(mere) knowledge is the means, as you, yourself, have said in
the Pramanavartika that knowledge (which is of the form of
reflection of an object) by intermediate course (i.e. by invariably
revealing the objects) appears to be as if it has function with
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reference to its own object. Therefore, as this (second)
momentary object which is the first knowledge is produced by the
immediately preceding momentary knowledge and object, but it
(the second arthaksana) be the object of the first momentary
knowledge and not (of that which has come into existence
simultaneously with it).
Note 32: Jayanta points out that if the Buddhist view is accepted then
the visaya-visayi-bhava between an object and its knowledge is
difficult to be shown. Every thing is momentary so if a thing has to be
object of a cognition it requires at least two moments: coming into
existence in the first moment and then becoming the object in the
second moments. How can it be accepted by the ksanabharigavadin ?
The Granthibhanga points out another difficulty. It says that the
question by Jayanta is from the Pramanavarttika in the context of
arguing in favour of sikara-jiana and hence it may not apply to them.
To this Cakradhara thinks that even the nirakara-jfianavadin Vaibhasika
will have to accept that there is grahya-grahaka-bhava relation
between an object and its cognition. If they do not accept this position,
they will have to give up their own theory nirdkara-jiana-vada and
will have to adopt the yogacara-position of sakarajianavada. In the
words of Cakra-dhara, evam ca vaibhasika-mata idam diisanam
kathamh sangacchate? satyam kintu svasmin visaye jfianasya
pramanyam tair api isyate, ata eva tan-mata-samvadina eva
Slokakarasya upanyasah krtah. athava vaibhasikair anisyamanam api
balad etad angikaryam, anyathd nir-visatve jidnasya yogacara-
darsanapatti-prasangat. (p. 9)

Text 33 (p. 40,17-18): nanu ca tulyasamagrayadhinastaya samana-
kalataya ca tadavyabhicarasiddhau satyam kva karmatvam
upayujyate?

Translation 33: Well, where does the question of its (= of the second
momentary object) objectness come when it is invariably
associated with the knowledge by their being simultaneously
produced and by their being produced, by the same causes?

Note 33: Even if grahya-grahaka-bhava is not there, still the one-is to-

one relationship is mainted because both the cognition and its objects

are producing each simultaneously?

Text 34 (p. 40,18-19): hanta tarhi sahotpannayoh samanasamagrikayoh

grahyagrahakaniyamah kim krta iti vaktavyam?

Translation 34: Funny indeed is your view! Then you should tell me
what is the cause of the rule regarding the revealable and the
revealer of two things having the same causes for their production
and which have come into existence simultaneously?
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Note 34: If two things x and y are produced by the same causal
complex how is it that one of these is called a revealer and the other

the revealed?

Text 35 (p. 41,1-2): jiianam svaprakasasvabhavam iti grahakam, artho

Jjadatmeti grahyam - ifi cet

Translation 35: Knowledge is of the nature of illumination and
therefore, it is grahaka whereas object is of the form of inanimate
things and therefore, it is grahya.

Note 35: Thus, svabhava of knowledge and that of knowable are such

that there subsists the relationship of grahya-grahaka-bhava.

Text 36 (p. 41,2): ayam api visesas tulyakalayoh kutastyah?

Translation 36: Wherefrom do they (knowledge and object) get their
distinctness (i.e. one is prakasasvabhava and the other is jada-
svabhava) when both have the same causes?

Note 36: What is source of the respective svabhava of things? When

the causes remain the same and they occur at one and the same time

how to distinguish them?

Text 37 (p. 41,2-3): upadanasahakasrikaranabhedad iti cet,
- Translation 37: Since there is a difference in the material cause and the
auxiliary cause (they acquire svabhavas).
Note 37: See text 30.

Text 38 (p. 41,3-4): na - tasya ksanabhangabhange nirakarisyamana-

tvat.

Translation 38: No. That will be refuted in the ksanabhnga-bharga-
section.

Note 38: The refutation of the theory of momentariness of things is

presented by Jayanta in the seventh Ahnika of the Nyayamafijari.

Text 39 (p.41,6-11): ye ’pi nirakarasya bodhasvariipasya nilapitady-
anekavisayasadharanatvat, janakatvasya ca caksuradav api bhavenati-
prasarigét tadakaratvakrtam eva jﬁé‘nakannaniyamam avagacchantah
sakaram jiianam pramanam iti pratipedire te "pi vijiianadvaitasisadha-
yisayaivam abhidadhanah tannirasaprasanga eva nirasisyante. na hy
ekam eva sakaram jianam grahyam grahakam ca bhabitum arhatiti
vaksyate.

Translation 39: Those (Yogacaras) who took knowledge of the form of
the object to be the pramana (means of valid knowledge) think
that the invariable association between knowledge and the object
is feasible only when the knowledge (i.e. the pramana) has in it a
reflection of that (object) . Because, if the nature of knowledge is
taken as having no particular form then-since it (nirakarajfiana) is
common to all sorts of knowledge such as that of a blue thing or
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of a yellow thing etc. and since productive nature is also there in
eyes etc.-there is the contingency of its over-application.

They (Yogacaras) being desirous of establishing identity with
the knowledge speak in the above manner. They too will be
will also be shown later that knowledge of form of the object
cannot be both grahya (revealed) and grahaka (revealer).

Note 39: This text presents the view of the Yogacara-school. According
to this school of thought the knowledge is always sakara. Since the
akara is in the knowledge, there is no kdra (thing of this world)
outside. What appears as being outside is mere projection of one’s
mind.

Text 40 (p. 41,12-15): arthas tu sakarajianavadino na samasty eva. sa
hy anumeyo va syat? pratyakso va? nanumeyah; sambandhagrahana-
bhavat.
arthe hi sati sakaram nirakaram tadatyaye /
nityanumeyavahyarthavadi jianam kva drstavan. [/38//
Translation 40: Moreover, for these Buddhists who are the propagators
of knowledge having a particular form of object as the means)
the object itself does not probably exist If it is positive it should be
either inferred or perceived?

(We say:) it cannot be inferred because there is no
invariable concomitance between the object which is outside and
the sakara-knowledge which is inside the mind.

(We ask:) Where did the Buddhists for whom the wordly
objects are always inferable and never perceivable) see or realize
the knowledge of invariable concomitance such as if there is an
object there is the knowledge of the form of that object and if
that object is removed the knowledge has no form?

Note 40: If an existence of a thing is to be established it should be by
some pramana. The Buddhists accept only two pramana s: pratyaksa
and anumana. First, Jayanta shows that inference is not capable of
establishing the existence of an object of knowledge.

Text 41 (p. 42,1-4): napi pratyakso ’‘rthah akaradvayanupalambhat.
abhyupagame canavasthaprasangat. arthakaro hi nirakarajiianagamyo
na bhavatiti jiianenakaravata grhyate; so ’yam idanim jianakaro ’pi
grahyatvat anyenakaravata grhyate, so ’py anyeneti.

Translation 41: Nor, the objects can be perceived according to their
theory because no body realizes two forms at a time (one of the
sakara knowledge which is the means and the other of the
object). If it (i.e. realization of two forms of knowledge) is
accepted there would arise the contingency of the fallacy known
as anavastha. Thus, since the form of an object cannot be realized
by the knowledge (the means) which has no form or reflection of
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that object) , it (the object) is realized by the knowledge having
the form or reflected of that object. Now, that form of knowledge
(of that object) also becomes an object of some other knowledge
and as such it is to be realized by some other knowledge having
the form of reflection of that, earlier knowledge. This knowledge
of the earlier knowledge also requires some other knowledge
having a particular form for its realization or knowledge, and so
on and so forth. Thus, the fault of the anavastha.
Note 41: Once one accepts the view that an object is to be revealed by
only that knowledge which has the form of that object, this fault of
anavastha is unavoidable. So, one can never perceive the object if it is
of the form of jianakara only.

Text42 (p. 42,5-9): atha va artho nirakarajfianagrahyatam nopayatiti
svagrahake jiianatmani samarpititma bhavatiti sakaram jfianam
evedam sampannam iti punar artho ’nyah kalpaniyah, so ’pi grahya-
tvat svagrahakasya sakaratvasiddhaye tatraiva liyata iti sakaram
Jfianam evavasisyata iti punar anyo ’rtha iti ittham anavastha.
Translation 42: The anavastha can be shown in another way also. As an
object cannot be realized by a knowledge having no form, it (the
object) offers itself to the knowledge which will reveal it and
thereby becomes one with knowledge. (In that case there is no
object left outside.) Therefore, another object is to be postulated
or inferred. That too, being an object, becomes one with the
means (knowledge) in order to make it (knowledge) sakara.
Therefore, what remains even at this step is simply a knowledge
having a particular form. It again requires an object and therefore
another object is to be inferred and so on and so forth. Thus the
fault of anavastha.
Note 42: There is a step-by-step explanation of the fault of anavastha
presented by the Granthibhariga(p.10). Since the artha has to be only
one, since without the arthakara, the knowledge cannot be the revealer
pramana, the arthakara will keep on making the pramana sakara and it
will never stop. The result is this that one can never know the object.
Thus, if one holds the Yogacara-view, one cannot establish the
existence of an object of knowledge.

Text 43 (p. 42,9-13): pratikarmavyavastha tu janakatvanibandhana
bhavisyati, vastusvabhavasyaparyanuyojyatvat. sakarapakse ’pi pary-
anuyogasamyamityadi sarvam uparistat savistaram abhidhasyate.
sakarapakse ’pi ca na pramanat vyatiriktam phalam upadarsitam ity
asatpaksa evayam.

Translation 43: The settlement namely, this is the knowledge of x and
this is the knowledge of y is possible (according to our doctrine)
because the object is considered as the producer of the
knowledge.
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[On this you argued that as object is a janaka, eyes etc. are also
Jjanakas and therefore, they (eyes etc.) should also be revealed by
the knowledge.] To this we say it is the nature of the knowledge
which reveals only the object and not the karana (i.e. eyes etc.).

We can as well ask you on this point that even in your case of
sakara knowledge how is it that the knowledge gets the form of
the object and not of the eyes etc. which are auxiliary means
according to you? Therefore, your objection and your own position
both are similar. All this will be discussed in detail later.

As in the theory of sakara-knowledge also a pramana is not
different from the result, it is not a good theory.

Note 43: The Granthibhanga clarifies vastu-svabhavasya aparyan-
yojyatvat as follows: - yadi brilyat - tulye karakatve katham artha-
Syaiva pratibhasyatvam na caksurader iti? tatra uttaramvastusvabhavo
yam iti tatha ca bhavadbhir api paryanuyuktaih ’tulye janakatve
katham arthasyaiva akaragrahi jianam na aksanam’ iti vastusvabhava-
patha ity eva uttaram deyam. (p.10)

2.0 CONCLUSION

Following conclusions emerge from the understanding of the above
dialogue:

(1) It is the basic philosophical frame-works of both, the Indian
Realists and the Indian Idealists, which prompt their respective
arguments. In Indian Idealism of the type of the Vijianavada, since a
thing can exist only in the form of a cognition, how can they accept
non-knowledge as the nature of pramana ? Similarly, according to the
Indian Realism of the type of nirakara-jiiana-vada of the Naiyayikas,
when the thing has a separate existence independent of its cognition
what is the necessity to disturb the common-sense view of a process
and its result?

(2) While the Indian Realists base these argument on the basis of
producer and produced - pramana, the producer and prama, the
produced - the Indian Idealists depend on the notion of revealer and
revealed, pramana being ‘the revealer’ and the pramai, being ‘the
revealed’. It is this reason that Jayantabhatta’s concept of pramana
was criticized by the Jaina logician Prabhacandra Suri (11th Century
A.D.) in his Prameyakamalamartanda (Edited by Pdt Mahendrakumar
Shastri, Nirnaya Sagar Press, 1941, pp.7-13).
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