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About Samsaya Evarir Prama

The nature, conditions, limits and validity of knowledge are
perennial issues of contemplation in epistemic debates. In
both Indian and Western Epistemology, epistemologists
right since the beginning have deliberated upon ‘what
knowledge is not’ and ‘what knowledge is’. As such
knowledge and its anti-thesis, both are equally important in
epistemic discussions. Sarsaya or Doubt has been in both
East and West, a catalyst to initiate philosophical reflection
on the nature of knowledge.

In Nyaya, Samsaya is one of the 16 categories and how and
why it affects the analyses of pramana, prameya, and
prama has been a hot topic for classical and subsequent
scholars. In Mimamsa, later Vedanta, later Buddhism,
sanka, its nature and its implications for the possibility and
impossibility of knowledge has a long history of reflection.
Thus in order to understand the nature of pramana and
prama, an understanding of aprama and its most important
category samsaya, is imperative. Equally important is the
need to understand the relationship between these two.

In order to understand the relationship between knowledge
and its anti-thesis, knowledge and doubt, one yet again
needs to have a survey of the classical debates and issues in
'theory of knowledge' as it developed from Greek to
Analytical traditions. How doubt ignited the philosophical
enquires in Greek and Modern Philosophy, could be seen in
the thoughts of Plato, Pyrrho and Rene Descartes and his
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methodic skepticism. Hume’s revolutionary topsy-turvying
the entire flair of epistemic discussion in modern
philosophy, whereby he categorically terms 'universal and
necessary' and factual knowledge an impossibility, is
indubitably a milestone in the history of Epistemology. It
would be an ad-nauseam repetition to state here that how
Kant’s slumber was broken by such devastating doubt of
Hume and how he endeavors to show the possibility of
certain knowledge.

In Contemporary Epistemology, G. E. Moore’s response to
skepticism and Wittgenstein’s analysis of 'knowledge and
certainty' is a reopening of the debate and dialectic between
doubt and knowledge. A. J. Ayer’s detailed analysis of
doubt, gives another dimension to the debate. Gettier’s
problem and the reflection over the relationship between
knowledge and belief resurged the attempts to understand
the structure of knowledge with its essential conditions and
also with the pivotal question: ‘is certainty essential for
knowledge?’. Needless to mention a large tribe of
epistemologists in 20" century, had for its solitary
objective: counter-replying the skeptics. Similarly the third
condition of knowledge, i.e., justification has undergone
huge range of variegated treatment in Contemporary
Epistemology and new avenues like Virtue Epistemology
have developed as such.

It follows therefore that the history of debates regarding the
nature of knowledge and its relationship to doubt is a
complex one, and one that opens a cascade of related
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problems. This ordains an analysis of knowledge with its
associate  notion-doubt. This also mandates an
understanding of the various perspectives on the issue,
which sprouted in the more than two millennia long history
of Epistemology.

A profitable study of classical texts in Indian
Epistemology, thereby re-opening certain lost debates
related to the problem, could be restarted in order to
understand the issue. The discussion in Indian
Epistemology could be complemented through a cross
cultural enquiry by infusing the rich insights available in
Greek and Analytical traditions. Similarly the problems as
discussed in Western Theory of Knowledge could be better
understood, resolved or dissolved by absorbing the Indian
perspective.

In order to delineate the history of debates and dialectic
between these two pertinent ideas of Epistemology, namely
knowledge and doubt or prama and samsaya, the idea of a
Jjhanayajnia (conference) on Samsaya Evam Pramd, Doubt
and Knowledge- Indian and Western Perspectives, was
conceived. Attempts were made in the conference to
understand the relationship between knowledge and doubt
or prama and samsaya; reflections were also made upon
certain other pivotal questions of Epistemology.

The present volume consists of some of the papers
presented in the International Conference on Samsaya
Evam Prama, Doubt and Knowledge- Indian and Western
Perspectives, sponsored by Indian Council of Philosophical
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Research and UGC, organized by Department of
Philosophy, University of Rajasthan, from 15" to 17"
March 2019. Resource persons/paper-presenters from
China, New Zealand, U.S.A. and more than fifteen states of
India, participated in the conference. Over 40 papers were
read in the conference and more than ten papers were
received in addition to the above.

The paper of Prof. Ernest Sosa, eminent philosopher and
father of Virtue Epistemology, Rutgers University, U.S.A.
and undoubtedly one of the most important epistemologists
of last century, is the talk that he delivered as the keynote
address of the conference. Prof. Sosa’s paper, The Telic
Normativity of Epistemology, summarizes his celebrated
notion of Virtue Epistemology with the five main
components of a telic theory, namely- attempt, success,
competence, aptness, achievement. As per his views, “the
normativity of knowledge is a special case of such telic
normativity ”.

The paper by Prof. J. L. Shaw, Victoria University, New
Zealand, Knowledge and Doubt: Some Contemporary
Problems and their Solutions from an Indian Perspective,
discusses the intricacies of Nyaya concept of cognition and
draws its parallels in the Analytic Tradition. Prof. Shaw
elaborates certain technical terms of Navya-Nyaya such as
sambandha, visesya, visesana, etc. and relates these to
certain concepts in Bertrand Russell. He concludes by
underscoring that the very notion of doubt presupposes
certain knowledge (as in Nyaya) and thus certain
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knowledge is possible. Prof. P. K. Mukhopadhyay, in his
paper, On the Possibility of Philosophy, presents a broad
overview of how doubt has been the greatest foe as well as
the greatest friend of the philosopher. Presenting the
intersections and differences between the two traditions, on
‘doubt’ and ‘knowledge’, his paper reveals how doubt
plays an important role in making philosophy possible.

The article by Prof. Raghunath Ghosh entitled, Can Doubt
be considered as a Witch (pisacini)?, distinguishes between
logical doubt and psychological doubt, in order to evaluate
the famous remark by Udayana. The paper emphasizes that
it is psychological doubt which is deplorable, logical doubt
on the other hand is conducive and essential in the
furtherance of philosophical debates. He gives a detailed
exposition of the treatment by Nagarajuna to 'doubt' in
Vaidalyaprakaranam and also how thinkers in Nyaya
tradition, from Gotama to Udayana perceive doubt. Prof.
Ghosh gives a brilliant overview of the relation between
samsaya and prama in Indian Philosophy and explains how
samsaya has a vital role in genesis of pramda. The paper by
Prof. Dilip Kumar Mohanta, through a textual exposition of
the first twenty siitras of Vaidalyaprakaranam, elaborates
how Nagarjuna pulverizes the epistemic categories of
Nyaya and how an epistemological relativism is his import.
The article also elaborates the siitras of Vaidalya on
Samsaya and the contentions of Nagarjuna on samsaya as a
category.
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Prof. B. Agarwala introduces the notion of conative doubt
and its resolution as in Bhagvadgita. He presents Krsna as
‘destroyer of doubt’ through ‘knowledgeable resolve’
(jAana). Prof. Agarwala gives a textual as well as a
hermeneutic treatment to the notions of jiiana, samsaya,
prasna, deha, dehi, matrasparsa, etc. Prof. Ambika Datta
Sharma presents a detailed textual treatment of the problem
of pramanya in Buddhist tradition. Harping upon thinkers
like Dharmakirti, Santaraksita, Kamalaéila, the author
explains the Buddhist position with great rigor. He gives a
nuanced exposition of the intra-systemic development in
the Buddhist tradition on the issue and beautifully terms the
Buddhist view on Pramanyavada as Sandarbha-Samvedi-
Pramanyavada. Dr. Arun Kumar Mishra, in his paper,
Samsaya-Sitra Ki Vyakhya-Tantragat Vicalana Aur
Samanatantri Bhinnata, presents a detailed analysis of the
interpretations of  Samsaya-sitra by  Vatsyayana,
Udyotkara, Vacaspati Misra, Udayanacarya and Sarikara
Misra. He highlights how in Nyaya-Vaisesika tradition,
subsequent scholars made deviation and variation by the
virtue of their creativity and how Nyaya tradition differed
from Vaisesika on this league.

The paper by Prof. V. N. Sheshagiri Rao, gives a textual
analysis of the notion of jiiana in Bhamati and elaborates
the Advaitic distinction between vrtti and swaripa jiana.
Prof. Proyash Sarkar’s paper, A Case for Indirect Doxastic
Voluntarism, through an analysis of Nyaya, Mimarmsa and
Vedantin positions, examines the issue, whether beliefs are
under direct control of human volition or not. He develops
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a case for Indirect Doxastic Voluntarism and thus tries to
defend the normativity of cognition in Nyaya. As per the
argument delineated by him, we have “indirect control over
our beliefs, which in its turn, creates a space for
normativity in Nyaya epistemology”. Prof. Dipayan
Pattanayak gives an overview of the vitanda tradition in
Indian Philosophy and summarizes the four major lines of
arguments by Nagarjuna in his anti-epistemology. Dr.
Pattanayak shows how pramana-prameya dichotomy could
be safeguarded and how Nyaya logicians reveal the
hollowness of Vaitandika position. Dr. Arnab Kumar
Mukhopadhyay contextualizes certain questions of
Philosophy of Mathematics on a cognitive basis. He
elaborates the key tenets of Philosophy of Mathematics in
Principia Mathematica and Russell’s treatment of number
as ‘class’. Presenting the issue as in Bhaskara’s Lilavati,
Dr. Mukhopadhyay highlighted how the Lilavatikara’s
position is a better account of ‘knowledge of mathematical
truths’ than the Western paradigm. Dr. Saroj Kanta Kar,
tries to offer an understanding of the fundamental reason
behind Nagarjuna’s rejection of epistemic categories in
Vaidalyaprakaranam and Vigrahavyavartini. Dr. Kar
opines that it were the noumenal and spiritual motives of
Nagarjuna that led him to reject the realist position. The
former of us and Dr. Manish Sinsinwar in our paper have
tried to present the views of Prof. Biswambhar Pahi on
Nyaya-VaiSesika theory of knowledge. We have reflected
on his reformation of the traditional view and its epistemic
implications.
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The following papers presented in the conference, are
included in the XXVIILI* volume:

1.

Eall

10.

11

12.

13.

On Certain Knowledge-R.S. Bhatnagar
Skepticism, Doubt and Knowledge-P. R. Bhat
On Knowledge And Certainty-Hari Shankar Upadhyaya

Skepticism, Rule-following and Knowledge of
Language-Nirmalya Narayan Chakraborty

Role of Skeptic Hypotheses in Revising Epistemic
Presumptions-Sreekala M. Nair

Is Wittgenstein a Rule-Following Skeptic?-Gopal Sahu
Hume on Probability: A Review-Abha Singh

Some Cases of Non-Conceptual Knowledge in Indian
Epistemology-Arvind Vikram Singh and Manish
Gothwal

The Notion of Primitive Certainty in Ludwig
Wittgenstein’s ‘On Certainty’-Ahinpunya Mitra

Knowledge as Justified True Belief: Gettier's Problem
and his aspirations-Pratibha Sharma

. Experience, Knowledge and the Space of Reasons-

Manoj K. Panda

Davidson on Self-Knowledge and Externalism-
Pragyanparamita Mohapatra

The Notion of 'Appropriative Epistemology' and
Epistemic  Justice-Anubhav ~ Varshney, Bheeshm
Narayan Singh and Megh Goswami
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14. Vaidalyaprakarana and Epistemological Skepticism of
Nagarjuna-Bijoy Sardar

15. Jayarasi’s Polemic against Perception as an Epistemic
Tool-Debopama Bose

16. Sriharsa’s Rebuttal Arguments Against Pramanavadins-
Saheb Samanta

17. Does Skepticism Necessarily Imply the Denial of
Certainty?: Reconstructing Kantian Response-Pinaki

Sarkar
sksksk

It is obligatory for us to register our gratitude to all the
people behind the conference and the publication of this
issue. We are thankful to the Indian Council of
Philosophical Research, MHRD, New Delhi and University
Grants Commission for the financial assistance for the
conference and digital printing of this issue. We are also
indebted to the authorities of University of Rajasthan,
Jaipur for their support and cooperation. It is an
overwhelming feeling to recall the response from scholars
of international repute for the event. Prof. Sosa obliged us
by delivering his talk in wee hours of the morning; it was a
lifetime experience to have him in our midst. Prof. J. L.
Shaw has been inspiring and guiding us ever since. Prof. P.
K. Mukhopadhyay, Prof. R. N. Ghosh, Prof. D. K.
Mahanta, Prof. Rajaneesh Kumar Shukla, Prof. N. N.
Chakraborty, Prof. Ambika Dutta Sharma, Dr. Arun Mishra
and others encouraged and supported in every possible
way. We owe an insurmountable debt to all the scholars
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who participated in the conference; a word on the academic
worth of their paper will surely be an act of impudence.
The presence of Prof. Biswambhar Pahi, Prof. R. S.
Bhatnagar, Dr. K. L. Sharma, Prof. V. S. Shekhawat, Prof.
Kusum Jain, Prof. Yogesh Gupta, throughout the
conference-from dawn to dusk-was a life-breath of
resilience and inspiration for us; their legacy is what we
seek to revive. We are also thankful to the faculty members
of the department, Dr. R.P. Sharma, Dr. Manish Sinsinwar,
Sri Manish Gothwal, Dr. Vinita Nair and teachers from
other departments, for their support and cooperation. A
word of gratitude is also due, to the non-teaching staff of
the department and the printers of the present volume. We
are also full with gratitude towards our family members, Sri
Bechan Singh, Smt. Shail Kumari, Smt. Anuradha Singh,
Amitesh Singh, Ayushi Singh, Sri Kishore Varshney, Smt.
Leena Varshney, Abhinn Varshney, for providing us
enough support, energy and leisure, without which the
present task could not have been accomplished. In the end
it is imperative to put on record that in a way the
conference was largely a student organized event; it was an
impossibility for us to have conceived about it without the
tireless support of our students. Megh Goswami, Hemant
Sharma, Bheeshm Narayan Singh, Sameer Kumar,
Dharmpal Garhwal, Jitendra Chandolia, Uroosa Tanzeem
worked day and night for the event; we are thankful to all
our students and research scholars.
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Any academic worth that is found in the present volume, is
due to the scholars who have made contribution to it and all
flaws and imperfections are owned by us.

Arvind Vikram Singh
Anubhav Varshney
Editors






The Telic Normativity of Epistemology’

A.

Ernest Sosa

All achievements are bound to be attempts that succeed,
but the converse is false. Success by luck rather than
competence need not be achievement. However, there
are many ways in which a successful performance can
be lucky without falling short in the slightest as an
achievement.

Achievement requires success that is apt: through
competence rather than luck. This emerges from a
review of telic theory’s five main phenomena: attempt,
success, competence, aptness, achievement.

When generalized to all attempts, of whatever sort, that
is an account of the telic normativity of attempts as
attempts, in terms of their accuracy, adroitness, and
aptness.

And there is a connection with credit of a certain sort,

telic credit, where a success is thus “creditable” to someone

if it is attributable to them, without necessarily importing

any more substantive axiological standing. A shot that

constitutes a “perfect” murder may be an excellent shot,
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one thus creditable to its agent, while constituting an

abominable crime, not to his moral credit.

D.

Surely the archer deserves full credit so long as his
arrow is in fact unaffected by wind on the way to the
target, no matter how likely a spoiler gust may have
been.

That being so, it emerges that the relevant “situation” is

not a modal property of the spatio-temporal volume

involved. Success in hitting the target across the relevant

space is quite unlikely at that time, despite our archer's

excellent skill and shape. What makes success so unlikely

is the high risk (by hypothesis) of a spoiler gust. However,

so long as no spoiler gust in fact comes along, our archer

enjoys the complete competence required for creditable, apt

SUCCCSS.

E.

Apt performance, including apt epistemic performance,
is not dependent on how safely one possesses relevant
competence. This applies to all three sorts of
competence: first, the (innermost) skill; second, the
skill plus the required inner shape; third, the skill and
shape, in turn, plus the required situation. None of these
varieties of competence need be safely in place. The
safety that does seem required for apt performance,
including apt judgment and belief, is rather the SSS-
relative safety constituted by the fact that one is
(actually, however luckily) SSS-competent enough, so
that, if one tried when thus SSS-competent, then one
would likely enough succeed.
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F. Here again are the five main ideas of our account: they
are those of attempt, success, competence, aptness, and
achievement.

Archery not only provides an example of a telic triple-a
normativity constituted by those five ideas. It also shows
how achievement comes in degrees within two dimensions.
One dimension is that of the apt shot, accurate because
adroit. The other is that of the fully apt shot, where the
agent aims not just at accuracy but at aptness and succeeds
through competence in this more complex endeavor.

G. If a shot is too risky, it is ill-advised. A shot can attain
quality in the specific regard of being well selected. A
well selected shot can thus rate higher in that regard
than one that falls short through pertinent negligence or
recklessness.

A dimension of second-order evaluation of Diana’s shot
thus involves more than its aptness, its success through
(first-order) competence. Also relevant is whether the
attempt is well selected so as to avoid recklessness, and
even negligence.

H. When successfully enough guided that way, an attempt
rises to the level of the fully apt. Nothing short of this
will suffice for achievement full well. 1f an attempt
succeeds aptly without being fully apt, there is an
element of relevant luck in its success. Its aptness is not
secured through the guidance of the agent’s second-
order competence. It is thus lucky that the agent
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succeeds aptly. And this sort of luck reduces or blocks
credit to the agent for their success, as it reduces or
blocks credit to the agent for the aptness of their
success.

I. Going beyond virtue theory in general, here is a main
thesis of virtue epistemology:

that the normativity of knowledge is a special case of
such telic normativity.

Knowledge is thus a central sort of epistemic
achievement. Here we find the traditional issues of
skepticism, and other issues of the nature, scope, and value
of knowledge.

Gettier cases may now be seen as ones in which the
epistemic agent falls short either because their pertinent
belief falls short of aptness altogether, or because it falls
short of full aptness.

J. An alethic affirmation might be just a guess, as when a
contestant tries to affirm the correct answer to a quiz
show question. But an oncologist would aim not just to
guess but to affirm competently, indeed aptly. Only an
alethic affirmation can amount to a judgment, which it
can do only if it aims not just at truth but also at
aptness. This yields the following hierarchy.

[Y3%e2]

Saying: of “p

Affirmation: saying that p
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Alethic affirmation: endeavor (attempt) to get it right by
affirming that p

Judgment: endeavor (attempt) to get it right aptly by
alethically affirming that p

K. In the domain of action in general, not just epistemic
action, we find a “forbearance” that amounts to
intentional omission. Here two varieties can be
distinguished through the following formulation:

Forbearing from X’ing in the endeavor to attain an aim
A.

Where might parentheses go into that formulation?
Here are two options:

Narrow-scope: (Forbearing from X’ing) in the endeavor
to attain a given aim A.

Broad-scope: Forbearing from (X’ing in the endeavor
to attain a given aim A).

L. When one faces judgmentally a question whether p, one
deliberates on whether to affirm alethically (positively
or negatively) or suspend (intentionally omitting alethic
affirmation). Judgment on whether p would require
aiming for apt alethic affirmation. So, competent
pursuit of that aim would require aiming to affirm only
if one (likely enough) would affirm aptly. One puts
oneself in the appropriate shape and situation and
approaches the question with the required skill so that
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one affirms only if one would do so aptly. That is part
of what proper inquiry involves; one must aim to satisfy
that conditional. And this is half of our biconditional
objective: to affirm (positively or negatively), on the
question whether p, if and only if one would thereby
affirm aptly. (In abbreviated form, the objective is: to
affirm re <p?> iff one would affirm aptly.)

A desirable level of human knowledge is the fully apt
alethic affirmation. That is a further dominant aim of
inquiry. When we inquire, we adopt certain subsidiary
aims in the endeavor to attain our dominant aims. Such
knowledge is thus a (telic) norm of inquiry; it
constitutes a desirable sort of success in inquiry. It thus
provides a (main) norm of judgment, whether public or
private. And it is thus not only a norm of judgment, but
also a norm of suspension.

Notes:

1

This was the keynote address to the International Conference on
Samsaya Evam Prama, Doubt and Knowledge-Indian and Western
Perspectives, organized by Department of Philosophy, University
of Rajasthan, Jaipur, from 15" to 17™ March, 2019. Prof. Sosa
obliged us by presenting the key tenets of Virtue Epistemology, in
his talk.

Distinguished Professor,

Department of Philosophy,

School of Arts and Science,

Rutgers University, New Jersey

ernest.sosa@rutgers.edu



Knowledge and Doubt: Some Contemporary Problems
and their Solutions from an Indian Perspective'

J. L. Shaw
Abstract

One of the aims of this paper is to discuss the Nyaya
concept of knowledge, although there is no separate word
for the Western concept of knowledge. But, there are
certain conditions which will justify and guarantee the truth
of a cognition, and thereby the cognizer will be able to
discriminate between true and false cognitions. Since
justification is a property of true cognition, not a property
of cognition or belief in isolation, this concept will throw
light on contemporary discussions of knowledge as
Justified True Belief (the JTB thesis), and thereby solve the
age-old problems of knowledge, including the Gettier and
post-Gettier counter-examples.

In order to achieve the above goals, this paper deals with
the Nyaya concept of cognition, including the distinction
between qualificative and non-qualificative cognition,
which has affinity with Russell’s distinction between
'knowledge by acquaintance' and ‘'knowledge by
description', although the Nyaya avoids both scepticism
and solipsism.

I shall also mention the Nyaya concept of relation as well
as the Nyaya concept of causation, as causation is used to
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explain all types of knowledge, namely perceptual,
inferential, analogical and verbal. Moreover, causation is
used to specify the causal conditions for cognitions, the
causal conditions for false cognitions, the causal conditions
for true cognitions, and the causal conditions which will
guarantee or justify the truth of a cognition.

In this context, I shall also demonstrate how to explain a
false cognition or belief without postulating the existence
of the non-existent, and thereby falsify Russell’s claim that
no one has succeeded in explaining a false belief “without
postulating the existence of the non-existent.”

I shall also mention the Nyaya conception of doubt, as it
rests on certainty. This is how the universal scepticism can
be avoided. Some of the technical terms of the Nyaya
philosophers will also be discussed in this paper for the
perspicuous presentation of the Nyaya standpoint.

Introduction

The aim of this paper is to demonstrate how Indian
philosophy can contribute to the discussion of shared
problems with Western philosophy, and especially how
Indian philosophy and Western philosophy can derive
insights from each other.

There are several ways of introducing Indian philosophy
and all of them are required at some stage or the other,
although some of them may not appear to be useful to
Western philosophers®.
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1)

2)

3)

To translate the texts from the original sources into
English, or to write commentaries with translation;

To compare Indian philosophy with some trends of
Western philosophy, ancient or modern, such as
comparison of Advaita Vedanta with Hegel or
Bradley, or existentialist’s conception of ‘angst’
(anxiety) with Buddhist conception of duhkha
(suffering);

To demonstrate the relevance of Indian philosophy
with respect to certain shared problems or
questions, especially the contemporary problems of
epistemology and philosophy of language.

Since this paper focuses on the latter approach, I would like

to focus on the following questions:

1)

2)

3)

How to suggest new or better solutions to some of
the epistemological problems of contemporary
philosophy;

How to suggest solutions to some age-old or
unsolved problems of Western philosophy;

How to add new dimensions to Western philosophy.

The first section of this paper deals with some of the

technical terms for the perspicuous presentation of the

Nyaya view. The second section deals with the sources of

knowledge, focussing on the Nyaya conception of

perception, inference, analogy and testimony. In this
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context, I shall mention a) the causal conditions of
perceptual, inferential, analogical, and verbal cognitions; b)
the causal conditions of their falsehood; c) the causal
conditions of their truth, and d) the causal conditions which
will guarantee or justify their truths.

In the third section, I shall deal with the Nyaya conception
of false belief or cognition, which does not postulate the
existence of the non-existent, and thereby falsifies Russell’s
claim that no one has succussed in explaining a false belief
without postulating ‘the existence of the non-existent’.

The fourth section deals with the Nyaya conception of
doubt and the classification of dubious cognitions into four
types. Since a dubious cognition rests on certainty, it does
not lead to universal scepticism. Hence, if you doubt
something, then you have assumed something else with
certainty.

In my concluding remarks, I shall mention that the Nyaya
techniques would not only solve some epistemological
problems of the contemporary philosophers, but also
suggest solutions to some age-old problems of Western
philosophy. Moreover, some of their discussions or views
would add new dimensions to Western philosophy.
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Section-1
Some technical Terms

The Nyaya has drawn a distinction between qualificative
(svavikalpaka) and  non-qualificative  (nirvikalpaka)
cognitions. The Nyaya concept of qualificative cognition
can be expressed by the form ‘aRb’. A qualificative
cognition involves at least three elements, namely, a
qualificand (visesya), a qualifier (visesana), and a
qualification relation (visesya- visesana-sambandha),
which relates the latter to the former. According to the
Nyaya, the possibility of qualificative perception cannot be
explained without postulating non-qualificative perception.
Let us consider the qualificative perception of a flower,
which is atomic in nature. This cognition has three
elements, namely, a particular flower which is a substance
(dravya), flowerness which is a class-character (jati), and
the relation of inherence (samavaya sambandha), which
relates the latter to the former in the ontology of the Nyaya.
Since the perceptual cognition of a relation presupposes the
cognition of its relata, the cognition of the inherence
relation in this case presupposes the cognition of both the
particular flower and the flowerness. These relata are
cognized in a non-qualificative perceptual cognition. Now
the following points are to be noted in this context:

i) Since only the qualificand and the qualifier of an
atomic qualificative perceptual cognition are
cognized in a non-qualificatve perceptual cognition,
they are not cognised as qualificand or qualifier.
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They are cognised as such without any mode of
presentation.

The objects of a non-qualificative cognition cannot
be cognised by expressions. Hence a non-
qualificative cognition cannot be generated by an
expression. For example, the expression ‘a flower’
will not generate a cognition of a flower which is
not qualified by a property.

iil)) Regarding the truth of a non-qualificative cognition,

the Navya-Nyaya philosophers claim it to be neither
true nor false. This is due to the fact that both true
and false cognitions presuppose qualificand-
qualifier relations. Since there is no qualificand-
qualifier relation in a non-qualificative cognition, it
is outside the scope of true and false.

iv) Since it is a causal condition of perceptual

qualificative cognition, it is always immediately
prior to it. When a sense-organ is related to its
objects, the initial cognition which is due to this
contact is non-qualificative.  Thereafter, a
qualificative cognition is generated.

Since it has been postulated to give an account of
qualificative perceptual cognition, it is also
considered as perceptual in character. The objects of
non-qualificative cognition, such as the particular
flower and flowerness in the above example, are
cognised as being related in a qualificative
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cognition, such as, the flower qualified by
flowerness in the relation of inherence. Hence the
objects of non-qualificative cognition are public,
not private sense-data.

Therefore, the Nyaya view does not lead to
relativism, phenomenalism, or solipsism. For this
reason the problems of the supporters of sense-data
theory in contemporary philosophy do not arise in
the Nyaya philosophy.

From the above discussion it follows that a
qualificative cognition has the form ‘aRb’. If we
consider a non-atomic qualificative cognition, such
as, a flower is red, then it will be described in the
following way:

The cognition in which the property of being the
qualificand (visesyatd) residing in a flower is
limited by (avacchinna) flowerness, but determined
by (miriipita) the property of being the qualifier
(visesanatd) residing in the red colour, which is
limited by redness and the relation of inherence
(samavaya).

Now let us explain the Nyaya conception of
relation, as anything can play the role of a relation,
and the distinction between the relation limited by
and the relation determined by.
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R is a relation if and only if (dx) (Hy) (It is due to R that x
appears as the qualificand and y as the qualifier in the
cognition xRy), and (dx) (dy) (It is due to R that there is a
unified or qualified object, or fact xRy), where ‘x’ and ‘y’
range over entities of the Nyaya system.

It is to be noted that in this definition the x and the y of a
cognition need not be the same as the x and the y of a fact.
If the cognition is true, then the x and the y of it would be
the same as the x and the y of the fact xRy.

The limitor-limited relation (avacchedaka-avacchinna)
relation is usually defined in the following way, as there are
exceptions:

x is limited by y if and only if (i) both x and y are
properties, (ii) x is a relational property, and (iii) the
property y is a mode of presentation of the object where the
relational property x resides.

The determiner-determined relation (niripya-niripaka-
sambandha) may be stated in the following way:

x is determined by y if and only if x and y are relational
properties of correlatives.

As mentioned before, a qualificative cognition has the form
‘aRb’, where a is the qualificand (visesya), b is the qualifier
(visesana), and R is the qualification relation (visesya-
visesana-sambandha). The qualificand-qualifier category is
used to differentiate the qualificand from other objects in
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terms of the qualifier. If R is a mode of presentation of b,
which happens in almost all cases, then b is called
‘prakara’ (‘relational qualifier’). Hence viSesya-visesana-
sambandha cannot be equated with visesya- prakara-
sambandha. Again, they cannot be equated with the pairs
anuyogi — pratiyogi (first term — second term), adhara —
adheya (substratum — superstratum), uddesya — vidheya
(subject — predicate).

The Nyaya has postulated several relational properties
which signify the roles of objects, especially in epistemic
contexts. The Nyaya also emphasises the direction of the
relation for the explanation of the meaning of a sentence as
well as for semantical analysis.

The relation of cognition (jiiana) to the qualificand
(visesya) is called ‘visesyata’ (‘the property of being the
qualificand’), the relation of cognition to the qualifier
(visesana) is called ‘visesanata’ (‘the property of being the
qualifier’), and the relation of cognition to the relation
(samsarga) is called ‘samsargata’(‘the property of being
the relation’). The relation of cognition to the relational
qualifier (prakara) is called ‘prakarata’(‘the property of
being the relational qualifier’).

As regards the ontological nature of these properties, there
is no unanimity among the Nyaya philosophers. Barring the
question of their ontological status, they are very useful for
drawing epistemic distinctions, including the distinction
between true and false cognitions. Let us consider the
cognition of the brown table or the table is brown. The
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relation of cognition to the table which is the qualificand is
visesyatd, the relation of cognition to the brown colour is
visesanatad, and the relation of cognition to the relation of
inherence (samavdya) is samsargatd. But the relation of
cognition to the brown colour presented under the mode of
the relation of inherence is prakarata. It is to be noted that
both the table and the brown colour are presented under the
modes of tableness and brownness respectively. So we
have altogether two objects, namely, the table, the
particular brown colour, and the relation of inherence, two
property-limitors  (avacchedaka dharma), and three
relational properties of being the objects of this cognition
(visayatds). The Nyaya claims that they are related in the
following ways:

1) The property of being the qualificand residing in the
table is limited by tableness.

2) The property of being the qualifier residing in the
brown colour is limited by brownness.

3) The property of being the qualifier residing in the
brown colour is also limited by the relation of
inherence.

4) The property of being the qualificand residing in the
table is determined by the property of being the
qualifier residing in the brown colour.
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5) The property of being the qualifier residing in the
brown colour is determined by the property of being
the qualificand residing in the table.

6) The property of being the qualification relation
(samsargata) residing in the inherence relation is
determined by the property of being the qualifier
residing in the brown colour.

7) The property of being the qualifier residing in the
brown colour is determined by the property of being
the qualification relation residing in the brown
colour.

The first three relations are called ‘limitor-limited’
(‘avacchedaka-avacchinna’), but the remaining four are
called ‘determiner-determined  relations’  (‘miripya-
niripaka-sambandhas’). It is to be noted that the above
seven relations are present both in a true as well as in a
false cognition. In other words, if the cognition of the table
is brown is false, then also these relations are present. But
when the cognition is true, it is related to the fact or the
qualified object (visista-visaya). Hence it is related to the
fact the table being brown. This relation of the cognition to
the qualified object is called ‘visista-visayata’ (‘the
property of being the qualified object’).

It is to be noted that the visista-visayatd resides in the
whole which includes the qualificand, the qualifier and the
relation. Hence it is not something over and above these
three entities. If a qualificative cognition is represented by
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aRb, then the cognition of R which relates b to a, in
addition to cognising a as the qualificand and b as the
qualifier, will amount to the cognition of the qualified
object (visista-visayatd). As mentioned before, the function
of a relation at epistemic level is to make one object as
qualifier of another. Hence, in this case, b is cognised as the
qualifier of a. Another function is to make a fact or a
qualified object. In the case of a false cognition, the former
function is present, but not the latter with respect to the
same a and b, although it relates two other objects
elsewhere or elsewhen. But in the case of a true cognition
both the functions are present with respect to the same
items.

When we put a book on the table, a new fact occurs, and
the novelty of this fact is explained in terms of the novelty
of the conjunction relation of the book to the table. But in
the case of a false cognition, this novelty is missing, as a
previously cognised relation makes one the qualifier of
another.

So far we have explained the relation of a cognition to its
objects, and the relation among the objects. Now let us
point out the relation of objects to the cognition. In our
above example, the relation of the table to the cognition is
called ‘visesyita’. This relation is the converse of the
property of being the qualificand (visesyata). The relation
of the brown colour to the cognition may be called
‘visesanita’, which is the converse of visesanata, although
this term has not been used by the Nyaya philosophers. The
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relation of the inherence relation to the cognition is
samsargita, which is the converse of the property of being
the qualification relation (samsargata). And the relation of
the brown colour under the mode of the relation of
inherence to the cognition is prakarita, which is the
converse of prakarata. The relation of the table being
brown, which is a qualified object, to the cognition is
visista-visayitda, which is the converse of visista-visayata.

As the properties residing in the objects of cognition are
related to each other by the determiner-determined relation
(niripya-niripaka sambandha), so are the properties of a
cognition which are due to relations of the objects to the
cognition. Hence visesyita is determined by visesanita, and
the latter by the former. Again, samsargita is determined
by visesanitd, and the latter by the former. Similarly,
prakarita is determined by visesyita, and the latter by the
former.

As in a true cognition the relation of cognition to its
qualified object is visista-visayata, similarly the relation of
the qualified object to the cognition is visista-visayita. As
the niripya-niripaka-bhavapanna-visayatas (the objects
related to each other by determiner-determined relation)
explain the unity of the objects of a cognition, similarly
niriipya-niriipaka-bhavapanna-visayitas (the elements of a
cognition related to each other by determiner-determined
relation) explain the unity of the elements of a cognition.
As visayatas are related to each other by the determiner-
determined relation and the visayitas are also related to
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each other by derterminer-determined relation, so are the
relations between visayatas and their respective visayitas.
That is to say, the relation of visesyata to visesyita, and its
converse, the relation of visesanata to visesanita and its
converse, the relation of samsargata to samsargita and its
converse, the relation of prakarata to prakaritd and its
converse, as well as the relation of visista-visayata to
visista-visayita and its converse, are all determiner-
determined relations. In a true cognition all of them will
hold good, but in a false cognition the last one will not hold
good, as the cognition is not related to the qualified object.
In our above example, the cognition would be related to the
table being brown by the relation of inherence if it is true,
but not otherwise.

By introducing the determiner-determined relation
(niripya-niripaka-sambandha) at different levels, the
Nyaya emphasises not only the unity of the cognitive
situation, but also explains the difference between a true
and a false cognition.

It is to be noted that in the definition of truth, the Nyaya
philosophers have used the terms visesyakatva (the
property having the converse of the qualificand at cognitive
level) and prakarakatva (the property having the converse
of the relational qualifier at cognitive level). I think this is
due to the fact that these terms emphasise reference to the
objects of cognition, although they are due to relations of
objects to the cognition. It is to be noted that the Nyaya
philosophers have not used the term “visista-visayata” in
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their definition of truth, although it is present in a true
cognition.

The following diagrams will represent the points mentioned
in this section.

1. Objects of qualificative cognition

The table is brown

The table / l \ brown colour

(visesya, qualificand) Inherence relation (visesana, qualifier)
(samsarga, qualifiactive relation)

The table is brown

(visesya, qualificand) brown colour presented under The table qualified by brown colour
the mode of relation of inherence in the relation of inherence
(prakara, relational qualifier) (visisa-visaya, qualified object)

2. Relation of cognition to objects

Cognition
visesyata (7 \

(The table) visesanala

samsargata
nsarg: (brown colour)

(inherence)

prakarata
(brown colour presented under
the mode of inherence relation)

visista- visayata
(the table qualified by brown
colour in relation of inherence)
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3. Relation of objects to cognition
Cognition

visista-visayita visesyita samsargita prakarita visesanita

A y

(The table) (inherence (brown colour)
relation)

(brown colour under the
mode of relation of inherence)

(the table qualified by brown colour
in the relation of inherence)

4. Relation among the objects of cognition

The table inherence relation brown colour
(visesyata) (samsargata) (visesanata)
Determiner-determined

(nirapya-niripaka) #

Determiner-determined
(nirdpya-niriipaka)

The table brown colour under the
(visesyata) <—> mode of inherence relation
(prakarata)

Determiner-determined
(nirapya-niripaka)



23 | J.L. Shaw

5. Relation among the elements of cognition

visesyita samsargita visesanita
Determiner-determined
(nirapya-nirupaka) M

Determiner-determined
(nirtipya-niripaka)

visesyita <—> prakarita

Determiner-determined
(nirapya-nirapaka)

Section-2
A) Sources of knowledge

As regards sources of valid cognition or knowledge, all
the systems of Indian philosophy have emphasized
perception. In this context it is to be noted that there is a
substantial difference of opinion among the different
schools of Indian philosophy regarding the sources of
knowledge.

For the Carvaka (a type of materialist) philosophers,
perception is regarded as the only source of valid cognition.

The Bauddha and the Vai$esika philosophers accept both
perception and inference as sources of knowledge. The
Samkhya, Ramanuja and Bhasarvajiia accept perception,
inference, and verbal testimony.
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The Nyaya accepts perception, inference, comparison, and
verbal testimony. But the followers of the Prabhakara school
of Mimamsa accept presumption (arthapatti) in addition to
the four sources accepted by the Nyaya.

The followers of the Kumarila Bhatta school of Mimamsa
and the Advaita Vedanta accept non-apprehension
(anupalabdhi) in addition to the previous five sources of
knowledge.

The followers of the Puranas accept two more, namely,
entailment (sambhava) and tradition (aitihya). The followers
of the Tantra accept gesture and posture (cest@) in addition to
the eight other sources of knowledge.

The Jaina philosophers have accepted two more sources of
valid cognition, namely, the use of a type of counterfactual
conditional (tarka), and memory (smrti).

Since the Nyaya philosophers do not accept presumption as a
source of valid cognition, it is reduced to agreement in
absence type of inference (vyatireki-anumana). Similarly,
non-apprehension is reduced to perception, entailment to
inference, tradition to verbal testimony, and gesture (or
posture) to inference.

But farka is not reduced to an inference. It gives rise to an
inference and thereby becomes auxiliary to an inference.
Similarly, memory is not reduced to some other source of
valid cognition. But the truth of a memory-cognition
depends upon the truth of a previous apprehension which is
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derived from perception, inference, comparison, or verbal
testimony.

B) The Nyaya on Knowledge

The Nyaya philosophers have discussed the conditions or
causal conditions of cognition, conditions of a true
cognition, conditions of a false cognition, and conditions
which justify the truth of a cognition. The causal conditions
involved in the process are not exclusively internal. Hence
some conditions are external.

1) Perception

The Nyaya claims that there are both a set of positive and a
set of negative causal conditions of perception. The
perceiver (the self), the internal sense-organ (manas), the
external sense-organs (such as eyes), the objects of
perception, the sense-object contact, etc., are positive
causal conditions. In addition to these causal conditions,
there are certain negative causal conditions. In this context
it is to be noted that the Samkhya’ philosophers have
mentioned the following negative causal conditions of
perception, some of which have been accepted by the
Nyaya:

(a) Not being too far (atidiiratabhava);
(b) Not being too close (atisamipydabhava);

(c) Absence of loss of sense-organs, such as deafness,
blindness, etc. (indriyandsabhava);
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(d) Not being inattentive (mano 'navasthanabhava);
(e) Not being too subtle (sitksmabhava);

(f) Not having intervening objects such as wall, screen,
etc. (vvavadhanabhava);

(g) Not being overshadowed (or covered) by a more
powerful object (abhibhavabhava), e.g., during the
day, stars are not visible as they are overshadowed
by the rays of the sun;

(h) Not being mixed up with similar objects
(samanabhiharabhava), e.g., rain water cannot be
perceived in a lake or a river separately as it is
mixed up with similar objects.

But the Nyaya philosophers have not treated all of them as
negative causal conditions.

They would consider only (a), (b), (g) and (h) as negative
causal conditions. The remaining four will be considered
positive. Therefore the third one will be normal sense-
organs instead of absence of loss of sense-organs. The
fourth one will be attentive instead of not being inattentive,
and the fifth one having some magnitude (mahatva) instead
of not being too subtle. The sixth one is to be rejected as
negative on the ground that the sense-object contact is a
positive causal condition. Hence the Nyaya philosophers
would consider only (a), (b), (g) and (h) in the above list as
negative.
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In the case of an ordinary perceptual cognition sense-
organs are special instrumental causes (karanas), and the
sense-object contact is the operation (vyapara). The
technical terms ‘karana’ and ‘vyapara’ may be defined in
the following way:

(1) x is a vyapara (operation) of the effect £ iff (Hy) (y is a
cause of £ and x is a cause of E, but x is due to y).
(i1) x is a karana (special instrumental cause) of the effect £
iff x is a causal condition, x is related to the locus of E
through an operation, and it is considered as a cause due to
this relation only.”

Let us consider the following example of the Nyaya
philosophers:

The floor has a pot. In this case our visual sense-organ is
the special instrumental cause, and the contact between the
visual sense-organ and the floor is the operation. Since our
sense-organ is related to the floor, it is also related to the
pot which is on the floor. Since the cognition that the floor
has a pot is due to a sense-organ, it is considered as
perceptual. In this case the objects of cognition such as the
floor, the pot and the relation of conjunction are related to
the cognition. Hence the cognition is also related to all
these items. The cognition will be related to these items
even if it is false. Hence in terms of the relation between
these items and the cognition alone we cannot draw the
distinction between a true and a false cognition. When a
perceptual cognition is true, our sense-organ is related to
the qualified object. In the above example, our visual sense
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organ is not only related to the floor, but also to the floor
that is qualified by a pot on it.

Hence the cognition generated by this process will be
related to the qualified object or the fact. The relation of the
cognition to the fact is called ‘visista visayata,’ which is a
relational property of the object of cognition. The cognition
is characterized by the converse of this relational property,
which is called ‘visista visayita’. Thus a true perceptual
cognition presupposes certain additional conditions.

A false perceptual cognition could be due to a defect (dosa)
or an inappropriate causal condition (karanavaigunya). A
defect (dosa) is the negatum of a negative causal condition
of a true perceptual cognition, but an inappropriate causal
condition (karanavaigunya) is the weakness of a positive
causal condition of a true perceptual cognition such as a
defective visual sense organ or the absence of a positive
causal condition of a true cognition such as blindness or
loss of a visual sense organ. So a visual perception could be
false due to distance (diiratva), which is the negatum of a
negative causal condition of a true cognition. Similarly, it
could be false due to weakness of the visual-sense organ or
due to the absence of the visual sense organ.

In our above example, if the cognition is true, then it is
related to the floor, the pot, the relation of conjunction, and
the qualified object, i.e., the floor qualified by a pot on it.
The causal conditions of this perceptual cognition would
include the relation of the visual sense organ to these items.
But, in addition to these relations of the cognition to its
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objects, the Nyaya philosophers have accepted the relation
of the cognition to universal floorness and the relation of
the cognition to universal potness. Now the question is,
what is the need for these additional relations?

In this context it is to be noted that some contemporary
epistemologists claim that identification and discrimination
are necessary for knowledge. On Goldman’s theory, if §
knows that p, then S can discriminate the truth of p from
relevant alternatives. In his system these alternatives are
counterfactual. But his theory cannot explain why a person,
say Smith, is able to discriminate the truth of p from
relevant alternatives, but another person, say Jones, is not
able to discriminate the truth of p from relevant
alternatives. The Nyaya can explain this phenomenon in
terms of the relation of Smith’s cognition to the universal
floorness and the universal potness which are limitors of a
floor and a pot respectively.

Since Smith’s sense-organ is related not only to the floor
and the pot, but also to their limitors, his cognition is
related to these limitors as well. Since the cognition of
limitors can explain our ability to discriminate, there is a
need for these limitors in epistemic contexts. This is how
the Nyaya solves the problems of Goldman as well as the
post-Gettier counterexamples to the JTB thesis.

2) Inference

Similarly, in the case of an inference,’ the Nyaya
philosophers have discussed the causal conditions of an
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inferential cognition (anumiti), the causal conditions of its
truth or falsehood, and the causal conditions which justify
the truth of an inferential cognition or the ability to
discriminate. An inference, according to the Nyaya, has
three terms, namely, s@dhya (probandum), paksa (locus of
inference), and hetu (probans, or reason). The term sadhya
refers to what is to be inferred. The term paksa refers to the
locus of inference where there is some doubt about the
presence of sadhya. The term hetu refers to the reason by
means of which the sd@dhya is inferred in the paksa. In this
context it is to be noted that an inference for others,
according to the Nyaya, involves five members, which are
related to each other by the relation of relevance. Relevance
is a relation between the contents of expressions or
sentences via some questions.6

Let us consider the following inference for others:

Thesis (pratijiia): The mountain has a fire.
Reason (hetu): Because of smoke.

Example (udaharana): Wherever there is smoke, there is fire,
as in a kitchen, etc.

Application (upanaya): The mountain has smoke which is
pervaded by fire.

Conclusion (nigamana): Therefore, the mountain has a fire.

This inference has the following form:

Thesis (pratijiia): a is G.
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Reason (hetu): Because of F.

Example (udaharana): Wherever there is F, there is G, as in
b, etc.

Application (upanaya): a has F' which is pervaded by G.

Conclusion (nigamana): Hence a is G, or G is present in a,
where a is the locus of the inference (paksa), F is the
probans, G is the probandum, b is the locus where G is
known to be present (sapaksa ).

According to the Nyaya each of the sentences in an inference
for others is an answer to a question and each of them except
the last one will give rise to a question. Moreover, each of
them is used to generate a cognition in the hearer. Since a
self-contradictory sentence such as 'a is both G and not G'
cannot generate a cognition, it cannot be used either as a
premise or conclusion of an inference.

An inferential cognition, according to the Nyaya, has
certain instrumental causal conditions (nimitta-karanas)
such as paramarsa (operation), vyapti jiana (cognition of
invariable concomitance of the probans with the
probandum), and paksata (a special relational property of
the locus). An inferential cognition (anumiti) is usually
defined in terms of paramarsa (operation). Paramarsa
(operation) is the cognition of the property of being the
pervaded which appears as the qualifier of the probans
which is present in the locus (vyapti-prakaraka-
paksadharmata-jiiana). In other words, an inferential
cognition of the form ‘a is G’ is derivable from the
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cognition of the form ‘a is F which is pervaded by G’,
where a is the locus, F' is the probans, and G is the
probandum. The latter is a causal condition of the former.
But the truth of the inferential cognition does not depend on
this causal condition. Hence the truth of the cognition a is
G does not depend on the cognition of a is ' which is
pervaded by G. The truth depends on the fact that the locus
which is cognized in the operation is characterized by the
probandum.

Now the question is whether a true inferential cognition
would assume the status of knowledge. In this context it is
to be noted that a false operation such as ‘the mountain has
fog which is pervaded by fire’ might lead to the true
inferential cognition ‘the mountain has fire.” Since the
occurrence of a false cognition can be prevented by a true
one, the occurrence of the above false operation can be
prevented by the true cognition that fog is not pervaded by
fire. If the occurrence of the operation is prevented, then
the occurrence of the inferential cognition which is due to
this operation would also be prevented. In other words, if a
person knows that fog is not pervaded by fire, then he
would not use this operation to infer that the mountain has
fire. For this reason the Nyaya would claim that the above
true inferential cognition does not have the status of
knowledge. In other words, if the inferential process which
leads to a true cognition contains a false cognition, then the
true inferential cognition does not have the status of
knowledge.
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The Nyaya philosophers have also discussed our ability to
discriminate in the case of inferential cognition. Consider
the following inference:

(a) Wherever there is blue smoke, there is fire.
(b) The mountain has blue smoke.

(c) Therefore, the mountain has fire.

In this inference the conclusion follows from the premises,
and both the conclusion and the premises are true. Now the
Nyaya raises the question whether the cognition expressed
by the sentence ‘wherever there is blue smoke, there is fire’
is such that the property of being the pervaded residing in
blue smoke which is signified by the expression ‘wherever’
is limited by blue smokeness or by smokeness only. In
other words, the question is whether the property of being
the pervaded is presented under the mode of blue
smokeness (i.e. blueness and smokeness) or under the mode
of smokeness. If it is presented under the mode of blue
smokeness, then the person, who has inferred the mountain
has fire from the above two premises, would not be able to
infer the same conclusion from the cognition of 'the
mountain has black smoke.' On the contrary, if he/she
would have inferred ‘the mountain has fire’ from ‘wherever
there is smoke, there is fire, and the mountain has smoke’,
then he/she would be able to infer ‘the mountain has fire’
from the observation of black smoke as well. This is due to
the fact that the mode of presentation of the property of
being the pervaded signified by the expression ‘wherever’
is smokeness, not blue smokeness. Since the property of
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being the pervaded residing in any smoke, blue or black, is
limited by smokeness, the cognitions expressed by
sentences such as ‘wherever there is blue smoke, there is

2

fire,” and ‘wherever there is black smoke, there is fire’
would be true. In other words, if the property of being the
pervaded is cognized under the mode of smokeness, then it
reveals an ontological property of smoke, blue or black.
Hence the cognition of smoke as qualified by smokeness,
not as qualified by blue smokeness, gives us a guarantee for
making similar inferences. Therefore, a person is able to
infer fire from any smoke, blue or black, if he/she has
cognised the property of being the pervaded under the
mode of smokeness. Hence the Nyaya not only emphasizes
our ability to discriminate in the case of inference, but also
explains this ability in terms of the cognition of certain
properties. In this case, it is the cognition of the limitor of
the property of being the pervaded which resides in the
probans.

3) Analogy or comparison

Now let us discuss the causal conditions of analogical
cognition (upamiti). In an analogical cognition (upamiti),
we cognise the property of being the referent of an expression
(vdcyatva) in its referent. Hence it takes the following form:

(A) y is the referent of "x” under the mode y-ness, where
“x’ is the expression and y is its referent.

An analogical cognition presupposes the cognition of the
following sentence:
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(B) That which is similar to z is the referent of "x', where z
1S the referent of the term 'z' which is different from "x',
and the cogniser already knows the referent of z', but
not the referent of "x'.

Moreover, an analogical cognition presupposes a perceptual
cognition, which is described by the following sentence:

(C) This is similar to z.

Let us illustrate with an example of the Nyaya
philosophers:

(a) That which is similar to a cow is the referent of the
word 'gavaya'.

(b) This is similar to a cow.

(c) Gavaya is the referent of the word 'gavaya’.

In this example, (c) is the analogical cognition (upamiti). It
presupposes the understanding of the meaning of the
sentence (a), which the cogniser might have heard from
someone else or read in a book. Here (b) represents the
perceptual cognition. The inherent and the similar-to-
inherent causes would be the same as other types of
cognition. In our above example, the special instrumental
cause (karana) would be the cognition of similarity with a
cow in the animal, which is being perceived. This
cognition would give rise to the memory-cognition of (a).
Hence the memory cognition of (a) would be the operation
(vvapara) of the analogical cognition (upamiti). In this
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analogical cognition gavaya which is the referent of the
word ‘gavaya’ is cognised under the mode gavayaness
(gavayatva), not under the mode of thisness or being
similar-to-a cow. For this reason, according to the Nyaya
philosophers, it cannot be reduced to an inferential
cognition (anumiti).

Here also there are four sets of conditions for the analogical
cognition. One set of conditions will define the analogical
cognition. In our example, the perceptual cognition of
similarity with a cow is the special instrumental cause
(karana), and the memory cognition of that which is similar
to a cow is the referent of the word ‘gavaya’ is the
operation (vyapara). The analogical cognition would be
true if we have cognised similar to a cow in the referent of
the word ‘gavaya’. But if we have not cognised similarity
with a cow, then the analogical cognition would be false. In
addition to the causal conditions for the truth of the
analogical cognition, the Nyaya postulates gavayatva as the
mode of presentation of gavaya, which gives us guarantee
for its truth. Hence, it gives us the ability to discriminate in
other cases. The property of being the qualificand residing
in the perceptual cognition, and the property of being the
qualificand residing in the analogical cognition are limited
by gavayatva, although they are determined by different
properties of being the relational qualifier (prakarata).

4) Verbal cognition or Testimony

With respect to a verbal cognition (testimony) also, the
Nyaya philosophers have discussed its causal conditions,
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the causal conditions of its truth or falsehood, and the
causal conditions which justify its truth.

The chief instrumental cause (karana) of the cognition of
the meaning of a sentence is the cognition of the words
contained in it, and the operation of this cognition is the
memory-cognition of the referents of the words. According
to the Nyaya, the cognition of the meaning of a sentence, as
distinct from the cognition of the meanings of its parts, lies
in cognizing the relation of the referent of its second term
to that of its first term. Hence, the cognition of the meaning
of the sentence ‘a flower is red’ lies in cognizing the
relation of a red colour to a flower.

If the sentence is true, then it would generate a true
cognition, and the cogniser would apprehend the relation
which holds between a red colour and a flower. If the
sentence is false, then it would generate a false cognition,
and the cogniser would apprehend a relation which does
not hold between that red colour and the flower, but which
holds between some other objects such as between a red
colour and a table. Now the question is whether a true
cognition generated by a true sentence has the status of
knowledge. On this point the Nyaya claims that it would be
a case of knowledge if the true sentence is uttered or
inscribed by an apta (a trustworthy person). A person is an
apta iff (a) he/she has a true cognition of what he/she says,
(b) he/she selects the appropriate expressions to convey
his/her true cognition, (c) he/she is not lying, and (d)
his/her sense-organs which are causal conditions for
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utterance or inscription do not suffer from any defect or
weakness.

Hence a true cognition generated by the utterance of an
apta has justification. Therefore, it has the status of
knowledge.

From our above discussion it follows that knowledge is
justified true cognition or belief, provided justification is a
qualifier of true cognition or belief. A true cognition is
justified by certain perceptual causal conditions, or by
certain inferential causal conditions, or by an analogical
causal condition, or by certain verbal causal conditions.
Hence, the Nyaya technique for justifying a true cognition
may be used for interpreting or explicating the meaning of
the word ‘knowledge’. In Western philosophy justification,
belief and truth are not related in the way they are related in
the Nyaya philosophy. It is similar to saying that ‘there is a
person with a red iron mask in this room’ is true by virtue
of the fact that there is a person in this room and there is an
iron mask in this room and there is a red object in this
room. This is due to the fact that they are not related to
each other as qualifier-qualificand. But in the Nyaya
philosophy truth is the qualifier of cognition, and
justification is the qualifier of truth.

From the above discussion it also follows that the Nyaya
philosophers have treated justification as a qualifier of a
true belief or cognition. The causal condition for the truth
of a perceptual cognition is the contact of our sense-organs
with the qualificand which is qualified by the relational
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qualifier. In the case of an inferential cognition, it is due to
the cognition of the hetu pervaded by the sadhya in the
locus of inference which is qualified by the sadhya. In the
case of an analogical cognition, it is due to the cognition of
similarity in the referent of the word. In the case of a verbal
cognition, it is due to the cognition of appropriate relation
(yathartha-yogyata-jiana) between the referents of the
terms that have occurred in the sentence. In their
explanation of sources of valid cognitions, they have
mentioned why certain true cognitions or beliefs have
justification. Moreover, the Nyaya explains the ability to
discriminate an object or a set of objects in terms of the
cognition of limitor(s). This explanation will allow us to
solve some problems of contemporary Western philosophy,
including the Gettier and the post-Gettier problems or
counter-examples and explain the ability to discriminate.

The Nyaya theory of meaning may be used to explain the
difference in meaning between the members of the
following pairs of sentences:

(1) Brutus killed Caesar.

(1°) Caesar was killed by Brutus.

(2) John gave a book to Tom.

(2°) Tom received a book from John.
(3) John sprayed paint on the wall.
(3) John sprayed the wall with paint.

(4) Bees are swarming the garden.



40 | J.L. Shaw

(4°) The garden is swarming with bees.

(5) The speeches preceded a buffet luncheon.
(5°) A buffet luncheon followed the speeches.
(6) The audience liked the overture.

(6°) The overture pleased the audience.’

Contemporary philosophers of language are concerned with
the problem whether transformation preserves the meaning
of a sentence. Western philosophers such as Chomsky,
Katz, Fodor, Fillmore, Postal and Jackendoff are concerned
with this problem, but there is no unanimity among their
views as they have not yet developed a comprehensive
theory to deal with this problem. According to some
linguists such as Fillmore (6) and (6’) are synonymous, but
not according to others. Hence Western philosophers are
either guided by intuitions or by a theory which has limited
application. On the contrary, the Nyaya theory of relation
and meaning can explain why the members of the above
pairs of sentences do not have the same meaning. Since the
direction of the relation is part of the meaning of a
sentence, the meaning of (1) cannot be identified with that
of (1°). Similar will be the case with the remaining pairs of
sentences in the above list. Hence the Nyaya theory of
meaning will throw some light on the contemporary
discussion of synonymity and meaning. This is how I
would like to demonstrate the relevance of the Nyaya
philosophy.
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In this context, I would also like to mention the atomistic as
well as the holistic nature of understanding the meaning of
a molecular or complex sentence. In the case of atomistic
understanding, first we understand the meanings of
embedded sentence(s) or complex expressions which have
occurred in a sentence. Then we understand the meaning of
the entire sentence. But in the case of holistic
understanding we apprehend simultaneously the meanings
of the embedded complex expression(s) and the molecular
sentence. Let us consider the nature of the cognition
generated by the sentence ‘The table has a red book’. The
question is whether we first apprehend the relation of a
particular red colour to a book, and then apprehend the
relation of the red book to the table. For the sake of
simplicity consider ‘the table’ as one term. According to
the atomistic understanding the cognition of the relation of
the red book to the table follows the cognition of the
relation of the red colour to the book. But according to
holistic understanding, we cognise both the relations
simultaneously.

Holistic Understanding

Cognition

prakarata
/ limitor-limited relation
visesyala visesyata <«—¥ prakarata
objects of cognition: The table 3 The book ¢4 The red colour
nirupya-nirupaka  nirupya-nirupaka
relation relation
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Let us explain the nature of the cognition corresponding to
this sentence. In this cognition the table is the qualificand,
the book is the qualifier, and the red colour is the qualifier
of the book. For the sake of simplicity, we are not
considering the modes of presentation of the qualificand
and the qualifiers of this cognition. In this cognition the
book is the relational qualifier in relation to the table, and it
is also a qualificand in relation to the red colour. Since the
table is the qualificand, it has the property of being the
qualificand (visesyata). The red colour has the property of
being the relational qualifier (prakarata). But the book has
both the property of being the qualificand and the property
of being the relational qualifier. It is to be noted that these
relational properties specify the ways objects are related to
this cognition. Now the question is how these relational
properties are related to each other. In this cognition the
property of being the qualificand (visesyata) residing in the
table is determined by (niripita) the property of being the
relational qualifier residing in the book, and vice versa.
Similarly, the property of being the qualificand residing in
the book is determined by (niriipita) the property of being
the relational qualifier residing in the red colour, and vice
versa. Now the question is whether the properties of being
the qualificand and the relational qualifier residing in the
book are related to each other. If they are independent
properties, then we cannot draw the distinction between (a)
and (b).

(a) The table has a red book.
(b) The table has a book, and that book is red.
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In order to draw the distinction between them the Nyaya
claims that in (a) the property of being the relational
qualifier (prakaratd) and the property of being the
qualificand (visesyatd) residing in the same book are
related to each other by the relation of limitor-limited
(avacchedya-avacchedaka-sambandha). In other words, the
property of being the qualificand is the mode of the
presentation of the property of being the relational
qualifier, and vice versa. But this is not the case with (b).
Hence, in (b) they are not related to each other by the
relation of limitor-limited. In a holistic understanding we
cognise the relation of the red colour to the book and the
relation of the book which is red to the table
simultaneously. But in an atomistic understanding first we
cognise the former relation, and then we cognise the latter
relation.

It is to be noted that the Nyaya has drawn a fine-grained
distinction between (a) and (b). This distinction has been
explained in terms of higher-order properties residing in the
properties of being the qualificand and the relational
qualifier. Since the classical symbolic logic cannot draw
this type of fine-grained distinction, the Nyaya technique
will add a new dimension to Western philosophy.

Section-3

Belief

In this context, I shall discuss the Nyaya conception of
belief, as in contemporary philosophy knowledge is defined
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in terms of justified true belief. Since there is no
proposition in the Nyaya as distinct from a sentence, beliefs
are considered true or false. It is to be noted that belief is a
doubt-free cognition. The Nyaya concept of doubt does not
lead to sceptism, as a dubious cognition rests on certainty.
Moreover, the Nyaya discussion of belief suggests
solutions to some problems of belief in the Western
philosophy.

I shall also mention the view of Russell, as he claims that
no one has succeeded in explaining a false belief without
postulating the existence of the non-existent.

Russell, in The Philosophy of Logical Atomism, claimed
that in a belief-sentence, such as ‘Othello believes that
Desdemona loves Cassio’, there are at least two verbs.

Here the verbs ‘believes’ and ‘loves’ have occurred as
genuine verbs, and the verb in the subordinate clause seems
to relate Desdemona to Cassio; but in fact it does not do so.
He says,

This is what constitutes the puzzle about the nature of
belief. You will notice that wherever one gets to really
close quarters with the theory of error one has the puzzle of
how to deal with error without assuming the existence of
the non-existent.”

Now the question is how to explain the nature of this belief
without postulating non-existent love as an entity, which
will relate Desdemona to Cassio. Moreover, Russell
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claimed that ‘loves’ should be treated as a verb. This
requirement leads to the rejection of his earlier view
proposed in The Problems of Philosophy,’where this
sentence has been analysed as a four-place relation between
Othello, Desdemona, loves, and Cassio. Hence it takes the
form:

B (Othello, Desdemona, loves, Cassio).

Since the verb 'loves' in this sentence is on a par with the
terms ‘Desdemona’ and ‘Cassio,’ this analysis does not
fulfil one of the above requirements of Russell.

In spite of these shortcomings, I think, Russell's great
contribution lies in the view that what occurs in a belief-
sentence is not a proposition, but the constituents of a
proposition, and in his suggestions that a satisfactory theory
of belief should not postulate non-existent objects and
should not reduce the verb in the subordinate clause to a
term. In the context of our discussion of the Nyaya we shall
see how the Nyaya philosophers have avoided the
shortcomings of Russell's theory and at the same time
followed the suggestions of a satisfactory theory of belief.

Let us begin with the Nyaya analysis of this sentence. It is
to be noted that in this case we are not talking about
Desdemona or Cassio, but about the belief state of Othello,
which is related to the self by the relation of inherence in
the ontology of the Nyaya. In the content of this belief there
are three major elements, namely, Desdemona, Cassio, and
the relation of love (loving relation).
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Desdemona is the qualificand, Cassio is the qualifier, and
love is the qualification relation. The relation of the mental
state of Othello to Desdemona is the property of being the
qualificand (visesyatd) residing in Desdemona, to Cassio is
the property of being the qualifier (visesanatd) residing in
Cassio, and to the relation of love is the property of being
the qualification relation (samsargatd) residing in love.

As a belief mental state is related to its objects, so are
objects related to the belief state. Hence the relation of
Desdemona to this belief is the converse of visesyata, i.e.,
visesyitd, the relation of Cassio to this belief is the converse
of visesanata, 1.e., visesanita, to introduce a technical term,
and the relation of love to this belief is the converse of
samsargata, i.e., samsargitd.

Now the question is, how can the belief state of Othello be
related to the relation of love which does not exist between
them? If there is no such relation, then the converse of it
cannot characterise the belief-state of Othello. Now the
Nyaya claims that the belief-state of Othello is related to a
real relation of love, for example, between John and Janet,
which is real elsewhere or else when. Since this relation is
real elsewhere, and the belief state is related to this relation,
it is characterised by the converse of this qualification
relation. It is to be noted that here also the relation performs
both the functions. It relates John to Janet, as John loves
Janet, and makes Desdemona the qualificand and Cassio
the qualifier. For this reason, the relation has not been
reduced to a term. This is how the Nyaya has avoided the
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postulation of non-existent entities in their explanation of
false beliefs or cognitions.

Section-4
Doubt

Regarding doubt, the Nyaya claims that a dubious
cognition rests on certainty. A dubious cognition has the
form ‘Is x F or G?°, where x is the property-possessor, F'
and G are mutually incompatible properties.

Since the Nyaya claims that belief is a doubt-free cognition,
I would like to discuss the Nyaya conception of dubious
cognition. Moreover, the Nyaya analysis or conception of
doubt may also solve some problems of Western
philosophy or add a new dimension to Western philosophy,
as the Nyaya claims that a dubious cognition rests on
certainty and discusses the causal conditions of different
types of doubt.

Since F and G are mutually incompatible, one of them may
be the absence of the other. Hence it may be stated as ‘Is x
F ornot F’. As regards the number of alternatives in a
dubious cognition, such as ‘Is it a stump or a human
being?’, there is some difference of opinion among the
Nyaya Philosophers. But all of them have accepted the
thesis that there are at least two mutually incompatible
alternatives in a dubious cognition. It is to be noted that a
dubious cognition cannot be identified with a question. A
question presupposes the cognition of one of the
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alternatives. For example, the question ‘Is it a stump?’
presupposes the cognition of stump only. But a dubious
cognition presupposes the cognition of both the
alternatives. Moreover, in a question, there is desire to
know; but not in a state of doubt, although there may be
desire to know afterwards.

From the Nyaya conception of doubt it also follows that
there is certainty about the property-possessor in a dubious
mental state. Hence the dubious cognition of the form ‘Is
xF or G’ presupposes certainty with respect to x. Therefore,
we do not doubt the existence of x. The property-possessor
may be an object of doubt in another mental state, where it
is one of the alternatives. Hence a doubt presupposes
certainty or rests on something which is free from doubt.

When I doubt the colour of the table in the mental state ‘Is
the table brown or red?’, I do not doubt the existence of the
table. Again, when I doubt the existence of the table, I
presuppose something else. For example, consider a mental
state of doubt ‘Is there a table or a bed in this room?’ In this
case, | presuppose the existence of the room. Hence there
cannot be universal doubt, even if there is doubt about any
specific thing or set of specific things. Moreover, there is
no dubious mental state without presupposing something
certain. Hence the Nyaya concept of doubt rules out
universal scepticism. We may doubt almost anything, but
not everything, and every dubious state has some element
of certainty.
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The Nyaya has classified doubts into four types depending
upon the causal conditions of their origins. One of them is
due to the observation of some common property or
properties of the referents of ‘/” and ‘G’, and the non-
observation of any specific or unique property of the
referents of ‘F” and ‘G’. Consider again, for example, ‘Is it
a stump or a human being?’ The observation of common
properties, such as identical or similar heights and widths,
will give rise to the memory-cognitions of the alternatives
that are causal conditions of a dubious cognition.

The second type of dubious cognition is due to the
observation of an uncommon property. An uncommon
property is something which is known to be not present in
the known alternatives. For example, ‘Is sound eternal or
non-eternal?’ In this case, soundness is known to be not
present in both eternal objects such as the soul and in non-
eternal objects such as a pot. If this type of doubt is
expressed in the form ‘Is xF or G?,” then one of the causal
conditions of this type of doubt is that x-ness or the
property of being x is not known to be present in the known
examples of F or G.

The third type of dubious cognition is due to the
understanding of the meanings of the words which have
occurred in contradictory or contrary sentences. This type
of doubt will arise in those who are not committed to one of
the alternatives or who do not have certain cognition of one
of the alternatives. Consider now, for example, the dubious
state ‘Is mind physical or spiritual?’ or ‘Is soul eternal or
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non-eternal?’ The Vedantins claim that the soul is eternal,
but the Buddhists claim it to be non-eternal. If a person is
not committed to one these views, or convinced by the
arguments of the Vedantins or the Buddhists, then he/she
will doubt whether the soul is eternal.

The fourth type of doubt is due to doubt about the truth of a
cognition, as in the doubt ‘Is the cognition of a chair in this
room true or false?” This doubt implies doubt about the
presence of a chair in this room. In other words, doubt
about the truth of a cognition would give rise to doubt
about the content of this cognition. Hence a higher type of
doubt would imply a lower type of doubt if these doubts are
arranged in a hierarchical order. Here too the Nyaya
discussion of doubt can also be integrated with the
mainstream of Western philosophy and answer some of its
questions about doubt.

Concluding Remarks:

From the above discussion it follows that the views of
Nyaya philosophers would suggest solutions to the
following problems of Western philosophy:

1) Since justification is a property of a true belief or
cognition, not a property of belief or cognition in
isolation, the Gettier or the post-Gettier
counterexamples to the JTB thesis are not
applicable to the Nyaya view.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

It can solve the problems of Goldman, as the
cogniser has the ability to discriminate both in
perceptual and inferential cognitions.

It avoids the contemporary sense-data theory of
perception, which leads to scepticism or
solipsism.This is due to the fact that the objects are
apprehended without the mediation of tertiary
entities, such as sense-data or images.

Since objects are causal conditions of perception,
the brain-in-a-vat argument of contemporary
philosophers and the evil demon argument of
Descartes are not applicable to the views of the
Nyaya philosophers.

It falsifies the claim of Russell that no one has
succeeded in explaining the nature of a false belief
without postulating the existence of the non-
existent.

Since the relevance condition for any inference,
valid or invalid, has been emphasised, the following
valid inference of Western logic is not treated as an
inference in the Nyaya logic:

P and not P,

Therefore, Q.

This is due to the fact that it violates the relevance

condition as well as certain epistemic conditions for
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understanding the meaning of a sentence. As a result, we

cannot derive 2+2=4 from it is raining and not raining,

which is valid in classical symbolic logic. Since the Nyaya

logic has emphasized the relevance condition, it might

throw some light on contemporary discussion on relevant

logic. Since it deals with the preventer-prevented relation at

epistemic level and the ways a cognition can be prevented,

it will throw some light on epistemic logic as well.

7)

8)

Since the meaning of a sentence lies in the relation
as well as in the direction of the relation of the
referents of the terms of a sentence,
transformationally equivalent sentences do not have
the same meaning. Hence, the sentence ‘Brutus
killed Caesar’ does not have the same meaning as
the sentence ‘Caesar was killed by Brutus’. Hence
our discussion not only answers the question of
Frege on this topic, but also throws further light on
contemporary philosophy of language, as linguists
or philosophers, such as Chomsky, Katz, Fodor,
Fillmore and Jackendoff, are concerned with the
question whether transformation preserves the
meaning of a sentence.

Regarding the nature of understanding the meaning
of'a complex sentence, the Nyaya philosophers have
discussed  atomistic as well as  holistic
understanding. Moreover, they have interpreted
holistic understanding in terms of higher order
properties. This discussion would also add a new
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dimension to Western philosophy, as there is no
logic for it.

9) Since a dubious cognition rests on certainty, it goes
against universal scepticism. Moreover, the
explanation of different types of dubious cognitions
in terms of their causal conditions would also add a
new dimension to Western philosophy.

This is how I tried to demonstrate the relevance of Indian

philosophy to contemporary Western philosophy.
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On the Possibility of Philosophy

P. K. Mukhopadhyay

We propose to speak on the possibility of philosophy. The
consideration which led us to this choice is that the
discussion of this topic can provide us with a proper
context — the context of discussing in a connected and
meaningful way — the subjects like Sarmsaya, Prama, and
the like." Alternatively described our chosen context is
Skepticism. Let us for the present agree to use the
expression “knowledge” for prama and “doubt” for
samsaya. So it may be found that the themes under
reference belong to the domain of epistemology. That
epistemology or, as many view it, first philosophy involves
essential reference to skepticism can be gathered or verified
from the literature of modern or contemporary European
philosophy (or epistemology). There, one is likely to find
assertions like “theory of knowledge is primarily an
exercise in skepticism”.> However, skepticism is not a
matter of concern exclusively of the modern and
contemporary European philosophers or epistemologists.
Besides the form of skepticism which these philosophers
discuss is not the only form which skepticism has or takes.
The contemporary Euro-American philosophers and
epistemologists are primarily concerned with what may be
called modern (forms of) skepticism which doubts or
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denies that we can know the external world or other minds
or the (human) past. As an abiding concern of philosophers
of all time and all cultures skepticism is not restricted to
only these three doubts. The literature of the Classical
Greek Philosophy from the Pre-Socratic era and that of the
systematic Indian Philosophy from more than two thousand
years ago testifies to the truth of this remark. The scope of
different forms of skepticism is different. Accordingly the
modern skepticism may be viewed as the mitigated form or
version of skepticism. In the history of Classical European
and Indian Philosophy one meets with absolute or
unrestricted skepticism also which doubts the possibility of
knowledge as such including philosophical knowledge or
philosophy. One should not immediately dispose of such
skepticism as absurd since it denies the patent fact that we
have experience and we could not live or talk if we did not
have it. For no sensible skeptic denies the possibility or
reality of belief (jiiana’); he only doubts or denies the
knowledge claim we tend to make implicitly or explicitly in
favour of many, if not all, beliefs that we have or can have.
The absolute skepticism doubts or denies the possibility of
knowledge (roughly prama or pramana); it doubts or
denies the claim that there is or can be a belief which may
be counted as knowledge. The reason may be that the
skeptics think that no belief that we have or can have
satisfies or can satisfy the definition or description which a
thing must satisfy if it is to be considered a case of
knowledge.* It may not be necessary or correct to ascribe to
even the skeptics of Europe or India of the classical age the
belief that it is false or doubtful that there could be any
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indubitable belief or that even truths of logic or
mathematics or analytic statements are dubitable. On the
contrary the famous contemporary American philosopher,
who has forcefully argued that even the truths of logic and
mathematics are revisable and hence is not necessarily true
is not certainly a skeptic. Be that as it may, according to the
sensible skeptics of classical or modern period it is at least
doubtful that there could be any factual belief which was
true or an instance of knowledge. What follows is that
Philosophy or Indian Philosophy in its standard sense is not
and cannot be possible; it cannot be a body of (factual)
knowledge nor can it give us synthetic knowledge or
tattvajnana.

dkokok

So far skepticism has been found to be opposed to
philosophy. It does not allow philosophical enterprise to
take off. And yet philosophy is there. Moreover history of
skepticism is as old as that of philosophy.” How to
understand this mystery, if it is a mystery? Careful
consideration convinces us that philosophy owes its origin,
continuity and growth to skepticism or to interaction with
it. It is a myth that philosophy originated in man’s lazy
wonder. It originated when certain adverse or negative
forces (represented by the nastikas, sarms$ayavadins,
vaitandikas, skeptics etc.) challenged the world view of a
people and threatened the very foundation of their culture
and society. Philosophy emerged as man’s (the astika
people’s) response to such challenge. The relevant sense of
meeting the skeptic’s challenge is not indulging in,
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dreaming or wishing that there is no skeptic or lazily
ignoring them. Meeting the skeptics as the philosophers,
understand their challenge rationally and theoretically
defending the cherished world view of the people
concerned and preventing the skeptics or the nastikas from
destabilizing the entire fabric of the personal, family and
social life of the people concerned. Philosophers put up
such resistance to skepticism. This makes philosophy a
rational and theoretical enterprise which is extremely useful
and relevant in all ages. For the skeptical thought never
gets fully eliminated from society rather it continues to
spread its seductive influence on unsuspecting men.
Philosophers are, not only, not men of this sort but they
also have won up the responsibility of freeing society of the
menace of skepticism.

What is more important for us to note here is that
philosophy also owes its rational character to skepticism.
Further this character and history of it, distinguishes
systematic philosophy and does not allow it to become
merely edifying philosophy which often tends to become a
form of mysticism. This account of philosophy, which is
informed by the classical Indian thought and culture,
should be contrasted with the view of philosophy of a
famous American philosopher according to whom when it
is the question of what preserves and promotes our society
we should remember: Sophia yes, philosophia not
necessarily.® Anyway, skepticism (samsayavada), if not
samsaya also, is thus the greatest friend and enemy of
philosophy (darsana). 1t is so, in so far as darsana (Indian
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Philosophy) and also philosophy in the view of many
thinkers is a pursuit of knowledge (prama) or better of
reasoned truth (nirnaya). Tattvajiiana in this sense is what
the darsanikas (the Indian philosophers of the classical age)
aspire for.

Whatever may be true about lay doubt (mere samsaya) or
wonder on the one hand and the otherwise indifferent
(udasina) knowledge (yathartha niscaya) on the other as
well as the relation between the two, it is not without
reason that philosophy or epistemology is an exercise in
skepticism. Doubt (samsaya) involved in the theory and
practice of skepticism is closely related to philosophy as a
rational and socially relevant enterprise.

It is oversimplification to say that skepticism consists in the
attempt at just invalidating philosophy or making it
impossible whereas philosophy is the uncommon trait of a
few strange individuals who are obsessed with the thought
of scoring triumph over doubt and disbelief. Skepticism is
itself a philosophical theory; at least it will be so
understood here. It is also not the case that philosophy is
just a name for the faith or disposition of a few trusting
individuals, that knowledge and philosophy are possible.
Philosophy is indeed a quest for truth but it is more than
that the pursuit of reasoned truth. Philosophy is not just an
exercise in skepticism. Rather it consists in the exercise in
rationality on the part of philosophers who are realist ’.
This cautious formulation is informed by the need to
acknowledge that skepticism is also a philosophical theory
or position.

skokok
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Though the two are related yet doubt (or samsaya) and
Skepticism (or samsayavdda) are not the same thing; they
are different. We need some more clarification as to the
sense in which we do or should understand the expressions
like samsaya and prama. When translated respectively as
doubt and knowledge and one takes epistemology to be the
context of discussion, it may be thought that samsaya and
prama are two of the many different propositional
attitude(s). Such risk is quite common when we use two
different languages or conceptual frameworks. However
there is reason to believe that in Indian philosophy,
particularly in the Nyaya school of Indian philosophy
sams$aya, etc. are not necessarily understood as
propositional attitude. These are not usually taken as
dispositions. On the other hand though samsaya (doubt),
prama (knowledge), bhrama (error or false belief) etc. are
taken as cognitive episodes yet their discussion in Nyaya
does not make Nyaya a mere system of psychology. When
Nyaya discusses samsaya, prama etc. the thrust of the
discussion is how cognitive states figure individually or as
related to each other in the scheme of different possibilities
which a certain cognitive state (jiiana)® has or can have.
The four possibilities are true (prama), false (bhrama),
neither and both. Unlike what we wusually think an
erroneous cognitive state (normally a perceptual error) falls
not into the second category of bhrama; rather it belongs to
the fourth category ‘both pramda and bhrama’ — it is partly
an error and partly knowledge. What about sarmsaya? One
thing is certain it is different from prama. So far it is not
true (aprama). But it is not a case of bhrama or false belief
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either. Prama and apramd are mutually exclusive. Samsaya
is indeed a case of aprama. But aprama and bhrama are
not the same thing. Is there any cognitive state which is
neither true nor false? The right answer is in the
affirmative. The characteristic of such cognitive states is
that they can be causally related to cognitions that are true
or false but they do not bear epistemic or logical relation to
cognitive states that are true or false. There does not obtain
among them epistemic-logical or ontological opposition
(pratibadhya-pratibandhaka-bhava-sambandha). For better
and clearer understanding, cognitive states are first divided
into two classes: definitive (niscaya or niscayatmaka) and
non-definitive. The first class is exhausted by knowledge
(pramad) and error (bhrama). Samsaya belongs to the class
of non- definitive cognitive state; as such it is neither
pramd nor bhrama. There are other cognitive states which
are like samsaya in this respect.

Keeping in mind what has just been said we should try to
understand skepticism. An act of doubt is samsaya but
skepticism is samsayavada — a certain theoretical stand or
position (and not doctrine)’® which advocates doubt or
disbelief (samsaya) of a certain sort. Skepticism or a
skeptic doubts or denies'® the legitimacy of man’s claim to
have knowledge. By this, is sometimes understood that a
skeptic doubts or denies the claim of a man (whether a
philosopher or not), that at least some of our beliefs are
indubitable."" When skepticism is construed as the denial
(pratisedha) of knowledge claim it is more vulnerable to
the decisive attack of the opponents, say the realists. This
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denial is neither samsaya (doubt) nor is it necessarily a case
of prama. It may be a case of bhrama (false belief) or
viparita niscaya. When their subject is the same, samsaya
gets removed as much by the corresponding prama as by
bhrama. Both are cases of miscaya or definitive belief
which alone has truth value- true or false. But samsaya is
neither true nor false as it is not a form of niscaya. It is
apramd (not knowledge) but not bhrama (definitive false
belief) either. For it is not a state of definitive belief.

Skepticism can be of many different types and their scope
is not the same. The scope of absolute skepticism is greater
or wider than that of say the mitigated skepticism. The
scope of the classical skepticism covered ‘knowledge’
(pramd/pramana) as such (perhaps excluding the
exceptions like truths of logic or mathematics). If the
central concern of skepticism is to doubt or deny the
possibility of knowledge, that of philosophy is to justify
and legitimize man’s claim that knowledge is attainable.
This amounts to claiming that skepticism is false or that its
truth (soundness) is doubtful. Thus doubt (if not denial
which is epistemologically a stronger position) is central to
both skepticism and philosophy; often people do not note
this. Again some of those who note this think that doubt
does not and cannot bear the same relation to both
skepticism and philosophy. Philosophy and skepticism are
opposed to each other. The truth however is that as a
rational enterprise, as an exercise in rationality, philosophy
involves doubt in its very constitution or structure. As such,
doubt should be held to be one of the conditions of rational



63 | On the Possibility of Philosophy

inquiry and hence of philosophy.'” There is a broad
agreement about the conception of philosophy and
rationality in the two cultures — Indian and Euro-American.
However there are differences in details, depth and clarity
so far as the relation of doubt to philosophy (darsana) and
skepticism is concerned. In other words there seem to be
some important differences between the European and
Indian philosophical traditions, when it comes to the
conception of philosophy (darsana), skepticism
(samsayavada) and their relation to doubt (samsaya).

It needs to be noted that however central to philosopher’s
concern it might be, the issue of skepticism is external to
philosophy. Philosophy cannot even begin without
successfully meeting skepticism. But for all that philosophy
does not end with doubting its possibility. On the other
hand there is hardly anything more in skepticism than
doubting. Normally skeptics do not have any positive thesis
(of their own) to defend. Their only agenda is to challenge
— doubt or deny — the knowledge claim" which
philosophers are inclined to make. Philosophy proper —
actual philosophizing — begins only after skepticism is
overcome. For example before disproving skepticism
philosopher cannot begin to discuss the internal questions,
like how many accredited sources of knowledge are there
or what is the criterion or criteria of knowledge. One
cannot start asking or answering these internal questions
before one has good reason to believe that philosophy or
knowledge is possible or that doubt in their possibility can
be overcome.'* Skeptics doubt or deny that there is or can
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be any acceptable criteria of knowledge prama or that they
doubt or deny the legitimacy of all actual (or possible)
criteria or definitions of knowledge. The debatable issue is
whether it can be proved that there is knowledge — prama
or pramana”. The issue involved is pramanyasiddhi
(siddhi of the pramanya of pramana), that is proving that
the alleged pramana (true belief) is really a case of
knowledge.

dkokok

What has just been said shows that doubt is central to
skepticism but not to philosophy. What is central to
philosophy and or philosophizing is the strong belief and
confident hope that philosophy is possible. However, it is
more accurate to say that certain doubt is also integral to
philosophizing or even to philosophy though philosophy
begins with doubt and ends with knowledge — knowledge
which results from the successful pursuit of it. Skepticism
begins as well as ends with doubt. To put it differently in
case of philosophy doubt is methodological and not
systemic. Nonetheless the particular doubt in question
almost defines philosophy in so far as it is a self-reflective
theoretical enterprise. Though in this sense philosophy does
and must entertain doubt about the possibility of
philosophy yet what still explains the continuity of the
philosophical enterprise is that philosophers never cease to
remain sanguine that the pursuit of knowledge would come
to bear fruit if not necessarily to a totally successful end.
Against the background of what has just been said we can
make sense of skepticism as a philosophical theory.
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Otherwise the expression “philosophy of skepticism” or
“skepticism is a philosophical theory” would have been
dismissed as instances of oxymoron. Something similar is
the case with the familiar expressions like “Nominalist’s
theory of universal” or "Atheist’s view of God".

The authentic practice on the part of philosophers (in
general) — the philosophical enterprise or philosophizing —
seems to entail a belief (j7iana) in the possibility of
philosophy (or of philosophical knowledge). However as a
self reflective theoretical discipline philosophy is
committed to investigate into the possibility of philosophy
or knowledge itself'®, which in its turn entails that it
entertains doubt in the possibility of knowledge. It follows
that even if there were in fact none who actually doubted or
denied the possibility of knowledge as such or of certain
particular kind of knowledge, philosophy is committed to
entertaining doubt about the possibility of knowledge
(though not to denying this possibility). In other words the
philosophers admit that the doubt that we may not attain
knowledge is at least a theoretical possibility.

Some may think that it follows from what has just been
said that the very concept of philosophy is inconsistent.
Two beliefs that it entails — or the two beliefs that follows
from the very nature of the subject — the belief in the
possibility of knowledge and the belief in the possibility of
doubting this possibility — conflict. Actually however,
philosophy incorporates skepticism in the sense of a
theoretical possibility of doubting as otherwise it cannot
show through critical examination that such doubt is
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ultimately untenable. And till this is shown philosopher’s
hope that philosophy and / or knowledge are / is possible,
cannot become a reasoned conviction. Philosophical pursuit
is not the pursuit of just knowledge or truth but reasoned
truth. In the vocabulary of Indian philosophy there are two
expressions Prama (knowledge) and Nirmaya (reasoned
truth). Nirpaya results from rational and critical
examination, which the philosophers (dar$anikas) practice.
Even when skeptics are found to perform rational critical
examination their purpose is to establish the negative thesis
that it is not beyond doubt (even if it is not false or bhrama)
that knowledge and philosophy are possible. Realists or
philosophers conduct critical examination to defend certain
positive thesis. Even when a philosopher argues to disprove
certain position, say the position of the skeptic, he does so
to indirectly defend his own positive thesis that philosophy
and or knowledge is possible.'” Even if there is not or there
had not been any person who doubted or denied the
possibility of knowledge, philosophy would still discuss
skeptical doubt. To put it simple, philosophy would lose its
character of being a self reflective and rational inquiry if it
did not admit (its obligation to demonstrate that we can
have knowledge, by showing that it cannot be reasonably
doubted or denied that we can have it) the possibility of
doubting that there could be knowledge or philosophy. As
already said such acceptance of skepticism on the part of
philosophy is a methodological stance. Unless one accepts
skepticism provisionally one cannot demonstrate that
skepticism cannot stand the test of reason. And till we do
that, the possibility of skepticism would continue to haunt
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ordinary men as well as philosophers. Philosophy or
philosophizing entails methodological skepticism'®, which
is perfectly compatible with the assertion or thesis that
knowledge or philosophy is possible. And at least this
particular piece of knowledge confirms beyond doubt that
knowledge is possible or that skepticism is an untenable
position. When we understand skepticism in this way we
become convinced that skepticism itself is a philosophical
‘theory’ at least in the sense that it is implied in the very
enterprise of philosophy.

The pertinent question is how exactly skepticism figures in
the methodological stance of philosophy. Does it figure as a
form of doubt (samsaya) or denial of a sort (viparita
niscaya or bhrama which is different from both samsaya
and prama). The weaker formulation of skepticism as a
particular form of doubt (samsaya) renders it more difficult
to disprove. The corresponding stronger formulation in
terms of denial (pratisedha) is easier to reject. Where a
denial is a case of bhrama the corresponding assertion is a
case of pramd. Both these are forms of definitive
(niscayatmaka) belief or cognitive state (jriana).

dkokok

It may be asked, is a debate or dialogue between a
philosopher and a skeptic possible. And if it is not possible,
then how the conflict between the skeptic and the
philosopher can be resolved? Resolution in some other way
or resolution of any kind may not be appropriate, to say the
least, in the present context. On the other hand the
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resolution of this conflict, solution of the external question
under reference, is the beginning of philosophy. However,
there does not seem to be any possibility of the dialogue in
question. The philosopher remains convinced that
knowledge is possible, nay knowledge has already been
obtained and the skeptic remains equally unconvinced that
knowledge could be possible. In order that there could be
authentic debate and dialogue, each party must be
convinced or unconvinced about certain matter. But the
conviction or the non-conviction should not be a morbid
one. Just as morbid curiosity cannot lead to a stable and
acceptable result, so also morbid conviction cannot ensure
authentic dialogue or debate. On the other hand only an
authentic dialogue or debate bears real fruit. If the
philosopher finds that the skeptic’s doubt (or denial) is idle
or the skeptic finds that the philosopher’s conviction is a
mere lazy hope then no authentic dialogue can begin or no
resolution of the conflict can be reached. If the situation
turns out to be such then the philosopher is defeated. For,
he will win if only the skeptic is defeated. The skeptic will
be defeated in the required sense only if dialogue takes
place and the philosopher succeeds in showing that the
doubt or denial in the possibility of knowledge is
indefensible. But such a dialogue is not feasible in so far as
there is no common platform for the skeptic and the
philosopher to engage in an authentic dialogue.

It will be a cheap and contrived victory if the philosopher
uses to his own advantage, the disadvantage which the
skeptic suffers for being the opponent in the debate. As



69 | On the Possibility of Philosophy

shown by Quine the opponent in a (certain) debate does not
even get to formulate his position without violating the
requirement of consistency. In other words in the very act
of expressing his denial'® the opponent contradicts himself.
Sometimes the paradoxical situation of the opponent, here
the skeptic, is put in this way. Unless the skeptic admits
knowledge or philosophy as the subject of denial he cannot
formulate his denial or the negative position: there is no
such thing as philosophy or knowledge. Some Naiyaikas
have formulated the position in this way. Nobody can
reasonably say or show that there is no knowledge (prama)
unless this particular piece of cognition is a case of prama.
So nobody can deny pramana or knowledge as such. At the
most one can deny or doubt the possibility of certain
particular case of an alleged pramana®™. We will see later
on (in the second part of this paper) that the Naiyayikas
formulate the position of the skeptic in this way: beliefs
claimed to be knowledge or perception etc. which are
alleged to be pramana are not really so. Thus they avoid
the temptation of securing a fake or contrived victory.

For the present, we would like to suggest that there seems
to be at least two ways to overcome or bypass the impasse
in which the skeptic and the philosopher find themselves,
when they attempt to resolve their conflict by initiating
authentic dialogue or debate. First, we stop viewing the
dialogue in question between two historical persons or
thinkers; one of them (the philosopher) is situated within
philosophy while the other (the skeptic) stands outside that
realm. Let us view or imagine the proposed dialogue as a
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dialogue between two notional or logical persons who are
situated within philosophy and representing two opposite
theses. In other words it is a debate of a philosopher with
himself. This happens in cases like critical thinking or
manana in which a man argues with himself. The debate
between the skeptic and philosopher is a debate of the
philosopher with himself. The philosopher anticipates the
opposite thesis and posits a person as a skeptic to represent
the rival thesis. The very nature of philosophy, properly
understood, provides room for such dialogue within
philosophy and between a skeptic philosopher and a realist
(non-skeptic) philosopher. A non-skeptic philosopher
anticipates the criticisms — doubts and denials — which his
counterpart, the skeptic philosopher may bring against him.
The other way out of the impasse in question is to note that
men are not born as philosopher; rather the philosophers
are born as man. Both the skeptic outside philosophy and
the philosopher are inhabitants of a common world — the
common-sense world of ordinary men. Ordinary men share
a large body of beliefs and practices. The common world as
given, is constituted by or is reflected in these beliefs and
practices. That these beliefs are there, as our common
inheritance, is neither doubted nor denied by any one of the
two parties in the debate. Using this as the shared platform
the skeptics and philosophers can engage in debate or
dialogue. They disagree about the status of these beliefs.
The skeptics (the samm$ayavadins or the vaitandikas) hold
that these beliefs or jiiana are not (and perhaps cannot be)
cases of knowledge proper (that is, prama or pramana).
The philosophers on the other hand hold that at least some
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of these beliefs are cases of knowledge proper. As already
shown, both these views owe their origin in the shared
common sense or ordinary beliefs and practices. It might
seem too naive, if we suggest that the large body of shared
beliefs of ordinary common men do not incorporate the
belief that at least some of these beliefs are true. It is to be
admitted that the large body of common sense beliefs, also
include the beliefs that there are true beliefs as well as false
beliefs. Ordinary natural language contains its own meta-
language. Similarly the body of common sense beliefs,
contains critical judgments on these beliefs. How can then
the skeptic, who begins by accepting commonsense, hold
that there is not or cannot be any true belief or knowledge?
Common experience does not provide any take off point for
the unrestricted or universal skepticism. It will be in order
if we clarify the matter a little more.

Common man is intuitively”' aware that not only we have a
large body of shared beliefs but also this body includes the
belief that some of our beliefs are true and some of our
beliefs false. Not only beliefs are given but also
'knowledge' and 'error’ are given. So far no common man is
or can be a skeptic. Skepticism is a theoretical stance which
consists in admitting and advocating some general thesis,
such as say, no belief is or can be true or at least no belief
can be knowledge. This is not a common sense belief, but
nonetheless it is a generalization, on the basis of common
sense or ordinary belief, that at least some of our beliefs are
false — or that they are not knowledge proper. The skeptic
detects the implication of such commonsense belief which
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ordinary men fail to notice. Thus skepticism is not a matter
of commonsense or intuitive experience but theorization
on, and certain generalization on the basis of,
commonsense. So far it is a theory or theoretical stance.
However, it is not an ordinary empirical theory or a formal
one. It is a philosophical theory based on interpretation,
elaboration, examination and rational development of some
commonsense experience and belief. To be more precise
skeptic starts by accepting the commonsense belief that
some of our beliefs are false. There are perceptual errors or
false beliefs. Given that there are (some) false beliefs, the
argument proceeds, no belief can be trusted. Therefore no
belief is true or that there is no knowledge. Knowledge
claim, that we make in favour of some belief, is unjustified.
Thus 'argument from illusion' is said to lead to skepticism,
if not in the sense of doubt or denial of knowledge, as such,
then at least of the knowledge claim in favour of the thesis
which the supporters of physicalism advocate.

11

Before we proceed further we may take a few examples of
skepticism and debate between the skeptic and the
philosopher from the philosophical literature of India. We
will take a brief note of how the realist philosophers of the
Nyaya School responded to mainly the skeptics of Buddhist
school.

Philosophers of the Carvaka School advocate limited
skepticism; their thesis is nanumanam pramdnam22 that is,
knowledge claim in support of inferential (and some other)
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belief is unfounded. These thinkers are realist and
philosopher (and not skeptic) in respect of perceptual belief
and they hold that perceptual beliefs alone constitute
knowledge proper. Their position is known as
pratyaksaikapramanavada which contends that the
knowledge claim in favour of perceptual beliefs alone is
justified. Only perceptual beliefs are or can be pramana
(prama). Udayanacarya, of the Nyaya School of
Philosophy, before Gangesa rejected this limited skepticism
of the Carvakas. A part of his argument is that one cannot
doubt or deny knowledge as such.” Gautama in his
Nyayasitra and Vatsyayana in his gloss on this text
discussed another case of limited skepticism (this time of
the Bauddhas) which contends that there is no perceptual
knowledge or pratyaksa pramana; the so called perception
is a case of inference. The argument of these skeptics puts
forth that a perception is anumana; if and in so far as it is
alleged to be a pramana or a case of knowledge then the
belief in question should turn out to be a case of
inference.”* Take another case. Vatsydyana begins his
Nyayabhdsya by responding to unlimited or absolute
skepticism of some Bauddhas who appear to doubt or deny
knowledge (pramana) as such. The very first sentence of
Vatsyayana’s commentary on Nyayasiitra reads

arthavat pramanam”. Here he asserts by way of responding
to the samsayavadins (perhaps of some Bauddha School of
thought) who advocate unrestricted skepticism. Vatsyayana
says that pramana (like perception, inference and so on)
which is alleged, by the skeptic, to lack the character of a
pramana, does have the character which a thing must have
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if it is to be really and actually a case of pramana or
knowledge proper. The character in question is ‘to be
related to the object it reveals (knows) by the relation of
‘non-discrepancy’’ (avyabhicaritva). Arthavyabhicaritva
(being non-discrepantly related to the object known) is the
defining mark of a pramana and perception, etc (which are
accepted in the Nyaya School to be pramana) have this
character. The point of the Nyaya philosopher is that the
skeptic is wrong when he says that there is no pramana.
This last assertion amounts to doubting or denying (either
or both) that there is knowledge (a belief which is true etc.)
or that there is any accredited source of knowledge. The
Sanskrit expression pramana is understood to mean one or
the other of these two things according to the context.

dkokok

The realist philosophers of the Nyaya School responded to
the skeptics of the Buddhist school; the lineage of debate
between the two is long. The response of the two realist
schools of India namely the earlier Mimarsa School and
later day Navya-nyaya school, to skepticism, could be
compared in developing an understanding of the issue.
Realism in Indian philosophy broke new grounds and made
real advances, which demand a careful analysis. Thus the
discussion in context of the themes of Samsaya and Prama,
could be turned into the study of the development of Indian
philosophy, particularly Indian realism, over the centuries.
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Notes and References :

1

There may be many other such contexts as well.
Ayer, A. J.

We will show later that the word belief is not the accurate
translation of the expression jiiana when it occurs in the literature
of Nyaya philosophy.

In the literature of Indian philosophy, the Vaitandika (skeptic of a
sort) of different schools of Indian philosophy like Buddhism and
Advaita Vedanta, critically examined the definitions of pramana
that a philosopher does or can offer and showed that all these
definitions are unacceptable.

We find evidence of skeptical thinking even in the Veda.
Quine

Unlike the skeptic, these philosophers believe that knowledge and
philosophy is possible. It is in this sense we say philosophers are
realist, meaning non-skeptic.

It seems to be more accurate to translate the word jriana as
cognitive state rather than as belief. Samsaya is a jiiana but not a
belief in the standard sense. Similarly (a) nirvikalpaka pratyaksa is
indeed an instance of jiigna but it is not an example of belief in the
usual sense. When we do not take into consideration all the four
possibilities noted here (but restrict the possibilities to only two —
prama and bhrama) we tend to translate jiana as belief and prama
as knowledge. We ourselves have done so in some of our works.
However it is more accurate to translate jigna as cognitive state
and belief as niscaya or niscayatmaka jiiana. A niscayatmaka
jnana like belief has only two possibilities. It is either true or false.
But a cognitive state or jiiana can belong to both the class of
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prama and bhrama or to none of these two classes. A cognitive
state which realizes the possibilities ‘both’ or ‘none’ is aprama but
not necessarily bhrama. In philosophy we need to be careful so
that we do not to confuse aprama with bhrama. Samsaya or doubt
is aprama but not bhrama in the usual and standard sense in which
the Naiyayikas use the expression.

Skepticism should not better be construed as a doctrine of doubt.

In the literature of Indian philosophy, like Nyaya, there is
discussion about (who are called) vaitandikas as well as of those
who are called samsayavadins. Vaitandika stands as rejectionist in
relation to the doctrines that different philosophers advocate from
their respective positions. When a certain philosopher, unlike a
vaitandika, rejects the position of a rival philosopher, his rejection
contributes at least indirectly to defending or justifying his own
position. Since he has a position of his own and has need to defend
it against his rivals his approach and attitude is positive. He is not
just a rejectionist. A Vaitandika has no position of his own (to
defend). He does not and cannot have a positive agenda. He is just
a rejectionist. Sometimes in his eagerness to reject certain position,
a Vaitandika unscrupulously makes use of deceptive and pseudo
arguments.

People who hold the sort of belief in question, that is the belief
which skeptics doubt or deny will be referred to as realists.
Realism has many different senses; for example, those who hold
the view which the phenomenalists reject are also sometimes
called realist.

Critical philosophical inquiry called by different names like vicara,
manana, nyayacarca and so on has samsaya as a precondition.
Samsaya is said to be the purvanga of vicara.

The scope of Skepticism can be broadened to include the doubt or
denial of certain other possibility claims as well— the claim say that
man can ensure through his own effort, the attainment of life’s
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highest and best fulfillment.

In one’s own case and shown to be unsound when a different
person entertains the sort of doubt in question.

As hinted earlier the word knowledge is not the exact synonym of
pramd, whereas under certain grammatical analyses the word
prama and pramapa mean the same thing.

Those who take a practical attitude may argue that philosophical
enterprise does not need to initiate, investigation into the
possibility of knowledge and its positive outcome, in order to start
philosophizing. The test of pudding is in the taste. Just begin
philosophizing and see if it succeeds. However if philosophizing is
a case of niskampa pravrtti, then prior certainty of its possibility is
necessary.

With the realist doubting the possibility of knowledge, or the
samsaya in question, is more a methodological stance than
systemic position.

There are many other familiar forms of methodological doubt, such
doubt that there could be any indubitable truth.

Situation is little better for the opponent, if he chose to doubt the
tenability of the proponent’s position instead denying it.

As Udayana says na pramanye virodhatah.

He does not have a theory of knowledge and hence he does not
have theoretical understanding of the phenomenon of knowledge.
He does not have a criterion to distinguish knowledge from false
belief.

This formulation is found in Ganges$a’s Tattvacintamani.

Na pramanye virodhatah, Nyayakusumanjali 1/17.
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4 Nyayasitra 2/1/31. This is not exactly what some European
idealists contend. According to them, all inferences are developed
perception and all perceptions are incipient inference. See B.
Blanshard’s The Nature of Thought.
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Can Doubt be considered as a Witch (pisacini)?

Raghunath Ghosh
I

The present paper considers the statement of Udayana in
his Nyayakusumarnjali regarding the status of doubt in
philosophy. In fact, doubt or samsaya is taken by the
opponents like Nagarjuna, etc. as a non-entity. Some of the
opponents consider it as having a negative impact. In the
Srimadbhagavadgita the Divine Teacher affirms that doubt
as such is to be taken as a devil having negative impact on
others in the following verse- ‘samsaydtma vinasyati’ i.e.,
an individual having dubious state of mind is ruined. In the
following an effort will be made to highlight the reasons
given by the opponents in favour of negative attitude
towards doubt. Ultimately it will be shown that doubt is not
a devil having a negative impact, but it is part and parcel in
philosophical exercise and growth following the line of
Udayana who emphatically declares- ‘na hyevam sati
Samkapisacyavakasamasadayati.”!

11

The theory of skepticism in Indian Philosophy is called
samsayavada. Though doubt or samsaya has been accepted
by most of the schools of Indian Philosophy, there are
certain thinkers who are said to be absolute skeptics.
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Among these thinkers Jayarasi and Sriharsa are in the first
water. Jayarasi had challenged all the epistemological and
metaphysical findings of Indian Philosophy and refuted all
of them. To him no feature of certitude (niscaya) can be
maintained with regard to the epistemological and
metaphysical standpoints of the philosophers. He had given
a hair-splitting analysis to refute the definitions of valid
cognition (prama) and means of valid cognition (pramana).
He himself denied providing any valid definition and a
theoretical account of the world in response to the views of
the opponents. Jayara§i had neither justified the
faultlessness of any instrument of cognition nor put forward
any thesis of his own. His main objective was to show the
inconsistencies and lack of clarities in others’ position. He
had introduced the concept of satlaksana (real defining
characteristic) as the determinant of the faultlessness of the
pramana-s. The term satlaksana of pramdana means its
capacity of being devoid of doubt and error (samsaya-
viparyaya-rahitya). To Jayarasi the valid cognition has
been defined by the cognitivists as ‘non-erroneous’
(avyabhicart). But how is the non-erroneous character
known? It may be said that a piece of cognition may be
taken as non-erroneous if it is produced by a set of causal
factors which are non-defective in nature.’

The Sanskrit rendering of the term ‘doubt’ is samsaya,
which is enumerated as one of the forms of aprama
(improper cognition), the definition of which is given by
Vi$vanatha as cognition characterized by the contrary
properties of positivity and negativity belonging to a single
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object (Ekadharmika-viruddha-bhava-abhava-prakarakam
Jjiianam samsayah).” The knowledge of the common
properties remaining in two objects becomes the cause of
doubt. The height etc. being common between trunk of a
tree and a man, give rise to a dubious cognition in the form:
‘whether this is a trunk of a tree or a man’ (sthanurva
puruso va). The common cognition of both trunk of a tree
and a man is the cause of doubt. In the like manner, after
apprehending the property of soundness (Sabdatva) in a
sound which is different from eternity or non-eternity one
can have doubt in the form-‘whether sound is eternal or
non-eternal’ (Sabdo nityo va anityo va). Though a word
being uttered can give rise to cognition touching two
alternatives (kotidvaya) yet doubt has to be taken as a
mental phenomenon (kintu tatra Sabdena koti-dvayam
Jjanyate, samsayastu manasa eveti). In the same manner, it
can be said that on the event of the doubt of validity
(pramanya-samsaya) of cognition there arises the doubt of
the object and the doubt of the pervaded (vyvapya-samsaya)
generates the doubt of the pervader (vyapaka-samsaya).
Moreover, it has been admitted by the Naiyayikas that the
cognition of the possessor of the properties (dharmi-jiiana)
and the contact of the sense-organ with the possessor of
property (dharmi-indriya-sannikarsa) are the causes of
doubt. Though the word through which something is
known dubiously yet words do not have the capacity of
generating doubt. But though two alternatives come to our
mind through the instrumentality of a word yet doubt is
said to be a mental phenomenon.
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Gotama has defined doubt as follows. Doubt is nothing but
a conflicting judgment regarding the precise character of an
object. It originates from the recognition of properties
common to many objects or of properties uncommon to any
of the objects, from the conflicting testimony, and from
irregularity of perception and non-perception. From this
definition it can be presumed that there are five kinds of
doubt arising from different causes. First, it may arise from
the recognition of common properties (samana-dharma-
upapatti). Seeing an object in dim light it is not possible for
us to ascertain whether it is a man or trunk of a tree on
account of the fact that the common properties like tallness
etc. belong to both the objects. Secondly, the recognition of
properties not common (aneka-dharma-upapatti) may
sometimes be cause for doubt. As for example, after
hearing a sound one cannot ascertain whether it is eternal or
non-eternal, because the property of soundness neither
belongs to man, beast etc. that are non-eternal nor in atoms
etc. that are eternal. Thirdly, the conflicting testimony
sometimes may give rise to doubt. With reference to some
textual references it is very difficult to ascertain whether
self exists or not. As we have ample references in favour of
both the alternatives, it is not always possible to ascertain
the status of it. Fourthly, an irregularity of perception
becomes sometimes the cause of doubt. As for example, we
may have some perceptual awareness about water, but it is
difficult to ascertain whether we are seeing real water or
water in the mirage. A question always remains in one’s
mind whether water is perceived in a place where water
really exists or even when it does not exist (upalabdhi-
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avyavasthatah). Lastly, an irregularity of non-perception
(anupalabdhi-avyavasthdtah) may become the cause of
doubt in some cases. We do not find water, for example,
where it really exists and also in the dry land where it does
not. The situation leads us to a stage of confusion. A
question arises whether water is not perceived only when
does not exist or also when it does exist.

I

Now we may concentrate to the arguments given by
Nagarjuna on denying doubt or samsaya as a category
(padartha) in his famous Vaidalyaprakarana which is
available in the Tibetan version. In this small but
philosophically significant text Nagarjuna has refuted all
the sixteen categories accepted by the Naiyayikas with
special reference to Vatsyayana. An attempt has been
made to highlight the arguments given by Nagarjuna on
refuting samsaya, which is very much significant in the
philosophical analysis.

In the treatise Vaidalyaprakarana® Nagarjuna is of the
opinion that the Naiyayikas have introduced a new category
called samh$aya or doubt in order to prove the existence of
pramana and prameya. If someone thinks whether
something is pramana or prameya, a doubt arises regarding
this. The phenomenon of doubt allows someone to infer the
existence of pramana and prameya. By virtue of being a
padartha doubt cannot refer to an unreal object.
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Nagarjuna has encountered this position of the Naiyayikas
and refuted their position with some convincing arguments.
Nagarjuna has emphatically established the impossibility of
the doubt as a category. Because doubt is not related to
something which is perceived and to something which is
not perceived. The importance of such statement is
grounded on the fact that the perceived object is an existent
object while the non-perceived object refers to a non-
existent one.

Nagarjuna, however, assumes a third alternative, which
may be taken as an object of doubt. To him there may
remain an object which seems to be perceived apart from
the two alternatives-a pure perceptual and a pure
imperceptual. Even this third alternative cannot justify
doubt, because there does not remain an entity, which
seems to be perceived. Hence three probable alternatives
cannot justify doubt as an entity.°

If the above-mentioned logical stand of Nagarjuna is
analyzed, the following clarifications can be offered. When
an object is seen, a mere mental representation of that
particular object is manifested. If an entity is known as, ‘as
a man or a trunk of a tree’ (sthanurva puruso va), the
corresponding image in the form of either man or a trunk of
a tree is produced in the mind. If the object is a man and it
is perceived as such, there is a valid cognition. On the other
hand, if the object is a trunk of a tree but it is perceived as a
man or vice-versa, there is an illusory or invalid cognition,
which is nothing but the lack of valid cognition. Perception,



85 | Can Doubt be considered as a Witch (pisacini)?

as Nagarjuna suggests, provides us the data of the
perceived object and hence our expression, which is
dependent on these data, cannot provide us the cognition of
the object as otherwise or the cognition, which can generate
doubt. If a man is perceived, the mere representation of a
man bears no elements, which can generate doubt in the
form; ‘I am seeing a man or a trunk of a tree’ or which can
lead to think that what is known as a man is not an actual
man. If, on the other hand, there is the mere absence of the
perception of an object, it will lead to the cognition of its
non-existence, but it does not bear any element, which can
provoke doubt.

Apart from the above-mentioned two alternatives there may
be a third one. An object may be related to something that
seems to be perceived. When a rope is perceived as a
serpent, a rope is related to serpent, which seems to be
perceived, accepted by the Naiyayikas. In such cases,
Nagarjuna argues, there is only the false representation of a
serpent in the place of rope- this false representation of a
serpent is nothing but the lack of representation of rope
generated through the mere absence of its perception.
Hence there are no elements that can give rise to doubt.’

The Naiyayikas may come up with the following
justifications. To them doubt does not arise at all if there
were no reference (lfos pa, apeksa) to particular attributes
or peculiarities (khyad par, visesa). First, the Naiyayikas
give a description of an instance of doubt. After seeing an
object from a distance there arises an uncertain cognition or
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a wavering judgement (vimarsa), which provides an
uncertain cognition in the form: ‘It is a man or a trunk of a
tree’. In this case some common features between man and
a trunk of a tree are perceived. It is justified by the
definition-‘tad  anavadharanam  jianam  samsayah’.
Secondly, Vatsyayana explains how the doubt is resolved.
To him when the specific characters or differentiating
features of a man or a trunk of a tree is known, the doubt
ceases due to having certainty in the mind in the form-‘It is
a man or a trunk of a tree’. Lastly, Vatsyayana has added a
novel feature of doubt. For, the perceived object can be or
cannot be a man or a trunk of a tree, as the qualities
common to the both are seen. This uncertainty of mind can
generate a tendency to search (/tos pa, apeksd) for the
specific qualities, which can distinguish an object from the
other (khyad pa, visesa). As soon as these are available,
doubt is resolved. As these differentiating factors or ‘some
features different from that’ (de las gzan du na) are
searched for, it leads to the presupposition that doubt
persists in our minds. The ‘looking for’ or ‘the search of’
(Itos pa, apeksd) or ‘desire to know’ (bubhutsa) the specific
feature of the thing is the new element in Vatsyayana’s
definition of doubt (visesapeksah vimarsah samsayah).
Over all we get three stages: a) perception in a correct
cognition or erroneous cognition. b) The perception of
special features, which generate the correct cognition and
rectify the wrong one. c) There is a third moment when a
knower’s mind wavers due to the non-ascertainment of the
thing perceived, which leads to looking for the specific
character. The last one generates doubt in one’s mind.®
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Nagarjuna in his sitra xxiii has refuted the above-
mentioned view and proved that doubt does not exist at all.
As the doubt is nothing but a fiction to him, there is no
room for the relation between doubt and peculiarities. In
the stock example- whether it is a man or a trunk of a tree,
if the characteristic features distinguishing them are
perceived, there is no doubt at this moment, as it gives rise
to certain cognition presenting things as such (yan dag pa ji
Ita ba bzin du, yathabhiita), i.e., a man as a man or a trunk
of a tree as a trunk of a tree. On the other hand, if the
characteristics perceived are not adequate to give a correct
cognition, there is no doubt due to having ‘a lack of
cognition’ (mi ses pa, ajiana). In other words, if the
peculiarities of ascertaining an object exist, there is
knowledge. If these do not exist, or not perceived, there is
the lack of knowledge. The third alternative, which asserts
the existence and non-existence of peculiarities at the same
time, is denied by Nagarjuna. Hence doubt does not at all
exist.”

v

When Nagarjuna considers the third alternative, i.e., rope is
considered as serpent due to the lack of presentation of rope
(ajfiana), it reminds me the Mimamsa theory of error
technically called akhyativada. 1t explains error (e.g., snake
in the place of rope) as the absence of the knowledge of
discrimination  between snake and rope (yatra
vadadhyasastadvivekagrahanibandhano bhramah)."
Nagarjuna takes the same position when he says that the
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understanding of snake as rope is due to the absence of the
cognition of rope.

The Naiyayika could say that doubt arises when there is a
cognition touching both the alternatives
(ubhayakotikajiiana). When an object is known as either as
a man or a trunk of a tree, it is true that there is some lack
of cognition. It can be interpreted that when there is
cognition of a man, it is due to the lack of cognition of a
trunk of a tree. When there arises the cognition of a trunk
of a tree, it is due to the lack of the cognition of a man.
Whatever may be the case we must admit that there is
certainly a cognition sometimes taking man as its content
and sometimes taking a trunk of a tree as its content. An
individual’s mind waves between two cognitions
successively, but not simultaneously. That is why; such
wavering cognition arises from the mental state
metaphorized as the movement of the cradle
(dolacalacittavrtti). The cognition of a man may be caused
by the absence of the cognition of a trunk of a tree or
otherwise, but the existence of the cognition of a man for
one moment and the cognition of a trunk of a tree for the
next moment must be accepted. In this case the existence
and non-existence of the peculiarities in a man is known in
the successive moment, but not simultaneously as accepted
by Nagarjuna. Herein lies the difference between two
schools- Bauddha and Nyaya.

When the determinants are not available in determining the
nature of an object, doubt arises there. The absence of
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determining proof of an entity, which is the object of
knowledge, is the cause of doubt. Doubt plays a positive
role in generating critical thinking of mankind after
removing blind faith from them. In other words, doubt is
the revealer of the windows of our critical and open-
minded thinking. Considering this aspect Gautama has
enumerated it as one of the sixteen categories, the right
cognitions of which lead us to the land of success--
mundane and transcendental (nihsreyasadhigamah). To
Vatsyayana doubt has been given a due emphasis in Nyaya
on account of the fact that logic can alone be applied to the
object in doubt, but not to an object which is purely known
or unknown ( ‘Tatra nanupalabdhe na nirnite rthe nyayah
pravarttate. Kim tarhi? samsayite rthe’ -Nyayabhdasya on
sitra no.l.1.1.). From this statement it is proved that
Nagarjuna’s thesis that something is either known or
unknown is wrong. If it is known, he says, it is a kind of
valid cognition. If it is unknown, it is to be taken as
illusion. Vatsyayana is of the opinion that this is the ideal
case where we can have doubt. To him doubt is a kind of
intellectual activity arising out of the confrontation by two
different philosophical positions called paksa (thesis) and
pratipaksa (antithesis) at the same time.'"' To think an
entity as both known and unknown does not lead us to
admit its fictitious character, but it is a kind of doubt. This
view of the Naiyayikas will find support in Vacaspati
Misra’s Bhamati, where he accepts the dubious character of
an object as a criterion of an enquiry about it."?
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We may recall Udayana in this connection. To him if there
is mistrust among the family-members, social-beings etc,
our empirical doubt will not be possible. If, on the other
hand, there is no doubt, there does not arise any
philosophical ~enquiry (Saritkd cedanumdstyeva na
cecchanka tatastaram/ vyaghatavadhirasanka tarkah
Samkavadhirmatah.//)" If there is doubt, there is inferential
cognition or an inferential procedure is to be resorted to,
with a view to resolving doubt. If not, inference is
established easily. Such doubt is permissible so long there
does not arise self-contradiction (vyaghdata). Sometimes the
method of Tarka (reductio-ad-absurdum) is taken into
account. From this it is proved that doubt has got a positive
role in philosophical methodology if it is taken as a
category.

The Buddhists in general and Nagarjuna in particular
cannot accept the perceptibility and imperceptibility
simultaneously due to various presuppositions in their
minds. To them a perceptual entity remains only for a
moment, as per the theory of momentariness, and hence it
is of svalaksana nature. An imperceptible entity does not
come under the purview of it due its vitiation by the mental
constructions (kalpana) and hence it bears a character of
samanyalaksana. On account of such ontological
commitments, the Buddhist cannot feel the existence of the
contradictory properties in an entity. For this reason
Nagarjuna does not accept the existence and non-existence
of the peculiarities of an object at the same time, leading
him to the non-acceptance of doubt as an existent object.
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Thus Nagarjuna cannot accept the dubious character of an
object which is svalaksana (unique particular) in nature.

v

In the same way it has already been shown that doubt
(samsaya) is not to be taken as a witch (‘na hyevam sati
samkapisacyavakasamasadayati’) destroying all positive
actions. It may play a positive role, particularly in
philosophical analysis. Philosophy cannot go further, had
there been no confusion or doubt regarding some concepts.
The arousal of confusion leads to the composition of so
many commentaries like 77ka, Bhdasya, Vartika etc. That is
why; in philosophy no conclusion is to be taken as final but
ad hoc. One can easily doubt or challenge the thesis
propounded by an individual or a section of philosophers
and can refute or substantiate the earlier thesis. In this way,
philosophy grows through Pirvapaksa and Uttarapaksa
debate. Doubt is the seed through which the philosophical
plant grows and hence doubt is the mother of invention.

Apart from the above-mentioned arguments, we can supply
some more from common sense point of view. Any
discovery, scientific or philosophical, presupposes doubt
about something. Newton had discovered the law of
gravitation as he had some doubt regarding the falling of an
apple downwards. His doubt was why it cannot go up.
Before this apple had fallen down many times, but no
question was raised about it due to the absence of doubt.
That is why; doubt is taken as the key of discovery or
invention. Doubt prompts an individual to question
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regarding something. If there is questioning, it is to be
presupposed that there prevails a kind of doubt. Our
Upanisads start with a question from an innocent disciple.
The Kenopanisad has started with a question which runs as
follows: ‘kenesitam patati presitam manah, kena pranah
prathama praiti yuktah/ kenesitam vdacamimam vadanti
caksuh S$rotram ka u devo yunakti//”.'* That is, by whose
desire does our mind direct towards an object? By whom
our vital organ has received first prominence? Whose
desire does make, our speaking organs function? And by
whom our eye and hearing organs are engaged in revealing
the objects. Again, in Kathopanisad Naciketa, a
representative of the youth, asks the question of knowing
self to the great teacher Yama, which is very much
appreciated as ‘varanameso varastrtivah’ (i.e., among the
three boons third was the most desired one as it involves
doubt regarding self). Following the same line Maitreyt in
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad asks question to Yajhavalkya-
‘Yenaham namytam syam tenaham kim kuryama’ (What can
be done with that which cannot provide me Immortality?).
Even Narendranath who was known as Swami
Vivekananda afterwards went to Ramakrisna with a
question- ‘Have you seen God?’ All these questions are
prompted by some doubt regarding a particular object.
Keeping this in view Srimadbhagavad-gita has taken
pariprasna or repeatedly questioning as a method of
learning (pranipatena pariprasnena sevaya). In fact there
are three methods of learning- repeatedly questioning
(pariprasna), deep regards towards teachers (pranipata)
and service to the teachers (sevd). All these activities are
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backed by certain doubt to know the truth. In ancient time
when a student used to feel tension being disturbed by
some doubt regarding some incident, he tried to dispel his
doubt through questioning about this again and again to the
senior persons. Sometimes the teacher is given service to
get some enlightenment from him, which is also prompted
by doubt in mind on certain subject. It is already known to
us that a student having profound regards to his preceptor
can attain knowledge alone (Sraddhavan labhate jiianam).
One who has regards can attain education from the
preceptor and in this way doubt in the form of darkness is
dispelled. If we seriously think about it, the proper
education is meant for removing doubt from the mind.

Those who are engaged in laboratory for scientific
discovery try to dispel some sort of doubt there. Had there
been no doubt, no discovery is possible. That is why; we
get so many scientific discoveries. There are two types of
doubt- positive and negative. The positive doubts are called
non-pathological doubts which are otherwise called
epistemological or metaphysical doubts. These doubts are
virtuous in nature as they lead us to phenomenon of
philosophical analysis. At the same time there is another
type of doubt called pathological doubts which have no
importance in our philosophical enterprise. It has been said
in the Bhagavad-gita —‘samsayatma vinasyati’. Those who
are possessing doubt are ruined. For smooth running of our
empirical and spiritual life we must have a sense of reliance
towards our Vedic and secular codes that are called vidhi-s.
If we do not have reliability towards our laws formulated
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by the state machinery, our society would be turned into an
anarchic state, which is not desirable. That is why; we must
maintain the laws and orders in the society. If we always
nourish doubt, regarding the efficacy of such laws, we shall
refrain from obeying it, which ultimately leads to the world
of chaos technically called matsyanyaya. Just as big fishes
can swallow the smaller ones due to having greater
physical power, the powerful persons would have killed the
weaker section (Sile matsyanivapaksyan — durbalan
balavattarah). 1f we want to live in a society, we have to
maintain civic laws without any doubt on them. We always
depend on our near and dear relatives and hence some sort
of reliability lies on them. Had there been doubt, our life
would not have been smooth and steady. In habitual cases
(abhyasadasayam) we cannot doubt about the efficacy of
an object as told earlier. Depending on our past experience
we take food when hungry, drink water when thirsty, when
sick, take medicines, when tired take rest. These are
habitual behaviors grown after repeated experience. If
somebody expresses doubt even in these cases, this leads to
contradiction (vyaghdata). A question may be asked to a
person entertaining doubt- if doubt pertains whether water
will quench thirst or not then why does he ask for water?
Even after this if he carries on doubts about the efficacy of
water, food, medicine etc., then this doubt is to be taken as
pathological one having no importance in philosophical
activities. This type of doubt is taken as bhayavaha or
frightening. For the phenomenon of doubting may be
treated as psychological disorder. Such pathological doubt
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leads one to the state of disbalance described as a ruin or

vinasa.

The Samkhyakarika begins with enquiry being moved by
the suffering of three types (duhkhatrayabhighatad bhavati
jijiiasa).”> When an individual suffers from sorrow, he will
have doubt whether such suffering can be removed or not.
This doubt gives rise to the innovation of a path for it. In
Tattvakaumuds it has been explained that a sufferer has got
doubt about its removal, because such suffering cannot be
dispelled through an ordinary means (laukika updya). The
suffering related to body (adhyatmika duhkha) and
suffering caused by external factors like animal etc.
(adhibhautika duhkha) can somehow be managed if an
individual takes prior precaution. But doubt regarding its
removal is more prominent when we see our helplessness
in case of suffering arising out of Divine will (@dhidaivika
duhkha). The calamities caused by earth-quake, draught,
flood etc. are not under the control of human being and
hence it is under Divine will. So prior precaution cannot
help us to remove such suffering. Doubt becomes stronger
in such cases regarding the impossibility of its removal. To
the Samkhya system, the absolute cessation of suffering is
not possible even through the super-normal means
(alaukika updya). Doubt is clear when I$varakrsna has
prescribed a path, for the knowledge of discrimination
between Purusa and Prakrti. Most of the systems of Indian
Philosophy are found to be worried about suffering and its
removal. Hence Indian systems are not free from doubt,
giving rise to philosophical exercise.
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Again, a question may be raised that sometimes over
reliance on some authority; person or institution makes no
room for doubt which sometimes leads to a chaotic
situation. Just like over-confidence over-reliance is harmful
and hence the doubt on some principles of the authority or
person or institution makes them self-critical and self-
assessing. Doubt remaining in the opponents or critical
points helps them to rectify themselves. This is true in case
of philosophical or any type of writing. Had there been
doubt giving rise to critical analysis, the writer would have
been cautious in self-assessment leading to their self-
rectification. All these cases are the results of positive or
constructive or virtuous or non-pathological doubt and
hence its methodological value can never be ignored.
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Critique of Pramana and Samsaya (Doubt) in
Vaidalyasiutra of Nagarjuna

Dilipkumar Mohanta
Introduction:

My contention here is mainly text-based exposition of
Nagarjuna’s arguments against Gautama’s Nyayasiitra in
the context of pramana and samsaya (doubt). Apart from
occasional reply from the Nyaya position no elaborate
discussion is included in this presentation. Before entering
into the textual details let us put the gist of the arguments of
Nagarjuna. He raises the objection that as claimed by the
Nyaya philosopher, there is no necessary tie that exists
between the truth of any cognitive position and how do we
arrive at it. There lies an epistemic gap between our
available causal evidence and asserted content. Nagarjuna
is critical about any kind of cognitive claim for certitude.
He also questions the veracity of the law of excluded
middle. He tries to show the patent incompleteness and
inconsistency in the very assumption of the Nyaya
philosopher. If pramana-s are admitted as self-established
and prameya-s are by pramana-s, then this argument is
nothing but an exercise of dogmatism (drstivada). It will be
a case of assumption of putting it in privileged and
sacrosanct class without sufficient logical ground. If
pramanas are not prameya-dependent, then let prameya be
not dependent on pramanas. If pramanas do not require
premeya, then pramanas are pramanas of what? Let both
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be admitted as inter-dependent on this ground. Again, in
case of arguing for the validity of pramanas on the basis of
something external to pramana itself, this will lead to the
blemish of infinite regress. So in either way pramana
cannot be claimed as established. If pramanas themselves
as causal instruments (karanas) are not established, there is
no possibility of establishing prameya and prama. The
claim to the possibility of non-erroneous and certain
presentational cognition thus remains unestablished.
Therefore, the very possibility of non-erroneous and certain
cognition is doubtful. There cannot be any such thesis.
Because, no knowledge-claim can be accepted as
absolutely indubitable or certain. Our judgments are never
free from obscurity and uncertainty. Had it been so, the
question like ‘Is the judgment true?’ could not be raised.
This indicates that there always remains an epistemic gap
between our available evidence and asserted content. The
no certainty position is followed from the ‘No Criterion
Argument’ (refutation of Pramana). For Nagarjuna, in this
strict sense ‘certainty’ here means ‘absolute certainty’ and
this is next to impossibility. He questions the Nyaya
Cognitivist’s assumption that the Law of Excluded Middle
cannot be doubted. The claimer of the possibility of
knowledge relies on the assumption that the judgment
about the world of fact (either bhava or abhava) is either
true or false. You are to accept either ‘p or not-p’; there is
no other alternative. But Nagarjuna finds no sufficient
rational ground to accept either of the two. To him, to any
pro-argument for a thesis there is an equally strong counter-
argument, and therefore, honestly speaking, he cannot have
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any position to put forward or a thesis of his own. “The
great individuals hold no thesis and are without disputes.
How can there be a counter- thesis for those who do not
have a thesis? When one assumes any position /thesis, one
is destroyed by the deceitful poisonous snakes of the
afflictions. Those individuals whose minds lack any
position / thesis will not be destroyed”' The shunning of all
standpoints (sarvadrstiprahana) is the main content of
Miila-madhyamaka-karika. 1t is a kind of philosophy with
'no-position, no thesis'. It ends with contextual refutation of
all views and with no further assertion. With these pre-
requisites let us discuss the textual position of
Vaidalyasiitra of Nagarjuna in the context of pramana and
prama.

Refutation of Pramana:

In the Treatise of Tearing (Vaidalyasitra) Nagarjuna
refutes the claims made by pramanavadi philosophers. In
the Aphorism of Logic (Nyayasiitra), Gautama, the founder
of the Nyaya school of philosophy has asserted the
existence of sixteen objects of knowledge or in short,
knowable beginning with the causal instrument of knowing
(pramana). The realists in general, and the Nyaya
philosophers in particular admit the independent existence
of knowable and causal instrument of knowing, and on the
basis of this admittance, they developed their knowledge-
claims. It is quite natural that Nagarjuna who is engaged to
question any kind of absolute claim about knowledge and
to refute all kinds of exclusivism about what is real would
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advance intensive criticism against the Nyaya realism and
as a matter of fact, Nagarjuna has applied dialectics to tear,
to refute the Nyaya assumption of the sixteen independent
categories to pieces. So Vaidalyasiitra or ‘the Aphorism of
Tearing’ or ‘Treatise of Tearing’ aims at demolishing or
refuting the Nyaya philosophy of Gautama primarily and
secondarily the other allied matters admitted also by other
realist philosophers of philosophical debate-tradition. > He
devoted nineteen verses numbering from 2 to 19 of
Vaidalyasiitra® and twenty verses numbering from 31 to 51
of Vigrahavyavartani > in order to refute the Nyaya claim
for independent existence of pramana and prameya. If this
claim of the Nyaya Cognitivist is refuted, then logically
there cannot be any claim in favor of the possibility of valid
cognition (pramd) which is necessarily characterized by
‘non-promiscuity’ and ‘certitude’.

Though Nagarjuna has not mentioned the name of
Aksapada Gautama in this Treatise of Tearing/ Refutation,
yet from the close reading of the text it is evident that it is
Gautama’s sixteen categories or the objects of knowledge
which have been subjected to tearing into pieces one by
one. Gautama in the very first aphorism of his Treatise on
Logic (Nyayasutra) states that the right cognition of the
sixteen knowables will lead to emancipation (nisreyasah).
The sixteen categories, according to Gautama, are 1) the
causal instrument of knowing (pramana), 2) the object of
knowing (prameya), 3) doubt (samsaya), 4) the purpose of
activity  (prayojana), 5) the corroborative example
(drstanta), 6) the proved thesis (siddhanta), 7) the inference
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component (avayava), 8) the hypothetical argument (farka),
9) the final ascertainment (nirnaya), 10) debate for the final
ascertainment (vada), 11) the debating maneuver (jalpa),
12) the commitmentless denial (vitanda), 13) the pseudo-
probans (hetvabhdsa), 14) the purposive distortion of the
counter-thesis (chala), 15) the futile rejoinder based on
mere similarity or dissimilarity (jati) and 16) the point of
defeat (nigraha-sthana). The right cognition of the afore-
said categories of knowing leads, according to Gautama to
the attainment of the highest good (nisreyasah). All these
sixteen categories of knowing have been refuted by
Nagarjuna one by one.

In the 1% aphorism Nagarjuna uses the word ‘yah’ (who) to
indicate the author of Nyayasiitra and his followers. This is
in our opinion the philosophers who admit the objective
reality of the aforesaid categories as independently existing
and who on the logical strength of their admission express
pride and arrogance in philosophical circle are Nyaya
philosophers. Nagarjuna thus starts his refutation right from
the causal instrument of knowing (pramana) and stops with
the refutation of the point of defeat (nigrahasthana). An
important question may arise here: why is Nagarjuna silent
about ‘the right cognition of real that leads to emancipation
(tattva-jiianannihsreyasah), an important component of the
first aphorism of Gautama’s ‘Nyaya-sitra’? It is our
considered opinion that it is the liberty of the author of any
philosophical treatise to put something where it suits the
most in his opinion. And as a matter of fact, Nagarjuna has
not left it untouched in his refutation. In the sixty sixth
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aphorism of ‘Vaidalyasitra® Nagarjuna clearly states,
‘samastottaresvayam prasangahsyat’ — that is to say,
Nagarjuna intends to tell us here that one who understands
his refutation from ‘pramana to nigrahasthana’
understands that in other remaining matters, the refutation
would follow automatically from the aforesaid refutations
done by him.* In other words, when all sixteen categories
of the Nyaya are refuted how can there be any knowledge
of what is real? And in such a situation ‘the possibility of
the question of emancipation through the knowledge of
what is real’ stands irrelevant. It is to be noted here that
after refuting the Nyaya claim with regard to pramana and
prameya, Nagarjuna has used the Sanskrit word ‘nisedha’
right from the refutation of doubt to the refutation of the
point of defeat. The word nisedha is ordinarily translated
into English as ‘negation’. But the word ‘negation’ is used
as ‘propositional negation’ (paryuddsa pratisedhah) as
well as ‘simple negation’(prasajya pratisedhah). > In the
first type of negation, if we negate ‘P’ as false, we are
compelled to admit ‘Not-P’ as true. But in ‘pure negation’
we negate something without any commitment, that is to
say, without any possibility of admitting ‘the counter-
thesis’. Here Nagarjuna’s use of the Sanskrit word
‘nisedha’ 1s to be understood in the second sense of
negation, that is to say, as ‘refutation -- pure and simple’.

But the Nyaya philosopher might argue here that
Nagarjuna’s “No thesis is a thesis”. The very denial of the
veracity of all pramana is self-referring, because otherwise
it cannot make any ‘sense’. But from Nagarjuna’s side it
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could be said that the Nyaya charge is based on the
dogmatic assumption that “nothing is equal to something”.
If I am asked whether there is ‘anybody’ in my room of the
Guest House of the University of Rajasthan now and if |
reply, “there is nobody” do I mean ‘somebody’ by the word
‘nobody’? The answer is in the negative. When Nagarjuna
rejects all pramanas his rejection is to understood as ‘meta-
level’ statement, a second order activity where to deny ‘p’
does not necessarily imply the admission of ‘not- p’. Let
me take two statements: “‘Dog' has four legs” and “ 'Dog'
has three letters”. In the first one I am speaking about the
animal called ‘DOG’ and in the second I am speaking about
the grammatical word “DOG” and by no means the two can
be called the same sort of entity. Here Nagarjuna would
suggest the Nyaya Philosopher to take little effort to
understand the distinction between ‘object-level” and
‘meta-level’ statements.” There is no room for
'inconsistency phobia or self contradiction'. His statements
are to be understood as ‘negations of their opposites’.” He
only questions the exclusive categorization of our possible
worlds as ‘either ‘p’ or ‘not-p’. If something is not possible
how can it be necessary? If something is not necessary,
then its denial does not lead to contradiction. In the denial
of four possible ways of know-ability ‘p’ is ‘true for’ a
specific set of individuals and ‘not-p’ stands for a separate
set of individuals. The world of know-ability is a fluid one
with all its fuzzy and definitely categorically indefinable
character. We see only relative, context-bound,
interdependent existence. Let us be non-assertive about
categorical / independent existence of pramana and
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prameya. It would allow us to be open-ended and be non-
egoist, and always ready to learn. Let us now see how
Nagarjuna carries further his refutation in Vaidalya-siitra
from the 2" aphorism to aphorism 19",

In the 2™ aphorism Nagarjuna begins his refutation with
the criticism of pramana and prameya as independently
real. According to Nagarjuna, this claim of the Nyaya
philosopher is unjustified. The so-called differentiating
marks between the two are confusing. Neither the first nor
the second can be established as existing something
independent of others. The so-called causal instrument of
knowing is worthy of name pramana only when there
exists a knowable, prameya. This means that without the
knowable, the pramana stands as the causal instrument of
nothing. Again, a knowable (prameya) as the object of
knowing is worthy of name only when there exists an
instrument of knowing which causally justifies it. A
pramana is the causal proof for a knowable being existing.
This shows that one is claimed to be established as existing
depending on the other and vice versa. The rigid distinction
between the two, Nagarjuna argues, does not seem to hold
good and as such the defining features of the two would
become inter-changeable and they stand worthy of their
names only on the basis of the mutual relation of
dependence. In other words, the defining features of the
one becomes applicable to the other and vice versa and this
amounts to say that any one of them would function both as
the causal instrument of knowing and as the knowable
which may create a very confusing situation. This shows
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that neither of them as existing is established in the sense in
which the Nyaya philosopher holds.

In the 3" aphorism Nagarjuna develops a fresh argument
against the claim of independent existence of pramana and
prameya. What is dependently existent is devoid of its own
nature and what is devoid of any nature of its own cannot
be established as an independent category. In other words,
there is no substantiality, no essence. It is a mistake,
according to Nagarjuna, to classify in absolute sense the
furniture of the world into sixteen independent categories.
The arising of a pot cannot be explained had it been
existing independent of others. In such a case, it could not
have been arisen depending on clay, instrument say a stick,
the usually known causal conditions for arising of the pot.
On the other hand, if something is independent, and by its
own nature is non-existent like sky-flower or rabbit’s horn,
that is called fictitious. Nothing can be classified as both
existing and non-existing in this sense. Neither pramana
nor prameya can be classified either as existent or nor-
existent or both because of their own dependent nature.

The pramana-theorists like Nyaya philosophers may object
here that the pramana is required to establish the prameya,
the knowable. The pramana is like a weighing instrument
and just as the weighing instrument measures other objects,
pramana establishes prameya. In response to such an
explanation in favour of the independent existence of
pramana Nagarjuna advances subtler implication of this
and derives absurdity from it. He argues that if we admit
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that pramana is required as the causal instrument in order
to establish the knowable, prameya but pramana itself
belongs to a ‘self-establishing, privileged and sacrosanct’
class then the pramana-theorist would be introducing
arbitrariness and dogmatism (drstivada). And without
sufficient logical ground the admission of the distinction
between pramana and prameya is as good as admitting
inconsistency and discord. Again, another implication of
admitting pramana as self-established may amount to say
that pramana is established independent of prameya. In
fact, in such a situation it would cease to be a pramana,
because it would be the pramana of nothing. If one is
established, however, through the other and vice versa, then
none of them would have an independent nature. It would
further be a case of proving what is already proved
(siddhasadhana), because of the assumption that prameya
is already established. In that case the necessity of pramana
itself for establishing prameya becomes superfluous. And
when the independent nature of both pramana and prameya
remains un-established, the so-called ‘knowledge claim’ by
the Nyaya cognitivism becomes unwarranted.

The 4™ aphorism also contains the examination of the
Nyaya cognitivist’s arguments in favour of the existence of
pramana as an independent category. The pramana-theorist
here introduces the analogy of weighing scale. But
Nagarjuna refutes the justifiability of the analogy of the
weighing scale or a lamp-light. What itself is not
established cannot be the causal instrument for establishing
others. If in order to avoid the arising of the aforesaid
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question it is said that a pramana is established by another
pramana, then the so-called first instance of pramana
would turn out to be a prameya. In that case how can we
distinguish between a pramana and a prameya?

But the pramana-theorist may, however, argue here that a
pramana is just like a lamplight which illuminates others as
well as itself and when a pramana is established through
other pramana, that other one is also a pramana. But
Nagarjuna at this juncture brings the charge of infinite
regress against the pramana-theorist. If in order to avoid
the charges of non-accordance and of dogmatism, the
pramana-theorist adopts that a pramana is established by
another pramana of the same type or of different type, this
would instead of providing any justification for establishing
pramana as existing simply invite infinite regress. To cite
an example of the first alternative, we may say that a
perception, say P' is established through another
perception, say P?, and P> by P’ and so on, and for the
second alternative, a perception, say P is established
through an inference say F, and so on. But in either case,
the blemish of infinite regress would be inevitable. The net
outcome, according to Nagarjuna, is that the existence of
pramana is not established.

The fifth and the sixth aphorisms contain a possible
counter-argument by the cognitivist Nyaya philosopher and
the refutation of that counter-argument by Nagarjuna. We
see in the Nyayasitra 2.2.19 that there is comparison of
pramana to a lamp-light (pradipa). Light is the revealer of
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objects. But we do not require any other thing for revealing
the existence of light itself. Pramana, according to
Gautama, functions in this manner in order to establish the
existence of prameya. But Nagarjuna, however, shows the
unfitness of the afore-said analogy in the 6th aphorism.
Darkness is opposite / contrary to light and there is no
generally admitted connecting tie between the two. As
there is no established connecting tie between the two, the
light cannot be said to reveal objects being in connection
with darkness. Now if light is in no way in connection with
darkness, how can it destroy darkness? In a similar way it is
absurd to say that prameya is established by pramana. To
strengthen his refutation, Nagarjuna in the 7 aphorism
introduces a possible analogy in favour of the opponent and
refutes it subsequently. The opponent may argue that
though light is not outwardly in connection with darkness,
yet it can illuminate the object destroying darkness as it is
seen in case of the hurtful influences of planets upon
human beings despite there is no contact between the two.
Similarly light can destroy darkness, though there is no
direct contact between light and darkness. This shows that
for influencing the cessation of darkness by light no direct
contact is necessary between the two.

But Nagarjuna refutes this possibility and considers the
new analogy given by the opponent not only unfit but also
contradictory to the example. In the given analogy, planets
and individual human beings who are said to be affected by
the inferences of the planets, both have bodies. But it is not
fit for the case of light. In case of an individual, say
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Devadatta or Brahmadatta, it has a body to be affected by
the evil influences of the planets. But this is not the case
with darkness. Now if it is argued that even in the absence
of any contact light destroys darkness, then it must also be
admitted that a lamplight in a particular room is also able to
destroy the darkness that prevails in the interior of the
caves of the mountain or a distant dark place is illuminated
by the lamp-light of this room.

In the 9™ aphorism Nagarjuna continues his refutation of
pramana. He says that darkness is considered as the
absence of light. And both the common people as well as
the scholars admit that darkness being the absence of light
does not have any independent nature, that is to say, it does
not exist independently. Now if lamplight is compared to
pramana and darkness to prameya, then in the absence of
prameya, (i.e. darkness) the role of pramana (i.e. light)
becomes irrelevant. So light cannot be claimed to be
established as the illuminator of darkness. And this proves
that the example of light and darkness is not a suitable one.
Moreover, this 9"aphorism elaborates another dimension of
the same argument. It is logically arguable that light can
illuminate itself if and only if there is darkness. But light
and darkness are mutually exclusive and therefore are
contradictory and on account of this the claim that the
presence of darkness is to be eliminated by the presence of
lamplight remains unestablished.

In the 10™aphorism Nagarjuna has constructed a counter-
argument, we would like to call it ‘darkness-analogy’ in
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contrast to the Nyaya-cognitivist’s argument what we have
titled as ‘l/ight analogy’. The Nyaya cognitivists argue that
light illuminates other things as well as itself. Analogous to
this, we may say, according to Nagarjuna, that ‘darkness
conceals the existence of itself as well as of other things.’
But as a matter of fact, though darkness conceals the
presence of other things, it does not conceal the presence of
itself. What is evident here is that the claim of the
pramanavadin’s is not justified.

Next Nagarjuna tries to show that neither pramana nor
prameya can be established as existing in any of the three
times. The 11th aphorism thus continues the refutation of
pramana in a broad sense introducing the temporal
consideration of pramana and prameya. Nagarjuna argues
that if pramana is meant to establish prameya (as existing),
then it must exist either ‘before or after’ prameya or it must
be admitted that pramana and prameya are simultaneous.
According to Nagarjuna, none of the afore-said alternatives
are tenable. If pramana is temporally ‘before’ prameya,
then it must be admitted that ‘pramana exists when
prameya does not exist. But in that case pramana itself
cannot be worthy of its name; because without prameya, it
is pramana of nothing. The cognitivists themselves defined
pramana as the causal instrument of knowing and prameya
as the object of knowing. So in the absence of the knowable
how can the causal instrument of knowing be worthy of its
name? Again, if it is argued that pramana exists after the
knowable, prameya, then it must also be admitted that even
in the absence of the causal instrument of knowing, the
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object of knowing, the knowable (prameya) is already
established (as existing), and in that case, there would not
be any necessity for the role of pramana. We cannot
logically any more say that pramana is required to establish
prameya. But it is absurd to admit something as the causal
instrument which comes into being affer the very object
whose existence is already established. And something
being a causal instrument of knowing must be temporally
prior to the object of knowing. This shows that something
existent and something non-existent may be seen at the
same time. But our practical experiences show that even the
simultaneous existence of pramana and prameya cannot
establish pramana as the causal instrument of establishing
prameya just as the fact of simultaneity in existence of two
horns of a bull cannot prove that the left horn causes the
right horn.

In the 12"aphorism Nagarjuna apprehends another counter-
argument from the pramana-theorists like a Naiyayika. The
objection is that if you deny the existence of pramana in
three times, the denial is not established as existing in any
of the three times. If you deny everything, then you cannot
deny the fact that ‘you are denying’. If you do not deny the
fact that ‘you are denying’ then you are not denying
everything. Only foolish or a mad person can deny all
pramanas, all positions. Such a person can first burn his
own finger in order to burn others’ finger later. It involves
self-refutation. ®
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But Nagarjuna in the 13"aphorism eliminates the
possibility of the afore-said counter-argument as non-
sensical. It is an admitted position to all that if something is
negated earlier, then from that negation the existence of
that thing cannot be followed. When something, say,
pramana is negated as existing, it is non-sensical to argue
that here ‘negation’ itself is established as something
existing. It is as good as saying ‘nobody’ is ‘somebody’. In
such a situation, we are to accept the non-sensical
derivation from “There is nobody” to “There is somebody
who is called nobody”. Candrakirti for a similar occasion
states that suppose, A asks B for something and B replies “I
have nothing to give.” Then A again says, “Give me that
nothing.” (voh na kificidapi te panyam ddasyamityuktah, sa
ced ‘“‘dehi bhostadevamahyam na kificinnamapanyam” iti
bruyat, sa keno payena sakyah panyabhavam grahayitum”®
Here A’s understanding of the meaning of the word
‘nothing’ as ‘something’ is ‘non-sensical’. Similarly, when
the opponent’s cognitivistic position is negated, that is to
say, as the claim that “pramana and prameya are existent
and the former causally establishes the latter” is already
negated, it must be admitted, that from the fact of negation
of their existence, their existence cannot be claimed to be
established.

In the 14™ and lSthaphorisms Nagarguna simply continues
the implication of his refutation of pramana and prameya
as existing. His main contention is that once the claim for
the independent existence of pramana and prameya has
been shown unjustified, there remains no further scope or
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necessity for debate.'” However, Nagarjuna sharpens his
refutation of pramana-prameya tradition by saying further
that even if the negatum is non-existent, yet the negation is
meaningful. How? He explains that in negation we deal
with the concept of negation and with the claim about
something being negated. Nagarjuna’s aim in this ‘Treatise
of Refutation/Tearing’ 1is to demolish the wrong
philosophies and so he also refutes the idea of something
non-established posing as existing something.

But the opponents (i.e. the pramanavadins), however, may
loom a fresh argument in defense of their claim from the
right act of knowing. They would begin with the first
pramana, say perception. The cognition which yields the
correct object is called right (yathartha) and only with
correct cognition of object, we feel temptation of
performing or non-performing certain acts. Nagarjuna
states this in the 16™ aphorism and examines this claim in
the 17"aphorism. His point is that even if for the sake of
argument we admit the existence of pramana, this by no
means constitutes any guarantee for the existence of
prameya as established. If something is a knowable for its
being something perceived or inferred, then there is no
meaning in saying that it independently exists. Therefore,
the independent existence of prameya is not established
even if the existence of pramana is admitted. And what is
true about perception and inference with regard to their
respective knowable is also true about other pramana-s and
their respective knowable.
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If it is said by the opponent (i.e. the Nyaya cognitivist) that
in the instance of a pot, the knowable is the pot and the idea
of the pot is the causal instrument of knowing, Nagarjuna
keeps himself ready with a fresh refutation. ‘What is an
idea about something?’ asks Nagarjuna. The idea arises out
of sense-object-contact in knowledge-episode. The pot
constitutes a determining condition only with regard to the
function of pramana. But the idea cannot be the causal
instrument of knowing. Again, the pot cannot fulfill the
sufficient condition to be a knowable in the true sense,
according to Nagarjuna. The idea of the pot is temporarily
prior to the cognition of the pot and therefore, it is non-
existent during the time of cognition. In order to be a
knowable, the pot must be independently existent at the
time of cognizing. Since in the given instance, the pot does
not fulfill this condition, it cannot be established as the
right object of knowing. Nyayasitra (1.1.1) also
characterizes prameya as  “‘atma-sarire-indriyartha-
buddhi-manah-pravrtti-dosa pretyabhava-phala-

’

dukhapavargastu-prameyam” — this is to say, soul, bodies,
senses, intellect, mind ...... suffering, liberation etc. are
knowables. These are claimed to be established by the four
different types of pramana, according to Nyaya. Nagarjuna,
therefore, in the 19thaphorism continues his refutation of

pramana including its varieties.
Refutation of Doubt:

Nagarjuna tries to strengthen his refutation of the pramana-
prameya trend of philosophical investigation by way of



116 I Critique of Pramana and Samsaya (Doubt) in Vaidalyasiitra of Nagarjuna

criticizing doubt as a pertinent knowable. All furniture of
the world, as we have discussed earlier, are classified under
several sets of knowable. In Nyaya system of philosophy
knowledge is taken as something which always points
beyond itself. A piece of cognition is valid if it can give us
an indubitably true awareness of an object that exists
independently. Nagarjuna’s main concern in the refutation
of Nyaya position here is not to say that what we know
about the world is false; rather he maintains that the
knowledge-claims made in the Nyaya philosophy of
Gautama are not supported by adequate logical grounds. In
Nyaya doubt (samsaya) is one of the indispensable
categories of knowing, because it is the necessary pre-
condition for any philosophical investigation. The ipso-
facto doubt is to be dispelled by thorough investigation
through pramana. Unless there is initial doubt, the
necessity of admitting the existence of pramana and
prameya cannot be explained. Nagarjuna, therefore, refutes
the existence of doubt as a prameya as classified in
Gautama’s  Nyayasitra. In the 20"aphorism  of
Vaidalyasiitra Nagarjuna apprehends the Nyaya position
with a possible argument. This is that doubt cannot be
arisen about an unreal object and therefore, it exists.
Nagarjuna examines three possibilities — the object of doubt
may be something perceived or non-perceived or
something seemingly perceived. In none of the cases, it is
logically justified to admit the existence of doubt as an
independent category of knowable. The object of doubt is
characterized by two mutually contrary attributes; here our
mind vacillates between the two and unless this peculiar
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characteristic is attributed to the same object of knowledge,
doubt would not be established as existing. But before
elaborating Nagarjuna’s arguments against doubt as an
existing knowable it is important to discuss, at least in
short, the necessity of combating doubt according to
Nagarjuna. Nagarjuna makes it clear in his commentary just
before the 20%aphorism that the Nyaya pramanavadin
might argue that the pramana-prameya tradition is not
refutable, because even the argument that ‘what is called
pramana turns out to be a prameya and vice-versa’ refers to
the existence of doubt. And it enables the pramanavadin-s
to admit pramana and prameya as existing because they are
the objects to which doubt refers. Doubt is accepted as an
existing knowable in the Nyaya set of knowable and for
this an unreal or a non-existing object cannot be referred by
doubt. This is precisely the reason why Nagarjuna takes so
much care in refuting doubt as an independent category of
knowable. In order to refute the pramanavadin’s new
argument in favour of the existence of pramama and
prameya, Nagarjuna in the 20thaphorism contends that
doubt is not possible about the perceived objects nor about
the non-perceived objects nor even about the seemingly
perceived objects. What is perceived is apprehended,
cognized with certitude as existing. What is not-perceived
is also apprehended, cognized with certitude as non-
existing. So in these two cases, there is no possibility of
doubt. Now remains the third possibility that is to say, the
cases of seemingly perceived objects. When a piece of rope
is seemed to appear as a snake, the object is cognized not
with real defining characteristics but with the
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characteristics of something other than itself. So the
cognition is surely a case of false cognition; there is no
scope for uncertainty in that cognition. And since there is
no scope of uncertainty, there is no possibility of doubt.
The spirit of Nagarjuna’s refutation here seems to be as
follows: Ascertainment of something by perception is a
piece of confirmed cognition about that thing’s existence.
In fact, when we perceive something, we do have a mental
picture of the object of the said perception. When we
perceive something as a tree-trunk, we are sure about its
existence. In case of true perceptual cognition there is
always an element of certitude. The same is true about
other alternatives. Even the case of false perception of a
snake in a rope is not a case of doubt during the time of
perception or after perception, because in that case there is
the absence of representation of mental picture of a rope
but there is no sufficient condition for producing doubt as
we usually find in the example of the mere non-perception.

In Gautama’s Nyayasitra, doubt is called a kind of
wavering cognition (vimarsa) (samana-aneka-dharma-
upapatteh vipratipatteh upalabdhi-anupalabdhi-
avyavasthatah ca visesa-apeksah vimarsah samsayah —
1.1.23). It is the contradictory ‘apprehension about the
same knowable which relies on the recollection of the
specific distinguishing marks of each.” The five varieties of
doubt are due to five different causal conditions. When we
recollect the unique features of each objects and we are
indecisive about the nature of the yonder object because of
the apprehension of common features we have the
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contradictory cognition of the same object. This is the first
form of doubt. There we find common features, -- like the
length and the breadth, between the man and the tree-trunk.
From a distant place an yonder object may be perceived
having the common features of the tree-trunk and the man.
Next because of the nearness we can see the specific
features of the moving of hand and feet etc. which
distinguish it from a tree-trunk and we have the cognition
of a man. Nagarjuna’s point is that there cannot be any
relation between the state of doubt and the unique feature’s
awareness. The confusing features assigned to the same
object is the distinguishing mark of doubt. According to
Nagarjuna, this is not possible. In the 22"aphorism
Nagarjuna argues that the confusing features of the yonder
object which is the distinguishing mark of doubt may either
be known or unknown. If it is known, then there cannot be
any scope for doubt. Even if it is not known, then also there
is no possibility of doubt. When we know that there is tree-
trunk or this is a man, in either case, there is no doubt. In
either case it is the right cognition. If on the other hand the
exact features of the object are unknown, it is then
cognized (i.e. known) as unknown. There is also no scope
for uncertainty. The cognition of distinguishing unique
features of existence and non-existence cannot be possible
in the same time. This leads Nagarjuna to conclude that the
existence of doubt cannot logically be established.

These objections of Nagarjuna have immense value in the
philosophical debate between the Nyaya of Gautama and
the Madhyamaka critique of Gautama’s categories of
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knowable. In the second chapter of the Nyayasiitra while
examining different objections against doubt Gautama in a
very subtle way criticized the arguments of Nagarjuna.
Gautama in Nyayasiitra 1-5 elaborates the objections
against doubt and in 6-7 sitra-s tries to defend the Nyaya
position. The objections against Gautama’s understanding
of doubt as a separate category of existents have been
elaborated by Vatsyayana in his commentary and it is
noticeable that the second and the fifth objections are
directly the objections raised by Nagarjuna in
Vaidalyasitra (i.e. 20-22 sutra-s). Whether Gautama
himself in the second part of Nyaya-siitra (i.e. 2.1.1 —2.1.7)
could answer Nagarjuna’s charges or whether any later
Nyaya philosopher is successful in meeting the charges
raised by Nagarjuna is a separate issue and this needs
further research by the competent researchers who are well-
versed in the development of both Nyaya and Madhyamaka
traditions.

Concluding Remarks:

From what has been explained above there seems to be no
commonly shareable ground where both of them (Gautama
and Nagarjuna) can meet. Rather they seem to be walking
on two parallel tracks without any meeting-point.
Sometimes they use the same term in two different senses —
‘relative’ and ‘absolute’ - due to the difference in their
meta-theoretic presuppositions. But this does not imply that
the skeptical charges of Nagarjuna leaves the arena of
knowledge empty-handed. Nagarjuna is right in pointing
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out that the Nyaya cognitivist’s conception of knowledge is
not well-defined and that the knowledge-claim and its
causal ground is not sufficiently well-connected. The risk
of incoherence seems to be an in-eliminable fact of
epistemic enterprise and a Nagarjunian philosopher with
skeptical orientation can avoid it by using different levels
of language. Even when all object-level statements are
asserted to be false it cannot affect the truth-status of the
meta-level one. In meta-language the limits of our ordinary
language can be conceived. This type of analysis seeks a
much deeper root of our linguistic aberrations. All
linguistic ~assertions are vitiated by some inner
contradictions. The remedy, as would have been suggested
by the non-cognitivists like Nagarjuna, is the rejection of
language as an adequate instrument for any veridical
description of the real. It seems to be just on virtually the
entire gamut of the subsidiary issues, related to the
insufficiency of our knowledge. Nagarjuna s statements are
to be understood as negations of their opposites. The over-
all ever dynamism in the context of knowledge will lead to
an open question device applicable to all kinds of ‘theory-
making’ regarding the infallibility of knowledge. The
lacking in finalization and openness are the key notes of
research for the philosophers with skeptical orientation.
Such a philosopher understands the progress of science as a
fundamentally historical project. The moot question here is
not that a scientific theory is absolutely wrong and another
theory is absolutely right. Scientific theories, as we know,
are all the time ‘better and better approximation and one is
developed upon the realization of the limitation of the
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earlier one’. The Nagarjunian skeptic’s rejection of the Law
of Excluded Middle seems to be consistent with the
presupposition of many valued logic. It is a kind of logic
that also works on modality. Our possible world does not
have the exclusive categorization of “either “p” or “not-p”’.
And if something is not possible how can it be necessary?
If Mp then Lp. Therefore, the law of excluded Middle is
not necessary. If something is not necessary, then its denial
does not lead to contradiction. Like a Cognitive Skeptic
Nagarjuna’s use of negation in Indian philosophy is not
propositional but rather pure or simple which may be
called “verbally bound predicate negation’. In actual state
of affairs in the world there are ill-defined and vague areas
where we are incapable of saying whether the concept or its
negation is applicable to it. The Nagarjunian skeptic points
his finger to this important fact of our epistemic discourse.
The Nyaya philosopher uses hypothetical reasoning (tarka)
within the scope of only two alternative possibilities where
one is the exhaustive denial of the other. But Nagarjuna’s
rejection of each possible alternatives in a different context
enables him to exercise the art of non-asserting and his use
of dialectics is a case of negation of unrestricted principle
of Reduction ad Absurdum, which is rather a case of de-
conditioning instead of deconstruction. The Nyaya
philosopher uses paryudasa pratisedha whereas Nagarjuna
uses prasajya pratisedha and this roughly corresponds to
Johnson’s understanding of the difference between ‘s is
not-p’ and ‘s is non-p’.'' Nagarjuna negates different
possibilities separately and in different senses. Like the
cognitive skeptics in Western philosophy we cannot deny
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that Nagarjuna ‘has fought a stiff fight and has won many
battles in its course’. Do the repeated cognitivistic efforts
ensure our claim to know in absolute term?'? However, it
is indeed admirable that many required clarification',
regarding our claim about the nature of knowledge, can
solely be gained “by analyzing how the key arguments
deployed by the skeptic fail in the final analysis to establish
his governing conclusion of the illegitimacy of claims to

14

knowledge.” ™ This presupposition is based on experience
that we ‘cannot know’ more things than we ‘can know’. In
other words, it is possible to say that whatever we can
know is interdependent, relative and context-bound. There
cannot be any absolute claim about the nature of the world.
Context-free absolute claim is a non-sense. The world of
our know-ability is a fluid one with all its fuzzy and
definitely indefinable character. Our experiential data
cautiously tell us that we cannot exhaustively demarcate in
exclusive terms anything in the world as either real or
unreal and therefore, cannot make any statement either as
true or false in absolute or categorical term. All objects of
the world have relative, context-bound, interdependent
existence in our actual experience. Nasti ca mama
pratijid,- I have no thesis to advance. Let us learn to be
non-assertive and avoid dogmatism, be open-ended and
always ready to learn, and be non-egoist."

[This paper is the revised version of the paper presented in
the International Conference on ‘Doubt and Knowledge’
organized by The Advanced Centre of Philosophy,
University of Rajasthan, Jaipur from March 15--17, 2019
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It is interesting to note that Buddha himself was in favour of
critical analysis before accepting or rejecting any view. “To judge
the purity of gold, it is burnt, cut and rubbed. In the same way,
carefully examine the teachings I gave you. If you find truth in
them, follow them zealously, do not have hatred for others, simply
because it is not ours... Oh Bhiksu! Examine what is said by me
through critical reason before admitting it. Please do not admit it
just out of blind reverence or faith upon me”, said by Gautama
Buddha to his first five disciple. (‘Tapacchedacca nikasat
suvarnamiva panditaih, pariksyamadvacagrahyam, bhiksave! Na tu
gauravat’--See, Santideva, Tattvasarmgraha, Karika, 3587) ; In the
Digha Nikaya “Kesaputtara Kalamasutta” we see that “It is proper
for you, Oh! Kalamas, to doubt, to be uncertain, do not be led by
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reports, or tradition, or hearsay. Do not be led by the authority of
religious texts, nor by mere logic or inference, nor by considering
appearances; nor by delight in speculative opinions, nor by
seeming possibilities, nor by the idea, this ascetic is our teacher.
But rather, when you yourselves know [that] certain things are
unwholesome and wrong, [that such] things are censured by the
wise, and when undertaken, such things lead to harm, [then]
abandon them.” [DN 1.4]
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Samsaya, Jiiana and Karma in the Bhagavadgita

Binod K. Agarwala

[Abstract: In the Bhagavadgita Krsna is presented as the
best destroyer of samsaya. Samsaya in Vedic tradition
means not only cognitive uncertainty and doubt but also
conative irresolution and hesitation to perform action. It is
the conative irresolution and hesitation as part of meaning
of sams$aya that receives greater emphasis in the
Bhagavadgita. The doubt and hesitation emerge as question
(prasna) in thinking. Emergence of question is emergence
of multiple possibilities of the thing, which are not yet
settled in favour of the one possibility that is actual. Once
multiple possibilities of the thing emerge in the open then it
takes the form of doubt and hesitation (samsaya) whether
the thing is like this or that. The doubt and hesitation
(samsaya), therefore, is nothing but opening up of the
multiple possibilities in thinking, where it is not yet settled
which one of them is actual. Uncertainty and hesitation
(samsaya) is destroyed by knowledgeable resolve (jiiana).
The essay, therefore, explores various aspects of
knowledgeable  resolve  (jiana) and  perception
(matrasparsa) in the Bhagavadgita

Key Words: samsaya, prasna, jiiana, matrasparsa, dehin,
deha and karma)
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yogasamnyastakarmanam jiianasamchinnasamsayam /
atmavantam na karmani nibadhnanti dhanamjaya //
tasmad ajnanasambhiitam hrtstham jiandasinatmanah /

chittvainam samsayam yogam datisthottistha bharata //

“Him who has yoga with rightly vested action, whose doubt
(samsaya) has been cloven asunder by knowledgeable
resolve, who is self-possessed, actions bind not, O
Dhanamjaya. Therefore, with the sword of knowledgeable
resolve cleave asunder this doubt (samsaya), born of
ignorant irresolution and lying in the heart and, and resort
to Yoga. Arise, O Bharata.”

Bhagavadgita 4.41-42
1. Krsna as Destroyer of Samsaya

In the Bhagavadgita Krsna is presented as the best
destroyer of samsaya. Arjuna says to Krsna in
Bhagavadgita 6.39: “This doubt (samsaya) of mine, O
Krsna, you destroy without remainder; for none other than
yourself there is possibility of taking steps for destruction
of this doubt.”' Although we have translated samsaya as
‘doubt’, in Vedic tradition it conveys more than mere
‘doubt’. As we will show later samsaya in Vedic tradition
means not only cognitive uncertainty and doubt but also
conative irresolution and hesitation to perform action. It is
the conative irresolution and hesitation as part of meaning
of samsaya that receives greater emphasis in the
Bhagavadgita.
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Krsna himself gives assurance of absence of doubt
regarding what he is conveying to Arjuna thrice in the
Bhagavadgita. First time he gives assurance in
Bhagavadgita 8.5: “And whoso, at the time of end,
remembering of Me alone, leaves the body and goes forth,
he reaches My being; there is no doubt (samsaya) here.”
Second assurance is given in Bhagavadgita 10.7: “He, who
feelingly knows in essence this vibhiiti and yoga of mine, is
harnessed unwaveringly in (karma) Yoga; there is no doubt

>3 Third time the assurance of absence of

(samsaya) here.
doubt is given in Bhagavadgita 12.8: “Fix your mind
wholly in Me, enter your reason into Me. You will no
doubt (samsaya) live in only Me hereafter.”*What does
Krsna as destroyer of doubt (samsaya) represent? It will be

answered later.
2. Destruction of Samsaya by Jiiana

How is doubt destroyed? The answer to this question is
contained in what Krsna says in Bhagavadgita 4.41-42:
“Him who has yoga with rightly vested action, whose doubt
(samsaya) has been cloven asunder by knowledgeable
resolve, who is self-possessed, actions bind not, O
Dhanamjaya. Therefore, with the sword of knowledgeable
resolve cleave asunder this doubt (samsaya), born of
ignorant irresolution and lying in the heart and, and resort
to Yoga. Arise, O Bharata.”” In these two verses doubt
(samsaya) is destroyed by knowledgeable resolve (jriana).
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3. Jiiana and Karmacodana

Before we proceed further a semantic point related to the
word jiigna needs to be taken care of. Generally the word
jhana in the Bhagavadgita is understood and translated as
‘knowledge’. Since in the modern sense knowledge does
not imply conation, understanding of the word jiana as
‘knowledge’ is misleading. The Bhagavadgita 18.18ab
states: impulse to action (karma codand) is threefold, i.e.
particular and Vedic thought in general, jigna entails
‘resolve’ (cikirsa). As resolve (cikirsa) is already involved
as a component of meaning in jiana, it cannot be
understood as ‘knowledge’ in the modern sense because
‘knowledge’ in the modern sense entails no conation or
resolve. Hence, proper translation of jiigna cannot be
‘knowledge’ it has to be ‘knowledgeable resolve’, so that
the fused cognition and conation involved in jiAana
becomes apparent in translation in modern vocabulary,
otherwise we will get into confusion in following the logic
of thinking involved in the Bhagavadgita.

One may object that impulse to action is that type of jiana,
made. This distinction is available only in indriya-jiiana.
As this distinction is not available in the Brahma-jiiana,
there is no conation or impulse to action (karmacodana) in
the Brahma-jiiana. But this argument does not hold good in
the Bhagavadgita, for conation or impulsion to action
(karmacodana) is involved in the Brahman itself. One can
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cite the following from the Bhagavadgita: “Penetratively
know that action originates in Brahman’ 7 (3.15a);
“Brahman is the offering, Brahman the oblation; by
Brahman is the call given in the fire of Brahman; verily the
destination of that (call/caller) absorbed in Brahmakarma
(action of Brahman) is Brahman™® (4.24); “He, who does
actions, placing/ascribing them on Brahman, abandoning
attachment, is not smeared by sin, as a lotus leaf by water’”’
(5.10); “Whoever taking shelter under Me strive for
liberation from old age and death, they feelingly realize in
full that Brahman, the transcendental Self and all action”!”
(7.29);“And how should they not, O Mighty Self welcome
you, superior even to the Brahman, the Primal agent”''

(11.37ab).

That Brahman itself involves impulse to action
(karmacodand) and also is involved in indriya-jiiana is
testified in the Sruti itself. The Kena Upanisad 1 asks: “By
whom impelled and directed does the mind soar/alight? By
whom engaged does first breath move? By whom
motivated men speak this speech? Who is the deity that
engages the eye and the year?”'* The Kena Upanisad 1.4-8
answers who is the impeller of the sense organs: “What one
cannot express by speech, by what speech is expressed, you
penetratively know (viddhi) that that alone is Brahman, and
not what they here worship. What one cannot think with the
mind, by what, they say, the mind is made to think, you
penetratively know that that alone is the Brahman, not what
they here worship. What one cannot see with the eye, by
what the eyes are made to see, you penetratively know that
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that alone is the Brahman, not what they here worship.
What one cannot hear with the ear, by what the ears are
made to hear, you penetratively know that that alone is the
Brahman, not what they here worship. What one does not
breathe with the breath, by what breath moves, you
penetratively know that that alone is the Brahman, not what

they here worship.”"

The same question was asked in the
Aitareya Upanisad 3.1 but in different words: “Who is this
(Atman=Self)? Whom shall we attach ourselves to as the
Atman? Which [of the two spoken of in the first two
adhyayas of the Aitareya Upanisad: Brahman and man] is
the Atman? Is it that by which one sees, or by which one
hears, or by which one smells the smell, or by which one
speaks the speech or by which one discerns what is tasty
and what is not tasty?”'* The Aitareya Upanisad 3.3
answers: “he is brahma...”"’.

So, in Vedic tradition jiigna gives impulse to action. This
not only differentiates Vedic jiana from modern
conception of knowledge, but also differentiates modern
conception of action, the impulse for which comes from
free-will, which is not only different from knowledge but
also cannot be an object of knowledge.

4. Jiiana in the Bhagavadgita 13.7-11

In this essay the expression jiignam has been consistently
understood as ‘knowledgeable resolve’ instead of
‘knowledge’ going against traditional Sanskrit scholarship.
The point of view of the present essay is confirmed by the
five verses Bhagavadgital3.7—11 where what is jianam is
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explained. The list of jiana that is given in these verses
cannot be taken as list of ‘knowledge’ simpliciter as it is
counter intuitive to the usage of ‘knowledge’ for these, but
there is no violation of usage when we see the list of items
in these verses, which is really a list of ‘knowledgeable
resolves’. Since the verses give list of jiiana it follows that
Jjiiana cannot be translated as ‘knowledge’ rather it is to be
translated as ‘knowledgeable resolve.’

The following items are recognized as jhana
‘knowledgeable resolve’ in Bhagavadgita 13.7-11:
“Humility, modesty, nonviolence, patience (forgiveness),
uprightness, service of the teacher, purity, stability, self-
control; absence of attachment for objects of the senses,
and also absence of I-doer-ness; perception of blemish in
birth, death and old age, in sickness and pain; Un-
attachment, absence of affection for son, wife, home and
the like, and constant equanimity on the attainment of the
desirable and the undesirable; Unflinching sharing in Me in
Yoga of non-separation, resort to solitary places, distaste
for the society of men; constancy in transcendent Self-
knowledgeable resolve, perception of the end of the
knowledgeable resolve of that-ness. This is declared to be
knowledgeable resolve, and what is opposed to it is
ignorant irresolution.”'®

The last line of the verse 13.11 declares: ‘this is declared to
be knowledgeable resolve, and what is opposed to it is
ignorant irresolution.”'” This declaration fits well with the
role of jiianam ‘knowledgeable resolve’ that is given in
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karma codand ‘connation or impulsion to action’ in 18.18.
As jianam ‘knowledgeable resolve’ is opposed to and
destructive of samsaya, the latter also means not only
cognitive uncertainty and doubt but also simultaneously
conative irresolution and hesitation to perform action.

5. Prasna and Samsaya

How does doubt (samsaya) arise? In Bhagavadgita 6.39
quoted above Arjuna asks Krsna to destroy his doubt, as
Krsna happens to be the one who is unrivalled in destroying
doubt. The context of emergence of doubt is as follows:
Krsna states in Bhagavadgita 6.36 toArjuna: “Yoga (with
Self), in my view is hard to attain for a man of uncontrolled
self; but by him who is self-controlled, who (often) strives,
it can be acquired by coming nearer to it.”'® When Arjuna
heard this, a question (prasna) emerges for him which is
asked by him in 6.37: “He who does not succeed in
controlling the mind, but who is possessed of faith, whose
mind wanders away from Yoga, having failed to attain
perfection in Yoga, what way, O Krishna, does he go?”"
The question emerges because there is no guarantee that
even if a man has sraddha for being harnessed with the
Self, that he will succeed in getting fully harnessed with the
Self. He may fail halfway through. Then, what happens to
such person? There are other possibilities open to him than
success. This is expressed in the further question by Arjuna
in 6.38:“0O mighty-armed, perplexed in the path to
Brahman, having failed in both, does he not perish like a
supportless torn cloud?” ** The doubt of Arjuna that
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emerges as question (prasna) had emerged in Arjuna’s
thinking. Emergence of question is emergence of multiple
of possibilities of the thing, which are not yet settled in
favour of the one possibility as actual. Once multiple
possibilities of the thing emerge in the open then it takes
the form of doubt (samsaya) whether the thing is like this
or that. The doubt (samsaya), therefore, is nothing but
opening up of the multiple possibilities in thinking, where it
is not yet settled which one of them is actual.

6. Destruction of Samsaya as Removal of Multiple
Possibilities

As emergence of doubt (samsaya) is emergence of multiple
possibilities in the open, the destruction of doubt is removal
of the multiple possibilities in favour of one of them which
is actuality. Hence Arjuna, who has doubt (samsaya)
whenever more than one possibility appear, keeps insisting
that it be determined with one of them is actual.

For example in Bhagavadgita 3.1-2 Arjuna insists: “If it be
thought by you that intelligence is superior to action, O
Janardana, why then do you, O Ke$ava, direct me to this
terrible action? With an apparently perplexing speech, you
confuse as it were my understanding. Tell me with certainty
that one by which I may attain the good.”*' Arjuna was in
doubt as he was thinking that Krsna is advocating two
possible paths for achieving good: path of intelligence
(buddhi) and path of action (karman). Hence he wants to
get his doubt destroyed by getting the multiple possibilities
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removed by being told which one of them will actually
attain the good.

Similarly in 5.1 Arjuna once again insists: “Samnyasa of
actions, O Krsna, you praise, and again Yoga. Tell me
conclusively that which is the better of the two.”** Arjuna
is in doubt as he understood Krsna as praising and
advocating two possible paths: samnyasa of action and
yoga of action. He wants his doubt to be removed by being
told which one of them is actually superior to the other.

7. The Need for Destruction of Samsaya

Why is destruction of doubt essential? Why is assurance of
absence of doubt needed? Krsna had laid down the reason
that necessitates removal of doubt as early as 2.41: “O son
of Kuru, there is one resolute buddhi here. Many branched

» 23 The resolute

and endless are the irresolute buddhis.
buddhi is one for every man. Resolute buddhi is resolved in
favour of the one actuality and it is effective
(vyavasayatmika) and also it is one buddhi in all men. In
contrast to this when buddhi is branched into multiple
possibilities it ceases to be effective and there is no one
way of branching of buddhi but there can be infinite way of
branching of buddhis of different men, i.e. each man has
his own doubt which makes them dysfunctional. Hence, it
was stated by Krsna in Bhagavadgita 4.40: “The ignorant
irresolute, the one without faith, and one of doubting self, is
ruined. There is neither this world, nor the other, nor
happiness, for one of doubting self (samsayatma).”**Man
of doubting self is ruined because he is dysfunctional, i.e.
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he is kimkartavyavimudha and cannot perform action in the
present or future so long as the doubt lasts. Hence, doubt
needs to be destroyed.

8. Relevance of the Discourse on the Embodied-Body
Relation to Jiiana

The embodied-body relation is discussed in chapter 2 not to
prove immortality of soul as is generally assumed.
Immortality of self is not proved in the chapter 2 of the
Bhagavadgita at all. It was the prevailing doctrine of the
time of the Mahabharata, which is assumed as known to
the readers and listeners of the Bhagavadgita. It is used, in
the arguments of the chapter 2 of the Bhagavadgita to
clarify the relation of the embodied with the body, which
was needed to clarify the structure of resolve involved in
the jiana arising due to matra-sparsa ‘sense object
contact’.

The context of the discussion is provided by the soka
(grief) and moha (delusion) that emerged for Arjuna due to
his perception. In the battlefield Arjuna asks Krsna (1.21)
to place his chariot in the middle of the two armies saying:
(1.22) “till I may inspect those who stand here desirous to
fight™**; (1.23) “I will see those who are assembled here
and are about to engage in battle.”**Krsna places the chariot
in the middle of two armies (1.24) and said(1.25) “O son of
Prtha, look at these assembled Kurus.”?’ Then Samjaya
informs: (1.26-28) “Then the son of Pritha saw arrayed
there in both the armies fathers and grandfathers, teachers,

maternal uncles, brothers, sons, grandsons and comrades,
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fathers-in-law and friends. When the son of Kunti saw all
the kinsmen standing, he was overcome with deepest pity
and said thus in sorrow: Seeing these own-people, O Krsna,
arrayed and desirous to fight...”*® Arjuna further says:
(1.31)“And, O Kesava, I see omens foreboding evil. Nor do
I see any good from killing my kinsmen in battle.”* He
further argues: (1.38-39) “Though these, whose intelligence
is stricken by greed, perceive no evil in the extinction of
families and no sin in treachery to friends, yet, O
Janardana, should not we, who clearly see evil in the
extinction of a family, know to refrain from this sinful
deed?” *° Further he says: (1.44) “We have heard, O
Janardana, that necessary is the dwelling in hell of the men
whose family dharmas are subverted.”' Arjuna articulates
his soka (grief) and moha (delusion) due to what he saw in
words: (2.8) “I do not indeed see what can dispel the grief
which dries up my senses...”*?

It is interesting to note that most of words related to
knowledge used with respect to Arjuna are concerning
pratyaksa ‘perception’ especially perception by eye> and
only one word is used which is related to hearing®*. But all
of these in one way or the other relate to body (deha /
sarira), as the instruments of knowledge like eye, ear etc.
belong to body. The problem of soka (grief) and moha
(delusion) of Arjuna is emerging due to his perception of
his situation in the beginning in the battlefield.

So, the issue Krsna is discussing in the beginning of his
discourse in chapter 2 is regarding correct understanding of
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perception, the being of the perceiver, the embodied being,
and the means of perception, i.e. the body, which has sense
organs, and the relation of the embodied being with the
body. This is confirmed by Krsna’s statement in the middle
of the argument regarding the embodied body relation in
2.14-15: “The sense-contacts it is, O son of Kunti, which
cause heat and cold; pleasure and pain; they come and go,
they are impermanent. Them endure bravely, O descendant
of Bharata. That wise man whom, verily, these afflict not,
O chief of men (purusarsabha), to whom pleasure and pain

»3The statement of

are same, he for life (mrtatvaya) is fit.
2.14-15 makes no sense if the discussion is to prove the
immortality of self. So, the issue is not immortality of self
but clarification of the being of the perceiver who is
embodied and the nature of the body and the relation of the
two, where the doctrine of immortality of the soul is
presupposed. The significance of the verses 2.14-15 will

become clear later.

The problem of soka (grief) and moha (delusion) is
emerging for Arjuna due to his erroneous way of
conceiving the perceiver in himself when he perceives his
situation in the battlefield. The perceiver in Arjuna should
have been the Brahman as required by valid perception
according to the Vedic tradition outlined above, but
unfortunately Arjuna was completely under the sway of his
Ahamkara ‘Ego’ or the ‘I’. This came out clearly when he
spoke for the first time in the battlefield in 1.21bc-23,
which I quote in full:“O Acyuta, place my chariot between
the two armies, that I may just see those who stand here
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desirous to fight, and know with whom 7 must fight in this
strife of battle. 7 will observe those who are assembled here
and are about to engage in battle desirous to do service in
*%The way the
words me (my), aham (1) [used twice], maya (by me) are

war to the evil-minded son of Dhrtarastra.

used in Arjuna’s utterance and its content, i.e. contempt for
sons of Dhrtarastra clearly manifests Arjuna’s Ahamkara
‘Ego’. When in 2.9 Arjuna takes his resolutionna yotsya“l
will not fight”, then he was under the sway of Ahamkara
‘Ego’. Krsna makes it explicit when he tells Arjuna in
18.59: “If, indulging egoism, thou think ‘I will not fight,’
vain is this, your resolve; prakrti will engage you.”>’ Arjuna
suffered soka (grief) and moha (delusion) in the battlefield
because he perceived his situation with Ahamkara ‘Ego.’
Had he allowed the Brahman to be the perceiver in him he
would have suffered no soka (grief) and moha (delusion).
Brahman is the collective Self of all existents, present as
self of each existent, in the Bhagavadgita in particular and
the Vedic tradition in general.

This is stated as a principle in [Sopanisad 6 and 7. The
ISopanisad (Kanva) 6 says: “Who however sees all
existents in the self and the self in all existents — thereupon
he does not hesitate (vijugupsate).”**In the Madhyandina
recension in the last quarter vicikitsati replaces vijugupsate
of Kanva recension and the mantra there is: “Who however
sees all existents in self and self in all existents — thereupon
he does not doubt.”’

belong to the self, and perceives that the self belongs to all

If anyone perceives that all existents

existents, then his hesitation and doubt is removed. This
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means that one who has realized that his self is a collective
self, he neither hesitates nor doubts.

The very setting of the Bhagavadgita in the condition of the
war where Arjuna is hesitating to fight in the war is based
on the transposition of ISopanisad 6, thereby showing that
he does not see all in the self and self in all, of which he
will get convinced only by listening to the message of
Krsna and he will not hesitate any more regarding fighting
in the war and will participate in the war enthusiastically.
Hence after setting the condition of hesitation regarding
action, to overcome that hesitation of Arjuna, he was
informed of how the self has to be envisioned in two
consecutive verses, i.e. Bhagavadgita 6.29-30: “The Self
abiding in all existents, and all existents (abiding) in the
Self, sees he whose self has been harnessed by Yoga, who
sees the same everywhere. He who sees Me everywhere
and sees everything in Me, for him I do not get destroyed,
nor for Me does he get destroyed.”*

ISopanisad 7 says: “One who has knowledgeable resolve of
action, in whom all existents have verily become the self:
one who constantly beholds oneness, there what delusion,

what sorrow can be?”*!

The questions in the third quarter of
the mantra:“there what delusion, what grief can be?”** is a
rhetorical question which contains its own answer that there
can be no delusion and no grief. The reasoning is as
follows: The man in whom all existents have verily become
the self, i.e. has realized Brahman, necessarily constantly

beholds oneness, which in turn implies indubitability and
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self-evidence of knowledgeable resolve of action.

Since, the reasoning is correct, the mantra in transposition
implies that if a man suffers from moha
“delusion/infatuation” and soka “grief/sorrow,” as was the
case with Arjuna in the beginning of the Mahabharata war,
then neither in him all existents have verily become the Self
nor does he constantly behold the unity and oneness of the
Self, i.e. he has not realized the Brahman in him. Hence,
Arjuna was imparted the knowledgeable resolve of the
Unity and Oneness of Self, which is the Brahman by Krsna
in the Bhagavadgita. The entire argument of the
Bhagavadgita is to convince Arjuna of the truth of
[Sopanisad 7, that’s why after the argument of the
Bhagavadgita is over and Krsna asks Arjuna in
Bhagavadgita 18.72: “Has it (argument of the
Bhagavadgita) been heard by you, O Partha with an
attentive mind? Has the delusion of ignorant irresolution
been destroyed, O Dhanamjaya?”* And Arjuna replies in
the next verse, i.e. Bhagavadgita 18.73: “Destroyed is
delusion, and I have gained recollection through your
Grace, O Achyuta. I am firm, with doubts gone. I will carry
out your advice.”*

Krsna as destroyer of doubt (samsaya) is the collective self
in man. That is to if a man has realization that the self in his
body is the collective self then he neither has doubt nor
hesitation.

Earlier it was mentioned that knowledgeable resolve
(jAiana) destroys uncertainty and hesitation (samsaya), now
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it is mentioned that realization of one’s self as Krsna
dispels doubt and irresolution (samsaya). Is there a change
of opinion? The answer is in the negative. The realization
that one’s self is Krsna leads to obtainment of
knowledgeable resolve (jiiana) and destruction ajiana,
which leads to samsaya. According to 4.42 doubt or
hesitation (samsSaya) is born of ignorant irresolution
(ajﬁdna).45 Krsna says in 10.10-11: “To those who are
constantly harnessed, those who share Me with love, I give
the yoga of intelligence by which they obtain Me. Out of
mere compassion for them, I, abiding in their self, destroy
the darkness born of ignorant irresolution, by the luminous
lamp of knowledgeable resolve.”*

The discussion of embodied-body relation in the second
chapter of the Bhagavadgita is just the beginning of
clarification of the being of the thinker, perceiver, and
knowledgeable resolver in the body of man.

9. The beginning of Argument in Bhagavadgita 2.11-12

Krsna’s intention to correct the perceptual activity that lies
behind Arjuna’s hesitation or doubt comes out clearly in
the first verse spoken by him to begin a discourse that will
last till the near end of chapter 18 of the Bhagavadgita.
Krsna says to Arjuna in 2.11: “For those not to be cared for
you have cared, yet you speak words of wisdom. To which
breath is gone or breath is not gone the wise do not care.”’
Krsna’s intention here is not to address Arjuna’s grief or to
console the grieving Arjuna, but to correct the error in his
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thinking.*® The error is not in what he is thinking of, but
how he is thinking. The thinker in him, who is doing the
thinking, is erroneous in itself, which is making the
thinking erroneous leading to overwhelming care. From
2.11 onwards Krsna is clarifying the very nature of thinker,
who has to think in each one of us, to make the thinking,
non-erroneous or straight.

The verse spoken by Krsna in 2.11 has a parallel verse
spoken by Vidura in Mahabharata 5.131.15: alabdhva yadi
va labdhva nanusocanti panditah /anantaryam carabhate
na prananam dhandyate // The verse is translated by
Kishori Mohan Ganguli* as:“Whether he gaineth his object
or not, he that is possessed of sense never indulges in grief.
On the other hand, such a person accomplisheth what
should be next done, without caring for even his
life.”Malinar translates the verse as: “The wise men do not
care about winning or losing (alabdhva yadi va labdhva
nanusocanti panditah); they immediately take action and

. . 50
never run for their lives.”

To me it appears that the proper
translation is: “Whether not having perceived or having
perceived, panditas do not care; they immediately begin to
act and are not desiourous of lives.” What the verse is
saying is that it is not perception that motivates the action,
rather it is motivated independently of perception, it is
immediately motivated a priori. The panditas do not care
about what is perceived or not perceived and do not have

desire for lives.
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Similarly in Bhagavadgita 2.11 Krsna is using gatdasin
agatasiums ca in the sense of perceived (labdham) and
unperceived (alabdham) respectively. Here perception is
modeled on the early understanding of the activity of
smelling. In Jaiminiva Upanisad Brahmana 1.60.5,
(Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 3. 2. 2 = Satapatha Brahmana
14.6.2.2) one hears: “by apana, indeed, that one smells
scents” (apanena hi gandharn jighrati). Here apana is the
breath that goes out to grasp the thing. In Vedic
metaphysics in grasping a thing by senses something goes
out to grasp the thing. Hence breath (as fire) goes out to
smell, similarly rays (fire) go out of eyes to grasp the thing
seen, breath (fire) go out to grasp and lick the food.
Understood in the Vedic sense gatasin is masculine
accusative plural of gatdsu, which is a Bahuvrihi
Compound meaning that to which asu (breath) has gone
(gata), ie. the thing perceived. Similarly agatasin is
masculine accusative plural of agatasu, which is a
Bahuvrihi Compound meaning that to which asu (breath)
has not gone (agata), i.e. the thing not perceived. Arjuna’s
overwhelming grief had emerged due to what he perceived.
But panditas do not care about what they perceive and do
not perceive. But Arjuna was concerned with what he
perceived and was overwhelmed by emotion due to
perception and refused to fight. Hence Krsna opens the
discussion smilingly but reproaching Arjuna for caring for
what is not fit to be cared for. What is not fit for caring is
what is perceived or not perceived from the limited horizon
of perception, as panditas do not care about what is
perceived or not perceived from the limited horizon of
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perception. And yet he is speaking words of wisdom but
lacking wisdom of panditas. That means that Krsna is
reproaching Arjuna for his speech giving arguments, which
although is clothed in the words of wisdom but actually is
lacking wisdom. Hence, Arjuna’s speech is erroneous. The
indication of error in Arjuna’s speech and error in thinking
behind it is given by the expression panditah. Who is
pandita? Pandita is one who has pandd, i.e. buddhi that
reflects atman/purusa. Panda is from root pand meaning
‘to gather’, ‘to pile up’, ‘to stack’ etc. and hence brings out
the collective aspect of atman/purusa reflected in buddhi.
Pandita is one who has buddhi, which is fit to do the
thinking for collective self and to take resolution for
collective action. Panditah are the fit persons to be
collective institutional persona. So when it is said gatasin
agatasums ca nanusocanti panditah “panditas do not
careof what is perceived and what is not perceived” what it
means is that when buddhi reflects collective person, then
the concern is not with things perceived and not perceived.
Their concern is the atman/purusa, the collective self or
person reflected in buddhi, who does the thinking. Arjuna
has fallen into error, as it is not the collective
atman/purusa, who is doing the thinking, rather it is his
ahamkara, that has taken over his thinking, as it will be
stated in by Krsna in 18.59 as stated earlier in the essay.

The topic of discussion, as rightly noticed by Samkara, is
opened up in the very first line of 2.11 with the words:
asocyan anvasocas tvam “for that which is not fit to be
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cared for you have cared.” So the issue is what is fit thing
for caring by the wise.

As what is perceived or not perceived from the limited
horizon of perception are not fit things for caring, rather
what is to be cared for from the universal holistic eternal
point of view of the collective self, is introduced by Krsna
in 2.12, without stating it explicitly: “[It is] not indeed the
case [that] (na tu eva) 1 was not there ever, nor thou, nor
these rulers of people; and [it is] not the case [that] (na ca
eva) after this time we all shall not be there.””!

We have to pay close attention to how Krsna is speaking.
The first thing to be noticed is that the negative particle na
is repeated six times in the verse: four times in first line and
twice in the second line. This repetition is to draw attention
to the speech itself. Secondly, all the three grammatical
purusas — aham: uttam-purusa (purusottama) [1st person in
English], tvam: madhyam purusa [2nd person in English],
and ime janddhipah: pratham purusa [3rd person in
English] occur in the very first line of the verse. This is
drawing attention to the metaphysics of grammatical
purusas. Thirdly, the first line indicates I-Thou structure,
i.e. dialogical structure and the topic, which is between the
I and Thou, is a collectivity ‘these rulers of people’ and the
second line absorbs the I and Thou into the collectivity to
make it a “We’. This indicates that the concern is not with
the individual speaker or hearer but the collectivity to
which one belongs harboring that collectivity as speaker
and hearer in oneself. Fourthly, instead of saying positively
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that I, thou and these rulers were there all the time, Krsna
says negatively that it is not the case that I, thou, and these
rulers were not there ever. Similarly instead of saying we
all shall be there from this time onwards, Krsna says it is
not the case that we all shall not be there. Krsna in his
negative formulation is ruling out the abhava of the
collectivity at any time past, present and future, as the
collectivity is sat ‘eternal’. Krsna will draw this conclusion
in 2.16. Fifthly, Krsna although speaks in a manner where
the reference to past and future is explicit, but present is
also covered implicitly in the very speaking in the dialogue,
that is going on in the present time between I and Thou
with respect to presently perceived ‘these rulers of people’
severally and collectively. And lastly, the preponderance of
sarvanama (pronoun in English) - aham(l), tvam (Thou),
ime (These), and vayam (We) is noticeable in the verse. All
the sarvanama are names of the same sarva ‘a collectivity
of all’, which has being as purusa in each member of the
collectivity sarva. The occurrence of the word sarve ‘all’ is
to indicate samasti ‘the collectivity’ of all, which remains
the invariable concomitant of each and every sarvanama
applied to speaker, hearer or the one spoken about. That a
samastipurusa ‘collective person’ is involved will become
clear in the next verse, i.e. 2.13.

Krspa in 2.12 is not beginning any argument for the
immortality of soul, as it is interpreted traditionally, but
using the metaphysics of Sanskrit grammar to clarify the
true nature of the speaker and hearer, and by extrapolation
clarifying the perceiver and motivator of action (karma) in
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each of us. If one does not take care of the true nature of
the speaker, hearer, perceiver and motivator of karma in
himself, then he will err in performing the corresponding
function. How any action is motivated to be performed by
the samastipurusa ‘collective person’, who is present as
self in each body as dehin in deha, comes out in the next
verse, i.e. 2.13, spoken by Krsna where an explanation of
the involvement of the collective purusa as self in action is
given.

10. Dehantaraprapti and Karma

Krsna says in Bhagavadgita 2.13:“Just as in this body the
embodied (Self) obtains childhood and youth and old age,
so does He obtain another body (dehantaraprapti). There
the wise one is not distressed.””*

To understand this verse 2.13 of the Bhagavadgita we have
to find out what phenomenon exactly does the
dehantaraprapti ‘obtaining of another body’ by dehin ‘the
embodied’ refer to. Does it refer to passing of the self at
death into another body due to cycle of birth-death-rebirth-
redeath till one gets liberated from the operation of law of
karma by obtaining moksa from samsara? Or does it refer
to some other phenomenon? The entire commentarial
tradition, both Indian as well as Western have unanimously
interpreted dehantaraprapti ‘obtaining of another body’ by
dehin ‘the embodied’ as referring to passing of the self at
death into another body due to cycle of birth-death-rebirth-
redeath till one gets liberated from the operation of law of
karma by obtaining moksa from samsara. But the context
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does not warrant this interpretation. In the previous verse
(2.12) there is no establishment of eternal individual soul,
which can be caught in the cycle of birth, death and rebirth
etc., rather through the metaphysics of grammar eternality
of a collective person is introduced, who is involved in the
activity of perception (2.11). In the next verse (2.14) also
once again as we shall see matrasparsa ‘sense-object
contact’, i.e. sense perception, is discussed. So, in between
discussion of activity of sense perception, sudden
discussion of cycle of birth and death, is incongruous and it
is erroneous interpretation to attribute this kind of
incongruity to the text, if better interpretation is available
that removes the incongruity and explains successfully the
continuous development of the topic, then that
interpretation is to be preferred, which we will discuss.™

So, what phenomenon exactly does the dehantaraprapti
‘obtaining of another body’ by dehin ‘the embodied’ refer
to? It refers to the discharge of the semen from male body
to female body in the prajanana karma. We explained
above that in perceptual activity something goes out to the
thing to grasp it as in Jaiminiya Upanisad Brahmana
1.60.5, Satapatha Brahmana 14.6.2.2 (Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 3.2.2). This idea of activity of perception is the
specific application of more generalized idea of yajiia-
karma, which in our understanding is collective action
involving the collective person. This generalized idea of
vajiia-karma is modeled on the discharge of the semen
from male body to female body in the prajanana karma.
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The discharge of the semen from which originates the child
provides the fundamental model for action in the
Bhagavadgita. The discharge of the semen in sexual union
from which originates the child is understood as yajia-
karma in the Vedic literature. Consider Satapatha
Brahmana 11.6.2.10: “they (i.e. two libations) enter woman
and make her vagina their sacrificial fire...and the semen
their pure libation..., and for him who, knowing this,
approaches his mate, the agnihotra comes to be performed.
The son who is born there from is the renascent ‘world’:
this is the agnihotra, there is nothing higher than this.”>* As
we will be showing below the Bhagavadgita has crystalized
the definition of action from ideas that occur in Brahmanas
and Upanisads. As part of doctrine of five fires (paricagni
vidya)*>Jaiminiya Brahmana 1.45 says: “Woman is Agni
Vai$vanara. Its fuel is the vagina, its flame the vulva, its
smoke desire, its spark the feelings of enjoyment, its coals
the coitus. In this same Agni Vai§vanara the deities offer
semen. From this oblation when it has been offered Man

s 56

(purusa) comes into existence. The sexual act of

procreation in the passage is implicitly taken as yajiia
karma.”’

It may be noted that not only the definition of action in
Bhagavadgita 8.3 but also the factors of action mentioned
by Krsna in Bhagavadgita 18.13-14°% especially the deity
(deva) as the fifth factor, fit with the above model of action
from the doctrine of five fires (paricagni vidya).

It may be argued: If the Bhagavadgita’s conception of
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action is modeled on the basis of doctrine of five fires
(paricagni vidya) as described above then one can at most
relate birth to action but not death. The reply is that the
Vedic literature relates death and birth to yajia-karma
through the idea of punrmrtyur ‘re-death’ and punarjanma
(re-birth), which we will present below.

One comes across the idea of punrmrtyu ‘re-death’ in the
Jaiminiya (or Talavakara) Brahmana 1.46. This idea of re-
death is elaborated in the Jaiminiya (or Talavakara)
Upanisad Brahmana 3.11.1-4: ‘Verily, thrice man dies,
thrice he is born. Then he dies for the first time, when the
seed, emitted, comes into being. He is converted into
breath; he is born into space. Then he dies for the second
time, when he consecrates himself. He is converted into
meters; he is born unto the sacrificial gift. Then he dies for
the third time, when he dies. He is converted into faith; he
is born into [his] world.”” So the idea of punarmrtyu ‘re-
death’ is homologized with emission of semen and
initiation etc. in the Vedic literature.

Corresponding to the idea of punrmrtyur ‘re-death’ in
Jaiminiya (or Talavakara) Upanisad Brahmana 3.11.1-4
one also comes across the idea of punar-janma ‘re-birth’ in
Aitareya Upanisad 2.1-4: “At the beginning, this garbha
comes into being within a man as semen. This radiance
gathered from all limbs he bears as self (atman) in self
(atman). And when a man emits it in a woman, he gives
birth to it. That is his first birth. It becomes one with the
woman'’s self (atman), as it were her own limb. As a result
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it does not harm her. And she nourishes this self (@tman) of
his that has entered her. As she nourishes him, so he should
nourish her. The woman carries him as the garbha. At the
beginning, he nourishes the child even before its birth.
When he nourishes the child even before its birth, he
thereby nourishes self (@tman) for the continuance of these
worlds, for it is in this way that these worlds continue. That
is his second birth. And he — this self (atman) of his — is
appointed to carry out holy actions, while his other self,
after it has done all it has to do, becomes old and departs.
As soon as he departs, he is born again. That is his third
birth.”®"

Why is emission of semen homologized with death and
also birth in Vedic Literature? Here we have to keep in
mind that according to the Vedic literature the man carries
in himself, his soul, as his own garbha, which goes out of
his body to be deposited in as the garbha of the wife. In
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 6.4.20 the man says to his wife:
“Come, let us two clasp together, together let us deposit the
”%'1n 6.4.21, i.e. in the next

passage: “Then he spreads apart her thighs, saying: ‘Spread

semen, to get a male, a son.

apart, earth and sky.” He slips his penis into her, presses his
mouth against hers, and strokes her three times in the
direction of her hair, as he says: May Visnu prepare your
womb, and Tvastr mold the forms; May Prajapati
impregnate you, and Dhatr lay the garbha in you. Lay the
garbha, Sinivali, lay the garbha, you with broad plaits. Lay
the garbha, you two AS$vins, lay the garbha, you two with
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lotus wreaths.”” He continues to speak in 6.4.22: “The
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golden fire-drills with which the Asvins churned the fire;
That I invoke as the garbha for you, for delivery in the
tenth month. As fire lies a garbha in the earth, and rain in
the sky; As the wind is the garbha of the cardinal points;

63 This shows

So I place this garbha in you, So-and-so.
that in Vedic literature the garbha is carried within the
male and subsequently and emission of semen is the
emission of the garbha from the body of the male into the
womb in the female. The male is conceived as bearing
himself, i.e. his own soul, as garbha within himself prior to
his discharge into the womb of the wife. According to
Aitareya Brahmana 7.13.9: “The husband enters as an
embryo in his wife; having become again new in her he is
born in the tenth month (=the twelfth month). Then the
wife (jaya) becomes wife (jaya) when he is born of her
again.” ® Satapatha Brahmana 12.4.3.1 also says, “The
father is the same as the son, and the son is the same as the
father.”® Paraskara Grhyasiitra 2.3.2 makes a man say with
respect to his son: “From my every limb you spring; out of
my heart you are born. You are my self (atman) called

. 66
‘son’; live a hundred autumns!”

Jaiminiya Brahmana 1.17
says: “The human womb is the human world. It is the
generative organ of the woman. Out of that progeny is
born. Therefore also one should desire a good wife
(thinking:) ‘Let my Self come into existence in something
good.” Therefore also one should seek to watch over one’s
wife (thinking:) ‘Lest in my womb, in my world somebody
else come into existence’. When he is about to come into
existence (during the coitus) the life-breaths enter first, then

the seed is emitted.”®’ Aitareya Brahmana 7.13 eulogizes
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the son as the new birth of the father: “The husband enters
the wife; becoming an embryo he enters the mother.
Becoming in her a new man again, he is born in the tenth
month. A wife is called ‘wife’ (jayad), because in her he is
born again (jayate). The gods said to men: ‘She is your
mother again’. A sonless man has no world.”®*Similarly
Mahabharata 1.68.36, 47-48 informs us: “Because a
husband enters his wife and is born (jayate) again from her,
the poets of old knew that this is the ‘wifehood’ (jayatva)
of a wife (jaya) ... A son, the wise say, is the man himself
born from himself; therefore a man will look upon his wife,
the mother of his son, as his own mother. The son born
from his wife is like a man’s face in a mirror.”® This
conception of one’s Self entering the womb of wife and
then getting born as one’s son comes from the Rgvedic idea
that the father himself is reborn in his progeny. The rsi
prays to Agni in Rgveda 5.4.10: “As I, remembering thee
with grateful spirit, a mortal, call with might on thee
Immortal, Vouchsafe us high renown, O Jatavedas, and

may I be immortal by my children.””

The rsi in Rgveda
6.70.3 says: “Whoso, for righteous life, pours offerings to
you, O Heaven and Earth, ye Hemispheres, that man
succeeds. He in his seed is born again and spreads by Law:
from you flow things diverse in form, but ruled
alike.”’'Chandogya Upanisad 2.13.2 says: “When in this
manner a man knows this Vamadevya Saman woven upon
copulation—he becomes proficient in copulation and
regenerates himself through every copulation.” '
Apastamba Dharmas$astra 2.9.24.2 says: “Now it can also

be perceived by senses that the father has been reproduced
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73 The emission of the soul from the

separately in the son.
body is death. Since the male carries his own soul in the
body, when he emits that soul in the form of semen into the
womb of the female it is also death. This comes out
explicitly in Jaimintya-Upanisad Brahmana 3.10.4: “When
the father thus emits him as having become semen into the
womb, then the son thus emits him as having become
semen in the womb. He there lords over this death.”’
These quotations make it obvious that the self (atman)
when seen as going from inside of the body in the form of
semen it is death, but the same movement when seen as
coming out of the body it is birth. So death and birth are
indissolubly interrelated as these are the two aspect of the
same movement which is a boundary crossing, i.e. crossing
the boundary of a body involved in yajiia karma. The
indissoluble interrelation of birth and death will be
explicitly stated as a metaphysical principle by Krsna in
Bhagavadgita 2.27.

Now we can see what Krsna is saying in 2.13 when he says
that as the embodied experiences in the body the transition
from childhood to youth to old age similarly he experiences
the transition from one body to another body. The
embodied is the self here, which is present as garbha in the
body of man and this self as garbha experiences the
transition from one body, i.e. male body, to another body,
i.e. female’s body. Experience of this transition by the self
is exactly like its experience of transition from childhood to
youth to old age in the body. The continuity of the
transition of self from one body to another body is



158 | Samsaya, Jiiana and Karma in the Bhagavadgita

continuous without a demarcating line because in
copulation the penis is inserted in the vagina, the male and
female body overlap and get joined, and therefore, there is
no exact demarcating line when the self has made the
transition from one body to another. It may be kept in mind
this is the description of prajanana karma, which is a yajiia
karma according to paricagni vidyd, and it is a collective
action involving the collective person as the self, as both
male, female and deities are involved together in it. This
provides the model for all actions in the Vedic tradition,
which is followed by the Bhagavadgita.

Hence, what is true of emission of semen, is also true of
other actions in Vedic literature. In Diksa (i.e. initiatory
consecration for the Soma yajiia) womb and gestation
symbolism are conspicuously present. The diksita (i.e., he
who undergoes the Diksa) is placed in a hut in which he
spends much of his time. Aitareya Brahmana 1.3.1 notes:
‘The hut of the diksita is the womb of the diksita; verily
thus they [i.e., the priests] conduct him to his own womb.’
The text also notes: ‘Him whom they cause to undertake
the Diksa, the sacrificial priests make into an embryo
again.” The diksita is covered with a garment. ‘The garment
is the caul (i.e., ulba) of the diksita; verily thus they cover
him with a caul. Above that is the black antelope skin; the
placenta (i.e., jarau) is above the caul; verily thus they
cover him with the placenta.” Other Brahmana texts also
use the symbolism of self-sacrifice and death while
describing the consecrated yajamana [i.e., the diksita].
Taittirtya Sambhita 7.4.9 explains Diksa as a sort of slow
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self-sacrifice. The text notes at 7.4.9.1: “They kindle
themselves with Diksas.” Being kindled through the Diksa,
the body is enveloped by flames. Since Diksa involves
fasting, Satapatha Brahmana 10.6.5.1 states, “Hunger is
death.” Further Satapatha Brahmana 11.1.8.4 states, “When
he [i.e. the yajamana] enters on a fast, he thereby gives
himself up to the gods... for he becomes an oblation to the
gods.” So in nutshell the practices of the brahmacarin and
the diksita when successfully performed amount to death
and rebirth. So, the Vedic idea of multiple deaths (re-death)
and births (re-birth) is involved in multiple kinds of actions
of taking initiation as explained above.

The idea of symbolic death is in the action of initiation is
present from the Vedic samhita period. The student spends
three nights in the womb of the teacher according to
Atharva Veda 11.5.3: “The teacher, welcoming his new
disciple, into his bowels takes the Brahmachari. Three
nights he holds and bears him in this belly. When he is
born, the deities convene to see him.”’> Atharva Veda
11.5.14 further states that the teacher is death.’® Atharva
Veda 6.133.3 a mantra explicitly prescribed for use at the
Upanayana, notes that the brahmacarin is the student of
Death.”” Atharva Veda 8.1, also a mantra prescribed by
Kausika Siitra for use at the Upanayana, states, ‘Step up
here.... loosening the fetters of death’ (verse 4)”* and ‘make
now (this one), O gods, pass up out of death’ (verse 18)”.

Further in Satapatha Brahmana 11.2.1.1 rebirth is also
symbolic: “Verily, man is born thrice, namely in this way:
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first he is born from his mother and father; and when he to
whom the sacrifice inclines performs offering he is born a
second time; and when he dies, and they place him on the
fire, and when he thereupon comes into existence again, he

is born a third time.”*°

Jaiminiya (or Talavakara) Upanisad
Brahmana 3.14.8 notes: “Verily unborn is man in so far as
he does not sacrifice. It is through the sacrifice that he is

born; just as an egg first burst.”®'

It is interesting to note
that one is born through yajiia-karma. The image of egg
bursting here is instructive, for egg born like the birds are
specifically termed dvi-ja ‘twice born’, in the Vedic texts.
They are born first when they are laid as eggs and born a
second time when the eggs burst. Through the funeral pyre

the dead one is reborn as a pitr, i.e. as ancestor.

That rebirth of creatures is symbolic ritual rebirth becomes
clear from Satapatha Brahmana 3.8.4.18 ** where
significantly, the sacrifice is viewed as a process of
repeated birth or more exactly continuing rebirth. This
indicates that the symbolism of death and birth is related to
the very idea of action in the Vedic tradition. The
successful undertaking of initiation for studentship is birth
and death, i.e. begins in death and ends in birth. Similarly
successful undertaking of initiation for yajiia is birth and
death, i.e. begins in death and ends in birth. Since the one
undertaking initiation has to be in condition of embryo in
the womb for three nights the modern scholars have
wondered whether the embryo presents the essence of life
through birth or essence of death through being placed in
the womb.*’ But if we keep in mind the metaphysical
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principle then it follows that the condition of the garbha in
the womb represents both death (due to placing into womb)
and life (due to birth) simultaneously as the two are
metaphysically interrelated as one is not without the other.

In the Vedic literature the symbol of the womb carries the
bivalent imagery of death and life. The fast of the diksita is
a death as hunger is death (Satapatha Brahmana 10.6.5.1),
yet the Brahmanas also note that the diksita fasts because
“embryos live in the womb without taking food” **
(Satapatha Brahmana 2.3.1.4). Further Satapatha Brahmana
8.4.2.1 notes that “Prajapati became pregnant with all
beings; whilst they were in his womb, death seized them.”™
Even more strikingly, at Satapatha Brahmana 10.6.5.4%,
Prajapati desires to be reproduced. It is here Death, which
carries Prajapati as a garbha for a year and after that time

gives birth to Prajapati, thus effecting his rebirth.

Bhagvadgita 8.3 is also seeing action to be a kind of
boundary crossing when it states: “Brahman the
Imperishable (4ksara), the Supreme, One’s own being is
said to be the transcendent Self (Adhydtma). The emission
which springs up the being of existents is called action
(Karma).” ¥ Emission (visarga) that is action (karma)
involves departure-from something or leaving something
behind or getting rid of something, or freeing something
from itself. It is the time of departure-from required for
action that is indicated by prayanakala (7.30; 8.2; 8.10).
Who or what is the prayata (8.23; 8.24) that departs
(prayati: 8.5; 8.13) in action (karma)? The definition of
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action (karma) makes it clear that it springs up the being of
existents (bhiita bhava udbhavakara), and it was also
clarified that the one’s own being is said to be the
transcendent Self (adhyatma), so it follows that in every
action by the bhiita (existent) its own being (sva-bhava)
which is the self in the body (adhyatma) that springs up and
hence the self of the bhiita (existent) is the prayata, who
prayati (departs). In every action when the self of the
existent departs then it abandons or frees what? In every
action the self of the existent departs leaving the body
(tyaktva deham: 4.9) or freeing the cover of the body
(muktvakalevaram: 8.5). In the Bhagavadgita the discussion
in terms of prayanakala (7.30; 8.2; 8.10) or antakala (2.72;
8.5) and the movement of soul muktvakalevaram (8.5) or
tyaktva deham (4.9) ‘abandoning the body’ is not actually a
discussion regarding what happens at actual death.
Similarly neither prayata (8.23; 8.24) refers to the one
departing from the world nor prayati (8.5; 8.13) refer to
actual dying. In Bhagavadgita 4.9 the event of tyaktva
deham ‘leaving the body’ does not mean actual death
mytyu. Rather it means beginning of yajiia karma, which is
homologized with death. Similarly gatasiin refers to the
perceptual action that has begun by departure of self and
agatasin refers to the perceptual action, which has not yet
begun, as the departure of the spirit has not yet taken place.

Does this metaphysical explanation of action (karma) make
sense in the Bhagavadgita? It may be recalled that in 8.3
the definition of karma is preceded by explanation of the
self inside (adhyatma) equated with own being (svabhava),
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which in turn is preceded by the declaration that own being
is the supreme Brahman. So it is the Brahman that is in
movement in all action. So it fits with what Bhagavadgita
says regarding yajiia-karma in 3.14-15: “... sacrifice is
born of action; penetratively know that action comes from
Brahman, and that Brahman comes from the Imperishable.
Therefore, the all-pervading Brahman ever rests in
sacrifice.”™ So action originates in Brahman, which is the
Self of the bhiita (existent), and also it is the Brahman (the
Self), which is in movement in action, and the action along
with the Brahman (the Self) gets deposited in the yajia,
making Brahman (the Self) ever established in yajiia. The
emission that is called action is not merely departure of
Brahman (the Self) from inside the body (death) but also
movement to the yajiia outside the body (birth), making this
emission of Brahman (the Self) as yajia-karma, just as
described in the doctrine of five fires given above. We also
hear in Bhagavadgita 4.24: “Brahman is the offering,
Brahman the oblation; by Brahman is the call given in the
fire of Brahman; verily the destination of that (call/caller)
absorbed in Brahma-karma (action of Brahman) is
Brahman.”*’

The model of action is presented not only in the Mundaka
Upanisad but also in other Upanisads, which the modern
mind failed to understand. The model of action is given in
Mundaka Upanisad 2.1.1: “That here is the eternal-actual-
ethical: As from a well-stoked fire sparks fly by thousands,
all looking just like it, so from the imperishable issue
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diverse things, and into it, O fair one, they return.”” Here
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the flying of the sparks is the analogy of the action of the
imperishable and the tiny spark is the analogy of the thing
that results from the action of the imperishable, that the
sparks have the same form as the main fire is the analogy of
the things having the form (=manifestation=bhava=being)
of the imperishable in it. Returning back of the spark in the
fire is the analogy of the another phase of the action of the
imperishable, whereby the thing that manifest go to the
imperishable in the sense that it belongs to the
imperishable. That this is the model of yajia karma
becomes clear in Mundaka Upanisad 2.1.6: “From That
[=the imperishable] (result) Rg verses, Saman chants,
Yajus formulas, as well as initiation (for yajiia), yajia, all
actions, and daksina, the year, the yajamdana, and the
worlds were soma gets purified and where [there is] sun.””"
Then in the last stanza of the Dvitiya Mundaka Prathama
Khanda (2.1.10) it is stated: “All this is simply that Purusa
— actions, tapas, brahman (= mantra spoken in words), the
highest immortal (or alive/non-dead). One who feelingly
resolves this, hidden in the cave (= hrdaya=heart) cuts the
knots of avidya here, O Fair one!””> When we read the
entire Dvitiva Mundaka Prathama Khanda keeping in view
the three stanzas we translated above, it becomes clear that
for Mundaka Upanisad the flying away of the spark from
the well stoked fire and returning back to it represents the
to and fro of the action going on repeatedly unendingly, as
sahasra in the vedic tradition represents uncountable
number also. The spark flying has the form of fire, and
hence the spark flying is also like the yajamana riding the
ray of sun, the latter also being fire, and the spark flying is
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also carrying oblation of the form (rijpa) of something to
the fire. The rilpa is never without name (naman), which is
functioning as the ray here representing vac (speech).

There are more similes used for action in the Mundaka
Upanisad 1.1.7: “As a spider stretches out threads, then
draws them into itself; as plants are born from earth; as
head and body hair grows from a living man; so from the

»9 Here the action is

imperishable all things here spring.
homologized with stretching of thread and drawn back into
the tantra where it is stretched, and also with emergence of
plants from the earth, emergence of hair from head and

body of living person etc.

Both the imagery of action is simultaneously presented in
the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.1.20: “As a spider sends
forth its thread, and tiny sparks spring forth from fire, so
indeed do all the vital functions (pranah), all the worlds, all
the gods, and all beings spring from this self (atmanah). Its
hidden name (upanisad) is ‘the actual behind the actual,’
for the actual consists of the vital functions, and the self is
the actual behind the vital functions.”’* Even when the
sparks of self fly repeatedly from fire of self and thread of
self emerge repeatedly from the spider, i.e. the self it is not
exhausted because according to Brhadaranyaka Upanisad
5.1.1:“That is full (infinite); this is full (infinite), (for) from
the full (infinite) the full (infinite) (indeed) arises. When
the full (infinite) is taken from the full (infinite), what
remains is full (infinite) indeed.””

The imagery of sparks flying from the fire was the favorite
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imagery of the karma for the yajiikas, the imagery of
action as stretched thread was the favourite imagery for the
muni-traya of the Samskrta Vyakarana: Sutrakara Panini,
Varttikakara Katyayana and Bhasyakara Patafjali. It is
reflected in the definition of kartr given in Panini Siitra
1.4.54: svatantrah karta // “Kartr (agent) is one having
svam (Self) aswarp/thread (tantra) to weave kriya (action).”
Patafjjali in his Mahabhagsya explains the sttra: “Is a
svatantra a person who has his own thread/warp (svam-
tantra)? And what follows from that? It would result that
[svatantra means] ‘weaver’.”’® Patafijali further explains:
“This is not a shortcoming. Certainly the word fantra is
employed in the sense of ‘extended [thread/warp]’, e.g.,
astirnam tantram ‘the thread/warp has been stretched side
to side’, protam tantram ‘the thread/warp has been strung
lengthwise’. [In such cases] ‘extended [thread/warp]’ is
meant...””’
The connection between the two imageries of action was
presented in Nighantu and also Yaska’s Nirukta. In
Nighantu after the eleven names of flame (ekadasa jvalato
namadheyani) are given in section 1.17, the next section
2.1 gives twenty six names of action (sadvimsatih
karmanamani) followed by section 2.2, which gives fifteen
names of offspring (paficadasapatyanamani) which
includes among them fanayah (in some recensions:
tanayam) meaning ‘one who stretches or extends’ from the
tan meaning ‘to stretch, to extend’. Synonyms of action
follow those of flame, because it is from the flame of
burning fire that action begins and also in the flame of
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burning fire it ends. Action in Yaj7ia is flanked on two
sides, i.e. beginning and end, by flames. Hence Mundaka
Upanisad after giving exhortation in 1.2.1 to perform
action as seen by rsis in mantras explains how to perform
actions in 1.2.2: “When the flame flickers after the fire
[literally: carrier of oblation (havyavahana)] is lit, let him
make the offering [@huti = the action = calling the deities
as karakas of the kriya] of portion of ghee of the goat [ajya
=literally: the offspring (ftanaya) of the unborn (aja=
Self)]in the intermediate space/time of the [two

flames].””®

The synonyms of offspring follow those of the
action, because procreation is not only the most important
of all actions but also it was the model of action for the
Vedas. In the Vedic model of action self/brahman/purusa

emerges from self/brahman/purusa.
11. Dehin and Deha

What the Bhagavadgita is trying to say is that since it is the
same self, which is in all ksetras it is a collective self,
which is in all bodies. All action, which is yajia karma, is
the manifestation of this collective self. As manifestation is
nothing but movement from hiddenness to openness, it is
simultaneously death (emission from hiddenness) and birth
(emission into openness), involving crossing the boundary
that separates hiddenness from openness. Here it is of
interest to note that emergence of self from the body is
emergence from hiddenness because of the very meaning of
deha in Sanskrit. ‘Deha has been derived from the root
‘dih’ which primarily means ‘to gather, collect or pile-up’.
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The act of gathering, collecting and piling of is in fact the
act of what we call in English harvesting, which act in turn
leads to the experience of ‘growth, increase, prosperity’.
This, in fact, is an alternative meaning of the root ‘dih’
which also means ‘to increase, grow, prosper’. But there is
a third meaning of root ‘dih’, which is ‘to cover.” To cover
also means to hide, to conceal, to anoint, to plaster and
smear. When what is harvested is piled up much of it is
hidden as the surface hides and covers the pile. This
meaning of deha is visible in the word ‘samdeha’, meaning
doubt. Samdeha has two components: ‘sam’ and ‘deha’.
The word ‘sam’ is a prefix, which refers to the experience
of completeness, totality and perfection. We also see this in
the English word ‘sum’. The next component is ‘deha’,
meaning concealing or covering. The word Samdeha’s root
sense is ‘perfect concealment or covering’. So in a state of
doubt, consciousness is perfectly clouded, the reality is
covered or concealed, the truth is hidden, and thus there is
no clarity of vision.” One is confused and is groping in the
dark. The body is called deha in Sanskrit because it is a
cover for the dehin (the embodied). It conceals the dehin
within as the dehin gathers, collects and piles deha up and
deha increases and grows.

That the dehin is not the individual transmigrating self but
is the collective self comes out further in the way the
analogy is stated. The first thing to be noticed is that the
possibility of ontological separation of dehin from deha is
explicitly denied in the verse 2.13. This denial is by way of
bringing in the analogy of deha and its various states, as
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there is no possibility of ontological separation of the deha
from its changing states.

Had there been any indication of ontological separation,
then the prevailing theory of transmigration of soul, i.e.
migration of dehin from one deha to another deha would
have been a clear enough example by itself. There was no
need of giving the analogy of 2.13, which is indicating
deviation from that theory. Had the prevailing theory of
trans-migration been accepted in Bhagavadgita, with
possibility of separation of dehin from deha there would
have been no need to bring in the analogy of relation of
deha with its changing states: childhood, youth and old age.
The example of the deha with its changing states is
precisely to emphasize the permanence in the change
without the ontological separation of the permanent from
what is changing in it, as deha cannot be separated from the
changing states of it, as that is inconceivable, ie. it is
inconceivable that there can be deha which is not in any of
its changing states. The way the verse is formulated, this
example is primary, and on the basis of this example one
has to think of the relation of dehin with deha, i.e. deha is
changing but dehin is permanent and we are not to think of
dehin as existing ontologically separated from deha ever.
Dehin’s being is like that of the numbers. Even though a
number is distinct from the same number of things, yet
number is not separable from the same number of things.
Even if these things perish, the number is present in another
same number of things. That is to say the dehin if not with
this deha then it is with another deha.
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As there is no ontological separation of embodied
individual self and the body, there is no question of the
individual self getting embodied in a body (birth) followed
by it getting separated from that body (death) and after that
the same individual self getting embodied in a different
body (re-birth) and followed by its separation from the new
body (re-death) and the same cycle repeated again and
again for the same individual self. So the traditional reading
of the verse appears to be erroneous.

In verse 2.13 the analogy is between the passing from
childhood to youth to old age and passing from one body to
another. We saw one aspect of this analogy above, but there
is a second aspect too. In transition from childhood to
youth to old age there is a continuous passing. There is no
abruptly dividing and demarcating line between childhood
and youth and also between youth and old age. In the
analogy the transition of the embodied from one body to
another also have to be thought of as a continuous
transition like transition from childhood to youth and from
youth to old age. What self is that which experiences this
kind of change of body where there is no abrupt change and
continuity is maintained in change? In the traditionally
understood theory of transmigration no individual jivatman
is conceived to be transmigrating from one body to another
as described in Bhagavadgita 2.13. It is only the collective
institutional self that has body with features like this. For
collective body [politic] of the institutional self does
change but not abruptly and discretely, i.e. over a period of
time maintaining continuity. The body (politic) of the
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institutional self changes continuously over a long period of
time like the change from childhood to youth and from
youth to childhood.

That the dehin/Saririna/Atman/Brahman is never manifest
without body is an accepted principle of the Sruti. One can
cite the following passages in this regard. The
Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 2.4.12: “‘It is like this. When a
chunk of salt is thrown in water, it dissolves into that very
water, and it cannot be picked up in any way. Yet, from
whichever place one may take a sip, the salt is there! In the
same way this Immense Being, which has no limit
boundary and is a single dense mass of activity of
perception. It arises from and together with these existents
and disappears after them — so, I say, after death there is no
awareness.” Yajhavalkya said.” '’ The Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 4.5.13: “‘It is like this. As a mass of salt has no
distinctive core and surface; the whole thing is a single
mass of flavour — so indeed, my dear, this self has no
distinctive core and surface; the whole thing is a single
mass of cognition. It arises out of and together with these
beings and disappear after them — so I say, after death there

191 The example of

is no awareness.” Yajnavalkya said this.
the lump of salt dissolved in water is not to emphasize the
prior separate existence of lump of salt from the water,
rather it is to emphasize that there is inseparability of salt
and water in salty water. Similarly the Brahman/Atman is
inseparable from body in an animated/conscious body.
Hence aparam vijiianaghana, which is Brahman, arises

from and together with these existents and disappears after
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So inseparability self from the body and continuity of
change of body, just like the inseparability of body from its
state and continuity of bodily states, are exhibited by the
institutional self and its body (politic) only. The individual
jivatman and the body of the jiva do not exhibit such
properties. So the issue under discussion in the verse
vulgate 2.13 (or Kashmir 2.14) is not regarding the
individual jivatman and its changing bodies, rather it is the
collective institutional self and its changing body (politic)
that is at issue here.'*

The last quarter of Bhagavadgita 2.13 says: dhiras tatra na
muhyati “There the wise one (dhira) is not distressed.”
Why is the dhira not perplexed by what has been said in the
first three quarters of Bhagavadgita 2.13? Dhira is
someone who has capacity of dhih, and according to
Kulluka and Raghavananda dhih is sastraditatvajiianam i.e.
“knowledge of the true meaning of the authoritative
works”. ' Only in light of the essence of traditional
authoritative texts like Samhitas, Brahmanas and
Upanisads, as we have explained one can understand
Bhagavadgita 2.13 without getting perplexed or distressed.
The commentators are perplexed because they interpret it
not in light of the authoritative texts like Sambhitas,
Brahmanas and Upanisads, but their own superficial
understanding of meaning of words. But once we interpret
2.13 in light of the traditional authoritative texts it is easy to
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understand how the transition is made to verse 2.14-15
where once again the activity of perception is discussed.

Dehin deha distinction is only a distinction in ‘dhih’ into
which dhira has insight. In the thinking of something the
two relata distinguished as well as related by ‘of’ is a
distinction and relation within an ideational realm. Here it
is pertinent to remember that the dhira is not perplexed by
all this, as dhira is someone who has capacity of dhih, i.e.
capacity of holistic insight, ie. capacity for holistic
thought, which is required by collective institution as
person for its functioning.

Even when the distinction is made between dehin and deha,
there is denial of separation. The denial of separation is
declared in the $loka 2.22: “As a man casts off worn out
clothes and takes on new ones, even so the embodied (self)
discards worn out bodies and meets new ones.”'**

Since there is a change of meter in 2.22 by reverting from
the meter of 2.21 to that of 2.20, there is an emphasis on
something that is present in 2.20 as well as earlier. Hence,
the analogy of garment (vasam) with body (deha) is to be
understood carefully. A man may be without cloth naked
but the dehin is not without a deha or sarira (body). It is
the same with numbers. Even though a number is distinct
from the same number of things, yet number is not
separable from the same number of things. Even if these
things perish, the number is present in another same
number of things. That is to say the dehin if not with this
deha/sarira then it is with another deha/sarira.
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We had mentioned in the context of interpretation of
Bhagavadgita 2.13 that the inseparability of self from the
body and continuity of change of body, just like the
inseparability of body from its state and continuity of
bodily states, are exhibited by the collective institutional
self and its body (politic) only. The individual jivatman and
the body of the jiva do not exhibit such properties. So the
issue under discussion in the verse vulgate 2.13 is not
regarding the individual jivarman and its changing bodies,
rather it is the institutional self and its changing body
(politic) that is at issue here. The same point is emphasized
here in Bhagavadgita 2.22 too.

The traditional commentators have unanimously read 2.22 ,
just like vulgate 2.13, as concerned with the jivatman and
its body. But their reading is erroneous, as these are
dictated not by logic of the verse but by their prior
commitment to the cycle of birth and death of jiva in
samsara governed by law of karma. But their kind of
reading of the verse is erroneous because none of them has
taken into consideration semantic syntax of vulgate 2.22,
which determines the meaning of the analogy given in it.
The expression ‘naro’ and dehi are in singular but
expressions vasamsi jirnani, navani ... 'parani, Sarirani
...jirnany, anyani... navani are in plural indicating that man
has many old garments which he discards and he acquires
many new garments and similarly a single dehin has many
old bodies which he discards and it acquires many new
bodies. This feature, of having many bodies at a time like
the man having many garments at the same time, is
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satisfied by the collective institutional self or collective
institution as person, but not by jivatman. The traditional
thinkers having commitment to the cycle of birth and death
of jiva under the control of law of karma assume that
multiplicity of bodies of dehin is due to sequentially
discarded or acquired bodies but one at a time and then
they account for the multiplicity of garments of a man in
the same way. But this is not a natural reading as it is
reading backwards as if the issue under discussion is the
garments of man which is to be understood in analogy to
bodies of jivatman (=man), which are sequentially acquired
and discarded one at a time in the cycle of birth and death
under law of karma. But that is not the issue at all. The
issue is that of discarding and acquiring (not acquiring and
discarding) of many bodies by a single dehin which has to
be understood in analogy to discarding and acquiring of
many garments by a man. Then the natural reading is that
the dehin is the collective institutional self or person and it
discards many old bodies as many human beings die in the
body-politic of the collective institution as person, and it
acquires many new bodies by birth of many human beings
in the collective body politic of the institution as person.
So, the traditional commentators are not actually faithful to
the nuances of the terms in the verses and the semantic
syntax of the verses due to their prior doctrinal
commitments, which prevent them from seeing the
meaning present in the verse due to its semantic syntax.

It is the metaphysics introduced in Bhagavadgita 2.11-30,
which enables Krsna to say in Bhagavadgita 13.1-2:“This,
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the body, O son of Kunti, is holistically thought of as
Ksetra; him who feelingly knowingly resolves it, they, who
feelingly knowingly resolve of them, call Ksetrajiia
(knowledgeable resolver of Ksetra). And you also
penetratively knowledgeably resolve Me as Ksetrajiia in all
Ksetras, O Bharata.”'®

ksetrajiiam and mam are in singular just like ‘naro’ and

It is interesting to note that in 13.2

dehi in 2.22 and in 13.2 sarvaksetresu is in plural just like
vasamsi jirnani, navani ... 'parani, Sarirani ...jirnany,
anyani... navani in 2.22. It may further be noted that
sarvaksetresu is in locative case meaning (in all ksetras)
making the ksetrajiia related to ksetra just as dehin/Saririna
is related to deha/sarira. Now the important question
arises: why is it first declared that sarira is holistically
thought of as ksetram then it is declared that Krsna is the
one ksetrajia in all the multiple ksetras instead of
straightaway saying that Krsna is the knowledgeable
resolver of body in all bodies? The answer is that once the
vocabulary of ksetras is introduced then the possibility of
Krsna being in the bodies one after another is dispelled, as
ksetras do not admit of being successive in time rather
these are simultaneous in time. So, Krsna is in all bodies
(sarvaksetresu) simultaneously making it obvious that
Krsna is the collective self in all bodies at the same time,
dispelling the idea that dehin/saririna 1is individual
Jjivatman as Krsna is the dehin/saririna.

The analogy of discarding and acquiring of new garments
by man with dehin discarding of old bodies and acquiring
of new bodies introduces the feature of voluntarism without



177 | Samsaya, Jiiana and Karma in the Bhagavadgita

agency of change. What body or which body has this
feature of voluntarism in change? This features is not
present in body of the transmigrating jivatman of traditional
theory of transmigration of soul. To repeat, in traditional
theory of transmigration of jivatman, there is no
voluntarism in discarding or acquiring of body as it is
strictly governed by law of karma. So, the feature of
voluntarism point not to transmigration of jivatman, as
understood traditionally, but to some other phenomenon. It
is the collective institution as person, which exhibits
voluntarism of change of body. The collective institutional
self discards the old bodies, for example in the Indian
asrama system the people with bodies of more than 75
years old were discarded and required to leave the
institutional life to retire into forest to prepare and wait for
death and in modern institutions people are retired by
institution when they reach the age of superannuation and
the institutional self acquires new bodies when after being
born a man becomes fit to be member of the institution and
he enters the institution, in modern institution new bodies
are hired, and one comes across expressions like ‘body
shopping’ for companies and corporations. In many
Upanisads the so-called movement of soul, e.g.
Brhadaranyak Upanisad 6.2.15-16 and Chandogya
Upanisad 5.10.1-6, does not describe so-called
transmigration of individual soul as it tries to convey the
idea of individual member’s entry into and exit from and
temporary and permanent inclusion in the collective
institution as person.
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Therefore, the conclusion of the above discussion is that the
assumption of the theory of cycle of birth and death, which
is the traditional theory of transmigration of soul, is not
advocated or justified in Bhagavadgita; rather the
vocabulary of prevailing theory of transmigration of soul is
utilized, neutralizing some features of it, to clarify the
metaphysics behind the collective institutional action and
institutional actuality.'*®

Bhagavadgita 2.22 is not only reformulating the change of
collective body politic as understood in Bhagavadgita 2.13,
but also is re-emphasizing the eternality of the collective
institutional self mentioned in Bhagavadgita 2.20. But there
is a difference too. Earlier in Bhagavadgita 2.20 it is
mentioned that body is killed in contrast to the collective
self, which cannot be killed. But now the language of
killing of the body is avoided but only the language of
discarding of old bodies and acquiring of new bodies is
used. Why? In the previous verse, i.e. 2.21 the question is
raised: “How, O son of Prtha, does such a person [who
knows his self to be collective person] cause to slay whom,
and whom does he slay?”'”” The answer is that as a
member of the body politic, when one participates in the
war, the war is a collective action and killing occurs in the
war, which is not attributed to any member, but from the
collective universal institutional person’s point of view it is
a natural occurrence as the natural birth and death of many
in the body politic. The idea is that as many people die of
natural old-age, disease, epidemic, no one is held
responsible for such deaths as do not amount to killing. So,
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there is no attribution of killing to any one, even if he
participates in the war, as war is a natural phenomenon, not
an artificial making of individuals as moderns think. The
collective person being unborn and undying is eternal and
hence natural and not an artificial person created by
individuals as moderns think. The war, as a collective
phenomenon, is also natural. This will be stated explicitly
in Bhagavadgita 2.32 when war (yuddha) will be claimed to
be occurring by itself (yadrcchaya ...upapannam), i.e. it is
not brought about artificially by the individuals, rather
occurs naturally whether one wants or not. One can,
therefore, cause someone to be slayed in the context of
institution, as judge can cause the criminal to be killed,
without inviting the charge of murder. The same applies to
the context of war, which is a collective institutional
context of settlement of an institutional issue as claimed by
Indra in Kausitaki Upanisad.'"

Therefore, the conclusion of the above discussion is that the
Bhagavadgita clarifies the structure of institutional action
including the perceptual activity. And institutional
actuality, as the collective person or self of institution, has
some voluntary control over discarding and acquiring of

men in its body (politic).'”

12. Matrasparsa and Feelings

When we read the Bhagavadgita 2.13 and 2.14 quoted
above together, what emerges is the identical triadic
structure in both embodied-body relation and the perceiver-
perceived relation. In embodiment there is (1) eternal dehin



180 | Samsaya, Jiiana and Karma in the Bhagavadgita

hidden in (2) temporary deha, which is being replaced by
another in time and (3) each deha is experienced by dehin
in some changing state. Similarly in perception
(matrasparsa) of something there is (a) eternal perceiver
hidden in (b) temporary some thing perceived, which is
being replaced by another thing perceived in time and (c)
each something is perceived by the perceiver accompanied
by changing feelings. As the state of body belongs to the
body and not to the embodied the feeling accompanying a
thing perceived belongs to the thing perceived and not to
the perceiver. The feeling is not subjective in the
Bhagavadgita as it belongs to the something perceived and
not to the perceiver. It is declared in 3.34 by Krsna: “In
object of each sense is respectively stationed attraction and
aversion of (respective) senses; one should not come under
the control of these two; for, they are obstacles on the path
of his.”"'° The primary model of perception (matrasparsa)
in the Bhagavadgita is the embodied body relation as was
the case with jiiana (knowledgeable resolve) in the
Bhagavadgita 13.1-2. In the Bhagavadgita 13.6 feelings
like pleasure and pain (sukham duhkham) belong to the
body (srira), which is also designated as Ksetra (clearing).
Hence, neither perception (mdatrasparsa) nor jiana
(knowledgeable resolve) in the Bhagavadgita admit of
modern subject-object dualism.

In 2.13 it was mentioned that the triadic structure of
embodiment does not perplex the holistic thinker or the one
who has holistic insight (dhiras ... na muhyati). In 2.15 it
was mentioned that the man, who is holistic thinker or who
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has holistic insight (purusam...dhiram), whom feelings in
the triadic structure of perception do not afflict, he is fit for
life (yamhi na vyathayanty ete purusam...dhiram so
'mrtatvaya kalpate). The introduction of dhira ‘holistic
thinker’ or ‘who has holistic insight’ is very significant.
The term ‘dhira’ is necessarily connected with ‘dhih’,
namely, with the ‘holistic idea/insight reconciled of many
elements,” or ‘holistic thought/vision reconciled of many
elements.” So, dhira,*who has holistic insight’ or ‘who is
holistic visionary,” has insight into or has the vision of
connection between embodiment and perception.

The two triadic structures (X) dehin— deha— state of deha
and (Y) perceiver — perceived thing — feeling of the thing
perceived, together create a third structure (Z) Dehin
(=perceiver) — Deha in some state — the thing perceived
with some feeling. Dehin and deha relation of the structure
(X) which is a necessary relation will be the locus of action
(karma) and the intentional structure of action (karma), as
all actions are performed by the body, speech and mind
(Sariravanmanobhir: 18.15), which belong to ksetra
‘clearing’ (=sarira), mediated by feeling from the structure
(Y) (13.5-6), and Dehin (=perceiver) and the thing
perceived relation, which again is a necessary relation from
the structure (Y) will be the locus of jiiana and intensional
structure of jiana mediated by the state of deha from the
structure (X), and these two structures of (i) action —
intention of action and (ii) ji@na— intension of jiana merge
to become a unitary structure of life. A dhira grasps this
totality without getting perplexed or getting afflicted and he
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is fit for life, where life is characterized by ‘deathlessness’
(amrtatva).

The cognition in the Bhagavadgita is never dissociable
from feeling. The relation of image cognition of object in
sense object contact and the associated feeling are not
conceived, the way modern philosophy conceives these
two. In the modern thought the feeling is subjective but the
image comes from outside from the object. But in the
Bhagavadgita the thing itself is the giver of form to
cognition in sense object contact and also the giver of
feeling to consciousness. Both are given by the sense object
together intimately related and are not dissociable.

In modern philosophy one can treat cognition of image
independently from the subjectively felt feelings, but not in
the Bhagavadgita. 1t has significant impact on the manner
of articulation of cognition and expression of the cognition
in language affecting the intensional structure of thought
and speech in the Bhagavadgita. The intensional structure
of thought and speech in the Bhagavadgita is therefore,
different from the intensional structure of thought and
speech of modern thought. That is to say modern thought is
entirely different from the thinking in the Bhagavadgita.
The intensional structure of thought and speech cannot
result in intentional structure of action in modern thought
because image cognition is dissociable from feelings. In
modern thought image cognition is objective but feeling is
subjective, therefore, any objective image cognition can
combine externally with any subjective feeling felt by the
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cogniser. There is no objective relation between the two in
modern thought. But, in contrast, in Vedic thought there is
necessary connection between the image cognition of a
thing and the feeling that the thing gives rise to, associated
with the image cognition. In the Bhagavadgita the locus of
connection between the image cognition and the associated
feeling is in the thing itself and it is not a mere subjective
connection, but objective connection.  Therefore, the
intensional structure of thought and speech necessarily
gives rise to intentional structure of action precisely
because of un-dissociability of image cognition from
feeling of life in the Bhagavadgita.'"!

To recapitulate the train of argument of the second chapter
of the Bhagavadgita it must be stated that in the verse 2.14
the idea of matra-sparsah is brought in to show the
connection of the dehin-deha relation and perceiver
(dehin)-and thing perceived relation. Many things are given
to perception (matra-sparsa) and the action like yuddha
‘war’ is to be performed in the world of perception (matra-
sparsa). The dehin — deha relation the locus of action and
intentional structure of action, get related to perceiver
(dehin)— thing perceived relation, the locus of jiiana and
intensional structure of jiana via matra-sparsah, the
former performing action in the world of perception
(matra-sparsa) out of/impelled by associated feelings and
the later receiving many entities for perception from world
of perception (matra-sparsa), according to the state of
body, the two forming a circle which never ceases but
continues ever which is life and jiigna in one.
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And yet the dehin which is the common relatum of
intensional structure of jiiana and intentional structure of
action (karma) remains unaffected, as stated in 2.15, by the
world of perception (matra-sparsa) both in receiving of
entities from it for jiiana as per the state of body and
performing of action in it impelled as per the associated
feeling.

The Bhagavadgita’s a priori condition of perception
(matrasparsa) is different from the a priori ‘I’ in ‘I think’
which accompanies the experience of object from
Descartes to Kant as the ‘I’ of ‘I think’ is not out of focus
of consciousness but is in the focus of consciousness as self
consciousness, i.e. transcendental consciousness of the
unity of apperception and the ‘I’ of ‘I think’ of the modern
tradition is not only not out of focus of consciousness, it is
self-consciousness and as consciousness of something that
is transcendental consciousness of unity of apperception is
limited and delimited by matra, i.e. the measure of the self
which is distinguished and delimited by limits from other
selves. To use the Bhagavadgita’s terminology, the self-
consciousness, ‘I’of ‘I think’ of modern tradition 1is
simultaneously ahamkara (mamakara). None of this is
applicable to the a priori condition of the perception
(matrasparsa) in the Bhagavadgita.

Hence, there is a fundamental difference in the a priori
condition of perception (matrasparsa) in the Bhagavadgita,
which is out of focus of consciousness, merely like light
(jyoti), but without delimitation. It is ideational like
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number, which is non-dual due to nonlimitation and
infinite. But in modern thought the a priori of the
experience of object is in the focus of consciousness as self
consciousness, is delimited consciousness limited by the
limits of ‘you think’ ‘he thinks’ ‘the other thinks’ etc. In
modern thought the intesional structure of knowledge has
limited things on both side of thought, i.e. the thinker side
and the thing thought side. There is total separation of
feeling from this intensional structure of thought in modern
thought, as feeling has no role to play in it." ">

There is another difference too. The locus of sense
perception is not the individual ‘I” in the Bhagavadgita.
The locus of all the senses in it is the collective body of the
collective person as stated in Bhagavadgita 13.13: “With
hands and feet everywhere, with eyes and heads and
mouths everywhere, with ears everywhere, That exists
enveloping all.”'"> What this verse of the Bhagavadgita is
describing is a collectivity, which is institution as person.
Further more in Bhagavadgita 13.14 it is stated: “Shining
by the gunas (strands of prakrti) of all the senses, (yet)
without the senses; unattached, yet supporting all; devoid
of gunas but enjoyer of gunas.”''* According to this verse
the collective institution as person manifests with functions
of senses without having corporeal senses.

13. The relation of Karma with Jiiana

There is a little prefiguring of the relation of intentional
structure of action with intensional structure of jiiana in
perception (matrasparsa) in the Bhagavadgita 2.25, which



186 | Samsaya, Jiiana and Karma in the Bhagavadgita

says: “It is said that it (i.e. Brahman/Atman/Purusa/
Dehin/Saririna) is unmanifest, unthinkable and without
possibility of vikara (without modes). Therefore, feelingly
knowing apriori (viditva) it to be such, you should not

»115 The first statement indicates that the being of

grieve.
the collective self is not to be validated by perception for
that deals with what is manifest, thinkable and transitory.
Rather it is confirmed by language, what we say. All
confusion in thinking and hence thinking of what is to be
done arises because we fail to distinguish and to keep
distinct in thinking the one ideational being from the many
empirical changing particulars in which it is present.
Arjuna is failing to distinguish the one idea of dharma from
the many empirical individual situations in which it is
present. Since he is unable to distinguish the two he is
caught in the sophistic dialetic, speaking like pandita while
actually caring for that which the learned find as something
for which one should not care. So to remove the sophist
dialectic confusion we have to pay attention to the language
and how the distinction is present in the way we speak.
Arjuna should think of the one idea of dharma and not the
empirical particular situation of dharma. As Arjuna is
thinking of the empirical particular situation of dharma he
is thinking all that is involved in the particular empirical
situation, i.e. Kkilling, dying involved in the particular
situation and these have no bearing on the issue of dharma
when the war has already arrived. Once the war has arrived
it is the arrival of war that is relevant to determination of
dharma. 1t is this that is highlighted through the linguistic
distinction between one soul, which is unmanifest,
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unthinkable and unchanging, like number, which is the
collective person of institution in himself and many
empirical particular bodies, which are manifest, thinkable
and changeable, constituting a collective body politic, in
which the collective self of institution is present. To arrive
at one idea of dharma and what it requires one has to base
his argument on the a priori felt knowledge of the collective
soul and not on what happens to the empirical body. But
this a priori felt knowledge of the collective soul is
knowledge of the unmanifest, unthinkable and the
unchanging, i.e. what is aprameya, that is not measurable
and hence not an object of perception (matrasparsa) and
hence not perceptually known, but feelingly known a priori.
What is being said is that feelings associated with many
perceptual things must be equalized and balanced with its
opposite feeling and neutralized and action is to be
performed without attraction or aversion to perceptual
things.

Here there is a little prefiguring of the relation of
intentional structure of action with intensional structure of
perception (matrasparsa) of something. In this prefiguring
of the relation, it must be noticed that the intentional
structure of action emerges parallel to the intensional
structure of jriana in perception (matrasparsa) from the
same purusa; and the two parallel structures, ie. the
intensional structure of jiiana in perception (matrasparsa)
and intentional structure of action merging in one structure
which is both, i.e. has both aspects as explained earlier.
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In the modern thought the intensional structure of
experience of object and the intentional structure of action
are independent and when the two are related then they are
related sequentially in a series where the experience of
object with its intensional structure with the two relata the
‘I’ of ‘I think’ and the object experienced come first and
then the action with its intentional structure with its two
relata ‘I’ of ‘I freely will’ and the intended objective come
next and the relation of the two structure is from the side of
the object as the intended objective is always the
breakdown of the resistance of the object whose experience
is already obtained prior to action. This modern model of
action has catastrophic and holocaustic consequences when
it comes to institutional and social action and necessarily
involves power to break the resistance of the object be it a
man, be it a society or institution, or be it an object like
wood or iron. Since, the Vedic and the Bhagavadgita’s way
of relating the intensional structure of jiana in perception
(matrasparsa) to the intentional structure of action is
entirely different. The Bhagavadgita discusses it at length
spreading the discussion till the last chapter, i.e. eighteenth
chapter. Here it was merely a prefiguration of the relation
that is presented in 2.25.

The Indian way of conceiving the relation between the
intensional structure of jiiana in perception (matrasparsa)
and the intentional structure of action is such that once the
intentional structure of action emerges parallel to the
intensional structure of jiiana in perception (matrasparsa),
in fact the two merging into one structure then from
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whichever side of the two sides of intensional structure of
jhaana 1in perception (matrasparsa) one proceeds the
intentional structure of action remains unaffected. The
example of why nanusocitum arhasi “you should not care”
as the example of intentional structure of action has already
been discussed in the $loka 2.25 starting from one side of
the intensional structure of jiana in perception
(matrasparsa), i.e. the side where one has the infinite and
indestructible purusa as the relatum. Now Krsna
demonstrates that even if one proceeds from the finite
measured side of the intensional structure then also the
intentional structure of action remains unchanged. The
same example of why nanusocitum arhasi “you should not
care” of the $loka 2.25 is discussed in the next two $lokas
starting from the other side of the intensional structure of
jhdana in perception (mdatrasparsa) where the relatum is
finitely delimited existent.

2.26-27 says:“And even if you think it (the finite side of the
intensional structure of thought is taken to be purusa) to be
constantly born (when the body is born) and constantly
dying (when the body dies), O mighty-armed Arjuna, you
should not care for it. For, death is certain for one that is
born and birth is certain for one that dies. Therefore, you

116
7" The second

should not care for that which is inevitable.
premise is a metaphysical principle, which says that the
birth/beginning/origin on one side and death/end on the
other are indissolubly related, so that one that has
birth/origin has death/end and one that has death/end had

birth/origin too. So, once the intentional structure of action
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emerges from the intensional structure of j7iidna in
perception (matrasparsa) as parallel to it and merging with
it, that intentional structure of action remains firm and
unshakable from whichever side of the intensional structure
of thought you may proceed. So, this was Krsna’s
elaboration of the comment with which he had begun his
discourse in 2.11:“For those not to be cared for you have
cared, yet you speak words of wisdom. To which breath is
gone (the thing perceived) or breath is not gone (the thing
unperceived) the wise do not care.”''’So, this comment was
actually on the intensional structure of Arjuna’s jiana in
perception (matrasparsa) going wrong leading to doubt and
hesitation.

With 2.28 the discussion of so-called immortality of soul
comes to an end. It says:“Existents are unmanifest in
their beginnings; they become manifest in the middle, O
Bharata; and they become unmanifest after death. So
why care for them?”''® With this rhetorical question one
argument is completed. Be it noted it is not an argument for
the immortality of soul. For if we take it to be argument for
eternality of soul it will require explanation of the existence
of soul after it is dead or before it is born, i.e. when it is
unmanifest. But in this argument this issue is not raised at
all. So, the issue is that of intention to care or not to care
when the thought of death of near and dear ones is haunting
Arjuna and the consequent thought of demise of the
familiar social formation is also haunting him. This issue is
solved not by any decision or choice as a modern man
would do with reasons. Krsna’s way of solving the issue is
entirely different. He questioned the intensional structure of
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thought that was involved in the doubt and hesitation that
was haunting Arjuna. When the intensional structure of
thought was corrected by discerning what went wrong in
the intensional structure of his thought, then automatically
and necessarily the intentional structure of action emerged
that gave the injunction/resolution not to care.
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krsna gacchati //

kaccin nobhayavibhrastas chinnabhram iva nasyati / apratistho mahabaho vimiidho
brahmanah pathi //

Jvayasi cet karmanas te mata buddhir janardana /tat kim karmani ghore mam
niyojayasi kesava // vyamisrenaiva vakyena buddhim mohayasiva me /tad ekam vada
niscitya yena Sreyo 'ham apnuyam //

samnyasam karmanam krsna punar yogam ca Samsasi / yac chreya etayor ekam tan
me brithi suniscitam //

vyavasayatmika buddhir ekeha kurunandana / bahusakha hy anantds ca buddhayo
'vyavasayinam //

ajitas casraddadhanas ca samsayatma vinasyati / nadyam loko 'sti na paro na sukham
samsayatmanah //

yavad etan nirikse "ham yoddhukaman avasthitan

yotsyamanan avekse "ham ya ete ‘tra samagatah

uvdca partha pasyaitan samavetan kurin iti

tatra apasyat sthitan parthah pitrn atha pitamahan /acaryan matulan bhratrn putran
pautran sakhims tatha //svasuran suhrdas caiva senayor ubhayor api / tan samiksya
sa kaunteyah sarvan bandhiin avasthitan //krpayd parayavisto visidann idam abravit
/drstveman svajanan krsna yuyutsin samavasthitan //

nimittani ca pasyami viparitani kesava /na ca Sreyo 'nupaSyami hatva svajanam
ahave //

yady apy ete na pasyanti lobhopahatacetasah / kulaksayakrtam dosam mitradrohe ca
patakam // katham na jiieyam asmabhih papad asman nivartitum / kulaksayakrtam
dosam prapasyadbhir janardana //

utsannakuladharmanam manusyanam janardana / narake niyatam vaso bhavatity
anususruma //

na hi prapasyami mamapanudyad; yac chokam ucchosanam indriyanam

1. 22 (nirtkse); 23 (avekse); 25 (pasya); 26 (apasyat); 27 (samiksa); 28 (drstva);31
(pasyami, anupasyami); 38 (pasyanti); 39 (prapasyadbhi)

1.44 (anususruma)

matrasparsas tu kaunteya Sitosnasukhaduhkhadah / agamapayino ‘nityas tams
titiksasva  bharata //yamhi na vyathayanty ete purusam purusarsabha /
samaduhkhasukham dhiram so 'mrtatvaya kalpate //

senayor ubhayor madhye ratham sthapaya me 'cyuta // yavad etan nirikse 'ham
yoddhukaman avasthitan / kair maya saha yoddhavyam asmin ranasamudyame //
yotsyamanan avekse 'ham ya ete 'tra samagatih / dhartarastrasya durbuddher
yuddhe priyacikirsavah //

yad ahamkaram dasritya na yotsya iti manyase / mithyaisa vyavasayas te prakrtis
tvam niyoksyati //

yas tu sarvani bhiitany atmany evanupasyati |sarvabhiitesu catmanam tato na
vijugupsate ||

yas tu sarvani bhiitany atmany evanupasyati | sarvabhiitesu catmanam tato na
vicikitsati ||

sarvabhiitastham atmanam sarvabhiitani catmani / iksate yogayuktatma sarvatra
samadarsanah // yo mam pasyati sarvatra sarvam ca mayi pasyati / tasyaham na
pranasyami sa ca me na pranasyati //
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yasmin sarvani bhiitany atmaivabhid vijanatah |tatra ko mohah kah Soka ekatvam
anupasyatah ||

tatra ko mohah kah soka

kaccid etac chrutam partha tvayaikagrena cetasa / kaccid ajiianasammohah
pranastas te dhanamjaya //

nasto mohah smrtir labdha tvatprasadan maydcyuta / sthito smi gatasamdehah
karisye vacanam tava //

ajiianasambhiitam ... samsayam

tesam satatayuktanam bhajatam pritipirvakam / dadami buddhiyogam tam yena
mam upayanti te //tesam evanukampartham aham ajiianajam tamah / nasayamy
atmabhavastho jiianadipena bhasvata //

asocydn anvasocas tvam prajiavadams ca bhdsase / gatasin agatdsums ca
nanusocanti panditah //

Generally it is believed that Krsna’s intention is to address Arjuna’s grief or to
console the grieving Arjuna. Taking cue from Visnu Smrtiregarding the group of
verses Bhagavadgita 2.11-30 Angelika Malinar writes, “Thus, whether one thinks of
the self as eternal or as being constantly born or dead, the conclusion is the same:
there is nothing to grieve for. This message is conveyed in the refrain-like formula,
“You must not grieve’ (na socitum arhasi; 2.25, 26, 27, 30), which is a perfect
conclusion of this speech of consolation, drawing on the style of funeral oration. That
consolation is the main purpose of these verses is corroborated by their inclusion of
the Visnusmrti (ViS), one of the later manuals on dharma. In this text, the verses are
cited as an example of words of consolation that should be addressed to mourners (cf.
ViS 19.24). Almost all the verses in the BAG are cited, with slight variations and
certain omissions, as a repertoire of aphorisms to be used on such occasions.” (In her
The Bhagavadgita: Doctrines and Contexts, Cambridge University Press:
Cambridge, 2007 [referred to as Malinar herein after], pp.65f.)Malinar also compares
Krsna’s speech in Bhagavadgita 2.11-30 with Vidura’s speech of consolation in
Mahabharata 11.2.3ff. She continues the quoted passage, “It is probable that the
authors of the BhG [Bhagavadgita] are drawing on an extant stock of teachings as is
the case in other passages from the MBh [Mahabharata),” (Malinar:66),and clarifies
that she is referring to Vidura’s speech of consolation in Mahabharata 11.2.3ff
(Malinar: 66, fn.20).She further explains, “Here, the refrain fatra ka paridevana
(‘Why should one complain?’) is frequently used, as is the case in the BAG
2.”(Malinar: 66, fn.20).

According to Olivelle the Visnu Smrti was composed by a single Brahmin, who was a
devotee of Visnu and an expert in the Dharmasastra tradition, most likely between
700 and 1000 CE on the ground that (1) the text cites the centrality of written
documents and events which occurred in the Common Era, (2) the text uses a
vocabulary that emerged in the Common Era, for example the word pustaka,used in
Visnu Smrti 18.44, was first used by a sixth-century astronomer, (3) the text mentions
sati and deals comprehensively with tirthas , which is a late development, as no other
Dharmasastra deals with them, and (4) the text gives a description of Vaisnava
images, which uniquely correlate with the specimens found only after the eighth
century in Kashmir. (Patrick Olivelle, “The Date and Provenance of the Visnu
Smrti,” Indologica Taurinensia, 33 (2007), pp.149-163.)

Hence, to interpret Bhagavadgita 2.11 as mere part of a funeral speech on the basis of
Visnu Smrti is anachronistic and to interpret it by comparing Krsna’s speech
Bhagavadgita 2.11-30 with Vidura’s speech of consolation in Mahabharata 11.2.3ff
is to miss the significance of the verses, which is not just meant for consolation of
Arjuna, but meant for clarification of the manifestation of the collective institution as
person and the very nature of collective institutional action, performed by mind,
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speech and body, and what is involved in the performance of such collective
institutional action, which we will try to show in this essay.

That Krsna’s speech in Bhagavadgita 2.11-30 is not to be interpreted as speech of
consolation, even though he is addressing the grieving Arjuna is indicated in
Bhagavadgita 2.10, which is a report by Samjaya. Since, in this verse, Krsna is
reported to be speaking as if smilingly precludes his speech being a speech of
consolation. Malinar’s translation of the verse 2.10 is as follows: “To him who sat
desperate between the two armies, Hrsikesa (Krsna) spoke almost bursting out in
laughter” (Malinar: 64). One speaking almost bursting out in laughter and at the
same time consoling is incongruous. Hence Krsna’s speech could not have been a
speech of consolation if we go by Samjaya’s report, even though Krsna’s speech
appears to be a speech of consolation on the surface when seen in light of Visnu
Smyrti 20.1-53 and Vidura’s speech of consolation in Mahabharata 11.2.3ff.

The Visnu Smrti’s injunction forspeech of consolation as part of funeral presupposes
not merely the fact of mourning but also the correctness and validity of mourning for
the dead as part of funeral. Visnu Smyti 19.24 gives the injunction: “The mourners,
who lament the loss of a relative, shall be addressed by men gifted with a tranquil
frame of mind with such consolatory speeches as I shall now recite to thee, O Earth,
who art cherished to my, mind.” (duhkhanvitanam mrtabandhavanam asvasanam
kuryur adinasattvah Nvakyais tu yair bhiimi tavabhidhasye vakyany aham tani mano
'bhirame //Translated by Julius Jolly in his The Institutes of Vishnu).

The injunction is followed by the group of verses 20.1-53 which constitute the
speech of consolation. The verse 2.110of the Bhagavadgita is not included in these
verses.Traditionally the verse 2.11 of the Bhagavadgita following translation: “For
those who cannot be grieved for you have grieved, yet you speak words of wisdom.
For whose life breath is gone or whose life breath is not gone the wise do not grieve.”
In this translation this verse appears to be questioning the very validity of grieving
and mourning. Hence, the verse 2.11 is present to prevent the speech of Krsnam from
2.11-30 in the Bhagavadgita from being construed as speech of mourning.

To get the clue to the correct interpretation of these verses interpreters need to ask
what is that gatasiin (whose breath have departed) and agatasiin (whose breath have
not departed) which are anvasocas (cannot be grieved for) and regarding which
nanusocanti panditah (wise do not grieve). We have to keep in mind that grieving for
the dead is a legitimate part of funeral and Krsna is not advocating modification of
manual of Dharma to do away with the mourning in the funeral. So, gatasin and
agatasin do not mean dead (whose breath have departed) and alive (whose breath
have not departed), rather it refers to the activity of sense perception of things and
non-performance of such activities of sense perception of things respectively, as we
will show below.

Malinar did not notice the incongruity between the two claims she makes: first the
claim, “Krsna declares that the truly educated, the pandita, do not grieve when there
is nothing to grieve for. They never mourn for either the living or the dead because
they distinguish between the mortal body and the immortal ‘owner of the body’
(dehin, saririna)”(Malinar: 65), and the second claim, “Thus, whether one thinks of
the self as eternal or as being constantly born or dead, the conclusion is the same:
there is nothing to grieve for. This message is conveyed in the refrain-like formula,
“You must not grieve’ (na socitum arhasi; 2.25, 26, 27, 30), which is a perfect
conclusion of this speech of consolation, drawing on the style of funeral
oration.”(Malinar: 65).

Since pandita’s conduct is taken as the exemplar, the pandita for Krsna in the
Bhagavadgita is performing the same function as performed by Sista in determination
of dharma where there is no clear injunction from the texts ($astra). On Malinar’s
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reading, since panditas do not mourn, and they being exemplar of the correct
conduct, there is no place for mourning and speech of consolation in the funeral
performed by them, this goes against the injunction for speech of consolation in the
Visnu Smrti accepted by Malinar.

Simon Brodbeck articulates Arjuna’s anxiety as presented in the first chapter in the
following words: “... he expresses his misgivings first of all in terms of anticipated
loss of sreyas (the good, 1:31), priti (joy, 1:36), and sukha (contentment, 1:37).
These terms seem to indicate the existential problem of living with himself thereafter.
This is then tied to kinship responsibility: the anticipated act is contrary to
kuladharma and jatidharma and will precipitate varpasamkara and kulaksyaya
(class-mixture, tribal destruction, 1:39-42) through the corruption of the kula’s
womenfolk (1:41). Kula here is conceived as containing the already dead and the yet
to be born, each group dependent on the other in equal measure. Naraka (hell, 1:42,
44) denotes the oblivion of this particular kula as an entity, as well as serving as a
postmortem location (in contrast to pitrloka) for its individual members.” (Simon
Brodbeck, “Calling Krsna’s Bluff: Non-attached Action in the Bhagavadgita,”
Journal of Indian Philosophy,Vol. 32 (2004), p. 83).1t is this anxiety that is making
Arjuna grieve. Had there been a direct attempt to address Arjuna’s grief then there
should have been an attempt on the part of Krsna to respond to Arjuna’s anxieties
directly. He does not respond to these anxieties of Arjuna. Therefore, it cannot be
said that Krsna in his speech in Bhagavadgita 2.11-30 is trying to console Arjuna, as
that attempt would require responding to his anxiety, which were never addressed by
Krsna in the Bhagavadgita. So, the intention of Krsna starting with 2.11 is not to
address Arjuna’s grief, not to console grieving Arjuna, not to allay Arjuna’s
anxiety.

In Pratap Chandra Roy, Mahabharata, vol.4, Udyoga Parva, Sec.133, Oriental
Publishing Co., Calcutta (1884-1894), p.266.

Malinar: 40.

na tv evaham jatu nasam na tvam neme janadhipah / na caiva na bhavisyamah sarve
vayam atah param //

dehino 'smin yatha dehe kaumaram yauvanam jara / tatha dehdntarapraptir
dhiras tatra na muhyati //

But first we have to find out what can be the reason for this erroneous incongruent
interpretation of verse 2.13 of the Bhagavadgita. This verse is included verbatim in
speech of consolation in Visnu Smrti as verse 20.49, which can be dated earliest to
the 700CE and it is this inclusion that appears to be the cause of erroneous
understanding advocated by traditional commentators from Sankaracarya onwards,
whose commentaries date from 700CE onwards. All traditional commentators
including ~ Sankaracarya, Ramanujacarya, Madhvacarya, Bhaskara and
Abhinavagupta take the analogy of deha and its states with self and its body as meant
merely to highlight that as one states of deha gives way to another state and for
passing away of the earlier state of body we do not grieve because the individual-self
remains unchanged through the changing states of body, in the similar way one body
of the self gives way to another and the individual-self remains unchanged while
passing from one body to another. Hence, we should not grieve for the old discarded
body. But as explained above this kind of interpretation is incongruous in the context.
te strivamavisatah tasya upasthamevahavaniyam kurvate ... reta eva sukramahutim
/te strivam tarpayatah sa ya evam vidvanmithunamupaityagnihotramevdsya hutam
/bhavati yastatah putro jayate sa lokah pratyutthayyetadagnihotram / ... natah
paramastiti.../

In the description of doctrine of five fires (paricagni vidya) we hear in Brhadaranyaka
Upanisad 6.2.13:yosa va agnir gautama |tasyda upastha eva samit |lomani dhimah
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|vonir arcih |yad antah karoti te 'ngarah |abhinanda visphulingah |tasminn etasminn
agnau deva reto juhvati |tasya ahutyai purusah sambhavati |“A fire—that’s what a
woman is, Gautama. Her firewood is the vulva; her smoke is the pubic hair; her
flame is the vagina; when one penetrates her, that is her embers; and her sparks are
the climax. In that very fire gods offer semen, and from that offering springs a man
(purusa).”Similarly in doctrine of five fires (pasicagni vidya) Chandogya Upanisad
5.8.1-2 says:yosa vava gautamagnih |tasya upastha eva samit |yad upamantrayate sa
dhiimah |yonir arcih |yad antah karoti te 'ngarah |abhinanda visphulingah || tasminn
etasminn agnau deva reto juhvati |tasya ahuter garbhah sambhavati ||“A fire—that’s
what a woman is, Gautama. Her firewood is the vulva; when she is asked to come
close, that is her smoke; her flame is the vagina; when one penetrates her, that is her
embers; and her sparks are the climax. In that very fire gods offer semen, and from
that offering springs the fetus.”

striyo va agnir vaisvanarah / tasyopastham samid yonir jyotir isya dhiimo "bhinando
visphulingas samsparso 'ngarah / tasminn etasminn agnau vaisvanare "harahar deva
reto juhvati / tasyd ahuter hutayai purusas sambhavati //

This comes out quite clearly in Brhadaranyaka Upanisad 6.4.1-4: esam vai bhiitanam
prthivi rasah /prthivya apah /apam osadhayah /osadhinam puspani /puspanam
phalani /phalanam purusah /purusasya retah // sa ha prajapatir tksam cakre --
hantasmai pratistham kalpayaniti sa striyam sasrje /tam srstvadha upasta /tasmat
striyam adha updasita /sa etam praiicam gravanam dtmana eva samudaparayat
/tenainam abhyasrjata //tasya vedir upasthah / lomani barhis /carmadhisavane
/samiddho madhyatas tau muskau /sa yavan ha vai vdjapeyena yajamanasya loko
bhavati tavan asya loko bhavati /va evam vidvan adhopahdasam caraty asam strinam
sukrtam vrikte /atha ya idam avidvan adhopahdsam caraty dasya striyah sukrtam
vritjate //etad dha sma vai tad vidvan uddalaka arunir aha /etad dha sma vai tad
vidvan nako maudgalya aha /etad dha sma vai tad vidvan kumarahdrita aha --
bahavo marya brahmandyand nirindriya visukrto 'smal lokat prayanti ya idam
avidvamso ‘dhopahasam carantiti /°Of these existents, essence is verily the earth; of
the earth, the waters; of the waters, the herbs; of the herbs, the flowers; of the
flowers, the fruit; of the fruits, man; of man, semen. Prajapati then thought to
himself: ‘Let me make a base for that semen,’ and he created woman. Having created
her, (he) had intercourse with her. A man, therefore, should have intercourse with a
woman. Prajapati stretched out from himself the elongated stone for pressing Soma
and impregnated her with it. Her vulva is the sacrificial platform; her pubic hair is the
sacred grass; her labia majora are the Soma-press; and her labia minora are the fire
blazing at the centre. A man who engages in sexual intercourse with this knowledge
obtains as great a world as a man who performs a Soma-yajiia (Vajapeya), and he
approprites to himself the merits of the women with whom he has sex. The women,
on the other hand, appropriate themselves the merits of a man who engages in sexual
intercourse with them without this knowledge. Surely it was this knowledge that
made Uddalaka Aruni exclaim, as also Naka Maudgalya and Kumaraharita: ‘Many
are the mortals of Brahmin descent who, engaging in sexual intercourse without this
knowledge, depart this world drained of virility and deprived of merit’.”Patrick
Olivelle also claims that “... I find that the author of BU [Brhadaranyaka Upanisad]
intends to teach a theology of sexual intercourse as a fire sacrifice...” in his essay
“Young Svetaketu: A Literary Study of an Upanisadic Story,” Journal of the
American Oriental Society, vol.119, No.1 (Jan. — Mar., 1999), p.48.

parficaitani mahabaho karanani nibodha me / samkhye krtante proktani siddhaye
sarvakarmanam // adhisthanam tatha karta karanam ca prthagvidham / vividhas ca
prthakcesta daivam caivatra paiicamam // “These five factors in the accomplishment
of all action, you understand from Me, O mighty armed, as procaimed in the
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Samikchya which ends/completes action. The ground/seat and agent and the various
organs/instruments, and the separate functions of various sorts, and the deity also, the
fifth among these.”

trir ha vai puruso mriyate trir jayate/ Sa hai 'tad eva prathamam mriyate yad retas
siktam sambhiitam bhavati/ sa pranam eva 'bhisambhavati/ asam abhijayate/
athai'tad dvitiyam mriyate yad diksate / sa chandansy eva 'bhisambhavati/ daksinam
abhijayate/ athdi 'tat trtiyam myiyate yan mriyate/ sa Sraddham eva 'bhisambhavati/
lokam abhijayate/

puruse ha va ayam adito garbho bhavati yad etad retah /tad etat sarvebhyo
‘ngebhyas tejah sambhiitam atmany evatmanam bibharti /tad yada striyam sificaty
athainaj janayati /tad asya prathamam janma //tat striya atmabhiiyam gacchati
yathd svam angam tathda /tasmad endm na hinasti /sdsyaitam datmanam atra gatam
bhavayati //sa bhavayitri bhavayitavya bhavati /tam strT garbham bibharti /so 'gra
eva kumaram janmano 'gre 'dhi bhavayati /sa yat kumaram janmano 'gre 'dhi
bhavayaty atmanam eva tad bhavayaty esam lokanam santatyai /evam santatda hime
lokah /tad asya dvitiyam janma //so 'syayam atmd punyebhyah karmebhyah
pratidhiyate /athasyayam itara atma krtakrtyo vayogatah praiti /sa itah prayann eva
punar jayate /tad asya trtiyam janma //

tav ehi samrabhavahai saha reto dadhavahai /pumse putraya vittaya iti //

athasya ari vihapayati -- vijihitham dyavaprthivi iti /tasyam artham nisthaya
mukhena mukham samdhdya trir enam anulomam anumarsti --vispur yonim
kalpayatu tvasta ripani pimsatu /@ sificatu prajapativ dhata garbham dadhatu te
/garbham dhehi sinivali garbham dhehi prthustuke /garbham te asvinau devav
adhattam puskarasrajau //

hiranmayr arani yabhyam nirmanthatam asvinau /tam te garbham havamahe dasame
masi sitaye /vathagnigarbha prthivi yatha dyaur aindrena garbhini /vayur disam
yathd garbha evam garbham dadhami te 'sav iti //

patirjayam pravisati garbho bhiitva sa mataram; tasyam punarnavo bhiitva dasame
masi jayate / tajjaya jaya bhavati yadsyam jayate punah /

ya u vai putrah sa pita yah pita sa putrah

angad angat sambhavasi hrdayad adhijayase / atma vai putranamasi sa jiva saradah
Satam /

sa ya manusyayonir manusyaloka eva sah / tat striyai prajananam / ato 'dhi prajah
prajayante / tasmad u lalyanim jayam icchet kalyane ma datma sambhavad iti /
tasmad u jayam jugupsen nen mama loke ‘nyas sambhavad iti / tasya vai
sambhavisyatah prand agram pravisanty atha retas sicyate / See also Baudhayana
Dharmasastra 2.2.3.34; Apastambha Dharmasastra 2.13.7; Manava Dharmasastra
9.7-9;Yajlavalkya Dharmasastra 1.81.

...patir jayam pravisati garbho bhiitva sa matsaram / tasyam punar navo bhitva
dasSame masi jayate // taj jaya bhavati yad asyam jayate punah //... deva manusyan
abruvann esd vo janani punah // naputrasya loko ’stiti...

bharyam patih sampravisya sa yasmaj jayate punah / jayaya iti jayatvam puranah
kavayo viduh // ... atmatmanaiva janitah putra ity ucyate budhaih / tasmad bharyam
narah pasyen matrvat putramdtaram // bharyayam janitam putram dadarse svam
ivananam /

as tva hrda kivina manyamano 'martyam martyo johavimi /jatavedo yaso asmasu
dhehi prajabhir agne amrtatvam asyam //

yo vam rjave kramandya rodasi marto dadasa dhisane sa sadhati /pra prajabhir
Jayate dharmanas pari yuvoh sikta visuripani savrata //

sa ya evam etad vamadevyam mithune protam veda /mithuni bhavati /mithunan
mithunat prajayate /
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atha-api sa eva-ayam [viridhah prthak pratyaksena-[upalabhyate [drsyate ca-api
sariapyam dehatvam eva-anyat /

sa yad dha va enam etat pita yonyam reto bhiitam siicaty adityo hai ‘nam tad
yonyam reto bhiitam sificati / sa ha 'sya tatra mrtyor iSe /

dcarya upanayamano brahmacarinam krnute garbham antah / tam ratris tisra udare
bibharti tam jatam drastum abhisamyanti devah //

acaryo mrtyur-...

Atharva Veda 6.133.3:myrtyor aham brahmacari yad asmi nirydacan bhitat purusam
yamaya / tam aham brahmand tapasa sramenanayainam mekhalaya sinami // “As 1
am now Death's Brahmachari claiming out of the living world a man for Yama, So
with Austerity and Prayer and Fervour I bind this Girdle round the man before me.”
ut kramatah purusa mava pattha mrtyoh padvisam avamuiicamanah / ma chittha
asmal lokad agneh siryasya samdysah // “Up from this place, O man, rise! sink not
downward, casting away the bonds of Death that hold thee. Be not thou parted from
this world, from sight of Agni and the Sun.”

ayam deva ihaivastv ayam mamutra gad itah / imam sahasraviryena mytyor ut
parayamasi //“Here let this man, O Gods, remain: let him not go to yonder world.
We pass him out him from Mrityu with a charm that hath a thousand powers.”

trirha vai puruso jayate etannveva matuscadhi pituscagre jayate'tha yam yajiia
upanamati sa yadyajate taddvitivam  jayate'tha yatra mriyate
yatrainamagnavabhyadadhati sa yattatah sambhavati tattytivam jayate tasmattrih
puruso jayata ityahuh /

ajato ha vai tavat puruso yavan na yajate, sa yajiiendi 'va jayate / sa yatha ‘ndam
prathamanirnhinnam evan eva /

athatyupayajati / sa yannatyupayajedyavatyo haivagre prajah srstastavatyo haiva
syurna prajayerannatha yadatyupayajati praivaitajjanayati tasmadimah prajah
punarabhyavartam prajayante /“He then makes additional by-offerings. Were he not
to make additional by-offerings, there would only be as many living beings as were
created in the beginning; they would not be propagated; but by making additional by-
offerings he indeed propagates them; whence creatures are again born here
repeatedly.”

Walter O. Kaelber writes in his essay, “The "Dramatic" Element in Brahmanic
Initiation: Symbols of Death, Danger, and Difficult Passage,” History of Religions,
Vol. 18, No. 1 (Aug., 1978), pp. 581, “Both Oldenberg and Hauer argued that at both
the Upanayana and the Diksa symbols of rebirth are preceded by a symbolic
representation of death. Lommel, however, consistently maintains that rebirth at
these rituals is not preceded by symbols of death. The intricacies of this "debate"
between Hauer, Oldenberg, and Lommel need not be detailed, except to say that the
major argument revolves around the issue of whether the embryo is a symbol of new
life, "the essence of life" (as it is for Lommel), or a symbol of death or a deathlike
condition which precedes new life (as it is for Oldenberg and Hauer). It appears,
however, that the crucial issue has been overlooked. The issue is not whether the
embryo represents "the essence of life" or death but rather that it represents both
simultaneously.”

garbhd anasnanto jivanti

etadvai prajapatiretasminnatmanah pratihite sarvani bhitani
garbhyabhavattanyasya garbha eva santi papma mrtyuragrhnat

so'kamayata  dvitiyo ma atma jayeteti sa manasa vacam  mithunam
samabhavadasanayam mrtyustadyadreta asitsa samvatsaro'bhavanna ha pura tatah
samvatsara asa tametavantam kalamabibharyavantsamvatsarastametavatah kalasya
parastadasrjata tam jatamabhivyadadatsa bhanakarotsaiva vagabhavat
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“He desired, ‘May a second self be produced for me.” By his mind he entered into
union with speech,--(to wit) Death with hunger: the seed which was produced
became the year, for theretofore there was no year. For as long as the year he (Death)
carried him (within him), and at the end of that time he produced him. He opened his
mouth (to devour) the new-born one, and he (the child) cried ‘bha"; thus speech was
produced.”

aksaram brahma paramam svabhavo ’dhyatmam ucyate / bhiitabhavodbhavakaro
visargah karmasamjiitah //

...yajiiah karmasamudbhavah 7 karma brahmodbhavam viddhi
brahmaksarasamudbhavam / tasmat sarvagatam brahma nityam yajiie pratisthitam //
brahmarpanam brahmahavir brahmagnau brahmand hutam / brahmaiva tena
gantavyam brahmakarmasamadhind //

tadetatsatyam  /yatha sudiptatpavakadvisphulingakah sahasrasah prabhavante
saripah / tathaksaradvidhah somya bhavah prajayante tatra caivapiyanti //
tasmadycah samauajisi diksa yajiasca sarve kratavo daksinasca / samvatsarasca
yajamanasca lokah somo yatra pavate yatra siryah //

purusa evedam visvam karma tapo brahma paramrtam / etadyo veda nihitam
guhayam so vidyagranththim vikiratiha somya //

yathornanabhih srjate grhnate ca yatha prthivyamosadhayah sambhavanti / yatha
satah purusatkesalomani tathaksaratsambhavatiha visvam //

sa yathornavabhis tantunoccared yatha agneh ksudra visphulinga vyuccaranty evam
evasmad atmanah sarve pranah sarve lokah sarve devah sarvani bhiitani vyuccaranti
/tasyopanisat satyasya satyam iti /prand vai satyam tesam esa satyam //

pirnam adah pirnam idam piarndt pirnam udacyate /purnasya pirnam adaya
purnam evavasisyate /

kim yasya tantram sa svatantrah? kim catah?tantuvaye prapnoti.

naisa dosah / ayam tantrasabdo 'styeva vitane vartate / tadyathda /astirnam tantram /
protam tantramiti / vitanamiti gamyate /

yada lelayate hyarcih samiddhe havyavahane / tadajyabhagavantarenahuti
pratipadayet //

Arjuna uses the expression samdeha in this sense when he says in Bhagavadgita
18.73:nasto  mohah smrtir labdha tvatprasadan maydcyuta / sthito smi
gatasamdehah karisye vacanam tava //‘Destroyed is delusion, and I have gained
recollection through your Grace, O Achyuta. I am firm, with doubts gone. I will carry
out your advice.”

sa yatha saindhavakhilya udake prasta udakam evanuviliveta na hasyodgrahanayeva
syat /yato-yatas tv dadadita lavanam /evam va ara idam mahad bhiitam anantam
aparam vijianaghana eva /etebhyo bhiitebhyah samutthdya tany evanuvinasyati /na
pretya samjiastity are bravimi /iti hovaca yajiavalkyah //

sa yatha saindhavaghano 'nantaro 'bahyah krtsno rasaghana eva /evam va are 'vam
atmanantaro 'bahyah krtsnah prajianaghana eva /etebhyo bhiitebhyah samutthaya
tany evanuvinayati /na pretya samjiastity are bravimi /iti hovaca yajiavalkyah //
The speech of Krsna in 2.11-30 is not for consolation of grieving Arjuna, rather it is a
preparation of collectivist metaphysics of yajna karma, which also includes
perceptual activity.This also confirms that inclusion of the verse 2.13 in the speech of
consolation in Visnu Smrti as verse 20.49 appears to be because of erroneous
understanding.

Cf. J. Gonda, The Vision of the Vedic Poets, Munshiram Monoharlal Publishers Pvt.
Ltd., New Delhi, 1984,p.10 fn.9.

vasamsi jirnani yatha vihdya; navani grhnati naro 'parani / tatha Sarirani vihaya
jirnany; anyani samyati navani deht //



200 | Samsaya, Jiiana and Karma in the Bhagavadgita

105

107
108

idam Sariram kaunteya ksetram ity abhidhiyate / etad yo vetti tam prahuh ksetrajiia
iti tadvidah // ksetrajiiam capi mam viddhi sarvaksetresu bharata /

Malinar also makes the same error as the traditional commentators when she writes:
“The author [of the Bhagavadgita] is obviously drawing on teachings that were
current in certain contemporary philosophical schools that make the ontological
distinction between a mortal body and an immortal entity functioning as the
temporary ‘owner’ of a mortal body. ‘Ownership’ is based on the idea of
transmigration, or rather re-embodiment, characteristic of the older Upanisads and
early Samkhya philosophy. Upanisadic ideas are recalled when death is described as
a chance to acquire a new body and compared with ‘weaving a new cloth’ (BAU
[Brhadarnyaka Upanisad] 4.4.5; cf. BhG [Bhagavadgita]2.22).” (Malinar: 66).
katham sa purusah partha kam ghatayati hanti kam //

Indra says to Pratardana Daivodasi in KauSitaki Upanisad 3.1 when the latter asks
what the highest boon is:mam eva vijanihi | etad evaham manusydya hitatamam
manye yan mam vijanivan | trisirsanam tvastram ahanam arunmukhan yatin
salavrkebhyah prayaccham bahvih sandha atikramya divi prahladiyan atrnam aham
antarikse pauloman prthivyam kalakaiijan / tasya me tatra na loma canamiyate / sa
yo mam veda na ha vai tasya kena cana karmand loko miyate na steyena na
bhrinahatyaya na matrvadhena na pitrvadhena /nasya papam cakrso mukhan
nilamvetiti//“Perceive just me. This I consider most suitable for a person, that they
perceive me. I killed the three-headed son of Tvastr; I offered the Arunmukha
ascetics to the dogs; violating many agreements, I crushed the Prahladiyas in the sky,
the Paulomas in the intermediate region, and the Kalakafjas on earth. In doing so, not
a single hair of mine was damaged. Whoever knows me does not have their world
damaged by any action whatever, be it stealing, infanticide, matricide or patricide.
Having committed a sin (pdpa), their face does not pale.”(Brodbeck
(2004):p.82.)How can this be so? The answer is in what is stated in KausSitaki
Upanisad  2.6:tadetadaistikam  karmamayamatmanamadhvaryuh — samskaroti
tasminyajurmayam pravayati yajurmaya rngmayam hota rngmaye
samamayamudgatd / sa esa trayyai vidydya datmaisa u avaitadindrasyatma bhavati
ya evam veda // “Now, this self of the sacrifice, this self consisting of rites—the
Adhvaryu priest puts it together and weaves upon it the self consisting of the Yajus
formulas; upon the self consisting of the Yajus formulas the Hotr priest weaves the
self consisting of the Rg verses; and upon the self consisting of the Rg verses the
Udgatr priest weaves the self consisting of the Saman chants. Such is the self of the
triple Veda— and this becomes, therefore, the self of Indra, [the self of him] who
knows this.” (Patrick Olivelle, The Early Upanisads, Oxford University Press,
Oxford, 1998 [referred to as Olivelle herein after]: p.337.) Here it is made clear that
Indra is the self of yajiia (= yajiiapurusa) consisting of karma (=yajiia karma).

From the very beginning of the Vedic tradition yajiia purusa is a collectivity, and
yajiia karma is a collective action as testified by Purusa Stikta. The Purusa Sikta is
one of the most important siiktas in the Vedic literature. It is present in all the four
Vedas. The extant Purusa Siikta consists of sixteen mantras in the Rgveda and the
Sukla Yajurveda, of eighteen mantras in the TaittirTya Aranyaka of five mantras in
the Aranya Parva of the Samaveda, of fifteen mantras in Saunakiya Sakha of
Atharvaveda and of thirteen mantras in the Paippalada Sakha of Atharvaveda. The
collectivity involved in yajiia is not a collectivity of a group of individuals, but a
collectivity of the character of an institution. I have discussed this issue and have
given reasons elsewhere. (Binod Kumar Agarwala, “Errors Revisited in Light of the
Balanced Contrast of Two Polarities in the First Chapter of Bhagavadgita,” Journal
of Indian Council of Philosophical Research: Volume 32, No. 3 (December 2015),
pages 337-357, and “Yajiia Purusa: The Uniting Thread in the Continuous
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Development of Syti from Vedic Samhitas to Upanisads,” paper presented in a
National Seminar on “Neo-Vedanta” organized by the Department of Philosophy, Dr.
Hari Singh Gour Vishwavidyalaya: A Central University, Sagar (M. P.) on 9" March
2016 to 11™ March 2016). So, yajna karma is of the nature of collective institutional
action. When one knows the self of Indra then the self of Indra becomes his self too
and he also becomes capable of performing collective institutional action. The
context in which the issue of the boon came is stated in the very opening line of
Kausitaki  Upanisad 3.1: pratardano ha vai daivodasirindrasya priyam
dhamopajagama yuddhena paurusena ca //“Once Pratardana, the son of Divodasa,
arrived at the favourite residence of Indra as a result of war and valour.” (Olivelle:
347). And then Indra asked him to choose a boon. War (yuddha) is a collective act, in
fact an institutional act, and never an act of the individual. So the context makes it
clear that the discussion regarding boon is in the context of collective institutional
act.

So, according to Indra the highest boon is to know the yajna purusa ‘the institution
as person’, and by implication to know the institutional action. When Indra acts, it is
institutional action that occurs. So, the example of his own actions given by Indra are
examples of institutional actions, which involved cruelty, but did not harm the
institution as person, i.e. himself. When a member of the institution performs
institutional action, it is vested on the institution and its results also accrue to the
instituition, and not to the member who performs the institutional action. Hence,
Indra said when a man performs institutional action even if it is stealing, patricide,
matricide, or infanticide, its consequences in the form harm of body or guilty
conscience will not come to that member. There is a way of performing institutional
action, and whatever be its form and whatever its consequence, it does not lead to
guilty conscience or harm. When a hangman executes a death sentence, he neither
suffers the guilt of murdering a man, nor any revenge harm can happen to him from
the relatives of the executed man, as hangman’s execution is an institutional act.

Here we have to keep in mind that the context of the discussion in the Bhagavadgitia
is just the beginning of the Great War (Mahabharata) according to the epic
Mahabharata, in which the Bhagavadgita is embedded. In the epic Mahabharata, the
war between the Pandavas and the Kauravas was a yajia, i.e. rana-sattra
(Mahabharata 3.242.14), ranayajiia (Mahabharata 5.57.12 and 5.154.4) and
Sastrayajiia (Mahabharata 5.139.29). So, while performing action according to the
injunction of the previous verse one performs collective action as required by the
collectivity, and hence there is no guilt on the part of the Saririn, who is the
collective institutional person in the Sarira, of killing and no fear of being killed as it
is piirna ‘full’ eternally and inexhaustibly. When the action of battle is performed,
action is not formed to kill someone as both Arjuna and Duryodhana were thinking,
even if killing takes place. So, Saririn as the source of action of yuddha is not a killer,
even if killing takes place. The saririn is also not killed, as collective person the one
Saririn is eternal.

The simile in the Bhagavadgita 11.22 has its roots in Vedic literature, for the idea that
the “body-dweller” (dehi) abandons his inveterated bodies, vasamsi jirnani yatha
vihdya echoes Paficavimsa Brahmana 25.15. 4: hitva jirnam tvacam. In the Rgveda
9.86. 44, Soma “like Ahi creeps forward out of his old skin” (ahir na jurnam ati
sarpati); in 4.13.4 “Thou goest forth with mightiest steeds, discarding the black robe
(asitam . . . vasma, cf. asitah in Atharva Veda 6. 72. 1), the quiveringing rays of the
Sun, as he extends his web (tantum avavyayan ... rasmayah, involving the “spider”
Urnavabha “thread-spinner,” imagery), sink the darkness like a skin (carmeva) into
the Waters,” cf. 7. 63. 1; that is, “when man’s libation calls me to the white-garment”
(nirnije, 10. 49.7), for indeed Varuna“changes the black robes into clean and white
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ones in his operation” (anu vrata, 8. 41. 10, his operations being respectively interior,
guhya, and exterior, avis), “Agni now weilds, now layeth down his tool (vasim), as
does the Titan his white garment” (8. 19. 23, cf. 10. 20. 6 agnim ...vasimantam,
“with the flaming sword”?); in 10. 63. 4 the Adityas “man-regarding, with ever open
eyes, have won as Angels, won by their qualification (arhana) a lofty aeviternity;
driving in chariots of light (jyotirathah, contrast the young streams that are still
“footless and carless’ in 10. 99. 4), having the serpents’ magic but yet innocent
(ahimaya andgasah), have clothed them in a glorious heavenly garment.” In
Jaiminlya Brahmana 2. 134 “As Ahi casts his skin, as one would pull a blade of
grass from its sheath,s0 he (Indra) is liberated from all evil” (yathahir ahi-cchavyai
nirmucyeta. . . eva, sarvasmdat papmano nirmucyate). In Paficavimsa Brahmana
25.15.4 etena vai sarpd apamrtyum ajayann apamrtyum jayanti ya etad upayanti
tasmat te hitva jirnam tvacam atisarpanty apa hi te mrtyum ajayan sarpa va adityda
adityanam ivaisam prakaso bhavati ya etad upayanti “By that sacrificial session, the
serpents conqured Death; he conquers Death who follows the same course. Thereby
they shook off their old skin, and crept onwards, put away Death and conquered him.
The serpents are the Adityas. He who follows the same course shall shine with the
Adityas” glory.” In Satapatha Brahmana 2. 3.1.3 and 6 the Sun, who when he sets
enters as an embryo (garbha) into that womb that is Agni (agnav eva yonau), and is
hidden by the night as embryos are hidden, now when he rises, “Even as Ahi, so does
he free himself from his skin (vatha ahis tvaco nirmucyeta), so does he free himself
from night, from evil” (papmanah, cf. Aitreya Brahmana V. 25, where the Sun is
called “that Angel who has most effectively smitten evil away”); and all this is
imitated in the ritual when the officiating priests “creep” (srp, with, prati,nih, etc.) to
or from the sadas, “Even as Ahi frees himself from his skin, even so do they free
themselves from all evil.” To put off the snake skin corresponds, accordingly, to
“putting off the old man.”

Sarpya va adityah “The Serpents are the Suns,” Paficavimsa Brahmana 25.15. 4.
Rgveda 9. 86. 44 Soma “even as Ahi, creeps forward from the ancient skin”(ahir na
Jurnam ati sarpati), is in harmony with Paficavimsa Brahmana 25. 15. 4 where the
serpents “abandoning their inveterated skin (kitva jirnam tvacam) creep forward
(atisarpanti), put away Death, and become Adityas.” So, the idea behind the
Collective Institutional Self abandoning the old bodies and acquiring the new bodies
is that without that happening the manifest institution will loose the character of
Deva and Asura, i.e. the institution will loose the powers of Light and acquire the
powers of Darkness. Without the transformation of body politic the institution will
become opposite of itself in operation. Hence, the principle of Bhagavadgita 2.22, is
not applicable as the individual principle but as collective principle of body politic.
indriyasyendriyasyarthe ragadvesau vyavasthitau / tayor na vasam agacchet tau hy
asya paripanthinau //

The enormity of the error committed by mankind by dissociation of feeling from
cognition under the influence of modern thought cannot be described in words. Even
if I say this error is horrendous, catastrophic or holocaustic, these adjectives pale in
insignificance compared to the enormity of the error. By this single error the
modernity lost its capacity to think, for science does not think in the true sense of the
word, making Heidegger look in vain for what calls for thinking. By this single error
the modern humanity lost its capacity to speak, for science does not speak making
Buber and Gadamer search for the word in dialogue, a dialogue that got drowned in
the noise of technology even before it started. By this single error mankind lost its
capacity to listen to the extent that it can merely see the others’ faces but cannot hear
even the artanada (the cry of distress) of any one, giving ascendancy to ocularity
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which could not be undone even by the combined and successive efforts of Jewish
thinkers like Martin Buber and Franz Rosenzweig, Christian thinkers like Theodor
Haecker and Ferdinand Ebner, and the Protestants like Kierkegaard, Graf Yorck,
Karl Hohl, and so on, and over against the Greek ocularity the hearing of the word
has found no actual home in modern times. By this single error the mankind lost its
capacity to act becoming kimkartayva vimiidha (confused regarding what is doable)
making Heidegger lament in 1949 “We are still far from pondering the essence of
action decisively enough.” [Martin Heidegger, “Letter on “Humanism”,” translated
by Frank A Capuzzi, in Martin Heidegger, Pathmarks, edited by William McNeill,
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 1998, p.239.]

This again is the consequence of the earlier error mentioned in fn.10 from whose
consequences modern thought could never escape as it inexorably led to solipsism,
subjectivism making it impossible to have an institutional arrangement free from the
exercise of power by one solipsistic subjectivity over another of the same kind.
sarvatahpanipadam tat sarvatoksisiromukham / sarvatahsrutimal loke sarvam avrtya
tisthati //This verse is taken verbatim from Sveta§vatara Upanisad 3.16. If we go by
Svetasvatara Upanisad this verse is an explanation and expansion of the idea of
someone with all round organs brought in as answer to a query raised by rsi
Visvakarma Bhauvanahin the Rgveda sukta 10.81 dedicated to devata Visvakarma:
ya ima visva bhuvanani juhvad rsir hotd ny asidat pita nah /sa asisa dravinam
icchamanah prathamacchad avaram®a vivesa //1// “He who sate down as Hotar-
priest, the Rsi, our Father, offering up all things existing, he, seeking through his
wish a great possession, came among men on earth as archetypal.” Then the question
is raised: kim svid asid adhisthanam arambhanam katamat svit kathasit / yato
bhimim janayan visvakarma vi dyam aurnon mahina visvacaksah //2//° What was
the place whereon he took his station? What was it that supported him? How was it?
Whence Visvakarman, seeing all, producing the earth, with mighty power disclosed
the heavens.” Answer is given: visvatascaksur uta visvatomukho visvatobahur uta
visvataspat / sam bahubhyam dhamati sam patatrair dyavabhiimi janayan deva ekah
//3// “He who hath eyes on all sides round about him, a mouth on all sides, arms and
feet on all sides, he, the sole deity, producing earth and heaven, welds them, with his
arms as wings, together.” What is called deva ekah in this mantra is further
elaborated as the purusa of the first two mantras of Purusa Siikta, i.e. Rgveda manta
10.90.1-2, which were quoted in Svetaévatara Upanisad as verses 3.14-
15:sahasrasirsa purusah sahasraksah sahasrapat / sabhiimim visvato vrtvatyatisthad
dasangulam //  purusa evedam sarvam yad bhitam yacca bhavyam/
utamrtatvasyesano yadannendtirohati // “A Purusa with thousand head, a thousand
eye, a thousand feet, on every side grasping ground by ten fingers, stays. This Purusa
is all that yet has been and all that is to be; the Lord of what is not dead (alive) grows
greater still by food.” This is a description of a corporate person, which incorporates
many human persons.

The verse 13.13 of the Bhagavadgita needs to be compared with the Sattvata Samhita
verses 1.23 and 1.25-27:  trividhena  prakarena  paramam  brahma
sasvatam/aradhayanti ye tesam ragastisthati duratah//1.23//sadgunyavigraham
devam bhasvajjvalanatejasam/ sarvatah panipadam tat
sarvato ksisiromukham//1.25//parametat samakhyatamekam sarvasryam
prabhum/etatpiirva  trayam canyajjianadyairbheditam  gunaih//1.26//viddhi tad
vyithasamjiiam  sad  nihSreyasaphalapradam/mukhyanuvrttibhedena  yuktam
Jjhanadikairgunaih/

nanakrtim ca tad viddhi vaibhavam bhuktimuktidam//1.27//

The verse 13.13 of the Bhagavadgita also needs to be compared with the Jayakhya
Sambhita verses 4.63-64 & 4.42 4.76-82: Sarvatra kara-vak-padam sarvato’ksi-siro-
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mukham //4.63//sarvatah-srutimad viddhi sarvam avrtya tisthati /4.64./sarvatah
panipadyairduktam laksanaistvayd /4.72/

tatha samastamaksiptam yasmaddvai parmatmand //4.76//tasmadvai sarvapanitvam
sarvagasyanumiyate/navacchinnam hi desena na kalenantarikrtam//4.77//

atah sarvagatatvadvai sarvatahpat prabhiih smytah/irdhvam
tiryagadhoyatairyathoccairbhasayed ravih//4.78//tadvat prakasaripatvat
sarvacaksustato hyajah/yatha sarvesu gatresu pradhanam giyate

Sirah//4.79//bhave 'smin prakrtanam tu na tathd tasya sattama/samtvat pavanatvacca
siddha sarvasirah prabhiih//4.80//yathd nantarasah sarve tasya santi sadaiva
hi/sarvatra Santariupasya atah sarvamukhah smrtah//4.81//satvarasiryato viddhi sa
eva paramesvarah/sarvatah Srtimamscasau yatha drksravakoragah//4.82//

These mantras from the Rgveda, the Sattvata Samhita and the Jayakhya Samhita
and the tracing of lineage of verse 13.13 of the Bhagavadgita to these mantras
shows that there is an unbroken tradition of Paficaratra/Vaisnava thinking from
the Rgveda to the Bhagavadgita which has successfully developed a theory of
manifest institution as person which encompasses all existents including
multiplicity of all human beings.

sarvendriyagunabhasam sarvendriyavivarjitam / asaktam sarvabhrc caiva nirgunam
gunabhokty ca //This verse is taken with modification from Svetaévatara Upanisad
3.17 which says: sarvendriyagunabhasam sarvendriyavivarjjitam /sarvasya
prabhiimisanam sarvasya saranam suhrt// “Shining by the gunas (strands of prakrti)
of all the senses, (yet) without the senses; the influencer, the sovereign lord of all, the
shelter, the heart-felt of all.”

This verse also occurs with modification in the Sattvata Samhita 12.164:
sarvendriyagunabhasam  sarvendriyavivarjitam / adharam  bhuvananam ca
dhyatavyastadadhah sthitah //Compare also the Jayakhya Samhita 4.64:sagunair
indriyais sarvair bhasitam caiva varjitam // What 13.14 of Bhagavadgita is
describing is the function of the institution as person to further crystallize the idea of
institution as person. It is sarvendriyagunabhasam ‘shining by the gunas (strands of
prakrti) of all the senses’, i.e. it is shining and hence manifest with
functions/workings/ations of all the senses. But it is sarvendriyavivarjitam ‘devoid of
the senses’, i.e. the institution as person does not have any of the senses as human
being as person has. How does the institution as person then manifests with
functions/workings/actions of senses? Svetasvatara Upanisad 3.19 answers the
question by saying: apanipado javano grahita, pasyatyacaksuh sa srnotyakarnah/ sa
vetti vedyam na ca tasyasti vettd, tamahuragryam purusam mahantam // “Without
hands and feet fast grasper; he without eyes sees; without ears hears; he, fit to be
feelingly known, feelingly knows; of him there is not feelingly knower; him they say
the foremost great person.” It is because the institution as person manifests with
functions/actions of senses without having corporeal senses, the institution as person
is called the foremost and greatest person which surpasses all human persons.
Institution in this crystallization is just an arrangement of actions of senses spread
over space and time divested of the corporeality of senses, which belong to
individual human beings who are members of the institution.

The problem of the verse 13.14 of Bhagavadgita was anticipated earlier in
Svetasvatara Upanisad as mantra 3.3: visvatascaksurita  visvatomukho
visvatobahuriita visvataspat/ sam babhyam dhamati sampatatreirdyavabhimi
Jjanayan deva ekah // “(Though) heaven and earth creating deva one only, (yet he is)
conjoined with all eyes, conjoined with all mouths, conjoined with all hands and
conjoined with all feet, by means of two hands by means of bellows, (he) fans/excites
fire into flames.” This mantra in a way solves in advance the issue of how the one
devah who is the institutional person manifests with the functions/actions of senses
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without having the corporeal senses. The problem is solved by giving or vesting the
corporeal senses to human beings but vesting the functions of these senses in the one
institutional person, this is how the institution as person is conjoined through
functions/working with senses divesting it of corporeality of senses.

avyakto 'vam acintyo 'vam avikaryo 'vam ucyate / tasmad evam viditvainam
nanusocitum arhasi //

atha cainam nityajatam nityam va manyase mytam / tathapi tvam mahabaho nainam
Socitum arhasi //jatasya hi dhruvo mrtyur dhruvam janma mrtasya ca /tasmad
apariharye 'rthe na tvam socitum arhasi //

asocyan anvasocas tvam prajiavadams ca bhasase / gatasin agatdasiams ca
nanusocanti panditah //

avyaktadini bhitani vyaktamadhyani bharata / avyaktanidhanany eva tatra ka
paridevand //
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The Nature of Jiiana (Knowledge) in Advaita
Epistemology with special reference to Bhamati of
Vacaspati Misra

V.N. Sheshagiri Rao
I

Vacaspati Misra was a versatile genius with encyclopedic
learning. He had a wonderful expositional skill and
presentation of whatever subject or system he chose to
handle. A popular name to be reckoned with, he was a great
authority in deciding the philosophical issues of Advaita.

Jiiana (knowledge) in Advaita Vedanta is understood in
two ways: 1. Vreti Jiana (empirical/relative knowledge)
and 2. Svaripa Jhana (Absolute or Foundational
knowledge). Vrtti Jiana accounts for the ordinary
distinction between the knower (jnatr) and the known
(jieya). Avidya or nescience according to Advaita is the
cause of Vrtti Jiiana. Antahkarana ( internal organ) consists
of buddhi (intellect), manas( mind) and ahamkara ( 1-
notion). The function of antahkarana is called vrtti. Vrtti is
a modification of antahkarana ; modification in the form of
desire, resolve, doubt (samsaya), faith, lack of faith,
firmness, lack of firmness, modesty, certitude, pride,
recollection, fear, cognition etc. The antahkarana passes
from doubt to certitude in knowledge.



290 | The Nature of Jiigna (Knowledge) in Advaita Epistemology

The Svariipa Jiiana on the other hand, is transcendental and
non- relational. It is identified with Brahmana, the highest
metaphysical principle. Thus, the distinction between
Svaripa Jiana and Vrtti Jiiana is basic and central to
Advaita epistemology. It is against identifying these two
jhanas. Infact, we can talk of Advaitic epistemology only in
terms of vrtti jiiana which is relegated to the domain of
avidya or nescience. All the means of knowledge
(pramanas) come under the ambit of vr#ti jriana.

II

In Indian logic, the concept of samsaya (doubt) is of
paramount significance. The Nyaya — Vaisesika, which is a
pramana sastra has given room for the concept of the
samsaya. Samsaya or doubt, is like a catalyst in the
epistemologies of both India and West. It can produce a
desire to know. It is the starting point of all logical enquiry.
When things are unknown, there is no room for doubt.
When there is ascertainment of things, then doubt, takes its
rise. In the philosophical vadas (theories), there is no
ascertainment (nirnaya) without any doubt. In this sense,
doubt is closely related to the category of nirmaya or
ascertainment.

In the case of tarka (disputations) also, there is room for
doubt. Disputation is necessarily preceded by doubt. In fact
because of doubt, validity of a statement made is disputed.
Why for that matter, before anything is ascertained and
established, doubt plays its role. Before mind chooses
between alternatives such as : “whether it is a post or man”,
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doubt reigns supreme. Doubt is a case of uncertain
knowledge. As long as doubt or uncertain knowledge
continues, so long there is no place for definite conclusions.

Thus, doubt (samsaya), in its initial stage, promotes the
study and research in Philosophy in general and
epistemologies of the East and the West in particular. It
occurs in the absence of the awareness of the difference
among many incompatible presentations attributed to the
same thing at the same time, resulting in the failure to form
a definite judgment. But doubt cannot remain as doubt
forever. It has to end up in the end on the onset of valid
knowledge. The proof for the existence of doubt is the
doubter himself.

I1I

Gautama mentions, in his Nyayasiitras sixteen categories.
The third category among them is doubt. In the Nyaya-
Vaisesika, classification of entire categories is made into
pramana (means of knowledge) and prameya (objects of
cognition). Doubt is included in the latter as an object of
cognition. Doubt is regarded as the basis of all reasoning
and hence has been given independent status.' The Nyaya-
Vaisesika makes a distinction between wrong cognition and
doubt. Right cognition presupposes doubt because the latter
could be obtained only when one is in doubt! In this sense a
higher status is given to doubt and not to wrong cognition
(Nyaya Siitra- 1-1-41). What is doubt? How is it defined by
Gautama? Doubt is a conflicting judgment on the precise
character of an object.” This definition is endorsed by
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Nyaya Bhasya of Vatsyayana, Nyaya-Vartika of Udyotkara
and Nyaya- Vartika-Tatparya-tika of Vacaspati Misra. The
clear words of Vacaspati are : “Doubt is the apprehension
of diverse and contradictory forms in respect of one and the

same object, in the form of whether ‘this or that"?”3. This is
the standard definition of doubt endorsed by almost all the
Nyaya-Vaisesika philosophers. The definition implies that
doubt is constituted of knowledge of various contrary
properties in one and the same thing. Infact, that is a
condition for arising of doubt.

v
4
Gautama classifies doubt into five kinds, says Vatsyayana .
But there is difference of opinion as to other Naiyayika’s
classification of doubts. Udyotkara and Vacaspati do not
agree with Gautama and Vatsyayana on this point.

According to them, the types of doubt are only threes.
Kesava Misra also accepts three types of doubt.’ Jayanta
Bhatta of Nyaya Marijari and Bhasarvajiia of Nyaya-sara
accept five kinds of classification. Prasastapada and
Viswanatha of Nyaya Siddhanta Muktavali accept only two
kinds. So are the modern Naiyayikas accepting only two
kinds of doubt. And Sarikara Misra asserts that doubt is
only of one form.’

In the Nyaya-Sutras, words such as upalabdhi, anupalabdhi
and avyavastha occur. Kesava Misra opines that they
characterize, all the three forms of doubt. The three kinds
of doubt, according to him are :
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1. Doubt due to common characteristics' perception
(samana dharmaja).

2. Doubt due to unique characteristic apprehension
(asamana dharmaja)

3. Doubt due to contradictory statements (Vipratipatteh)

When certain common attributes of two things, without
noticing any distinguishing feature between them are
observed, there occurs the doubt of first kind. For instance,
observing whether the object ahead is a post or a person,
observing common features of both such as tallness, width
etc. But the observer fails to notice the distinguishing
features such as the curvedness of the post or failing to
observe the head, hands etc of a person.

The second kind of doubt may now be explained: Doubt
occurs when one observes some peculiar attribute or
characteristic of a thing. For instance, when one apprehends
smell, which is the special quality of prthvi. But this act
does not indicate whether smell subsists in eternal and non-
eternal things. When he fails to see any reason, the natural
doubt that arises is whether earth is eternal or not. The
point is, if smell is not present in eternal things, it will be
non-eternal, and it will be eternal if smell is not present in
non-eternal things.

It is now time to explain the third kind of doubt. If there is
difference of opinion about one and the same thing and if
there is no special reason to accept or reject either then, the
third kind of doubt occurs. For instance according to the
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Mimamasakas sound is eternal; but according to the
Naiyayikas it is not. What should the hearer do now? If he
finds no special grounds, doubt occurs whether sound is
eternal or not.

v

A distinction has to be drawn between doubt (uncertain
knowledge) and error or illusion (bhrama). Both are invalid
knowledge: In error or illusion an object is present before
the observer, but it is not cognized as it is, but otherwise.
And in the case of doubt also, the object is before the
observer, but there is, in the mind of the observer
uncertainty regarding the status of the object. Doubt is an
inner state of mind; it cannot be directly cognized or
inspected by anyone; the doubter himself is the proof of
doubt! Error leads to a definite judgment in the sense that
the observer cognizes a thing. But in doubt since the
observer is in an uncertain state of mind, he cannot arrive at
a definite conclusion. In this sense, doubt is an uncertain
knowledge of the present object. In doubt the object
presented to one’s cognition is not wrongly cognized or
differently known, but simply doubted.

VI

Vacaspati, the Advaitin is a propounder and supporter of
the view that knowledge is self-luminous (svayam prakasa)
and self — valid (svapramana)®, both in respect of its origin
(utpatti) and ascertainment (jriapti). Valid knowledge and
means of valid knowledge in his view, as for all Advaitins,
have reference to nescience (avidya). Even the knowledge
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of sruti, which is regarded as a parama pramana is
nescience-born and hence illusory.

According to Vacaspati, doubt as discursive thinking,
works empirically. It is of the nature of dry and uncertain
knowledge. Discursive thinking starts with doubts and ends
up in skepticism and despair. It has to come out of its
circuitous reasoning in the end. If doubt surfaces at all, it is
only in the vrtti- jiiana and is born of avidya or nescience.’
It has got to be transcended in Absolute knowledge or the
Advaita Jiiana'®, asserts Vacaspati. Thus according to
Vacaspati, jiiana and ajiiana, both are forms of relative
knowledge or vrtti jiiana and should in no way be equated
with svaripa jiiana, which is ontological. According to
Advaita, vrtti jiana (empirical knowledge), which may be
correct or wrong is a form and hence an appearance of
svartipa jiaana. Advaita has no hesitation to declare, that
the so called vrtti jriana is not eligible for the title jriana
(knowledge), unless it is illumined by the foundational
consciousness or Brahmana. The internal organ, bereft of
the foundational consciousness (Brahmana) is as good as
inert matter (jada). In the view of Advaita, the empirical
knowledge which is held to be final by realistic schools, is
not really final and ultimate but only phenomenal. It is
discursive in character. It is real because it is presented, it is
false because it is denied in the end. Vacaspati accepts
psychological realism as well as metaphysical Idealism in
his theory of knowledge. The knowledge in itself or
Absolute knowledge (svariipa jiiana) is extraneous to and
independent of psychic apparatus. It is Brahmana itself.
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When all is said and done, the question remains: How to
realize, Brahmana the ultimate Reality? It is of course
through antahkarana vrtti (vrtti jiiana), says Vacaspati. It is
of the nature of intelligence residing in the knower (j7iiantr).
This antahkarana vrtti when carried on with relentless
meditation on the ultimate truth Brahmana results in the
intuition of Brahmana. Though Brahmana appears to be
conditioned by antahkarana, in the process of meditation,
at the final stage of cognition, the antahkarana itself is on
the brink of destruction — asserts Vacaspati''. Thus, in the
stage of final cognition, the antahkarana vrtti (in the form
of ‘aham brahmasmi’, 1 am Brahmana), ends up in the
intuition of Brahmana by destroying itself, just as the dust
of the clearing nut (kataka raja) mixed with muddy water,
removes the dirt and disappears itself making water clear.'”

Thus the antahkarana vrtti, though of the nature of
nescience, by a prolonged meditation with diligence, ends
up in the intuition of Brahmana. This view is technically
called prasamkhyana.
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A Case for Indirect Doxastic Voluntarism

Proyash Sarkar

Beliefs seem not to be under direct control of human
volition. This feature of beliefs, appears to come into
conflict with the normativity of human cognition, in the
absence of which epistemology becomes impossible. This
paper deals with Doxastic Voluntarism and Involuntarism,
in the context of the controversy between Nyaya and
Mimamsa on this issue. The issue is of crucial importance
to these two schools (along with others which I have not
dealt with in this paper), since the very possibility of a
prescriptive doctrine of liberation (moksa-sastra), as such
doctrines have been developed in the Indian subcontinent,
depends upon an amicable solution of this problem.

Belief and Normativity

Belief plays a central role in modern Western
epistemology, as when characterized in some particular
way it qualifies as knowledge. Though there are a few
dissenting voices, most epistemologists endorse this view
while advancing their own respective version and
explanation of knowledge. There are people who are of the
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opinion that Indian epistemology does not have the concept
of belief. It is indeed very difficult to find out the element
of belief in Nyaya. There is hardly any notion in Nyaya that
directly corresponds with the Western concept of belief.
The first thing to note about beliefs is that beliefs may be
either dispositional or episodic, and in epistemology the
dispositional sense prevails. But in Nyaya all mental states,
except perhaps mental traces (bhavana), are episodic. So, it
is very difficult, if not impossible, to equate belief with any
mental state admitted in Nyaya. However, considered as an
occurrent state, belief counterposes doubt. But what does
this counterposition mean? Apparently, it is pointless to
state this conflict between doubt and belief, because in the
Nyaya context no two episodic mental states can occur in
the same subject at the same time. Belief and doubt being
mental states are also episodic, and hence, they cannot
possibly occur together. If this is true then so also for other
mental states like desire and pleasure. Thus taken in the
sense of wunable-to-be-colocated (with doubt), this
counterposition cannot be regarded as a unique feature of
beliefs. The same problem vitiates our explanation, if we
take it merely in causal sense such that belief eradicates
(causally) doubt. For in the Nyaya system all subsequent
mental states destroy the immediately preceding states,
though it is accepted by all that beliefs do really eradicate
doubt. The Naiyayika takes this ‘counterposition’ or
‘eradication’ in a very special sense of ‘sublation’ to mean
that a belief eradicates any doubt that occurred in the same
cognitive agent as that having the belief, has in common
with the belief the same subject and at least one predicate
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mentioned in it (ullikhyamana). The type of mental state
that sublates a doubt in this sense is called, in Nyaya
terminology, ‘niscaya’. Therefore, with some reservation,
we can translate ‘niscaya’ as ‘belief’. In the Nyaya context
a ‘mental state’ does not mean a state of the mind or
something that is occurring in the mind, it rather means
something that is occurring in the self (atman), and
generally, can be known through the instrumentation of the
mind (manas). Nyaya considers the mind as the internal
sense organ, which is instrumental in the perception of the
mental states. However, mental traces (bhavana), virtues
(dharma) and vices (adharma) are three types of mental
states that cannot be subject of perception. They are only
inferred. Returning to our original issue, certain specific
processes (pramana) generate beliefs, according to Indian
philosophers, and Nyaya restricts the number of such belief
forming processes to four—perception, inference, analogy
and verbal testimony. All the other belief forming
processes accepted by other schools are reduced by Nyaya
to the four accepted by them. The theory of pramana gives
a causal account of knowledge. The Indian philosophers
had all along been aware about the tension between a
causal-nomlogical account and normativity. The first
problem that crops up with regard to any theory of
pramana 1is that given a causal account of cognition, such
an account of awareness does not make room for
imperatives and without testimonial imperatives (vidhi-s)
liberation (moksa) becomes unmeaning. Furthermore, the
causal-nomological account does not make room for
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normativity, and without normativity epistemology leads to
nowhere.

Arguments against Direct Doxastic Voluntarism

Several arguments have been offered against direct
doxastic voluntarism (DDV), a claim that we can directly
control our beliefs, if we will to do so. Against this claim
the classic argument urges that if we could control our
beliefs, we could entertain any proposition as true,
irrespective of whether we thought them to be true.
Furthermore, if DDV is true, then we should be able to be
aware with regard to any belief we have formed that we
voluntarily arrived at it. But we have no such awareness of
voluntarily arriving at beliefs. So, DDV is false. There is an
empirical belief argument, which has a limited scope, as it
applies to only a specific kind of beliefs. Our empirical
beliefs, the argument runs, reflect how the world is. So, we
have an empirical belief, if it is true and my perceptual
apparatuses are working properly. Therefore, we cannot
entertain an empirical belief about something which is
false. The intentional act argument claims that if DDV is
true, then our beliefs should be under our voluntary
control—we should be able to decide which things are to be
believed and which are not, involving our intention. But
we cannot control our beliefs by intention. Therefore, DDV
is false. We will not enter into a critical assessment of these
arguments, for that is not the point at issue. We will rather
assess the Indian philosophers’ argument in the light of
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these arguments, and only in that context we will reflect
upon these arguments.

The same is often sought to be established with a
‘phenomenological argument.’ It is argued that beliefs are
non-voluntary mental state. Beliefs just happen to, or occur
in, us. At the sight of a tiger, you cannot believe to be
seeing a deer, however hard you may try. This argument in
its present form is not immune to criticism. Don’t we
contemplate and debate to reach at decisions (beliefs) on
issues we have not yet decided? The case of debate as a
counterexample to the argument under consideration is
highly contentious. It may be urged that in case of a debate
the contending parties already hold firm beliefs about
issues. They only try to change the views of the opponents.
But at least the case of contemplation seems to stand
against belief non-voluntarism. In the Indian context of
philosophical debate (katha) the contending parties provide
arguments against each other’s position to ‘convince’ the
opponent and also to help the arbitrator reach a ‘decision.’
The proper method for doing this is to clinch the point at
issue with help of debate (vada). For all practical purposes
convincing, in this context, stands for making someone to
believe something. But if this analysis is correct, then the
case of convincing someone would not stand in the way of
belief involuntarism, since ‘making someone to believe’
may be translated as ‘causing someone to believe.” But
doesn’t the decision taken by the arbitrator indicate his/her
voluntary assent to a position after listening arguments for
and against it? Apparently, it makes a strong case against
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belief involuntarism. However, on a closer scrutiny it
becomes clear that a causal-nomological account of the
same phenomenon can also be possible, if not more
compelling. It may be urged that the arbitrator’s decision is
nothing more than being convinced in the sense explained
above.

Jayanta against the Mimarsa Thesis

Mimamsa accepts the Vaiyakarana thesis that the meaning
of a verb is an action.' According to the Mimarisaka, since
the term ‘j7iana’ (cognition) originates from the root verb
‘ia’, ‘jnana’ refers to an action—a metal action
(manasikriya)—of the cognitive agent (purusa-vyaparah).
Jayanta Bhatta refutes the Mimamsa position on the ground
that there is no such general rule that a verb would always
refer to an action. He presents as counterexample a
grammatical rule—‘cheek [is] (gadi) a part of the face’.
Jayanta asks his opponents as to what action this verb
‘cheek [is]” (‘gadi’) refers to.”He further argues that in
contentious context of epistemology the cognition of the
form, ‘I cognize the jar (that this is a jar)’ the term ‘jar’
refers to the object, ‘I’ to the self, and we have to work out
what the verb ‘cognize’ stands for in this context. The
opponent cannot just take it for granted that it stands for an
action, for that is precisely the point at issue.

It still remains, at least, so thinks Jayanta, to prove that the
verb ‘know’ does not stand for any action. To understand
his contention we have to keep in mind two further theories
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advocated by the Mimarmsaka—(1) that actions are
imperceptible intermediary causes (vyapara) operating
between physical efforts and the volition (krti) of the agent,
and (2) that actions are inferred from their perceptible
results.” As against the Mimarisaka, Jayanta argues that
actions (according to the Mimamsaka) are imperceptible. If
cognition were actions, it would be imperceptible
(paroksatva't)4, that is to say, they would never be
perceived (nityaparoksa). But the present instance shows
that cognition can become the object of perception. He
further argues that if cognition were action, then a
Mimarisa authority, like Sabara-svami® wouldn’t mention
cognition separately from action.® Jayanta is not claiming
that cognition is always revealed through perception, as
according to him, we can also infer our perceptual states.
What he is denying is the theory that cognition is always
revealed through secondary means, like inference. If we
accept the action theory of cognition, then the former thesis
would follow as corollary. Jayanta’s rejection of the action
theory follows from his denial of this corollary.

Sankaracharya’s Argument

In a different context Sankaracharya’ succinctly draws the
same distinction between cognition and action, refuting the
view that cognition is a type of action. Sankara summarily
rejects the Mimarhsa view claiming that cognition and
action are dissimilar to each other (vailaksanyat). Actions,
according to him, have three features—(1) they are
independent of the nature of the objects, they directed at,
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(2) they are normative in character, that is to say, they are
subject to imperatives, and (3) they are induced by
subjective factors of the agent, like volition and desire. All
these three features need further clarification. The first
feature tells us that actions are independent of their objects.
This is not to say that actions are non-intentional; this only
means that the object of an action of an agent does not
determine which course of action the agent will take. If
there is a glass of water before me I may either take it or
ignore it. By the mere fact of being water this object does
not induce any action in me. It is my thirst or my desire for
water that prompts me to take it. This explains the third
feature of action that actions are subject to the agent’s
subjective factors like desire, volition, and aversion. Since
human actions are guided by volition or free will, they are
also subject to imperatives or injunctions. This second
feature of action opens a scope for ethics, since ethics deals
with the normativity of human action. Contemplation
(dhyana) and thought (cintana) are mental actions. That is
why the agent is free to decide whether to think of (or
contemplate on) a certain object, or not to think about (or
contemplate on) it, or whether to think about it otherwise,
the way in which the object is not. In contrast, cognition
lacks all these three features. Cognition is objective (vastu-
tantra), in the sense that the nature of the object determines
the nature of the cognition. Cognition is produced by
particular sources (pramana-s), which reveal their
respective objects as they are. This does not mean that
cognition cannot be false or that there is no room for error.
Quite on the contrary, the main thesis of Advaita
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philosophy depends on the very possibility of illusion. The
above contention makes a much weaker claim that if a
piece of cognition is produced by a truth yielding source
(pramana), it reveals the object as it is. To put it more
precisely, when the cognition is true, that is, a case of
prama, the source is regarded as a truth yielding source
(pramana).® Cognition, according to Sankara, is neither
dependent on the subjective factors of the agent (purusa-
tantra) like desire and volition, nor can it be subject to
injunctions (codand-tantra). This we call the ‘psycho-
logical argument.’

That what is caused by a source of true cognition
(pramana) cannot be subject to norms, according to Nyaya.
This comes under the larger claim that anything coming
under a causal-nomological law cannot be subjected to
normativity. This is not only the contention of Nyaya, but
also the contention of other systems of Indian Philosophy,
like Advaita and Vi$istadvaita Vedanta that accept the
causal theory of pramana. Nyaya uses ‘cintana”
(thought/contemplation) to stand for any cognitive state of
the cognizer, in which sense thought is no different from
cognition; but unlike Advaitin he does not consider it as
action. For him, thought is a mental property. Thus the
difference between the Nyaya and the Advaita theory of
cognition lies in the fact that while Nyaya uses the terms
‘buddhi’  (intellect/judgment), jniana’  (cognition),
‘pratyaya’  (discernment) and  ‘cintana’  (thought)
synonymously and gives a uniform theory for all of these,
the Advaitin distinguishes between cognition (j7iana) on the
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one hand, and contemplation (dhyana) and thought
(cintana) on the other, maintaining the latter two as action.

A Case for the Nyaya Position

The Indian philosophers’ argument against DDV
mentioned above is immune to at least one serious criticism
against DDV faced by other arguments mentioned above.
Sceptics and other philosophers, like Descartes, have
shown that we often raise doubt about which we have firm
belief, and after conscious deliberation if we succeed in
eradicating that doubt, we again restore belief in the same.
This is the method that was endorsed by Descartes in his
philosophical enterprise. However, this does not provide
any support to DDV, as instead of proving voluntary belief
formation, this argument merely proves, if it proves
anything at all, that we can have doubt about the objects of
our belief. This may be regarded as argument from
hyperbolical doubt. No mental state is permanent. Belief
being a mental state can also be shaken by subsequent
doubt, if there are grounds for the latter. This fact hardly
proves DDV, unless it is also claimed that such doubts are
again eradicated by subsequent conscious deliberation. This
observation goes against the first three arguments, against
DDV mentioned above. If we can eradicate doubt to arrive
at beliefs, then it can be claimed that such beliefs result
from our voluntary effort and that we are aware of such
efforts. The Classic Argument relies on the claim that we
have no control over our beliefs and that we are never
aware about voluntarily arriving at beliefs. The argument
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from hyperbolical doubt refutes this argument by making at
least one convincing case against it. At least in case of
belief eradicating hyperbolical doubt we seem to become
aware about voluntary acquisition of beliefs. The empirical
belief argument is correct to the extent that acquisition of
beliefs concerning empirical content is not always under
our voluntary efforts. But it is incorrect in claiming that
our beliefs are always formed by the way the world is. We
often have false beliefs—an illusion or a delusion. The
argument from hyperbolical doubt shows that we can
entertain doubt about our empirical beliefs and that by
conscious voluntary effort we can arrive at beliefs by
eradicating doubt. The intentional act argument hinges on
the claim that beliefs are not guided by intentions.
However, the argument from hyperbolical doubt seems to
have shown that some beliefs are promoted by intentions.

The argument from hyperbolical doubt cannot be posed
against the causal-nomological argument advanced by
Nyaya and other Indian schools of philosophy. The
argument from hyperbolical doubt only shows that doubts
are possible about things we believe in and that we often
arrive at beliefs after entertaining such doubt. The causal-
nomological account of cognition does not deny these facts.
It only claims that beliefs are causally determined. Beliefs
are products of appropriate causal factors. That is why
these Indian philosophers reject DDV and claim that beliefs
are produced in the presence of appropriate pramana-s. The
cases of hyperbolical doubt and its subsequent belief could
be explained in the same way, that is, in a causal-
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nomological way. If the causes of doubt are present, doubts
are produced, including doubts of the hyperbolical form;
and beliefs are produced, if the causes of belief are present.

Conclusion

This shows that Nyaya does not accept DDV, nor does it
accept doxastic involuntarism. But it accepts indirect
doxastic voluntarism (IDV). We cannot immediately decide
whether or not to believe in something, according to IDV.
Our beliefs are spontaneously formed by certain belief-
forming processes that we endorse, consciously or
unconsciously. This does not imply a total lack of control
over our beliefs. Nyaya claims that we can choose an
appropriate pramana to arrive at a belief. This gives us
indirect control over our beliefs, which in its turn, creates a
space for normativity in Nyaya epistemology and also
opens the scope for the prescription of the attainment of
self-knowledge for liberation (moksa).
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Restoring Knowledge-claim: A Dispeller of Nagarjunian
Polemic

Dipayan Pattanayak

Conceiving Indian Philosophy as a high-rising tower, we
see that there are four pillars of this construction namely-
pramana, prameya, pramata and pramiti. By pramiti, the
Indian thinkers understand resultant veridical cognition.
The instrument by means of which the cognition in
question is derived is designated by them as pramana. The
object and subject of the cognition resulted are entitled by
them as prameya and pramata respectively. It is by means
of pramana that a pramdta can obtain pramiti regarding the
prameyas.

Of these four principles pramdana and prameya have
occupied important role in Indian philosophical discourse.
The term ‘pramdana’ is derived from the expression pramad,
which again is a derivative of ma. ‘Ma’ refers to cognition
and subsequently prama to veridical cognition. There can
be two different types of derivation of pramana and two
different connotations: instrument of veridical cognition
and veridical cognition itself. [with the suffix ‘/yut’ (in the
sense of karana), it may give rise to the sense - instrument
of veridical cognition ; taking ‘/yut’ in the sense of bhava,
the same term may be an indicator of veridical cognition
itself.] In the same way, the expression prameya, to some
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extent, is equivocal. It bears two different connotations -
restricted and general. In its restricted sense, ‘prameya’
indicates only those objects, whose knowledge is directly
associated with the attainment of liberation. It is in this
sense of the term, Gautama, the founder of Nyaya
Philosophy, spoke of twelve kinds of prameya'. There is,
however, an etymological meaning of the term in which it
is ordinarily used. In this general sense ‘prameya’ signifies
the knowable objects or the objects of knowledge”. In this
wide sense prameya includes everything, whether it is
known or not.

Generally, the expression pramana is understood in the
sense of epistemic instrument. The Indian thinkers are not
in agreement about the number of pramanas. Some of them
admit only one, like pratyaksa; there are others who admit
even ten or more like anumana, upamana, sabda,
arthapatti, anupalabdhi, aitihya, sambhava, cesta and
prathibha. Regarding prameya too they are not in
agreement. While some schools advocate monism, some
others are in favour of dualism or pluralism. Despite the
disagreement regarding nature and number nearly all
schools of Indian philosophy are in agreement about the
possibility of pramana and prameya.

This dichotomy which is admitted almost by all schools,
has come under the severe attack of some exceptional
thinkers. In Indian philosophical literature the expression
“Vaitandika’ i1s found to be used to mean them. Without
holding any position they used to refute the position of
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others. In its strictest sense the designation ‘Vaitandika’
can be easily ascribed to Jayarasi Bhatta who proposes
eradication (upaplava) of all principles in his epoch-
making work Tattvopaplavasimha. Even before birth of
Buddha, there was a thinker named Safijaya’ to whom
application of the designation of Vaitandika can be
extended quite aptly. While attacking the views of others,
Safijaya and his followers took help of a dialectical
technique. Assuming the possible alternatives that could be
conceived in the issue they endeavored to nullify all of
them. This technique which had been adopted by the
Madhyamika Buddhists later was much familiar as
prasanga. This prasanga technique received its devastating
form in the hands of Nagarjuna. Nagarjuna put forward
severe criticism against the Nyaya category system in his
writings like Milamadhyamakakarika, Vigrahavyavartant,
Vaidalyaprakarana etc. In the last two, especially in
Karikas number 2 to 21 of Vaidalyaprakarana and 31 to 51
of Vigrahavyavartani we witness the refutation of the first
two categories namely pramana and prameya. An attempt
will be made in this article to restore the claim of
knowledge from Nyaya point of view by nullifying
Nagarjunian polemic against the pramana-prameya
dichotomy.

Nagarjuna is seen to develop four lines of argument to
prove it that there is no such thing as pramana which can
be claimed to be the source of valid cognition. In the first
form of argument he purports to reveal; that there can never
be any temporal relation* between the so called pramana
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and its object. In the 12" Karika of Vaidalyaprakarana,’
Nagarjuna points out that pramana can neither precede
prameya, nor be preceded by the prameya, nor can they be
said to be simultaneous. If the pramana precedes the
prameya then of what should it be called the pramana? If
the prameya didn’t exist before the pramana then what is to
be ascertained by means of pramana? Pramana cannot be
preceded by prameya either. If prameya is established as
prameya prior to the occurrence of pramana then the
pramana could not be regarded as pramana. If pramana
comes after prameya then the pramdana becomes useless
and fails to be designated as pramana. The idea of a non-
existent pramana of an existent prameya would be as
absurd as a hare’s horn. The third alternative is also not
tenable as the cause and the effect cannot exist at the same
moment. Two simultaneous things like two horns of a cow
cannot be related in causal relation with one another. Thus
the pramana prameya relation cannot take place in past,
present or future.

In the second, Nagarjuna took the trouble to make it clear
that pramana and prameya are relational® concepts, which
belong to the mental world only. In the third line of
argument, which is an extension of the second, it is claimed
that the notion of pramana and prameya are confused’ and
reversible. In Vaidalyaprakarana, Nagarjuna endeavors to
establish this. Pramana, he points out, can be regarded as
pramana only in reference to prameya or knowable objects.
On the other hand the prameya can be regarded as prameya
only in relation to a pramana or instrument of knowledge.
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The case bears resemblance with the father son relation. A
person can be described as a father only in relation to his
son and vice-versa. On account of pramana the prameya is
established as prameya. Again on account of the prameya
the pramana is established as pramana. Viewed from one
perspective, prameya is the sadhya or probandum and the
pramana is sadhana or probans; from another it is pramana
which plays the role of sadhya and the prameya as sadhana
or probans. Thus the so called distinction between pramana
and prameya becomes meaningless.

In the last line of his arguments, Nagarjuna urges that the
admission of pramana, as a means of establishment of
prameya, would lead to infinite regress’. To the
pramanavadins, adoption of pramana is a must. If there is
no balance nothing can be weighed.” Similarly, they argue,
if there is no pramana at all, the knowable objects cannot
be grasped. So admission of pramdnas is obligatory.
Nagarjuna does not agree with the opponent here. He asks,
if it is not possible to establish prameyas without
pramanas, then how can the pramanas themselves be
established without further pramanas? Especially after
advocating the thesis “pramanataharthopapatti”’’ (i.e. all
object are established by pramanas) the opponent cannot
adopt the view that the pramanas themselves are
independent of justificatory grounds or pramanas. Either
the pramanavadins have to admit that there are pramanas
in favour of the pramanas or they will have to abandon the

»11

thesis ‘manadhinameyasiddhi’ ", that is all the objects are

to be established by means of pramanas.
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Consequently there are two ways left. Either the
pramanavadins have to concede that pramanas are valid by
themselves, which as pardatah pramanavadins the
Naiyayikas cannot admit, or they would agree that
pramanas, like all the other prameyas, are subject to
justificatory condition. But both of these alternatives are
untenable. If it is admitted that the pramanas are
established by other pramanas there will be an infinite
regress in the long run. If we think that the prameya Pyl is
established by pramana Pnl and the pramanpa Pnl, in turn,
is established by pramana Pn2, the result will be regresus
ad infinitum. As the series of pramana is infinite, its
beginning cannot be determined. And if there is no
beginning there cannot be any middle or end.'” In this
difficult situation the principle “pramanas are established
by means of other pramanas” will be ruled out.

The cognitivists like Naiyayikas have tried their best to
meet the aforesaid objections. In their response to the first
allegation, the Naiyayikas point out that if pramana is non-
existent owing to non-establishment of its temporal
position with prameya, by the same logic the denial
statement issued by the opponent, would also fail to be
connected with its objects of denial, in three points of
time;"® and hence that denial too would be counted as
unreal. To the Naiyayikas there can be no fixed established
rule regarding the temporal relation of pramana and
prameya. Citing illustrations in support of their position
they claim that occurrence of a means of knowledge is
possible before or after the occurrence of the object of
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knowledge. Occurrence of both even takes place
simultaneously. Thus something can be designated as
pramana by yielding prama in any point of time.

However the question remains, until and unless the
cognition occurs how can the designations like pramana
and prameya be ascribed to something at all? The
designation ‘pramana’ or ‘prameya’, they would argue, is
applicable to something only in relation to some veridical
cognition that is pramda. Nothing could be addressed as
pramana or prameya before origination of the veridical
cognition.

To a Naiyayika like Vatsyayana this allegation seems to be
a shallow one. To him the terms pramana and prameya are
not necessarily used as actual operative epistemic
instruments or object of that valid cognition which is
actually taking place. In common usage'* such statements
are often issued ‘bring the cook, he will do the cooking’
and there is nothing wrong in these utterances. In the same
way the expression pramana-prameya may be used to
mean a possible epistemic instrument or a possible
epistemic object. By apprehending these terms in the sense
of actual operating instruments and actually accomplished
objects, the opponent has committed the blunder as he has
no right to do that thing.

Like the former the objection of relativity seems irrefutable
at the very outset. This objection was raised in a different
form by Sextus Empiricus in Outlines of Pyrrhonism.
Sextus laid emphasis on the point that a relative thing
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cannot have real existence. Now if it is taken for granted
that relatives do not have reality, pramana and prameya
would also be treated as unreal.

This objection of relativity too seems implausible to the
Naiyayikas. To them relativity cannot be counted as a mark
of unreality. By considering relatives as unreal, Nagarjuna
and his followers have diluted the difference between what
is intrinsically real (svariipasat) and what is real only
epistemologically (jiiatataydsat). Here the Sinyavadins
may disagree with the Naiyayikas by saying that the notion
of svaripa of a thing is imaginary, as there is no such
intrinsic property or individuality of anything at all. The
character or property which is often ascribed to an object is
only relatively real. A thing, for example, which is
described as ‘long’, is long in relation to some other thing
which is short. Again, a thing, which is considered as
‘short’, is treated as ‘short’ in relation to some other thing
which is long. Neither of these properties have absolute
existence of their own."

This allegation, to Gautama, is not right, as it involves
contradiction.'® The contradiction, involved in this position
may be shown in the following way: If a thing, Vatsyayana
points out, considered as short in relation to something
long, it is clear that property of being long is a non-
relational one. Again if a thing is considered as a long in
relation to something which is short, the property of being
short must be taken as real or non-relational. Now if both
are mutually dependent with one another, the denial of one
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would imply the denial of the other. In that case it cannot
be claimed that the property of being short is determined
only relatively to the property of being long and vice-versa.

Though not identical, a similar charge is leveled against the
presupposition of pramana in addition to the charge of
relativity. It is pointed out by Nagarjuna, in the beginning
of Vaidalyaprakarana that the notion of pramana and
prameya are confused and reversible; there is no regularity
in their application. It is on account of some means or
pramana that some object is established as prameya. Again
on account of that very object or prameya the means is
established as pramdana. Thus in establishment of
prameyatva (i.e. the property of being an object of prama)
of the latter, the former is playing the role of means, while
in establishment of pramanatva (i.e. the property of being
an instrument of prama) of the former the latter is playing
as a means. Thus both are purported to play the role of
pramana and prameya simultaneously. Since there is no
regularity in their designation, Nagarjuna urged, none of
them can be treated as real.

Here the question arises, does the irregularity of
designation suggest unreality of something? The same
thing may be designated differently from several
standpoints. A person who is familiar as a professor to his
neighbors happens to be husband to a lady, father to a little
girl and son to an old woman. The expressions like the
author of Gitanjali, the son of Debendranath Tagore, the
grandson of prince Dwarakanath, the only Indian Nobel



320 | Restoring Knowledge-claim: A Dispeller of Nagarjunian Polemic

laureate in literature, the founder of Shantiniketan, refers to
the same person, Rabindranath Tagore. This variation in
designation does not prove unreality or non-existence of
Rabindranath.

The charge of infinite regress seems too cumbersome at the
very outset. If the prameya is indebted to pramana for its
establishment, pramana too, (as it is being counted as
prameya) would depend on another pramana for its
ascertainment; and the second on a third, the third on a
fourth. As a result, the first pramana would remain un-
established. The light analogy which is supposed to be
admitted by Gautama to check the regress is announced
unfit by Nagarjuna on the ground that light does not reveal
anything.

In polemic of this objection it may be mentioned in the
very beginning that the regress is not inevitable from the
Nyaya point of view. It is true that establishment of any
object, to Naiyayika is subject to means or justification.
They are not ready to recognize reality of any object
independent of justification or epistemic instrument. And if
there arises any doubt in the veracity of that very
instrument, they would not hesitate to take help of another
instrument. However endless repetition of this process is
not permitted in Nyaya tradition. By citing several
instances of everyday practice, Naiyayikas prove it that the
regress apprehended does not occur in everyday life.

Here the proponent may object that if prameyas are
established by means of unestablished justificatory
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conditions, the difference between pramana and
pramanabhasa would disappear. This apprehension seems
implausible to the Naiyayikas. For they are not ruling out
the possibility of a pramana’s being justified by another.
The lamplight, which plays the role of an instrument in
revelation of a jar, may also be apprehended by our visual
organ; that organ, in turn, can be established by some
inference. Thus the question of justification of a pramana
by another is always left open. But that openness does not
lead us to infinity.

In this way the Naiyayikas have tried their best to prove the
hollowness of the allegation raised by the cognitive
skeptics.
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Nature of Number and Knowledge of Mathematical Truths:

a comparison between Principia Mathematica and The
Lilavati

Arnab Kumar Mukhopadhyay

Philosophy of mathematics, as is generally held, is the
branch of philosophy that studies the assumptions,
foundations, and implications of mathematics, and purports
to provide a viewpoint of the nature and methodology
of mathematics, and to understand the place of
mathematics in people's lives. Traditionally, in Western
philosophy, mathematical knowledge has been understood
as universal and absolute knowledge, whose
epistemological status sets it above all other forms of
knowledge. The traditional western foundationalist schools
of formalism, logicism and intuitionism sought to establish
the absolute wvalidity of mathematical knowledge by
erecting foundational systems. Although modern
philosophy of mathematics has in part moved away from
this dogma of absolutism, it is still very influential, and
needs to be critiqued. So I wish to begin by summarizing
some of the arguments against Absolutism, as this position
has been termed".

It is expected that an adequate philosophy of mathematics
should account for a number of aspects of mathematics
including the following:
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1.

Epistemology: Mathematical knowledge; its character,
genesis and justification, with special attention to the
role of proof.

Theories: Mathematical theories, both constructive and
structural: their character and development, and issues
of appraisal and evaluation.

Ontology: The objects of mathematics: their character,
origins and relationship with the language of
mathematics, the issue of Platonism.

Methodology and History: Mathematical practice: its
character, and the mathematical activities of
mathematicians, in the present and past.

Applications and Values: Applications of mathematics;
its relationship with science, technology, other areas of
knowledge and values.

Individual Knowledge and Learning: The learning of
mathematics: its character and role in the onward
transmission of mathematical knowledge, and in the
creativity of individual mathematicians.

Indian epistemological view point, in general, appears to be

radically different from the standard Greek or modern

western view which seeks to establish mathematical

knowledge as infallible absolute truth. Further, the views

concerning the nature of mathematical objects such as

numbers etc., appearto be based on the framework

developed by the Indian logicians and differs significantly
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at the foundational level from the class/set-theoretic
universe of contemporary mathematics.

It is argued that Indian epistemological view point on the
nature of mathematical objects etc, could contribute in a
significant way to the development of mathematics today as
they appear to have the potential of leading to an entirely
new edifice for mathematics. A comprehension of the
Indian methodologies with regard to mathematics would
also help in making contemporary Indian mathematics
come on its own and make its mark in the world of science.
In the Indian tradition mathematical knowledge is not
viewed to be in any fundamental sense distinct from that in
natural sciences. The Indian mathematicians declare that
the purpose of Upapatti is to clarify, disambiguate, remove
all  confusions  etc, and to convince  the
fellow mathematicians of the validity of a result.

In the present paper, we will try to understand the nature of
number as mathematical objects, and how do we get the
knowledge of that.

Also we will try to understand how they would explain the
knowledge of the ground for mathematical truths from the
same perspective.

In this context we will confine ourselves all and only to the
arithmetic part of Bhaskara’s Siddhanta-Siromani®,
especially to Lilavati (also known
as patiganita or ankaganita), named after his daughter, and
consists of 277 verses; and Principia Mathematica’.
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It covers calculations, progressions, measurement,
permutations, and other topics, where the ancient Indian
philosophy of mathematics has been discussed following
Nyaya-Vai$esika doctrine.

Lilavatiis divided into 13 chapters and covers many
branches of mathematics, arithmetic, algebra, geometry,
and a little trigonometry and measurement. More
specifically the contents include:

e Definitions.

e Properties of zero (including addition, subtraction,
division, and rules of operations).

e Further extensive numerical work, including use of
negative numbers and surds.

e Estimation of .
e Arithmetical terms and squaring.

o Problems involving interest and interest computation.

(S

. Philosophy of Mathematics in Principia Mathematica:

Well-known foundational movements in mathematics
started basically due to the following crises:

e Emergence of a number of non-Euclidean geometrical
systems.

e Emergence of a host of paradoxes.
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Russell observes that the main reason regarding the above

mentioned inconveniences in mathematics are-

Commitment to the existence of class / set.

Unrestricted allowance for class/set formation.

To get rid of these Russell introduced two devices*-

Theory of Incomplete Symbols (to maintain non-
committal to the existence of class).

Theory of Logical Types (to impose a rule for class
formation).

2.1.Theory of Incomplete Symbols (a more general

version of his theory of descriptions) introduces a new
and powerful method of analysis that is in many ways
guiding force to advanced analytic philosophy.
Existence is treated here as a property of propositional
function. It follows that the kinds of objects which are
said to exist will depend on the kinds of propositional
functions which are said to be satisfied; and this is the
source of Quine’s celebrated dictum that ‘2o be is to be
the value of a variable’. An ascription of existence
cannot significantly be coupled with the use of a
logically proper name.

2.2.Theory of Logical Types gave the grammar of the

logical language in which Russell wished to explain
mathematical notions. The primary objects or
individuals (i.e., the given things not being subjected to
logical analysis) are assigned to one type, say, type 0.
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Propositional functions applicable to individuals are
assigned to.

type 0. arnab (‘a’)
type 1. ‘arnab is a fool’ (‘f(a)’)
type 2. “‘arnab is a fool’ is true” (‘g(fa)’)

To exclude impredicative definitions within a type, the
types above type 0 are further divided into orders.

Basic theses of Russell’s Program as expounded in
Principia Mathematica can be summarized as follows’:

v Logic and Language-
e Theory of descriptions constitutes the core of the

general theory of meaning.

e Distinction between logical form and grammatical
form of linguistic expression.

e Language for logic has predicate variables with
order /type indices and individual variables.

e Logic is the general theory of the structure.

e Material implication and other logical connectives
are not relation signs.

¢ No denoting concepts.

e No bridge between categorical logic and the new
quantification theory (variables of the new
quantification theory taken as primitive).
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e No substitutional theory of propositions emulating
simple types of attributes / classes.

e Axiom of reducibility and axiom of infinity are
admitted.

e Recursive definition of ‘truth’ and ‘falsehood’
justifying order component of the order / type
indices on predicate variables.

v Ontology-

e Abolition of propositions (elementary and general)
as single independent entities, instead the multiple
relation theory of judgment is admitted

e Admission of universals (type free with both a
predicable and individual nature).

e No non-existent objects since truth conditions for
sentences with names can be given by descriptions.

e Abolition of classes as entities.

e Abolition of numbers as entities.
v' Epistemology-

e Principle of acquaintance upheld, and acquaintance
with universals, sense-data and the subject admitted.

3. Russell’s Theory of Classes and Number:

In the Principia Mathematica, Russell, along with
Whitehead, maintains that the theory of classes, although
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provides a notation to represent them (classes), it avoids the
assumption that there are such things as classes. Russell
seeks to give a definition of symbols for classes on a
similar line as definitions of descriptions, taking them as
incomplete symbols. Such definition will assign meaning
(i.e., truth or falsity) to statements in which words or
symbols representing classes occur. Such a definition will
assign meaning to statements containing class-symbols,
eliminating all mention of classes from a proper analysis of
those statements. If this becomes possible then Russell
would say that symbols for classes are mere conveniences,
like descriptions, they are ‘logical fictions’.

3.1. Class as Incomplete Symbols®:

In the Principia Mathematica this technique of deriving an
extensional function from a function of a given function is
presented in the form of the following definition:

[ ({z: yz}) = (A9)[(x) (Dx=yx). flz: Dz}] Df
[¥20.01]

The definition *20.01 in the Principia Mathematica
actually stipulates the condition when a statement asserting
some ‘propositional function’ yx can be made.

The condition is that there must be a predicative function @
x formally equivalent to yx such that an assertion f of @x
is meaningful (i.e., true/false). The equality between the
two formally equivalent propositional functions is their
identical extension, which renders the assertion f of yx to
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be considered as the assertion f of @ x. Thus, f of yx can
be considered as an assertion of this common extension.
For the sake of convenience this extension is called ‘the
class determined by the propositional function (condition)
yx’. In this way an assertion f of yx becomes an assertion
f of the class determined by the propositional function
(condition) yx.

In the above, by a predicative function what is meant is —
a function of one variable which is of the next order above
that of its argument, i.e., the lowest order compatible with
the order of that argument.

The definition *20.01 is in fact the definition of a class in
use. This definition basically effectuates reduction
(translation) of statements nominally about classes to
statements about their defining conditions [Russell, B.

(1919)].
3.2. Requirements of ‘Class’ ':

Now, if a symbol is to serve as a class it must fulfill the
following conditions:

i) A class is always determined by a predicative
propositional  function, and that a predicative
propositional function must determine an appropriate
class.

i) Two formally equivalent propositional functions
determine the same class and two propositional
functions that are not formally equivalent to each other
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must determine two different classes. This is known as
the principle of extensionality for classes.

iii)) There must be a mechanism for defining not only
classes, but classes of classes also.

Russell has shown in Principia Mathematica that
classes of classes too have all formal properties of
classes of individuals. We will see shortly that numbers
have been defined by Russell as classes of classes
which are similar to each other.

iv) The question whether a class is a member of itself or
not, will not be entertained in the theory of classes.
Type theory takes care of this.

v) Mathematical induction involves reference to all natural
numbers less than/equal to a certain, number k. This
brings in the notion of universal class, i.e., class of all
individuals, class of all classes etc.

However, unless all the elements of a so-called universal
class are of the same logical type, questions regarding the
legitimacy of a universal class will continue to be raised. In
the theory of classes, as proposed in Principia
Mathematica, the class consisting of all elements of a given
type is called a universal class, the class determined by the
‘propositional function” (condition) ‘x = x’, and is
symbolically represented by ‘V’.

Thus, V = {x : x =x} [24.01]
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The null class, symbolically represented by ‘A’, is the
complement of V, or,

A=—V [*24.02].

In this context, in Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy
Russell defines unit class by saying — A class o is said to
be a “unit” class if the propositional function “‘x is an o’ is

29

always equivalent to “x is ¢’ ” (regarded as a function of ¢)
is not always false, i.e., in more informal language, if there
is a term ¢ such that x will be a member of oo when x is ¢
but not otherwise. [Russell, B. (1919)]. Taking ‘x is an o’

as ‘©¥x’, symbolically we may put it as follows —
a=(dc) (x) (Ux=x=c)Df.

In general, a class a is the collection of all those entities x’s
that satisfy a predicative propositional function ¢z.

The predicative functions are brought in to ensure that the
hierarchy of logical types is strictly maintained in
formation of a class and also in formation of any statement
about classes.

The definition 20.01 is a definition in use of an expression
‘a’ such that a = {z : yz}; in other words, 20.01 is a
definition of ‘‘the class determined by the propositional
function (condition) yz’’, whenever there is a predicative
function @z equivalent to yz, and ‘f{z : @z}’ is significant.

However, in Principia, there is a separate definition of
‘class of classes’, not only because the notion of number is
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defined in terms of the notion of ‘class of classes’, but also
because of some deeper reason. We will discuss about it in
the next section.

The following is the definition in use of ‘class of classes’.

flayop =3[ (o) (vo=¢a).f(¢)] [*20.08]

The above definition actually stipulates the condition when
a statement involving the propositional function “ya’,
where o is a class, can be made. The condition is that there
must be a predicative function ‘¢f’, formally equivalent to
‘WP’ such that an assertion of ‘f(¢pa)’ is meaningful (i.e.,
true or false).

In Principia Mathematica, classes of individuals are proved
to satisfy certain properties like,

(X) (vx=0x) = [{z: yz} = {z: Oz}] (*20.15),

[{z :yz} = {z: Oz}] = (x) [xe{ z: yz}= xe { z : Oz}]
(*20.31),

[{z:0z} ={z:vyz}] > [f {z: 0z} = f{z: yz}] (*¥20.18)
etc.

Russell then shows that classes of classes satisfy all these
properties also.
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3.4. Number in terms of Class®:

We know that arithmetic is all about numbers. Numbers are
of two kinds — cardinal numbers and ordinal numbers.
Informally speaking, a cardinal number is the number that
we speak of in answer to the question “how many”? It is
the number indicating the strength of a set/class. On the
other hand, ordinal numbers are numbers that we speak of
while counting the elements/members of a set as the first,
the second, the third, and so on.

In mathematics, there are mainly two traditions of defining
numbers. One is the Frege-Russell tradition of defining
numbers as classes of similar classes/sets of equivalent sets;
the other tradition goes back to Dedekind and also to
Peano, in which fundamental properties of numbers are
given in the form of some axioms/primitive propositions.

Russell has defined cardinal numbers as equivalence
classes of classes; and ordinal numbers as equivalence
classes of well-ordered classes of the same type, in
accordance with their respective logicist programs.

The number of a class is the property that belongs to the
class collectively and not distributively. Definition of
number by abstraction as some common property shared by
similar classes does not satisfy the condition of uniqueness.
This definition does not guarantee that there is exactly one
common property shared by two or more similar classes.
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To avoid this problem Russell defines numbers as classes
of similar classes. They are unique in respect of their
extensions. A cardinal number, ie., the cardinality of a
given class is the class of all classes similar to the given
class.

Thus, Russell’s definition of the number zero, is the class
whose only member is the null class.

The definition of the number one is the class of all
singletons, and the definition of the number two is the class
of all couples, and so on.

In general, a number is anything which is the number of
some classes.

Since, the number of a class has already been defined
without reference to ‘number’, the question of circularity
does not arise.

Unlike definitions of numbers by abstraction, Russell’s
definitions of numbers as classes of classes ensure that each
particular number is unique. Because, each particular
number, according to Russell, is identified with a class (of
similar classes) that is identical only with itself. If there is
another class of similar classes to be identified with a
particular number, then by the principle of extensionality
this second class would be identical to the first class.

The above definition of a cardinal number given by Russell
is the definition of a particular finite number. It remains to
be seen how the series or progression of natural numbers,
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re., 0,1, 2, 3,..... and also infinite cardinal numbers are to
be defined by Russell.

3.5. Peano’s Postulates for Natural Numbers’:

Peano encapsulates the whole of the theory of natural
numbers with the help of three primitive ideas — ‘zero’,
‘number’ and ‘successor’, and five postulates.

Let ‘0’ mean X(), ‘number’ mean the whole set W of terms,
and let ‘successor’ of any term X, mean X,,1. Then, we

may express Peano’s five postulates as follows —
Al) 0 is a number.

[That is, 0. is a member of the set W, i.e., 0 € W]
A2) The successor of any number is a number.

[That is, taken any term X, in the set W, X4 is also in
the set, i.e., for each X, W, there exists a unique X1 €

W]
A3) No two numbers have the same successor.

[That is, if X,;, and X, are two different members of the set
W, Xj+1 and X1 are different, i.e., if X, X;; W such
that X # X, then X4 1# X41-]

A4) 0 is not the successor of any number.
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[That is, no term in the set W comes before Xy, i.e., there is

no X, W for which X,,11=0.]

AS5) Any property which belongs to 0, and also to the
successor of every number which has the property, belongs
to all numbers.

[That is, any property which belongs to X(), and belongs to
Xp+1 provided it belongs to X,,, also belongs to all Xj’s, ie
=W ,ie., if S is a subset of W such that XyeS, X,11€S
for every X, €S, then Xje S for allie I = W.].

The above five postulates give the fundamental property of
a progression or, a series of the form — X, X1, Xo ...,

Xn, ....

In any series of the above form, there is a first term, a
successor to each term (so that there is no last term), no
repetitions, and every term can be reached from the start in
a finite number of steps. Every progression, according to
Russell, is a series that verifies these five postulates. ‘Zero’
is given the name to its first term, the name ‘number’ to the
whole set of its terms, and the name ‘successor’ to the next
in progression.

The fifth postulates in particular, which is known as the
Principle of induction gives the nature of a progression.
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3.6. Russell’s Definition of Cardinal Numbers Satisfying
Peano’s Postulates:

Now, it is to be seen how Russell captures the notion of
progression of natural numbers in his theory.

Peano’s three primitive notions are given in Russell’s
theory through definitions. Cardinal number is defined as
the number of a given class. Each particular number is an
instance of cardinal number. Zero is defined as the cardinal
number of the class consisting only of the null class of a
given logical type.

0= {A} Df.

Let us now define the notion of ‘successor’, following
Russell.

“The successor of the number of terms in the class a is the
number of terms in the class consisting of a together with

X, where x is any term not belonging to the class.””?
[Russell, B. (1919)]

It can be shown that in Russell’s theory we get n+1, i.e., the
class of all classes having n+1 terms as the successor of n,
i.e., the class of all classes having n terms.

Let us take the number 0 = {A}.

Then, by the above definition, the successor of 0, i.e., 1 is
the cardinal number of the class AU{x}, where x does not

belong to A.
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In other words, 1 = {{x}}. Whatever x may be, {{x}} is the
class of a class having only one member, and of any class
equivalent to it.

The successor of 1 is 2. 1 is the cardinal number of the
class {x}, whatever x may be. Then, 2 is the cardinal

number of the class {x} U {x’}, where x’ does not belong
to {x}. Thus, 2 = {{x, x'}}. That is, 2 is the class of a
couple.

In this way, it can be shown that 3, which is the successor
of 2, is the class of a trio, and so on. In general, the notion
of successor would give n+l1, i.e., the class of all classes
having n+1 terms, as the successor of n, i.e., the class of all
classes having n terms.

Thus, Peano’s first two postulates come through in
Russell’s theory of classes, in which numbers are defined in
terms of classes.

Now, we would try to understand how Peano’s fourth
postulate is also available in Russell’s theory of classes.

Let us recall that 0 is the class {A}. Also, suppose that 0 is
the successor of some number k. Then, 0 is the cardinal
number of the class composed of k number of elements
together with any x that is not a member of the class of k
elements. Then, 0 becomes the cardinal number of the class
consisting at least of x. This implies x € Awhich, we know,
is false. So, it is not true that there is some number k such
that 0 is the successor of k.
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The fifth postulate of Peano is given by a definition in
Russell’s theory. But, before stating that definition we have
to understand the notion of posterity first. The posterity of a
given natural number with respect to the relation
“immediate predecessor” (which is the converse of
“successor”) is all those terms that belong to every
hereditary class to which the given number belongs. A
hereditary class, in its turn, is a class having the successor
of n, that is, nt+1 as its member whenever n is a member of
that class, for any n.

Now, let us present, following Russell, the fifth postulate of
Peano, that is, the principle of mathematical induction. The
postulate is —

The “natural numbers” are the posterity of zero with
respect to the relation “immediate predecessor” which is
the converse of “successor”.

It is not difficult now to understand how any assigned
natural number can be generated from zero by successive
steps from “next to next”.

Thus, in Russell’s theory, cardinal number is defined first,
and then a natural number is defined as a cardinal number
satisfying the principle of induction. In fact, a natural
number is a finite cardinal number. By the principle of
induction, all natural numbers given by Peano’s axioms are
generated in Russell’s theory of classes. The collection of
these natural numbers is an inductive class of which 0 is a
member and if any natural number n is a member of this
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class, then its successor n+1 is also a member of this class.
In other words, the numbers forming such an inductive
class are inductive numbers.

Now, if the process of generating natural numbers by
successor function is to generate numbers infinitely, then
the third of Peano’s postulates, namely, ‘no two different
numbers have the same successor’ must hold good.

However, this can be ensured only if the totality of objects
in the universe is assumed to be infinite. The axiom of
infinity is just this postulate. According to this postulate —

“if n be any inductive cardinal number, there is at least one
10
class of individuals having n terms.”

Assuming Peano’s third postulate to hold good, it can now
be said that the class of inductive numbers is an infinite
class. Then the cardinal number of this class cannot be one
of the inductive numbers, it must be something new. For
example, the number of elements in a series starting from 0
to n is obviously none of 0, ..., n, but n+l. Thus, the
cardinal number of the class of inductive numbers is a new
number, say (omega), which is none of the finite
inductive numbers 0, 1, 2,... .

o(Omega) is the first transfinite cardinal number, which is
the class of all classes similar to the class of inductive or
natural numbers. Other transfinite cardinal numbers are
defined accordingly in Russell’s theory.
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However, this attempt of Principia Mathematica leads to
some serious doubts about its goal. Some of which are as
follows:

e It fails to explain the knowledge of different types
of numbers.

o [t fails to provide a satisfactory account of class, by
means of which numbers were sought to define and
knowledge of mathematical truths were sought to
explain.

e It admits a logic which is higher order and hence
not complete.

e [t fails to address Gddel’s incompleteness thesis.
4. Philosophy of Mathematics in The Lilavati:

Now, we will try to understand the nature of number as
mathematical objects, and how do we get the knowledge of
that from the perspective of Nyaya-Vaisesika doctrine.
Also we will try to understand how they would explain the
knowledge of the ground for mathematical truths. In this
context we will confine ourselves all and only to the
arithmetic part of Bhaskara’s Siddhanta-Siromani,
especially to Lilavati (also known
as patiganita or ankaganita), named after his daughter, and
consists of 277 verses. We should note here that, in order to
understand the study of mathematics, Lilavati offers the
characteristics of mathematics as Ganayate samkhyayate
tadganitam"'. This Ganpita is mainly of two types: Vyakta
Ganita (also called Patiganita) and Avyakta Ganita (also
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called Bija Ganita).It tends to take what is now-a-days
referred to as the constructivist approach with regard to
mathematics.

4.1.Nature of Number:

Numbers or, samkhyd according to Nyaya-Vaisesika are
objective realities. Just as entities are seen to be in
possession of different kinds of qualities (gunah) like
colors, tastes, they do possess numbers as their qualities.
When we perceive a certain object as blue, corresponding
to our perception (pratyaksa) of blue through samyukta-
samavaya sannikarsa, there is blue color in the object.
Similarly when we count realities belonging to different
categories (Padartha) as one, two, three, such numbers
exist in them. And this philosophy is the crux of The
Lilavati.

One may argue that “Oneness” (Number one) is not a
separate reality but only a specific form of the object.
Sridhara observes that in that case the use of two words viz.
“one” and “Pot” will become superfluous since they refer
to the same object."?

We must know as Uddyotakara argues that we have
cognitions of “one” and “many” and they must have causes
just as we have colors in the objects for our cognition of
colors. Our cognition of “one” and “many” are different
from our cognition of a Pot. Hence they must have causes
other than the Pot and the causes for our cognition of “one”
and “many” is the quality “number”."* And hence, numbers
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are the qualities inhering in the substances and they are the
basis for our usages “one” and the rest. Vaisesikas held that
number as a quality belongs to and inheres in substances
only.'*

Then again, one may object that, if we say “this picture is
painted with four blue colors”. Wherein number belongs to
qualities which suggest that number four as a property of
four-blue-colors should inhere in the blue colors (qualities).

The Lilavati maintains that this usage should not be
interpreted to mean that number (four) inheres in qualities
(blue colors) for it contradicts the VaiSesika dictum that a
quality cannot inhere in qualities."> They contend that
when one says that “this picture is painted with four blue
colors” it has to be understood that the substance painting
(picture) constitutes the substratum for both the number
four and the blue colors to inhere in and thus adhere to the
rule that “a quality cannot inhere in a quality.”

However, according to Raghunatha when one says that
“this picture is painted with four blue colors”, our
awareness here is that number four belongs to the quality
(blue colors) and not to the substance picture. Hence, he
contends, that it is reasonable that we link number four to
the quality blue color as such. He observes that number
four resides directly in the quality blue color by inherence
(Samavaya). Raghunatha, however, respects the old
Vaisesika view that “one quality cannot inhere in another
quality” by accepting number as a distinct category.'®
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4.2.  Knowledge of Progression of Number:

Now, the question is how can The Lilavati explain our
knowledge of progression of cardinal numbers?

Following Nyaya-Vai$esika, The Lilavati would first
distinguish between the eternal and the non-eternal
numbers. And second, among the latter, i.e., non-eternal
numbers between (1) those that are produced by the
respective numbers of their cause and (2) those that are
produced by the enumerative cognition (apeksabuddhi).

Number oneness (ekatva) is eternal in eternal entities such
as souls, minds etc. and non-eternal in products such as
cloths, pots and the like. Oneness of an entity, such as a
cloth, is produced by oneness of its inherent cause like,
yarn. Kanada would say that the quality of the cause-
substance, yarn, produces the corresponding quality of the
effect substance.'” The color of the cause substance, yarn,
produces the color of the effect substance, cloth (as
asamavyayi karana of cloth).

Similarly the quality oneness of the effect substance, cloth
must be held to be produced by the oneness of its inherent
cause yarn.

But all numbers from duality (dvitva) onwards are
produced by our enumerative cognition.

So, is it that the contention of Nyaya-Vaisesika that
numbers from duality onwards does not exist in objects
always?
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The Lilavati maintains that when we, for instance, say that
a cloth is blue, here we perceive the blue color of the cloth
produced by the blue color of its cause (yarn). Similarly
when we claim to perceive the quality oneness in the cloth
we perceive a quality originated by the corresponding
quality of its cause, yarn.

In both these cases we perceive qualities that had already
been existing in the objects. But when we perceive two
objects e.g. two Pots as two, here our perception of the
quality 'duality’ is not one of perceiving a reality which had
already been there, but it is a case of perceiving a reality
which is produced in the two Pots for the time being by our
enumerative cognition.

So, is it that the numbers from duality onwards are not as
much objective as number one or other qualities?

The answer is: No. They are equally objective and
independent of our cognition, but there is this difference —
whereas number one in a product is produced by a similar
number of its cause, numbers from duality onwards are
produced by our enumerative cognition. Hence the duration
of the former is likely to be longer (existing as long as its
substratum exists) whereas the duration of the latter is
relatively shorter. But whether they last longer or disappear
after a few moments, there are ontological correlates
corresponding to our notion of all numbers.

While going through the system of The Lilavati, we should
not confound the processes involved in the origination of
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numbers from duality onwards and our perception of them.
The number duality, for instance, originates in the two Pots
in the very moment when the enumerative cognition
operates as “this is one” and “this is one”. But our
perception of duality does not take place immediately.

When we perceive any two objects (Pots), we do not
cognize them immediately as two.

o First we perceive each Pot as “this is one” (‘Ayam
Ekam’), “this is one” (‘Ayam Ekam’). This is called
enumerative cognition (apeksabuddhi).

o This enumerative cognition gives rise to the quality,
duality in the Pots in the second moment. The
duality which has originated thus is not perceived at
once.

o In the third moment after the emergence of duality,
we perceive the universality of duality (dvitva) for
in the absence of our perception of the universality
of duality we cannot account for our determinate
perception (savikalpaka pratyaksa) of duality.

o In the fourth moment we perceive the quality
duality inhering in the two Pots. This is how the
Nyaya-VaiSesika explains the origination and our
perception of all numbers from duality onwards.

Now, we may be curious to know if zero is considered as a
Number in The Lilavati?
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The Lilavati maintains that — dhanayor dhanam rnam
rnayordhanarnayor —antaram samaikye kham'®. That
means, the sum of two positive numbers is positive, sum of
two negative numbers is negative, and the sum of two
equals with opposite is zero.

So, zero as a number can be known all and only with the
help of other numbers.

But, here we have some anomalies.

First, when duality originates, where does it ‘reside’? Does
it ‘reside’ in each of the two objects? If it ‘resides’ in each
of the two severally then we must be able to say ‘two’
when we perceive even one of them which is absurd.

Second, after the destruction of one of the two objects we
must be able to say “two” when we see the remaining one
alone.

Third, duality produced by the apeksabuddhi of one man
(X) must be perceptible for another or for any other person
(Y) who looks at them without themselves producing it
again. In other words, Y must be able to perceive the
already existing duality produced by the apeksabuddhi of X
without himself producing it by his own apeksabuddhi
again and for that reason anyone who looks at those two
objects must perceive them as two immediately for it is a
case of simply perceiving what exists already.

In the system of The Lilavati we find that on account of the
absence of the usage that “one is two” and because of the
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usage that “one is not two”, duality is supposed to reside in
both objects taken as a group by the relation called
“collective extensity” (paryapti)."* Paryapti is a relation by
which numbers from duality onwards reside in the objects
taken together and not in its members.

The assumption of paryapti as a relation by means of which
numbers reside in groups of objects and not in any member
of the group steers clear of all our doubts. First in as much
as number two (duality) resides in the two objects taken as
a group and not in any of the members of the group of two
objects, we are free from the apprehension that we may
have to say in respect of one of the two objects as “two”.

The second anomaly, that we must be able to see duality
even in one of them after the destruction of the other, also
vanishes on the assumption that duality resides in the two
objects taken as a group. The answer to the third objection
requires the discussion of the Nyaya-Vaisesika notion of
origination and destruction of the numbers from duality
onwards. As we have stated already first our enumerative
cognition in the form “this is one” and “this is one” comes
into operation. Second this results in the emergence of the
duality in the two objects. Third we perceive the
universality of duality. Fourth we perceive duality as such.
But this duality will not continue to be present in the Pots
for long for being a product of enumerative cognition; it
gets destroyed after the destruction of the enumerative
cognition. The Naiyayikas hold the view that this
enumerative cognition being a transient psychical
phenomenon gets destroyed in the fourth moment and with
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its destruction its product duality also gets destroyed in the
fifth moment. Thus duality will not be present in the two
objects (Pots) after the fifth moment. However the person
may continue to possess the knowledge (jiiana) of the
objects as two even after the destruction of duality and
knowledge of duality should not be confounded with our
perception of duality. Thus if we understand the
implications involved in the production and our cognition
of duality, the anomaly that one man must be able to
perceive the duality produced by the enumerative cognition
of another does not simply arise.

5. Conclusion:
So, in view of above, we can summarize the following.

In The Lilavati, following Nyaya-VaiSesika ontology,
Samkhya or number is considered as quality (Gunah),
which resides in substance (Dravya) via the relation of
inherence (Samavaya), which is also the relation between
whole and parts, Jati (genus or universal) and Vyakti
(species or individual) etc. This Samavaya is the relation by
which a Samkhya such as Dvitva is related to each of the
objects of a pair, and gives raise to the cognition (Jiiana):
‘Ayam dvitvam’ - This (one) is (a) locus of two-ness. Apart
from this, the number-property, Dvitva is related to both the
objects together via a relation called Paryapti (completion)
and gives rise to the cognition 'these are two'. So, there are
two ways in which number-properties such as one-ness or
unity, two-ness or duality, three-ness etc., are connected
with things numbered-
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firstly via Samavaya relation with each thing,
and
secondly via Paryapti relation with the things together.

The paryapti relation connecting the number-property to
the numbered things together is taken in The Lilavati to be
a Svariipa Sambandha (or a self-linking relation), where
the two terms of the relation is identified ontologically.
Thus, according to The Lilavati any number property such
us two-ness is not unique. There are indeed several two-
nesses, one associated (and identified) with every pair
of objects. There are of course the universals such as
Dvitvatva which inhere in each particular two-ness
associated (and identified) with each pair of objects.

The fact, that Nyaya-Vaisesikacaryas talk of the relation
Paryapti by which number property such as two-
ness resides in both the numbered objects together and not
in each one of them, has led various scholars to compare it
with the Frege's theory of numbers®. According to
Bertrand Russell?!, there is a unique number two, which is
the set of all sets of two elements (or pair of objects).

Thus the number two is a set of second-order somewhat
analogous to the wuniversal two-nessof Nyaya-
Vaisesikacaryas which may be thought of to be a property
of second-order.

The most crucial way in which The Lilavati (following
Nyaya-Vaisesika theory) differs from all the modern
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western formulations is that, it talks only in terms of
properties and that too with clearly specified
ontological status, and totally avoided notions such as set
whose ontological status is dubious. Any number
property such as two-ness associated with a pair of objects
is ontologically identified with the pair, or both the objects
together, and not with any 'set' (let alone the set of all sets)
constituted by such a pair.

Apart from their theory of numbers, the general approach
of Nyaya-Vaisesikacaryas is what may be referred to as
'intensional' as opposed to the 'extensional' approach of
most of western logic and mathematics. It is precisely
because of the fact that Nyaya-Vaisesikacaryas have built a
very powerful system of logic which is able to
handle properties as they are (with both their intensions and
extension) and not by reducing them to classes or
sets (which are pure extensions, with the intension being
abstracted away), that there seems to be a great potential
for the methodology of Nyaya-Vaisesika logic in creating
an entirely new edifice for mathematics. For, as is generally
understood: Mathematics, as it exists today, is extensional
rather than intentional. By this we mean that, when
a propositional function enters into a mathematical theory,
it is usually the extension of the function (i.e. the totality of
entities or sets of entities that satisfy it) rather than its
intension (i.e. its ‘context’ or meaning) that really matters.
This leaning towards extensionality is reflected in a
preference for the language of classes or sets over the
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formally equivalent language of predicates with a
single argument.

If the elementary propositions of the theory are of the form
F(x), (x has F - where 'F' is a predicate with a single
argument which runs over a domain of individuals) then it
is indeed true that it is but a matter of preference whether
we use the language of predicates or of classes (of all
those individuals ~ which  satisfy the corresponding
predicate). However, the elementary propositions of
Nyaya-Vaisesika logic are of the form 'xRy' which relate
any two entities (not necessarily individual substance) x, y
via arelation R. The elementary proposition in Nyaya-
Vaisesika logic is always composed of a Visesya
(qualificand x), Visesana or Prakara (qualifier y) and a
Samsarga (relation R). Here, y may also be considered as
a dharma (property) residing in x via relation R. Using
these and many other notions, the Nyaya-
Vaisesika logicians have developed a precise technical
language, based on Sanskrit, which is unambiguous
and makes transparent the logical structure of any
(complex) proposition and which is used in some sense like
the symbolic formal languages of modern mathematical
logic. The Nyaya-Vaisesika logicians seem to have used
this language mainly as a vehicle of conducting
philosophical discourse concerning the nature of entities
(Padarthas) and their relations.

Contemporary mathematics, being rooted entirely in the
modem western tradition, does suffer from serious
limitations which can be traced to the kind of epistemology
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and philosophy of mathematics which have governed the
development of mathematics in the western tradition right
from the Greek times.

Firstly there is the perennial problem of foundations posed
by the ideal view of mathematical knowledge as a set of
infallible absolute truths, which is basic to the western
epistemology of mathematics. As is well known, the
continued effort of philosophers’ mathematicians of the
west to secure for mathematics the status of indubitable
knowledge has not succeeded; and there is perhaps a
growing feeling that this goal may after all turn out to be
impossible. Surely this could lead to progress in
mathematics, but it would be progress of a limited kind and
within the narrow confines of the western quest for
indubitable knowledge in the domain of mathematics.

Apart from the problems inherent in the very goals set for
mathematics, there are also several other serious
inadequacies in the western epistemology and philosophy
of mathematics which are nowadays being seriously
discussed by many scholars. Most of these, center around
the issue that the ideal view of mathematics as a formal
deductive system causes serious distortion in the very
practice of the science of mathematics. Some scholars have
argued®? that this ideal view of mathematics has rendered
philosophy of mathematics totally barren and incapable of
providing any understanding of the actual logic of
mathematical discovery.
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We wish to emphasize that the Indian epistemology of
mathematics, if sufficiently researched upon by present day
scholars, may lead to a major revision of the current
concepts on the nature of mathematical knowledge and its
validation. Another important foundational issue in
mathematics is that concerning the nature of mathematical
objects. Here again the philosophical foundations of
contemporary mathematics are extremely unsatisfactory
with none of the major schools of thought, namely
Logicism, Formalism or Intuitionism, being able to give
satisfactory account of what indeed is the nature of the
objects (such as numbers) dealt with by mathematics and
how they are related to (other) objects in the world.

What we have indicated above, are just a few examples of
how the methodology of Indian mathematics could turn out
to be of considerable relevance for the development of
mathematics today.
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On Nagarjuna’s Stance in his Critique of Sarmsaya and
Pramana

Saroj Kanta Kar

Nagarjuna is often regarded as a sceptic for not advancing
any expressive opinion of his own while he criticizes
others’ metaphysical and realistic views and their
enunciating epistemic projections. In this context, it is
important to ask,‘why should a philosopher criticize any
standpoint at all, if he has nothing to presume, convey or
propose?’ Can a philosopher go on to use reason, practice
certain methods in his criticism of pramana without
sanctioning any credibility to it?” Can pramana be thrown
away outright? If not, what is the necessity of such
critiquing? Meditating upon these questions, this discourse
is an attempt to appreciate the motive or philosophical
standpoint of Nagarjuna in critiquing the realist view on the
context of pramana and samsaya so that any ascription of
scepticism upon him can be ruled out. This can be achieved
by adopting a meta-philosophical approach, namely,
discussing upon the factors, such as his spiritual and
philosophical affiliations that lead him against the realists’
approach of the mentioned categories.

Keywords: Pramana, prameya, vaitandika,
prasangapadana,  svabhava,  nihsvabhavatdachakraka,
itaretarasraya, anavastha.
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Nagarjuna’s Prime Concern leading to Critique of the
Realists

Nagarjuna exhibited a unique approach in the history of
Indian philosophy. At his time metaphysicians took either
of the extreme standpoints like eternalism / essentialism
(sasvatavada/  svabhavavada) vs., nihilism / non-
essentialism (uchchhedavada), etc., whereas he took no
side among them.' He had a unique approach, where things
were treated at two levels: accepting everything empirically
functional at a level of truth called empirical truth / reality
(vyavaharika satya), but not adhering to such nature of
things as wultimate at a higher or deeper level of
understanding and realization. The higher level would be
reached by having yathabhiitadarsana by analysis and
yogic vision. It results in metaphysical view-less-ness (drsti
sunyatd). It would help in transcending the usual sides of
the issues: eternalism / essentialism and nihilism / non-
essentialism. This is one of the important aspects of
Nagarjuna’s philosophical enterprise, for which he argued
against the realists.

Nagarjuna’s ingenuity is due to his philosophical genesis in
the Buddha. Buddha’s teaching of pratityasamutpada states
that everything comes into existence by depending upon
causes and conditions, and therefore here there is no place
of eternal dharma of anything nor also there is eternal
nature of anything. Further, as becoming is nature of
phenomena, complete annihilation or denial of the
empirical is also not possible. For Nagarjuna this teaching
posits neither nihilism nor eternalism of the cosmic
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process, yet there is no denial of results of actions of the
individuals.” In the process of becoming interrelatedness,
there is hardly any independent, unique eternal entity
(sattva / dharma) or own nature (svabhava). Thus, he
reached at the svabhavasiinyata and dharmasinyata, which
are derived through pratityasamiitpada analysis, and the
analysis is made on the empirical becoming of things,
beings and concepts. This being the case, Nagarjuna has to
transcend the views of svabhava, dharma and denial of the
empirical, and this is drstisinyata, a transcendental level of
understanding. Thus, he accepts relativity of things and
beings, concepts and views, and thereby rejects their
absolute constructions, such standpoints, and denounces
any reification of entity-hood supposed in essentialist and
realist terms. At the same time, he allows the empirical
existence, action and meaning of all that come into being or
becomes meaningful. This is clear in his initial verses in
Miilamadhyamakakarika, where he salutes the Buddha for
teaching the pratityasamutpada for deliverance from the
phenomenal and conceptual construction of any absolutistic
nature or extremes, such as nihilism (uchchhedavada) and
eternalism ($@svatavada) etc.’ Such suppositions and
thoughts, that explain the world in terms of fixed essences
or eternal intrinsic nature (svabhdva) or its opposite, are
persistently criticized upon, in order to walk in the path of
liberation by overcoming Ego and its attributes. The
intention is lucidly clarified in the Ratnavali as he narrates,

‘The assumption of ego exists as long as the
paiichaskandhas, ahamkara being existed, then follows the
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actions having its results and births over and again. Like
this, knowing the cause, the effect and cessation of them,
one can know neither existence nor non-existence of the
world in reality. ‘To conceive that actions have no effect is
nastita drsti (nihilistic standpoint.) This, as heard, is wrong
view, and not leading to merit. Usually it leads to hell and
rebirth. To conceive that actions have their effects is heard
to astita drsti. It is called perfect view and it consists merit
and leads to good path. Unlike these two options, there is
quietude of the conception of asti or nasti, papa or piunya,
durgati or sugati as said by the great people.” The
contention is that liberation consists in the wisdom of
transcendence of affirmation and negation, good and evil,
heaven and hell.* The wise should adopt this in order to be
liberated.”

The above-mentioned contention clearly shows that
Nagarjuna’s philosophical position and spiritual genre
made him to transcend the opposite alternative extremes as
well as all such conceptions regarding metaphysical or
epistemic issues as these are only speculative view or
drstis.® This is one aspect of his transcendentalism of drsti-
sunyata. He adopted a middle path (madhymapratipat) -
avoiding the extreme views of nihilism and eternalism or
essentialism about anything, and at the same time without
doubting about the empirical reality of the phenomenal
world, ie., not denying any empirical efficacy of
pramanas, so also fecundity of morality, spirituality, karma
and their effects as relative to causes and conditions. This is
his relativism regarding the empirical. The three -
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transcendentalism, middle path and relativism make up his
philosophical framework. That which would go against his
established framework, will obviously be criticized. This
happens as the realistic projection and depiction of the
matters of fact go against his framework, but it does not say
that he doubted the empirical facts and values as a sceptic.
His framework supports moral and spiritual motives, which
no sceptic would need, and for this reason he would not be
understood as a sceptic here. His arguments when taken in
discrete manners and out of contexts, may seem to be
sceptical, but taken together, with the context and his
philosophical framework, can indicate his relativism
regarding the empirical facts. In consideration of his
philosophical framework, spiritual lineage and his noble
intentions, his position can be comprehended as a
transcendentalism regarding the Reality and transcending
positive or negative and any alternative in his philosophy.’
Transcendentalism is one aspect of his philosophy where he
overcomes the limits and pangs of conceptualizations about
metaphysical speculations, and there is no conflict in this
regard. Relativism is another aspect of his philosophy about
the empirical matters of fact, where relativity and
dependent origination is a rule. Thus, as a relativist and
transcendentalist, he took on the realists.

Nagarjuna’s Critique of the Essentialist Pramana of
Nyaya

Assuming Nagarjuna’s philosophical standpoints and
spiritual lineage as depicted in the above section, the same
may be understood to be conveyed by him in his criticism
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of the realist Naiyayikas. Relativity or inter-dependency as
the true picture of empirical phenomena, proves
nihsvabhavata, a non-essentialist apprehension of things, so
also of pramana, prameyas, samsaya and other padarthas.
With this supposition, he argued against the realist
supposition of essentialist status of things as everything is
independent and unique and supposed to establish the
independent, unique and essentialist conception of
padarthas. So, he questioned only the independent status of
pramanas based on the claim, but not the relative status of
pramanas, which is the actual fact and would go with his
own position. Arguing against the independent and
essentialist status of pramanas and prameyas, he went on to
prove that independently none of them can be established.
It also indirectly shows that they are relative to each other.

To take up the intention of critiquing the realists in the
Vaidalyaprakarana, as Lindtner puts it, Nagarjuna is
believed to say, ‘In order to put an end to the arrogance of
those logicians (tarkika[s]) who out of conceit of their
knowledge are keen to debate, I shall grind them to little
pieces.”® This specific reaction here focuses on the context
that the Naiyayikas and their debates were gaining strength
from all debaters’ indispensable acceptance of reality of
distinguished categories of pramana, prameyas, and all
forms of debates like tarka, jalpa, vitanda etc., which
would prove acceptance of their realist thesis, and knowing
this Nagarjuna advances to dismantle the credibility of the
very categories. His arguments that logically exposed the
difficulties in the realist’s view of pramana and other
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padarthas did not show that he had any doubt on their
empirical certainty.

Examination of independent status of pramanas in
relation to prameyas

1. The Realist Naiyayikas have the pratijiia that pramanas
are that which establishes the prameyas. If this is the
case. How is the pramana itself established?

(a) It may be said that pramanas are established by
themselves, then the definition of pramana is
ridiculed, because here it becomes a prameya.

(b) If one pramana is established by another pramana,
then that second pramana will similarly need still
another pramana, thus it may lead to infinite regress
or anavastha, where neither the former nor the
middle nor the latter can be established.’

(c) If, on the other hand, it is said that the pramanas are
established without any other pramana, then it
amounts to say that everything is established or
proved by pramana, but pramana itself does not
need to be proved.'® It leads to pratijiia hani."

2. Assuming the Naiyayikas’ view that pramanas are
either svatah pramanya or paratah pramanya,
Nagarjuna examines these options.

Exposition of Svatah pramanya:
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(a) If pramana is established by itself, i.e., independently,
without relating itself to the prameya, then ‘how it is to
be regarded as pramana?’'?

(b) If without relating to or establishing the prameya,
pramana 1is established, then none of them is
established," in as much as the former is supposed to
establish others and the latter is supposed to be
established by the former, but this does not happen here
in supposing the svatahpramanatah of either pramana
or prameya.

(c) If prameyas are established, without pramanas, then
‘what is the necessity of pramana?’**

Exposition of paratah pramanya:

(a) If it is said that the pramanas are established by other it
means, one pramana is to be established by another
pramana, or by establishing a prameya. However, both
the ways are untenable.

(b) If one pramana is established by another pramana, by
what the second one is established? If the second one
depends upon third one and so on, the matter leads to
infinite regress. Further, how can a pramana, which is
yet to be established, can establish another pramana?

(c) On the other hand, if establishment of prameya
establishes the pramana and vice versa, then it will be
like father is defined by son and son is defined by
father. In this co-dependence or itaretarasraya, the
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roles of pramana and prameya will be interchanged."
It may fall into chakrakadosa, i.e., moving round and
round.

Therefore, Nagarjuna concludes that (i) pramana is neither
established by itself without relating to any other, ie.,
prameyas, (ii) nor by other pramanas, (iii) nor pramana
and prameya by each other.'® Thus, it is shown that if the
pramana or prameya are taken exclusively independent in
essentialist conceptions, they are not established.

In the above, the criticism strikes at the mutual independent
status of pramana and prameya. It indirectly suggests their
relativity. If these were thought of in relation to each other
as dependent phenomena, that would depict the real picture
and would not attract any disproving. Relativity is the true
picture of every empirical thing, so also of the pramana
and prameya and all others in discourse — this is
Nagarjuna’s intent of probe in the disputes. By explaining
this, Nagarjuna might be rendered that his exposition here
is about non-establishment of independent status of
pramand, but not a denial (pratisedha) of their relative
status, which is a fact. His argumentation is to be taken, not
just a denial, but as an exposition that it is not possible to
establish pramana and prameya as independent padarthas,
in essentialist terms.'’

Next to pramana and prameya, Nagarjuna criticised
samsaya or doubt itself as a separate category, i.e.,
independent padartha. He put it in a prasangika way that
‘there is no place of doubt, if something is comprehended;
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and if something is not comprehended no doubt also arises
therein either’.'® He has taken two possibilities, complete
comprehension and non-comprehension leaving aside any
intermediary or relative stage in between. Here, let us
reflect, ‘why he does not consider the normal situation of
doubt, such as, in the case of insufficiency of information
for knowledge or where the previous knowledge is at a
stake or certainty is still awaited -all the situations that are
expected by the realist?” May be it is due to the realist
assumption of doubt as an independent activity, having
independent status it cannot be related to any
comprehension, nor can it be part or step of any non-
comprehension. Logically, all things that are independent
must have mutual exclusion. Accordingly, comprehension
and non-comprehension being independent where is the
question of doubt. Doubt, being an independent factor /
entity, is also not possible to be related to or part of non-
comprehension or process of comprehension. The same
contention ‘that any supposition of independent entity in
essentialist terms is difficult’, is also applied here and to all
other padarthas in Nagarjuna’s treatment of them.
However, it might not mean that he had any doubt on their
practical utility. Thus, the aforesaid criticisms of pramana,
prameya and samsaya, where Nagarjuna espouses their
relativistic position in his criticism of their independent
position, may not be considered to lack their practical
efficacy. The efficacy is due to their relative status, which
is an empirical truth.
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Whether Nagarjuna is Sceptic or Relativist

The ascription of scepticism on Nagarjuna may be
contrasted with other scholars’ varied depiction of his
approaches, arguments and philosophy. David .
Kalupahana understands non-absolutistic, non-
foundationalist and non-essentialist character of Buddhism
and for Nagarjuna as well."” Sometimes, he also points out
empiricist and analytical approaches of Nagarjuna.’ For
relying upon rationalization and argumentation for
justification or criticism in use of reasons, Nagarjuna may
be seen as rationalist or critical philosopher. T.R.V. Murti
takes him as a critical philosopher of the genre of Kant.
Some may also see intuitionism in him for the contention in
prajiaparamita sitra. Considering thus, any thinker may
characterize any aspect of his philosophy in a way and, if
possible, extend the same ascription to his total philosophy.
There may be suggestions for analytic, anti-metaphysical
and therapeutic interpretation of Nagarjuna.”' Considering
all these, since his philosophy ensued from interpretation of
pratityasamutpada and criticises independent svabhava
underpinning an assertion of relativity of phenomenal
things, he may preferably be ascribed as a relativists in
connection to his stand on empirical phenomena, and at the
same time he is a transcendentalist as he does not take any
position between the alternatives he criticised.

In the context of ascription or characterization of a
philosophy or any piece of that philosophical enterprise or
the philosopher, it is better to think of a method of
approach.The philosopher must have some action or
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method and some purpose of being engaged in that action.
Evaluating upon the action, method or purpose, it can
easily be said that the purpose has primacy over the method
as well as action. It is because, the same purpose or
philosophical content or commitment may be established
by alternative methods. Sometimes, there may not be any
purpose or presupposition or entanglement, but free
following of methods, or random actions slowly get
configurated into some coherent position or standpoint of
the philosopher. As soon as the position is carved out the
purpose is defined therein which is followed up by the
philosopher and his actions follow it. Considering these
situations, purpose always gets priority over method and
actions in a philosopher. The same happened in
Nagarjuna’s case, where he possessed a spiritual and
philosophical affiliation, had spiritual experiences, and
follows his interpretation of pratityasamutpada or
relativism. All these get configured a purpose for him.
Being so, he was not a free analyst but has a relativist
philosophy, Buddhist kind of spiritualism.  Hence, any
characterization of him upon his method, like scepticism
here, is weaker than the characterization of relativism that
is made on the purpose or philosophical commitment. Over
and above, here the method is also based on relativism.
Hence, it is preferable and more plausible to ascribe that
Nagarjuna’s rejection of pramana is a case of relativism.
Like any consideration, relativism, has narratives of reality
of non-essentialism and thereby suggestion for a type of
moral and spiritual life for nirvana-upaya kausala for
kusala. Such motive, motif and benefits in Nagarjuna
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would be defied if scepticism were advocated in
Nagarjuna’s philosophy. Like any other Indian philosopher
belonging to the lineage of morals and spiritual practices,
he wouldn’t be value neutral, and therefore cannot be
sceptical in this regard too. His value centric philosophy is
sustained by relativism that he tookup as the key
philosophical insight and technique, and therefore, it is
preferable to ascribe relativism on him in the present
context regarding his stand on phenomena.

The prasangika madhyamika line of interpretation claims
for himself a vaitandika position, where a view is rejected
without advancing an alternative view at the same parlance.
To a novice’s mind, this seems to be a sceptical exercise.
Nagarjuna, as a vaitandika who also posited no (anti) thesis
of his own in the same level, would have been taken
similarly as a sceptic. However, he is vaitandika in his
methods only, but not in his philosophy. Being so, his
arguments remain successful since these reject the notion of
essentialist view of pramana, prameya, samsaya, and
isolated entity-hood or svabhava, and its tacit implication is
that these are relative. The relativity between them is also
pointed out, where the conception of svabhava has no
place. This is the very purpose that Nagarjuna presupposed
in most cases of his argumentation. For this philosophical
purpose and for explaining relativity, he uses the sceptical
exercises as a vaitandika method in many contexts. The
method and the purpose or priority among them being
taken together constitute the philosophical position, and at
this point, one may give weightage to the method alone and
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ascribe scepticism on him, whereas one may value his
philosophical reminiscence of relativity and apprise the
context of critiquing pramana as a case of relativism. It is
because, upon close scrutiny, and in the line of aforesaid
primacy of purpose or end over means, as discussed above,
it can be seen that the vaitandika position is a technique, a
means, for a philosophical end, which is relativism
regarding phenomena and view-less-ness regarding certain
metaphysical issues. Here, following the consideration of
end, goal or purpose as major over method, Nagarjuna can
be ascribed with relativism regarding phenomena and
transcendentalism regarding view-less-ness when it comes
to the transcendental aspect of the Reality.

On Characterization of Nagarjuna against the Realist /
Essentialist

The arguments that Nagarjuna advances against the
essentialist Nyaya are primarily prasangapadanam or
reductio ad absurdum argument. It is a special type of
argument that only takes up the opponents’ thesis and
demolishes it by showing absurdity in it. There is no
antithesis or alternative to be established in replacing the
opponents’ thesis in order to prove exactly whatever the
critique is supposed to uphold. Coinciding with this
Nagarjuna says elsewhere that T have no thesis or pratijiia’
(nasti mama pratijid). This has been understood
extensively for all cases of prasanga arguments where
Nagarjuna does not seem to provide any clear position just
like in the case of engaging with Nyaya in VV and VP.
This may be taken as a sceptic announcement. This specific
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standpoint of Nagarjuna, shows his consistency of
supposing no view while refuting the essentialist, because
he has the purpose to cancel all views (sarvadrstipraharana
/ prahana) in the context. Such situations are again
interpreted as scepticism in Nagarjuna. However, these
may not be extended beyond the context to say that
Nagarjuna has no philosophical position and nothing to say
at all. There is a difference between saying that ‘someone
has no alternative or counter thesis against or in place of
the rejected thesis’ and ‘someone has no purpose in the
argumentation or no business at all in the philosophical
engagements. To elucidate with an example, a person, like
a strong wind, sweeps away all dry leaves, and may not put
other dry leaves in the same place, may be, its action or
purpose is only to sweep away and make it clean. What for
is there the sweeping clean? The person may have some
purpose, or the wind have some cause. Similar may be the
case of Nagarjuna’s declaration that 'he has no thesis'
(pratijiid) or antithesis against the refuted ones, but still he
might have some purpose or that there might have some
cause of such saying and arguing. He might just want to
clean the conceptual hazards, so that the truth or reality
would be seen as it is. Thus, looking internally within the
debate he has no counter thesis, but looking coherently and
comprehensively beyond the debates, on the purpose of the
debate, he can be assigned with a position at a meta level,
and this position may be characterized as relativism in
respect of empirical truth and transcendentalism in the
context of higher levels of truth, throughout his philosophy.
To assume relativism and transcendentalism (for different
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contexts) in Nagarjuna means to denounce scepticism for
him.

There is a little difference between relativism and
scepticism for which a relativist may look like sceptic.
Scepticism generally (a) raises the reasons about something
impossible, (b) it does not advance the solution or
alternative about the issue. However, both ‘a’ and ‘b’ are
seen in Nagarjuna’s case, which other Madhyamikas have
accepted as it is their vaitandika method,”> and for this
reason, he is judged as a sceptic at this level, and no
relativism can be advanced at this level. Now, ask any
sceptic, ‘what is his purpose of advancing the sceptical
arguments?’ ‘No purpose except exposing the issue,” — this
would be the answer from the sceptic. For Nagarjuna,
however, there is a purpose in the non-establishment of
knowledge, that is, eradication of any supposition of
essential immutable intrinsic nature in the phenomena,
which can allow phenomenal changes in man for moral and
spiritual growth. Moreover, if a vaitandika has such
spiritual aim and corroborating moral and spiritual
practices, on which it is found firm with certainty, he
cannot be termed a sceptic. For this reason, Nagarjuna may
not be called a sceptic in all levels, though a vaitandika. He
is a vaitandika at the level of the arguments — level -1, but
has philosophical and spiritual purpose at a meta-level —
level -2, which is relativity and nihsvabhavatd. One may
fairly refer to this for rejecting any assumption of
relativism, but it is not possible. In this respect, it can be
understood that the actions of level -1 may not be
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applicable to level - 2. Moved by benevolence and his duty
towards saving people, a soldier kills the attackers and
plunderers. Here, the soldier is killer in one level, but is
also a kind, dutiful saviour in another level. Similarly,
Nagarjuna’s exhibition of destructive dialectic argument
may lead to the action of scepticism in one level, but it may
not conflict with the ascription of relativism upon him in
another (meta) level, i.e., purpose.

Consider the purpose of Nagarjuna that can make a room
for possibility of relativism in the context. While advancing
the destructive dialectic against the Nyaya essentialist
realist epistemology, Nagarjuna mentions why he criticizes
the pramanas. He says, 'If you [ie., essentialists and
realists] think that things as prameya are established
through the pramana, then how the pramana (ie.,
perception, inference, verbal testimony, and comparison)

are established??

Thus, criticism of pramana was
conditional for the context and purpose of eradication of
the realist essentialist conception of prameya. Such
conditionality and purpose may not be taken for ascribing
scepticism. Rather, the purpose of Nagarjuna behind the
necessity of criticism of pramana may be taken, and that is
the exposition of nihsvabhdavatd and relativity. Thus, the
ascription of relativism of Nagarjuna in the context of
debates on pramana is well supported by his Madhyamika
position, where the middle path is adopted avoiding the
extremes. The Madhyamika philosophical enterprise also
aims at sarvadrstipraharana, and for this reason any ‘ism’
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is also a provisional use as required for understanding his
transcendental position.

Concluding Remark: Considering between scepticism
and relativism, ‘which one of them is more appropriate to
Nagarjuna?’ His arguments showing non-establishment of
pramanas, prameya, samsaya etc., as independent entity,
form a logical exposition. The arguments strike at their
independence that supposedly deny their relativity or
interrelation. Moreover, when the independent status of
pramanas, samsaya, etc., are refuted and that too by
referring to their relative status, their dependent or relative
status is indicated. Relativity rules the roost in Nagarjuna’s
philosophy and that is also visible in the cases of pramanas
and prameyas. These categories, like any other
complementary empirical phenomena, are interdependent
or relative, and hence are lacking any individual status
(svabhava) - thus is the relativism of Nagarjuna.
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Reflections on Prof. Biswambhar Pahi’s Delineation of
Nyaya-Vaisesika Methodological and Epistemic Principles

Arvind Vikram Singh and Manish Sinsinwar

This paper is an attempt to throw some light upon the
delineation of some methodological and epistemic
principles of Nyaya-Vaisesika (NV) systems, made by
Prof. Biswambhar Pahi in his revisionary commentary, on
the twin tradition, VaiSesika Padarthavyavasthad Ka
Paddhatimilaka Vimarsa' (VPV). Also some reflections
have been made on his methodological and epistemic
reformation, i.e., his objectives behind such reformations,
what epistemic implications are made by these
reformations and upon some questions that are implied by
these.

The fundamental objective of Vaisesika Padarthavyavastha
Ka Paddhatimiilaka Vimarsa by Prof. Biswambhar Pahi
has been to seek a possibility of a harmony between
system-centric commitment and a thinker-centric freedom
or creativity >. He states his reformatory program as
twofold- (i) identification of the most fundamental
methodological, epistemic, ontological and axiological
principles of NV and (ii) to facilitate the natural evolution
of the twin systems, by a critical re-assessment of their
principles®. As per him, the former is necessary so as to
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delimit system-centric commitment and the latter is
necessitated by thinker-centric creativity. Doing so he has
made vital contemplation and an original revision of the
methodological, epistemic, ontological and value-theoretic
principles of NV. The ontological and in turn value-
theoretic revisions made by him are based on what he sees
as the basic methodological and epistemic principles of
NV. We have made an expository summary of some of his
views upon NV Epistemology, with the objective of
furthering a dialogue among the scholars of Indian Logic
and Contemporary Indian Philosophy. The more important
task however, is to see the epistemic implications of Pahi’s
methodological-epistemic exercise with NV. It may be
worth to mention, that he views such methodological and
epistemic principles divided as universally and locally
accepted; the former ones, are again seen by him as divided
into essential and accidental; yet again the former of these,
are of two types, namely, fundamental and non-
fundamental®. His enterprise has been to delineate such
principles which are both essential and fundamental.

2.
A Review of some Methodological Principles

Pahi sees theory-construction as a synthetic and organic
whole, which begins with methodological and then
epistemological principles’. The section of his text VPV,
that received more attention however is value-theoretic. For
an instance in an anthology, that was based on papers
written on VPV and other of his writings®, twelve of the
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fifteen papers were related to his ontology and axiology;
none was purely concerned with his
methodological/epistemic reformation/ideas. The only
argument for including the methodological principles here,
is that the major ones of these, are epistemic in nature and
play a vital role in the further development of his
reformation.

The key andgantuk (non-accidental) and fundamental
methodological principles of NV as per Pahi are:

1. Loka-pratiti
a. Abadhita-pratiti
b. Yathopalabdhi-vyavastha-nyaya
c. Anyatha-anupapatti-nydaya

2. Principles pertaining to nature of rationality
a. Prayojanavatta

Vyaghatasinyata

Laghava

Miilocchedi Anvastha-parihara

RN

Vinigamanaviraha

3. Sastra-nirmana-paddhati

Of these, we propose to discuss only la. and 1b., as these
have importance in ascertaining Pahi’s epistemic position
and also as an exhaustive treatment of each of the above
principle, is beyond the scope of this paper.
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A.

Loka-pratiti is marked as the foremost principle of theory-
construction in order, by Pahi, and we feel that this is not a
sheer coincidence. The term is paraphrased by Pahi in
English as common-sense.’ Pahi discusses the interrelation
of common-sense and philosophy under this. A due regard
to common-sense by theorists and epistemologists is
essential as per Pahi, which is as per our view a straight
outcome of his realism.

Common-sense has several sub-principles and the first one
of these is- Abadhita-pratiti. The epistemologist and
theoretician is instructed not to disregard the common-
sense but rather follow his ‘epistemological duty’ towards
it.® A common-sense proposition is to be rejected only and
only if there is a stronger pramana against it, for an
instance the appearance of earth to be flat. Pahi opines that
it is ‘positivist boundaries’ that should restrict our
ontological ventures. He cites from Gotama, the view that a
theoretician cannot order perceived/inferred facts to behave
otherwise.

Drstanumitanam Niyogapratisedhanupapatti’

The boundaries of such common-sense or loka-pratiti are
our sense-experience. If one sees the subsequent chapters
of VPV on ontology and axiology, one shall see that
exercising his thinker-centric creativity he demolishes
several tenets of NV which transgress the above ‘positivist
common-sense’. Common-sense however is not static but
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dynamic, sensitive to the development of sciences and the
entailments of logic.

In our view, this allegiance to loka-pratiti and at the same
time, enumeration of categories that are entailed by a
‘transcendental logic’, such as samuccaya, make him a
Naiyayika restrained in the limits of sense-experience and
therefore, in our view, his epistemic position is close to
Kant.

B.

Yathopalabdhi-vyavasthda-nyaya is another essential and
fundamental methodological principle of NV as per Pahi.
The compatibility of theory and experience is dealt here by
the scholar. Loka-pratiti gets further strengthened by this as
per Pahi for whom, ordinary experience is the starting point
of philosophizing for NV. Yathopalabdhi-vyavastha-nyaya
reinforces the naturalist and empiricist inner voice of NV,
as it makes mandatory not to dismiss empirical data while
theorization. Yathadarsanamabhyanujiia, Nityasya-
apratydkhyanam-yathopalabdhi-vyavasthana'® , etc. attest
this.

What is more important in Pahi’s discussion of the above
principle, is his comment on temporal relation between
pramana and prameya. Following Vatsydyana'', he opines
that there is no generic rule to govern this but the same
should be decided as laid down by the experience in a
given case. According to us, this in part answers the
vaitandik allegation of anyonasrayitd of pramana and
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prameya. However, in our understanding, an allegiance to
vathadarsanam vibhagavacanam 1is an acceptance of
relativity of pramanas. In our view Pahi, like other
Naiyayikas, misses to accept this openly.

3.

Review of some Epistemic Principles

The following is the list of essential and fundamental
epistemic principles of NV, in the view of Pahi:

Jiiana-anityatavada
Jiana-savisayatavada
Jiana-nirakaravada
Jiana-para-prakasavada
Pramana-samplavavada
Bhakta-pradhana-nyaya

NS A LN~

Causality of Genesis of Knowledge
We shall make a brief reflection upon 2 and 6 of these.
A.

Under Jiana-savisayatavada, Pahi underlines the
essentiality of ‘intentionality of cognition’. Any two given
cognitions differ owing to a difference of their intended
objects. Na copalambho nirvisayoasti confirms this. Pahi
extends this fundamental principle of NV to revise its
principle of apeksabuddhijanyata. For him, the concept is
against the fundamental realist position of NV and that
ideas like farness, nearness, numbers greater than one, etc.
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can be  explained even = without  accepting
apeksabuddhijanyata. He points out that both Bhasarvajna
and Raghunatha save these ideas, while rejecting the latter.

We feel that this is an honest and consistent reformation
made by Pahi, as an acknowledgement of a notion like
apeksabuddhijanyata, is not a strictly realist position.

B.

Pahi delineates an argument from the tradition, which he
makes use of, to prove apriori, the possibility of valid
cognition as different from error. He terms this as Bhakta-
pradhana-nydya’’. We can extend this and use the same
analogy to prove apriori, the sanctity of certain knowledge
over doubt.

As per Pahi’s line of argument, our vocabulary makes use
of both primary (pradhdana or sakti) and secondary (bhakta
or laksand) meanings of a term. However, the bhakta
depends upon the pradhan; it pre-supposes the latter. In a
similar manner, in an error situation, the appearance of
rajat in Sukti, pre-supposes valid cognition of rajat.
Vatsyayana builds on this strong epistemic argument; in his
view, the apprehension of sthanu as purusa, proves that
without the possibility of a valid cognition of purusa, even
an error where purusa is erroneously seen in a sthanu, is
not possible.

This argument could be well extended to show that in a
similar league, without certain knowledge being possible,
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doubt is an impossibility. Therefore, in our view, by
Bhakta-pradhana-nyaya, the very existence of doubt,
apriori proves the possibility of certain knowledge; in other
words, samsaya proves the possibility of pramd; the latter
is a logical presupposition of the former.

dkokok

Thus to reiterate, in our humble opinion, Pahi’s reformation
of NV is to a large extent a delimitation of NV inside the
boundaries of sense-experience. His commitment to a
‘positivist common-sense’ should be seen as an attempt to
bring back the twin systems into the realm of lokayana.
This gets confirmed when we revisit his rejections of God,
an cternal and substantial self, adrsta, etc. He is at a clear
discomfort, with any transgression of limits of sense-
experience. Under 1b., Pahi following the Nyaya tradition
answers the vaitandika but this must follow an
acknowledgement of the relativity of pramana-prameya,
which he does not do. Commitment to a pure empiricist and
realist position makes him revise apeksabuddhijanyata. His
argument for the presupposition of certitude of knowledge
by error, which we extend, as a presupposition also made
by doubt, is a typical rendition of traditional view, wherein
samsaya 1is precisely accepted as a separate padartha, in
order to accept pramd. One may see in Pahi’s work, an
omission of a discussion of several epistemic concepts and
issues from NV. There is no discussion upon the nature and
number of pramanas, alike categories of Nyaya, issues of
significance, such as khyati, pramanya, etc. But then one
has to remember that the work is primarily an inquiry into
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the ontology of Vaisesika; it does not claim to be a

comprehensive treatise on the twin tradition and also that

he discusses the afore-mentioned methodological and

epistemological, ontological and value-theoretic principles,

in an attempt to identify the fundamental and core

philosophical foundation of NV, before offering a rebuilt

Vaisesika Padarthavyavastha.
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