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FOREWORD.

Except for a few brief and sketchy accounts of
Saiva Siddhanta, there have been no comprehensive
treatises in English expcunding the doctrines of this
ancient and influential school of thought. Fewer still
are expositions of special aspects of this philosophy.
There has been great need of books of this type
dealing in a systematic manner with different aspects
of Saiva Siddhanta. Dr. V. Ponniah has done well in
choosing the epistemology of this school for special
treatment; because no system of Indian Philosophy
' set out to investigate its proper subject matter until it
has given a critique of knowledge and considered how
we come by truth. In .conformity with this wise old
. practice, the Saiva Siddhanta has given us an
account of the pramanas which it has accepted and
described the nature and the conditions of truth,
Dr. V. Ponniah 1is well qualified to expound the
epistemological doctrines of the Saiva Siddhanta to
the English reader, since he has made a deep study
of the Tamil philosophical literature of the School.
Dr. V. Ponniah expounds the doctrines with
sympathetic understanding. I do not think this is
any disadvantage; for this system has suffered from
expositions by its opponents. Dr. Ponniah has given
a lucid presentation of the central problems of
epistemology and shown how these have been tackled
by the Saiva Siddhanta. He has compared the views
of the Siddhantin with those of other Indian DarSanas
and Western systems of philosophy. There has been
great need of such a book. It will help the reader
struggling to get his mind clear about the diverse
solutions of the problem of the nature, the means and
the criteria to Truth.

Annamalainagar R. RAMANUJACHARI
11th August 1952



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

This book-is the thesis submitted by the author
for the Ph. D., degree of the University of Annamalai,
with certain improvements made in the light of
suggestions given to him by the University.

An attempt is made in this book to present the
Saiva Siddhanta Theory of Knowledge with special
reference to Sivajiana Bhasya. No student of Tamil
literature can be unfamiliar with the Bhasyakara by
name Sivajiidna Yogi, who is a grammarian, a poet
and a philosopher all combined. It is Sivajhana
Yogi’s interpretation of the philosophy of Saiva
Siddhanta, that is generally accepted by the Tamil-
reading public as the one way leading to truth. Saiva
Siddhanta owes a great deal to him for its
development and exposition. But the cause of Saiva
Siddhanta has suffered considerably in the post—
Sivajhiana Yogi period for lack of men who had
adequate knowledge of both Tamil and Sanskrit to
understand Siddhanta literatures. The English—
reading public of South India and Ceylon too are
unable to have any consistent view of the philosophy
of Saiva Siddhanta for want of proper books in English
on the subject. Except for the works of Mr.J. M.
Nallaswamy Pillai and Rev. H. R. Hoisington and the
two books on Saiva Siddhanta — one by Dr. Violet
Paranjoti and the other by Mr. S. Sivapathasundaram,
there are practically no books in English on the
Siddhanta. The works of the first two men are mostly
in the form of translations, which are not very
satisfactory. Dr. Violet Paranjoti who professes the
Christian faith gives in her book merely a bird’s eye
view of the Siddhanta and its evaluation from the
idealist’s point of view. Consequently it cannot claim
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to preach Suddha Siddhanta, which is a realistic
system of philosophy. Mr. Sivapathasundaram’s ‘The
Saiva School of Hinduism’ does not even feign to
treat the Siddhinta Theory of knowledge. It is
concerned solely with the ethical part of the Siddhanta.
The writer of this thesis has betaken upon himself
the task of presenting Saiva Siddhanta in its true
light and to evaluate it from a realistic stand point.
This latter aspect together with the ecritical
considerations and comparisons of the views of some
alien schools of thought on most of the topics treated
constitutes the original contribution of this thesis.
Besides, the method adopted is claimed to be new in
respect of the presentation of the system of Saiva
Siddhanta, though it cannot be said to be so as
regards the other schools of thought.

The author expresses his gratitude to Professor
A. Chidambaranatha Chettiar, Head of the Department
of Tamil in the University of Annamalai for the
suggestions and encouragements that he gave him
during his period of Research. Indebtedness is also
due to the University of Annamalai for the suggestions
given to the author to improve his thesis and to the
Government of Ceylon, for granting him a Research
Studentship in lamil for two years to write this
thesis.

V. PONNIAH.
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PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

Since the abdication of power and authority

‘in the HEast by the British, social upheavals of a

momentous character are taking place in India and

_: Ceylon; the impact of these upheavals on the reli-
- geous lives of the people is immense; some people

| are on the verge of turning atheists; there are

some others who preach the doctrine of throwing to the

- winds all our inheritances from the ancient saints

and seers. The writer of this book ‘The Saiva Sid-

| dhanta Theory of Knowledge’ is generally in sympathy
| with those who rebel against established customs

and doctrines; but the rebellion he advocates is to
make one think and act and not to blindly accept or
overthrow any doctrine.

Even in this period of rebellion there seems to
be a demand for Saiva Siddhanta literature;. the fact
that a second edition of this book is called for gives
much pleasure to the author. This edition contains no
new subject matter.

The author expresses his gratitude to the Univer-.
sity of Annamalai for having undertaken to bring out
a second edition of this book.

V. PONNIAH.
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CHAPTER L

INTRODUCTION

The Saiva Siddhaata school of philosophy is,
unlike those of the Naiyayikas and the VaiseSikas, a
living philosophy. It is the one that is current in the
whole of the Tamil land. A study of a system of
philosophy without a historical background will prove
to be a futile abstraction; so an attempt is made in
the following pages by way of an introduction to trace
the origin and early history of the Saiva Siddhinta.
To begin with, we are confronted with an insuperable
difficulty; if we note the fact that the ancient Tamils,
as a race, were no lovers of history, we are in a pitiful
plight when we attempt to trace the development of
the inner workings of their minds; the historica,
method was not known to them; but yet they have
given us such fine literature in the form of myths
legends, dogmas and cults that we stand indebted to
them for life; they have evolved systems of philosophy
and religion, which stand comparison with the latest
products of European speculation and, belief; their
poetry, both secular and religious, is soul-stirring and
soul-moving; “with such scanty material as their works
in the forms of original compositionsand commentaries
and the few records that they have left us by way
of inscriptions, together with the few references found
in contemporaneous literature, we have to construct a
history of the Saiva Sid 1haata; there is tradition too,
handed down from generation to generation; but this is
not trust-worthy, since it has much material whimsical
and fantastical more to be rejected than to be
accepted.



1[n the work, called Iraiyandr Akapporul the
commszntator Nakkirar who is said to be a member of
the Third Sangam, speaks of God Siva with matted
hair, who burnt to ashes the three Cities, as sitting in
deliberations with the other members of the First
Sangam. Even if the account given in this commentary
be not believed, one point is quite clear, that the
conception of God Siva as a deity and perhaps as the
Supreme One is prior to its adoption and absorption in
Sanskrit literature. For nowhere in the Sanskrit
literature of the period can be seen the mention at
least of the word Siva as teferring to the name of a
deity. *The Rgveda and the Yajurveda, the oldest
known Sanskrit literary compositions, contain a good
number of references to the deities Varuna, Usas
Mitra etc., but do not refer to Siva as a deity. The
Vedic period, at least the early part, is a polytheistic
one and we need not trouble our heads over the
apparent inconsistencies therein, when we take into
consideration the fact that each -of the Vedas is a
compendium of many authors of widely different
periods. It is said that the Vedic period (1500 B. C
to 600 B.C.) mmong the Aryans is non-sectarian in
character. The views put forward in this age are not
philosophical in the technical sense of the term. It is
the Epic period (600 B. C. - 200 A. D.) that led to the
development of the Upanisads and the formulation of
the different DarSanas or systems of philosophy. The
early part of this period gave rise to the Chandogya,
Taittiriya, Aiytareya, Kausitaki and parts of Kena
and Brhadaranyaka Upanisads, which are all
non-sectarian in their teachings. The second part of this

1- I- A- poe
2 1.P.vol I pp 83, 12f and 123.
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period is computed to be responsible for the production
of most of the verse Upanisads, viz, I[Sa, Mindikya
and parts of Kena and Brhadiranyaka Upanisads.
The sectarian view did not stretch out its arms
here too; the third part of this period is
post-Buddhistic ~and  is  responsible for the
composition of all - the later Upanisads, viz,
Svetasvatara, Katha, Maitreyani etc., all of which are
sectarian and show acquaintances with the orthedox
systems ; and in this period only, it i3 contended, that
the Tamilian sectarian conception of God Siva maust
have found its way into the Aryan mind.

Tolkippiyam, the oldest of ths extant Tamil
compositions, which is essentially a treatise on grammar
does not speak of God Siva, though it has conceptions
of the Deities: Miyon C:ydn, Véntan Varunan and
Korravai, !The deity Maydn is said to preside over
forests, the deity C:ydn over tracts of hill districts,
and the deities Véntan and Varunan over tracts of
pasture lands and of sea shores respectively ;' 2The
deity Korravai seems to be a female deity, who
controls the destinies of warfare. Naccinarkkiniyar,
the famous commentator of ancient Tamil literary
works identifies Korravai with Vana-Durgd (female
deity of the forest) a product of later ' Sanskrit
literature. It 13 regretted that the celebrated
commentator has not given us any clue how' be was
able to make such anidentification, which is on the very

1. T.P.N.Sutra 5 “Mayon m-ya katurai yulakamun
C8yon méya maivarai yulakamum
Véntan méya timpuna lulakamum

: ‘ Varanan méya perumans lulakamum?”

2. Ibid p. 193; Tirumurukarruppatai.
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face of it absurd and not true to facts. Now ¥e have no
evidence of any collisions among the deities ; there is
no relative superiority of one deity to the other ; and
we are not in a position to say conclusively on the
scanty evidence of a work on grammar whether the
ancient Tamils had a conception of absolute God. who is
far superior to every one of the five Deities given above.
The God with matted hair, who burnt to ashes the three
cities, is identified with Siva of the later Sanskrit works,
Maydn with Visnu, CZyon with Skanda and Véntan
with Indra. There are two schools of thought as to the
etymology of the word Varunan ; some contend that it
is purely a Sanskrit word, since it is found in the
Rgveda; and others insist that it is a corrupt ferm of
the Tamil word Vannan, which is one of the few words
that have found their entrance even into the Rgveda.
Preference is given to the latter view in this thesis for
reasons adduced in the sequel.

1To the Aryan, Varuna is the God of the sky,
Visnu the supporter of all the worlds and Indra the God
of the atmospheric phenomena; to the Tamilian
Varugpan is the presiding deity of the sea shores, Vispu
identified with MAayon that of forest tracts, and
Indra or Véntan that of pasture lands. If it is held that
the four deities Visnu, Skanda, Indra and Varuna of
the Aryans were absorbed into Tolkappiyam, we would
be in a fix to account for the fact that the deities Visnu
and Skanda of the puranic period have found their way
into the boly of Tolkappiyam, whioh belongs rather to
an early period. Certainly Indra was not known to
the Aryans as a deity before they entered into India.
Furthermore why should Varuna and Indra only of the

1. I.P. vol 1 pp. 77 and 81.
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Vedic Gods have a place in Tolkappiyam? What about
the other Vedic deities, namely Maruts, Savtr, Sirya,
Plsan, the ASvins, Soma etc.?

Moreover Tolkippiyanar, who is said to be
well versel in Sanskrit grammar would not make
a mistake in the etymology of the word Varunan ; if it
were a Sanskrit word, he would not have taken the
mere form of the word and left the meaning out;
therefore it is urged that the deities Mayon, Céyo,
Véatan, Varunan and Korravai are Tamilian in
character and the confusion in identification with the
later Aryan deities is due to the mischievous
propagandists of Sanskrit literature and their ready
supporters.

There is evidence in Tolkappiyam itsclf of the
impact and thrust of Aryan culture on the Tamilian;
but there are stronger evidences in it for the persistence
and purity of the Tamilian culture in spite of many
influences to the contrary. There is a view that the ;
Aryans never spoke the Sanskrit langnage and that
they spoke different dialects of Prakrt. According to
this view, Sanskrit is merely a written language and
was specially made by the learned to preserve rare
treatises on literature and philosophy for posterity; it
was the lingua franca of the different tribes of the
Aryans; the etymology of the word ‘Sanskrit’ meaning
‘ that which is well made or refined’ is favourable to
this view. If we accept this view - and it is felt we
ought to - we shall be in a position to explain the
paucity of Saiva Siddbanta literature in the Tamil

1, T.E.N. p. | -“Malkunir varaipi naintira nirainta
Tolkip piyanenat tanpeyar torrip”
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language during the Sangam periods. When the
Aryans invaded the territories of the Tamils and
subjugated them, the Tamils too, it is presumed,
adopted Sanskrit as the lingua franca. To the detriment
of the growth of Tamilian spiritual culture, the learned
among the Tamils began to write trestises on philosophy,
religion etc., " not in the Tamil language but in
Sanskrit. Thus the early Saiva Siddhanta works called
the Agamas appeared only in the Sanskrit language,
Some of the Agamas, 1t 1s contended, are as early as the
Vedas if not earlier, while others are as late as the
latest Upanisad. The early Siddhantins though Tamilian
in nationality were moved to write in the Sanskrit
language not an account of any lack of love for Tamil,
but because they loved truth and its propagation
among the different nationalities much more.

Some hold the opinion that the Vedas and the
Agamas belonged rather to Tamil literature and that
the aryans on conquering the Tamils had them
translated into their tongue. K The prosagonists of this
view opine that a big deluge, which destroyed the
major part of the Tamil land beyond Cape Comorin has
submerged within its depths the Tamilian Vedas and
Agamas so-much-so mere translations in course of time
have gained the status of original compositions. No
lover of truth can subscribe to this view on the meagre
evidence put forward by the promoters of this theory;
yet there is some sense in what they say. if we take into
consideration the light brought to evidence by the
recent excavations in the Sind valley referring to
Dravidian cultare and the relative insignificance of
that of the Aryan brethren in India and elsewhere in
pre-historic times. However, today, we find Saiva
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Siddhaata philosophy abonaling in technical terms, all
of Sanskrit origin. The Tamilian must needs not be
abashed on this account; for we'are living in a period
when the Sanskrit and the Tamilian cultures have
blended into one; on the other hand, let him feel proud
that the philosophy of the religion of Saiva Siddhanta
is practically a product of the Tamilian intellect and
hs shall not grieve over the invasion into the Tamil
language of thousands of Sanskrit words; for the
growth of the Tamil language - nay that of every
language - depends on the rapid but cautious advance,
that it makes towards meeting foreign thoughts and
ideas by incorporating alien words and their meanings
into itself Moreover, the etymology of the word Agama
meaning ‘that which has come from’ suggests the
possibility that the body of doctrines in the Agamas
have come down from another nationality, probably
from the Tamils; or it may mean that the Agamas are
translations into Sanskrit from another language very
possibly from Tamil. Further, the Sanskrit word
‘tantra > which comes from tantu-thread, meaning
‘a work or a compasition’ seems to be the literal
translation of the Tamil word ‘nfil’ meaning thread,
used invariably for a work or a composision. The
etymology of these two words indicates to an extent a
basis for the one or the other of the two theories
mentioned above.

However, it is urged, for reasons adduced in this
introduction, that the Saiva Agamas at least were
written in Sanskrit by the Tamils, for the benefit of all
nationalities including Tamils who inhabited India.

An interesting line of argument, based on the
terminology adopted for the Tamil alphabet is brought
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out by some promoters of the Saiva Siddhanta, to prove
that the ancient Tamils too had a conception of the
Trinity of Ultimate Principles, viz., Pati (God), Pasu
(soul) and Pasa (fetter). The argument is based on
the fact that the conceptions of Uyir (soul) and Mey
body)are respectively applied to vowels and consonants;
it is also maintained that the conception of God, the
subtle one - the one existent - is transferred to the
letter Aytam meaning subtle and called also as taninilai
(that which stands alone). Thus th: entire terminology
of the Tamil alphabet is figurative; and the transference
of these figures, it is presumed, presupposes an
acquaintance on the part of the early Tamils with a
system of speculative seience in which Soul, Matter
and God are the First Principles; it may be added that
the last figure “taninilai’. further suggests the
familiarity of the ancient Tamils with the Theories of
Pralaya and Kalpa or periodical flux, when the entire
universe gets dissolved and obscurated in God who
alone remains. The whole argument is highly
illuminating and pre-eminently instructive.

lAgain there is an attempt to prove that the
Tamilian conception of God asrevealed in Tolkappiyam
is far superior to that of the Aryans of the same period
as Tolkappiyam; the word ‘katavul’ which is used to
gignify God in the text of Tolkippiyam and other
ancient Tamil literary works, is split up into * kata ’
and ‘ul’ and the two meanings viz., (1) that which is
beyond everything or transcendental and (2) that
which is immanent in everything, are derived from it;
thus the fact that the ancient Tamils were familiar
with the conception of God as a Principle or a Being

1, 8.8 pp. 75 = 78.
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which is immanent in everything and transcendent
over them cannot be doubted; it is urged that the
Aryans of that period used for God the words Brahma
(one that grows large), Visnu (one that extends or
pervades) and iSa (one that rales), all of which fall
far below the word ‘kataval’ both in content and in
significance.

The etymological proof herein advanced for the
supremacy of the spiritual and religious culture of the
ancient Tamils over that of the contemporaneous
Aryans cannot be lightly treated; for in the usage of
the Aryans we merely see the symbol of spatial height
and the symbol of the idea of ruler-or king at work to
characterize Divinity, whereas the conception involved
in the term ‘katavul’ shows a distinct advance, on
the part of the ancient Tamils, from symbolism to the
very limits of thought. Does not this show that the
ancient Tamils had at least a higher conception of
tod ! Can it be that the Tamils had not a system of
metaphysics quite in conformity with their theory of
God ? In fact they seem to have had a system of
cosmology as well; - 'for there is evidence in
Tolkappiyam itself that they conceived of the universe
as the product of the five elements, viz., earth, fire,
water, air, and ether.

Even Naccinarkkiniyar,  the celebrated
commentator of ancient Tamil classics, seems to be of
opinion that the ancient Tamils had a noble conceptioﬁ
of the Deity. *For in his commentary of Tolkappiyam,

1. T.P.P. sutra 644 ¢ Nilant? nirvali vicumpo taintud
kalanta mayakka mulaka matalin’
2. T.P.N. Sutra 88 pp. 385 3
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he explains the term ‘kantali’ as a Being absolute,
independent, impersonal and transcendental. This
notion of God too is a noble one and indicates a high
degree of conception. !'The worthy Marai-malai-atikal,
a reputed Tamil scholar and philosopher corroborates
Naccinarkkiniyar in his interpretation of 'kantali’,
and identifies the denotation of the term with that of
Siva who is evidently not an Aryan deity. Even Doctor
Gilbert Slater, an eminent orientalist, is forced to
admit that the Siva Cult is a Dravidian one: perhaps
the worthy atikal is not wrong in his presumption that
the terms kantali’ and ¢Siva’ rafer to tha same God.
?Again Naccinarkkiniyar’s interpretation of the
aphorism ‘¢ Véntiya kalvi yantumin riravatu” in
Tolkappiyam is significant; there he presumes that the
ancient Tamils had a conception of the Doctrine of
Triputi or the theory of the Identification of the
knower, knowledge and the known; he makes us
believe that they had taken the last step in the field
of thought, showing a transition from psychology to
the very end of thought. One cannot help endorsing
this view of Naccinarkkiniyar, since a people who have
developed a system of psychology thoroughly scientifio
and unfolding the very depths of psychic phenomena
as evidenced in the Meyppattiyal of Tolkappiyam
cannot rest content without reaching the natural
consequence, the completion of thought and thought -
processes.

The ancient Tamils do not lack in ethical thought
either; they have evolved a psychology of ethics with
its cognitive, emotive and conative elements The

1. T.T.A. p. 31
2. T.P.N. Sutra 188
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whole of Kalaviyal, Karpiyal, Poruliyal and
Purattinaiyiyal of Tolkappiyam bear testimony to
their knowledge of the cognitive and conative aspects
and the Meyppattiyal to that of the emotive. Itisa
pity that they did not separate the science of ethics
from the metaphysics of ethics; the onc is found
involved in the other; it is an admitted fact that the
theme of Porulatikaram in Tolkdppiyam is
characteristically Tamilian; and espevially the ethics
of love developed therein is unique. Tiruvalluvar, the
greatest moralist of the Tamil Natu in his book
-¢ Kural’ has merely adopted this ethics of love and
illustrated it in beautiful poems replete with similies
and metaphors, fascinating and thought—provoking.
Nobody can gainsay the fact that this ethics of
love is foreign to the Aryan nature or mentality. -
1Albert Schweitzer, a German scholar, in his book
called ‘Indian thought and its development’ is able
to draw up a distinction between the Aryan mind and
the Tamilian when he says the Indian:Aryans show
an inclination to world-and-life negation, where as
in the Kural *world—and-life negation is only like a
distant cloud in the sky. Furtheron when the learned
scholar makes the statement '‘maxims about joy in
activity, such as one would not expect from Indian
lips, bear witness to the strength of the world- anA -
life affirmation present in the Kural it will be a matter
of pride to the Tamilian though disagreeable and
astounding to the ‘Sanskritists’ — for this is the term
that I would like to use to call sueh people who claim
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everything of spiritual value t5 have come down from
the Aryans. Some of these “Sanskritists’ though
Tamils by nationality seem to have lost all sense of
proportion, when they attempt to deny any sense of
originality to the genius of the Tamils by drawing
hurried and improper parallels to the thoughts of
Kural from Sanskrit literary works such as the
Upanisads, the Gita and the Artha-sastras. One thing
seems to be clear in the case of these Sanskritists, that
is that they are proficient in both the literatures viz,
Sanskrit and Tamil; but it is very doubtful whether
they have understood or grasped the inner spirit
underlying each ; they must note the fact that the
attitude of the Indian Aryans is essentially ascetic
in character and their ethics is one of inwardness ;
and they should not forget that the ancient Tamils
had, in addition to the ethics of inwardness, the
living ethics of love. [t is this ethics of love, it
is believed, that is responsible for the Bhakti cult
with its Agamic rites of the Siddhantin It must
be borne in mind that the Vedic rituals are
propitiary and sacrificial, whereas the Agamic
rituals consist in devout worship of and personal
communion with God.

The recent times have ushered in another class
of *Sanskritists’, who in the early years of their lives
get steeped in Sanskrit literature and grammar and
then in their later lives begin the study of Tamil
literature and grammar. These ‘Sanskritists approach
the subject of Tamil grammar with a pre-possessed
mind, Interpret it in the light of Sanskrit grammar
and deny any sense of originality to the Tamilian
genius in the field of grammar too. It is highly
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regrettable that they forget the fact that Tamil is
Tamil and Sanskrit is esseantially Sanskrit. The
Tamil world has simply an object of laughter in
them.

It is shown in the preceding pages that the
ancient Tamils must have had a system of metaphysics
with its cosmological and ethical sides, the former
possibly Siddhantic and the latter characteristically
Tamilian; further an etymological proof is advanced
to establish the fact that the Agamas—at least the
Saiva Agamas—are not original compositions of the
Aryans. Bearing in mind that the contents of the
Agamas with their ethics of love is pre-eminently
Tamilian, one would be tempted to assert that the
Agamas are compositions of the Tamils, if not
translations from the works in Tamil. On account
of the want of evidence of the one time existence
of the Tamil Agamas, the existing Agamas cannot
he called Sanskrit translations of Tamil works.
Since there is a lack of philosophic works in the
Tamil literature of the period in question, it is
felt that it will not be far wrong if it is presumed
or asserted that the Tamils are responsible for
the composition of the Saiva Agamas.

The worthy Marai-malai-atikal is of opinion
that the Upanisads too are works of the Tamils.
It is regretted that his statemeat cannot be accepted
in toto; for we are able to see in them-at
least in the earliest of them—the very evolution of
Vedic . thought in its simplicity and purity. The
Upanisads of the later period, however, show an
admixture of the Aryan and the Tamilian thoughts;
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they are products of a pariol when the two caltures-
Aryan and Tamilian-have run into each other and
coalesced The assertion that one set of Upanisads
is the work of the Tamils and another the work
of the Aryans rests on mere fancy and not on any
historical evidence; and the statement that the whole
of the Upanisadic literature is purely Tamilian in
origin is funny and preposterous; no slur is cast on
the character of Marai — malai — atikal for his
unscientific statement that the Upanisids are Tamilian
in origin, if it is said that he is herein carried away
more by his zeal for Tamil literature than by the love
of truth: but it must be admitted that the worthy
Atikal is consistent in his views that the Upanisads
have a Tamilian origin, since he mikes the same claim
as regards the Vedas too; thus it has come to pass
that the early Saiva Siddhaata has a literature-Agamic
and Upanisadic-in the Sanskrit language and not
in Tamil.

CHAPTER 2

Saiva Siddhinta Literaturse.

() THE SANSKRIT LITERATURES OF THE
SAIVA SIDDHANTA

: There are three. groups of Ajamas, viz, Sikta,
Paficaratra and Saiva giving rise to. the three
religious systems-Saktaism, Vaisnavism and Saivism
respectively.
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1The early Saiva Siddhantia takes his stand

principally on the following twenty eight Agamas or
Tantras : —

1. Kamika 10. Suprabheda 19 Candranana
2. Yogaja 11. Vijaya 20. Mukhabimba
3. Cintya 12. Nisvasa 21. Prodgita
4. Karana 13. Svayambhuva 22. Lalita
5. Ajita 14 Agneya 23 Siddha
6 Dipta 15. Vira 24. Santana
7. Stiksma 16. Raurava 25. Sarvokta
8. Sahasah 17. Makuta 26. Paramesvara
9. Amsuman 18 Vimala (Bimba) 27. Kirana

28 Vatula

? But Tirumilar points out the following nine
Agamas only as of consequence to the Siddhantin
on the ground that they have been revealed by
Siva to various Deities.

1. Karana Cintya 7. Kalottara

4.
2. Kamika 5. Vatula 8. Supra
3. Vira 6. Vyamala 9. Makuta

3 Tirumtlar further says that there are many
more Agamas, which do not count much for the
Siddhanta. The early Saiva Siddhantin treats the
Vedas. viz , the Rgveda, the Yajurveda, the Simaveda

1. S. A. Introd : p. 2. S.C. p. 102 ; 8. B. N. Intrd : p. 20
2. T.M.P. Tirumantram T. 63
3. Ibid st. 58
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and the Atharvaveda also as authentic. 'According
to him the contents of the Vedas are general and
apt to be misunderstood while those of the Agamas
are special and explicatory; if the vedic doctrines
are interpreted in thelight of Agamic principles the
Siddhantin presumes that there is no opposition
between the two literatures-Vedic and Agamic.

This is what Tirumtular means when he says that
the Vedas and the Agamas do not teach different
doctrines. We see herein in Tirumular a spirit of
reconciliation between twe rival theories, which must
have waged war with each other in his time; ?for some
of the Agamas show a clear antagonism to the Vedanta;
others there are such as the Suprabheda and the
Makuta which seem to show Vedic influence either
Brahmanic or Upanisadic. Perhaps these three Agamas
and such others like them are the products of the
period when the Aryan and the Tamilian cultures had
blended together into one. It is a noteworthy fact
that we are unable to fix the exact date of comp-osition
of each of the Agamas. What little information we
have access to is merely legendery in character; and
the legend tells us that the Vedas and the Agamas are
born of Siva. This story of the legend seems to be
fictitious and leads us nowhere. But Sisa Samhita, a
Sanskrit work of the sixth centary A. D. refers to the
existence of Agamas; this enables us to fix the period

1. 8.S.8. stitra 8 st 15 Arananil potucaivam arufleirap-
3.8.p. 7 ( » puniilam Vétam potum’ilega;rum .
Akamaficirappunil enavufikiirap-
pattana.
2 85 AS. p. 3
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of the Agamas as somewher before the sixth century
A. D.; again the eplc poem Mahabharata has references
to certain Agamas. This takes us to a period before
the sixth century B.C. as the age of the Agamas.
~ 'Further recent excavations in the Punjab and 8ind
show that the temple was a familiar institution in the
third millenium before Christ and we know as a matter
of fact that the temples and the Agamas are invariably
connected together; and therefore one is tempted to
suggest that the Agamas are as old as the tempies; it
cannot be thought that' one is presuming much if he
betakes himself to the opinion that some of the
Agamas at least are as-old as the Vedas if not older.

Even among the Agamas themselves there does
not seem to be one opinion on the number of the
ultimate principles. :

1The Agamas fall under five groups on the basis of
the number of categories which they postulate. The
first group posits seven categories, the second six, ths
third five, the fourth four, and the fiifth three only.
The Svayambhuva Agama belongs to the first group
and posits the seven categories, viz., Siva (God
unconditioned) Pati (God selfconditioned), PaSu
(mala-fettered soul), = Suddhamaya (pure cosmic
principle), Asuddha Maya (impure cosmic principle),
Karma (action) and Anava (root-evil). The Pauskara
and Madanga Agamas which belong to the second
group include Siva under Pati and assert that the

1. E-O.T. p. 4

2. S. B. pp. 6 and 318.
3. S. A. Introd. p. 3.
4. 8.B.p.6.
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categories are six only. The Third group contains
within its fold the Parakya Agama which puts Siva
under Pati, sees no distinctions in Maya and posits the
five categories Pati, Pasu, Maya, Karma and Anava.
The fourth group has its typical example in the
Sarva Jidnottara Agama, which seeing a fundamental
identity of properties subsisting between Maya, Karma
and Anava, brings them under one term ‘Pada’ and
posits the four categories - Siva, Pati, Pasu Pada,
On the other hand the Raurava and the Mrgendra
Agamas, which belong to the last group demur at the
distinetions made between Siva and Pati and speak of
only three categories viz, Pati, PaSu, and Paga.
Thus the Agamas appear to diffier from each other in
their conception of the very fundamentals i.e. the
First Principles of the universe of mind and matter.
This apparent opposition is professed to be got over by
the Siddhanta by asserting that the entities are three
only - Pati, Padu, and Pada - and by subsuming the
rest of the Principles under these three.

The Agamas do not run smooth in other aspeccts
of the problems of philosophy either. Sivajhana
Yogi seems to have discerned it, when he wants us to
interpret all the Agamas in terms of the Principles of
the Sarvajhianottara and Devihalottara Agamas. *The
doctrine of the other Agamas refer to the Pettanilai i.e.
the state of bondage of the soul in its phenomanal life,
whereas the Sarvajhidnottara Agama treats of the
Muktinilai i.e. the released state of the soul when its
essential preperties are manifested. Moreover, the
‘Qarva]nanottara meaning ‘the ccomplished end of all

1. S.B. pp. 6 and 318
2. S. A. Introd. p. 3
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the Agamas,’ signifies the importance of this Agama.
Very possibly this Agama. as its name tells usisa
later composition; yet it is this “Agama that is all
important to Sivajidna Yogi; 'but as regards the
number of entities, Sivajhdna Yogi seems to have
leanings towards the Raurava and Mrgendra Agamas;
herein he is interpreting Sarvajiianottara Agama in
terms of the conception of the Raurava and Mrgendra
Agamas and not vice versa as he wants us to do; and
thus he seems to contradict himself. One must not
'make much of this inconsistency of Sivajiiana Yogi;
for the contradiction is merely in number; and numbers
as such have not much to do in philosophy if they do
not refer to distincts.  2Sivajfiana Yogi = further
contends that the Sarvajfianottara and Devikalottara
Agamas are taught to deities and preach Suddha
Siddhanta, whereas the other Agamas are revealed to
human beings and have come into being more to
criticise alien systems of philosophy such as the
Lokayata, the Pafcaratra, the Pasupata etc. than to
establish directly the specific doctrines of the Saiva
Siddhanta. Surely those that are taught to deities
should have higher truths than those given to men;
again since the themes of these latter Agamas consist
in merely refuting the doctrines of alien schools of
thought, the Siddhanta principles which we find in
them are only side-issues and as such cannot form a
system by themselves. It is but natural that we have
to look elsewhere to comprehend and understand the
true significance of these principles. Sivajiana Yogi
seems to be so far correct in his contention; but when

1. S.B.p,6
2 8 Bp 15
3. Ibid pp. 5, 15, 61.
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an objection is raised that Siva, who is the genuine
author of the Agamas debases Himself by criticising
man-made systems of philosophy such as the Lokayata
etc. Sivajnana Yogi is ready with his answer. iHe
says that these systems as well have their origin in
Siva; this statement of Sivajhdna Yogi lands usinto
another dificulty. ~Why did Siva preach doctrines all
opposed to each other? Does not Siva turn out to be a
fraud when he tries to establish false doctrines in one
or other of the different systems?

Sivajfiana Yogi anticipates these questions and
tries to argue against this pollution of Siva: 2for, he
says, Siva adopts it as a matter of expediency to suit
the state of development of each of the individual souls
so that he might lead them towards truth step by step-
Since expediency contains an element of untruth in it,
this argument of Sivajidna Yogi does not absolve Siva
of his contamination with untrauth. Sivajfidna Yogi
seems to be aware of this flaw in his argument when he
claims eternity for the Agamas and the Vedas, both of
which according to the S8iddhanta are vrttis i.e.
emanations or developments of Suddha Mé.yﬁ (pure
cosmic principle) in the form of Sabda prapaficam
(world of sound). The principles of the Agamas as
also those of the different Vedic and other non vedie
systems are eternal as forms of Padam; and Siva’s work
in his self-conditioned form as Saguna Brahman is to
set in motion the Prapafica (universe) both Cetana and
Acetana (soul and matter) at the beginning of every
kalpa or world-cycle. = The Agamas and all other
doctrines as forms of Acetana Prapaficha exist from

i BB pld
2. Ibid pp. 9, 15, 61
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eternity and can never be annihilated, though they
might pase ever into their SikSma (subtle) state during
the periods of pralaya i.e. the ends of every world-cycle.
Thus Siva is no more responsible for false doctrine.
than for true doctrines, all of which exist from eternity-

The modern Saive Siddhantin believes that the
Agamas contain the essence of spiritual experience of
our fore-fathers and explain the apparent oppositions
in them by the fact that these authors are human
beings, who have interpreted their revelations, trances
atc., variously on the back grounds of their individiaj
experiences characteristic of the time and place of their
existence. [t must not be passed by without raising a
note of protest against those who suggest that the word
Agama meaning ‘that which has come down’ refers to
its production from Siva. This suggestion, though
able does not carry conviction home.

The Upanisads too are authentic for the Saiva
Siddhantins of the type of Sivajiana Yogi. They form
the concluding portions of the Vedas and contain the
quintessence of Aryan speculation and the earlier
portions are concerned with the religion and practice of
the Aryans. The term Upanisad comes from ‘upa’
near and ‘sad’ to sit on or destory. Thus it means
~ either (1) that which is got at by sitting near a teacher

i.e. a secret doctrine or (2) that which enables us to
“destroy error or illusion. 'The Upanisads do not
constitute a systematic philosophy. They are neither
the productions of a single author nor of the same age:
naturally one should expect in them much that are

1. LP. vol. I pp. 138, 139.
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inconsistent and unscientific; yet they are useful to us
since they reveal to us the wealth of the reflective .
religious mind of the times.

1Sivajiiana Yogi classifies the Upan‘'sads into three
groups on the basis of their subject matter. In the first
group he places the Atharvasika, the Atharvagiras
Svetasvatara, and the Kaivalya Upanisads, all of which
preach doctrines refering to the true nature of the soul
which is exhibited only when it is in communion with
Siva; Hence these Upanisads, according to Sivajia Yogi
cohtain the special principles of the Saiva Siddhanta-
The Jubala and such other Upanisads belong to the
second group and treat of the aeccidental attributes of
Pati, Padu and Pasa. Sivajiana Yogi sees conflicts
and inconsistencies even among the Upanisads. For he
wants us to interpret the second and third sets of the
Upanisads in terms of the truths of the first set and
not vice versa. But according to Sivajiana Yogi the
oppositions herein too are superficial only and not real
if one adopts the method advised by him, the apparent
inconsistencies vanish; for these Upanisads as also the
Agamas are the works of Siva. Of course, Sivajfidna
Yogi is well aware of the fact that Siva is not the actual
author of the Upanisads, nay, even of the Agamas; all
of them exist from eternity; Siva’s role consists in
merely manifesting them periodically; it is only in a
figurative sense that Siva is spoken of as the author of
the Upanisadic and non-Upanisadic doctrines; but yetn
to speak of God Siva as being responsible for diverse
doctrines such as the Siddhanta and the Lokdyata even
figuratively wouald be making Siva guilty of fraud and

1 SB. p. 7.
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inconsistency; it is regretted that Sivajidna Yogi has
thought it worth while to stoop to a position totally
unbecoming of him; it is his eagerness to posit divine
origin to everything, that carried him astray from
truth; it is felt that the Saiva “iddhanta can very well
afford to stand its ground, as it has so far stood,
without accepting the doctrine of the divine origin of
true and false principles. -

Sivajiiana Yogi recognizes both the epic poem
Mababharata and the Puranio literature as containing
the truths of the Saiva Siddhanta.  The word Purana
means old and the Puranas should therefore contain
records of old traditions and stories; according to the
Amarakosd, A Purdna has five characteristics, viz
Sarga (Primary creation), Pratisarga (secondar):
creation), VamSa (geneology), Manvantra (period of
time) and Vamsanucaritam (history of the geneology).
The following eighteen Purdnas are said to contain in
full the above five characteristics.

{1) Visnu (7) Brahma ‘ {(13) Lifiga

(2) Naradiya {8) Brahmanda (14) Siva
{3) Garuda (8) Brahma Kaivarta (15) Agni
(4) Bhagavata (10) Markandeya (16) Skanda
{5) Padma (11) Bhavisya {17) Kiirma
{6) Varaha (12) Vamana (18) Matsya

The first six Puranas give an exalted place to
Visnu and subordinate positions to Brahma and Siva;
the second six give supremacy to Brahma and the last
six to Siva. ‘Sivajiana Yogi is unable to see any real
oppositions in the doctrines of these Puranas well, since :
all thesc are sprung from God Siva; the seeming
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oppositions are explained and reconciled in various ways.
The arguments adopted by Sivajiana Yogi are all
mythological and do not deserve our notice here. It is
the Puranic Age that is responsible for. the schism
between Saivism and Vaisnavism. Since one and
the same author Vedavydsa is according to tradition
responsible for the production of the Puranas, each of
the two great religions of India-Saivism and Vaisnavism
claims all the eighteen "Puranas as the depositraies of
its own doctrines; Sivajfiana Yogi holds the view that the
Saiva Puranas are more in consonance with the Vedic
teachings and hence are authentic; he further asks us
to find oat ways and means to see that the other
Puranas do not contradict these. In truth he is
suggesting some methods when he wants us to consider
the terms ‘Brahama’, ‘Narayana’ etc., as connoting
Siva; if we are justified in treating Brahma, Nariyana
and Siva as synonymous terms, the supremagcy of
Brahma or Narayana to Siva would turn out to be the
supremacy of the creative or protective aspect of Siva
to his "destructive aspect. It must be remembered
that the Puranas constitute an essential factor in the
religious lives of the people of India; for it is through
them that simple dogmas and abstract truths are
brought home to the masses. They are all concerned
with conditioned Brahma or Personal God, though
occasionally they may refer to the unconditioned
Impersonal One. From the styles of writing found in
them and their various subjeet matters, we can see the
hands of many authors in them. The Puranic authors
just as much as the Vedic and Agamic writers deserve
our applause in that they did not care for self-
advertisement, but all the more it is a fact that they
have done a disservice to us since they have in their
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spirit of self-negation forgotten to give us a history of
their thoughts; and thoughts without any history
behind look like photos without any background. It is
the background that gives life to the photo and history
is sure to enliven thought. The learned too would do
well to read Puranic literature with a view to writing
Puranas with medern backgrounds so as to instruct
their unlucky brethren who are denied spiritual
education for want ef means and leisure. Saiva
Siddhanta will not fail to- recognize such Puranas as
authentic provided they do not run counter to its
conception of the trinity of ultlmate principles, viz.,
Pati, PaSu, and Pasa.

(2) The Tamil Literature of the Saiva Siddhanta
(a) PHILOSOPHICAL LITERATURES.

The Saiva Siddhanta, as it appears to be, is solely
a product of the evolution of thought of the Tamils. It
is a well-known fact that the Agamic principles and
the religion that is associated with them are
intrinsically different from the Vedic thought and
practices so-much-so the two cannot be conceived to
belong to the same nationality. If the latter belongs
to the Aryans, the former falls to the lot of the
Dravidians; for these are the two commaunities that
were and are responsible for building up the spiritual
life of the Indians; of the Dravidians too, the Tamils
only seem to have had a culture which extends
backwards even before the Vedic period. Therefore
the presumption that the Tamils are responsible for
the production of the Saiva Agamas is not without
force, and this presumption leads us to the logical
conclusion that Saiva Siddhanta belongs to the Tamils.

-
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Again the evolutionary character of the Siddhanta
may be questioned. Sivajiidna Yogi regareds it as a
revelation rather than as a product of evolution. The
trouble about Sivajidna Yogi is.that he seems to have
implicit confidence ‘in legends; for the legend has it
that it is a revelation; yet we see the scientist in
Sivajfiana Yogi, when he himself traces out the
evolution of the Agamas in narrowing down the number
of categories gradually one at a time from sevenin:the
Suayambhuva Agama to threein the Raurava and
Mrgendra Agamas. It is a pity that Sivajhdna Yogi
has a double character, the character of a mystic and
that of a scientist or logician; yet the importance of
revelation in Saiva Siddhdnta cannot be denied,
though the view is taken that Saiva Siddhanta isa
system of thought evolved by the Tamils to explain
psychic phenomena such as revelation and trances.

Since Saiva Siddhanta is believed to be a system
built up by the Tamils, one would expect a host of
Tamil literature on the subject. Disappointment will
be staring in the face if anyone looks for early Tamil
works on philesophy and religion. For political and
socialistic reasons mentioned in a previous page of this
thesis, the learned among the ancient Tamils of the
historical period did not choose to write philosophic
- and religious treatises in Tamil' It was only in the
thirteenth century A. D., when there was a social
- upheaval and religious turmoil in the Tamil Nitu that
Meykanta Tévar broke off all traditsons and ap'peared
with his Sivajhiana Bddham in Tamil, indicating
among other things the culmination of the Tamilian
genius in speculative philosophy; for before his time
~ it was the fashion of the Tamils except for two minor
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works (Tiruvuntiyar and Tirukkalirruppatiyar) to
write philosophic and religious works in the Sanskrit
language. Some people contend that the Tamil
Sivaj iana Bdham of Meykanta Tévar is a
mere translation of the twelve aphorisms of the
Sanskrit Sivajhdana Bodha, which forms a part of the
Raurava Agama; it connot be denied that it ig a
translation; but exception is taken to the use of the
word ‘mere’ and it is asserted that it is more than a
translation.  If any translator possesses an insight
superior to that of the author of the work he translates
that Meykanta has; for the Tamil Sivajiana Bodham
excels its Sanskrit original both in its conception
of thought and depth of meaning. The Tamil
literature on Saiva Siddhanta is really said to start
with the Sivajhana Bsdham of Meykanta Tévar who
is followed by his disciple Arunanti Sivacariyar, with
his Sivajhina Siddhiyar, which is the most exhaustive
treatise on the Siddhanta in verse in the Tamil
language, There are other philosophic treatiese of a
less important character and we have today a
compendium of fourteen Saiva Siddhanta works, which
are collectively called ‘Meykanta Sastram. A list of the
books comprising the Meykanta Sastram with the
names of authors and their probable dates of
composition i3 given below:

Probable
Names of Books. Names of Authors  Dates of
composition.

1. Tiruvuntiyar Uyyavanta
Tévanayanar 1148 A.D.
2. Tirukklirruppatiyar Uyyavanta
Tévanéyagér} 1178 A.D.
of Tirukkatavir
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i

P'roba ble

Names of Books. Names of Authors  Dates of
com position.

Sivaejfidna Bodham Meykanta Tévar 1221 A.D.

3.

4. Sivajiana Siddhiyar ArunantiSivacariyar1253 A.D.
5. Irapavirupahtu » » 1254 A.D.

6. Unmai Vilakkam Manavacakam-
Katantar 1255 A.D.
7. Sivaprakasa Umapati Sivacariyar 1306 A.D.
8 Tiruvarutpayan Umapati Sivacariyar 1307 A.D.
9. Vina-venpa Umapati Sivacariyar 1308 A.D.
10. Porrippahrotai »» 35 1309 A.D.
11. Kotikkawi ' 5 1310 A.D.
12. Neficu - vitu - tGtu 5 5 1311 A.D.

13. Unmai- Neri Tattva Natar of
vilakkam Cikali 1312 A.D.
14. Sankarpa Umapati Sivacariyar 1313 A.D.

Niradkaranam

A glance at the names of the authors of the above
books will convince anyone that it is chiefly a group of
four writers that are responsible for the composition of
the various books included in Meykanta Sastra. This
group of four writers is held in high esteem and
veneration as saints. seers and philosophers by the
Siddhantin, who calls them Santana Kuravar
(Spiritual preceptors). Even though the authors of
the fourteen books mentioned above lived as late
as the thirteenth or fourteenth century A. D., their
lives have assumed a legendary character and require
a scientific examination for the approval of the
reading public. It is not proposed to start on an
inquiry into their lives in this thesis; for it is
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beyond the scope of the subject takea in hand ;
though an inclusion of the lives of these saints and
philosophers is useful, it is net done so for fear it will
make the thesis too bnlky. Some notes at least
indicating the scope and contents of each of the
books constituting the compendium called Meykanta
Sastra may be of value and thersfore are given
below.

1. Tiruvuntiyar is a poem of forty five verses by
Uyyavanta T-va Nayanar, who is said tc have come
down from North I[ndia to redeen from bondage
Alutaiya TZva Nayanar of Tiruvisalir and others of the
South. There is another poem going by the same name
by Manikkavasakar who is one of thc four Samaya
Kuravar (religious preceptors); the latter poem consists
of devotional songs referring to the {riumphs of Siva in
mythological stories which have allegorical meanings.
But the former poem by Uyyavanta TSva Nayanar is
more or less a syiritual massage and contains
instructions as to the attitude one must adopt to get at
communion with God. The term °tiru ' means holy or
beautiful, and the term “unti’ is said to signify a kind

. of game, where something is thrown up and played, so
that the word ‘Tiruvuntiyac’ refers to a poem which is
a call and an advice of the poet to his brethren at play
in the holy game of Samsara to look up to the one way
of attaining salvation. The poem is net direct and
explicit in all its verses; and the commentaries on it -
one an old commentary whose author is not yet
identified and another by Siva Prakasanir of
Tiruvavatu Turai Atinam are both instructive. There
is a natural grace about the poem and the style is
unaffected. The poetry of Uyyavanta Tcva Nayanar
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will be remembered by the Siddhdntin not for the
philosophic system developed therein, which is
practically nil, but for the sympathy that the poet has
shown to humanity by laying bare in his poems his
innermost mind, which is centred in religion.

2. Tirukkalirruppatiar is a poem of one hundred
verses in the Venpa Metre by Uyyavanta 1Sva
Nayanar of Tirukkataviir, who is said to be a diseiple
of Alutaiya Téva Nayanar of Tiruvisalir. The subject
matter of this work is the same as that of Tiruvuntiyar;
but the exposition is more in detail and unambiguous;
the commentator too seems to be the same old
commentator as of the former poem and has done his
pa.rtﬁféll. The author is reported to have composed his
‘poem and placed it on the beautiful or holy seat of a
sculptural work of an elephant in front of the image
of Nataraja.at Chidambaram; and the legend narrates
that the sculpture raised its trunk, took the work and
placed'it at the feet of Nataraja, showing its approval
of the intrinsic merit of the poem to those that stood
by; thus the name Tirukkalirruppatiyar, meaning that
which was placed on the beautiful or holy set of a
sculptural work of an elephant. has come to mean the
poem in question. It is felt that the legend is a pure '
invention by some admirer of the author since it
involves a miracle wherein Siva all of a sudden makes
a stone act with human consciousness.

This poem 1is noteworthy not because it has a
legend about it but on account of legendsin it !t
seeks to justify under certain conditions Patricide,
Infanticide, etc, and deserves special ané,lysis in tha
ethical part of the Siddhanta. The author of this work
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hos not the grace of diction and neatness of style of
Pukalentippulavar who is a master of the Venpa Metre.
This book is useful as containing a daring conception
of a standard of morality in its solution of the problem
of existence.

3. The work Sivajidna Bodham of Meykanta
Tévar, is, to all seeming purposes, a Tamil translation
of the twelve aphorisms of its Sanskrit originel
Sivajhana Bodha, which is a part of the Raurava
Agama. There are in this work eighty-one verses
given as Udaharana Ceyyul illustrating the aphorisms,
together with a short commentary called Vartika,
the authorship of both of which is - generally
ascribed by tradition to Meykanta Té&var. There is
a commentary called Pantipperumal Vrtti on
this boock by Pantipperumal. It presents an
easy reading and is useful for the beginner as
well. There is another commentary called
Sivajfidna Bodha Cirrurai by Sivajidna Yogi on the
same book. It is tense and requires a patient study. A
third commentary on it by name Sivajiana Bhasya by
Sivajhana Yogi justly deserves the approbation of the
Tamil-reading public; for it is unique in Tamil
Literature; for herein Sivejhdna Yogi is i his
spirits displaying multifarious developments — his
thoological, metaphysical, psychological, ethical and
religious knowledge-often intermixed with his know ledge
of grammar, both Tamil and Sanskrit. It is Sivajfiana
Yogi by virtue of his commentary Sivajiana Bhasya,
who has enhanced the name of Meykanta Tévar
as a sage, saint and genius. The term Sivajiina
Bodham signifies that which specifies and evaluates the
truth of the doctrines and dogmas of the Siva Agamas.
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The fect that the book well deserves its name will be
apparent to anyone who makes a perusal of its contents.
According to Sivajfiana Yogi, the first six Sitras or
aphorisms of the work Sivajiana Bodham form the
first chapter. which is general and theoretical and the
last six constitute the second chapter, which is special
and practical; the fiirst chapter generally treats about
the accidental attributes of Pati, Pasu, and Paga,
while the second chapter deals with their essential
attributes ; there are two sections in the first chapter;
the first three aphorisms constituting the Pramanaviyal
(section on means of knowledge) form the first section
and the other three aphorisms treating about the
Laksanaviyal (section on the characteristics of the
ultimate principles) constitute the second section.
The second shapter too includes two sections viz.*
the Sadanasvaiyal (section on means of release) and
the Payaniyal (section on fruits of release) with three
aphorisms to the credit of each of the two sections.
Thus the twelve aphorisms, divided into four section
of three aphorisms each together make up the
work called Sivajfiana Bodham. Now Sivajfiana Yogi
in his Sivajidna Bhasya divides each aphorism into
separate Adhikaranas or themes ranging from two
to seven in number and comments on them exhaustively.
His commentary is expected to stand to eternity
as the pillar—stone the Saiva Siddhanta.

4 Siva Jhana Siddhiyar by Arunanti Sivacariyar
is a work of two parts. The first part known as
Parapaksam is controversial and contains merely
refutations of fourteen alien schools of thought.
The systems criticised are ;- Lokayata, the four
schools of Buddhism (the Madhyamika the Yogacara,
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the Sautrantika. and the Vaibhasika), the Niganda
Vada, the Ajivaka, the Bhattacarya, the Prabhakara, -
the Sabda — Brahma — Vada, the Maya - Vada, the
Parinamavada, the Sankhya and the Paficaratra.
There is a commentary to this part by Tlattva—
Prakasa-Tambiran Swami. One can have only a
bird’s eye view of the systems tackled by reading
this part and its cammentary. A studied commentary
with relevant quotations from the original treatises
of the schools of thought treated in this part isa
long felt need

The second part of this book is called Supaksam
and contains the essence of Saiva Siddhanta in all
its details in three~=hundred and twenty—eight verses
in the Vrtta Metre. Herein the author follows closely
on the heels of his master Meykanta Té&var and
distributes his poems under the twelve Siutras of
Sivajhiana Bodham. The impertance of this work
can be gauged by the fact that there are six old
commentaries on it and two new ones. The old
commentaries are as follows :—

(1) Commentary by Marai Jnana D:Sikar

(2) = Sivagra Yogi

(3) = Nirambavalakiyar

(4) % Sivajiidna Yogi

(5) i Subrahmanya DéSikar
(6) 5 Jhana Prakadar.

Of these commentaries, that of Jiana Prakasar is
set aside by the Siddhatin on the ground that the
doctrines supported therein is Siva-Sama-Vada and
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not Saiva Siddhanta. Sivajiiana Yogi merely gives
a summary with a few explicatory notes here and there
of each of the verses of this book with appropriate
headings. The commentary by Subramanya Dé&Sikar is
jucid, illuminating and worth reading. while those of
the rest are full of technical terms and require a
knowledge of Sanskrit for a clear understanding.
Sivagra Yogi is attractive in his commentary with his
quotations from the Agamas, though he occasionally
departs from the Siddhantic paint of view. The two
new commentaries one by T. Muttaiyapillai and the
other by M. Thiruvilankam, though simple do not
seem to be scholarly and lack the vim and vigour of
the old ones.

The book Siva,jflélr_la Siddhiyar, on the whole, is as
much a literary work as it is a philosophical treatise;
for its author Arunanti Sivacariyar is both a poet and
a. philosopher, though the legend will have him asa
sage and a seer as well. This work will be remembered
as the most exhaustive treatise in verse on philosophy
in the Tamil language; and the author is a master of
his language and profuse in his analogies; besides he
has developed a sense of melody which runs through
his verses with a majestic flow; his poems will be found
ringing in the ears of every Siddhantin The Tamil
world regrets that he did not turn his hands to secular
literature.

5. Iruyavirupahtu is, as its name implies, a pbem
of twenty verses the old numbers being in the metre of
Venpa and the even ones in that of Aciriyappé. The
author of this book Arunanti Sivacariyar has composed
the verses in the form of questions addressed to his
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Guru (spiritual guide) Meykanta Tivar, who is for all
practical purposes treated as Siva. The problems raised
in this book are in reference to the characteristics
and mutual relations of Pati, PaSu and Pasa.
Arunanti Sivacariyar wants his Guru to account for
the presence of delusion in him, even after undergoing
Jiana Diksa (Initiation into True Knowledge); the
author further wants to know why he is afraid of
ajiana (ignorance), since he is no more responsible for
obtaining jhana (true knowledge) than for being
deluded by ajiiana; for he gets the one or the other
only when illumined or obscurated by Siva in the form
of Meykanta Tévar; the idea of the association of good
and bad karma (action) with his soul, which does not
seem to have any independence of movement in
thought and knowledge is baffling to him; why some
souls ate given deliverance from bondage, while others
are to get liberation is the next problem that requires
solution; if Siva is the one that sets free the souls, it
goes against. His very nature as a Perfect Being to
be partial towards some; finally the author concludes
his poem with praises of his Guru for having absolved
him from the bondage of Pasa and shown him the
way of redemption. The commentators Namaccivaya
Tambiran of  Tiruvavatu Turai  Atinam and
Tattvanatar of Cikali-have given fairly sanisfaczitory
answers to most of the questions raised. The poem
ijbself is the work of a master-hand; for its diction and
style are good and the melody is pleasing. Arunanti
Sivacariyar has shown in this poem his skill in.
handling Venpa metre as well

6. Unmai-vilakkam is a poem of fifty—three or
fifty—four verees in the Venpa-metre in the form of
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a dialogue between the author Manavacakam Katantac
and his Guru Meykanta TZvar. The title of the work
Unmai Vilakkam meaning (exposition of the truth)
gives us an indication of the contents of the book. The
author starts with a brief exposition of the thirty—six
tattvas aad specifies the nature of the two forms of
Mala. viz, the Anava and the Karma Then he
discusses question relating to the soul and God. The
Lord’s sacred dance is the next topic taken up. The
importance of the Pancaksaras (five letters) as a means
to obtain grace of God is also dealt with in detail. Then
the relation between the soul and Siva in the state of
Mukti (release) is compared to that obtaining between
(1) a fruit and its juice (2) a flower and its fragrance
and (3) fire and its heat. The last subject taken up isthe
doctrine of Guru, Linga and Sangama. The author’s
view of the contribution of this doctrine as a means to
obtain release is noteworthy, The poem is conciluded
with an expression of the author’s indebsedness to his
Guru for the spiritual help rendered to him,

This book has two commentaries, which are nothine
extra—ordinary; one is in the form of a summary ocf
each of the verses of the book and the other éives
merely a word-for-word meaning; and the name of
the commentators are not known; anyhow the poem
is simple and self-explicatory and needs no detail
exposition; the verses have a rustic grace about them
and the poem has its value as an out-pouring of the
heart of a devoted spirit yearning for liberation.

7. Siva Prakisam is a book of one—hundred verses
by Umapati Sivésiriyar. The author’s Guru or
spiritual guide is said to be Marai-Jfidna Sambanthar
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who is a disciple of Arunanti Sivacariyar; the legend
that our author was responsible for the Muksti (release
from bondage) of an untouchable Perran Sampan by
name is interesting; when charged for homicide, he is
said to have given proof of his spiritual powers by
doing the same to a shrub mullicceti; if the legend has
any significance, it must be possible to explain in
conformity with the principles of the Siddhianta how a
plant even can get salvation. The Siddhantins believe
in such super-phenomena as plants and animals getting
redemption and a critical exposition of their arguments
may be found in the ethical part of the Siddhanta.

Now the author in spite of all his spiritual powers,
had so much of worldly concern for the
people among whom he lived ‘that he wrote
six Prabandams, viz., Koirpuranam, Tiruttontar
Paranacaram, Tirumuraikanta Puranam, Czkkilar
Puranam, Tiruppatikkovai and Tiruppatikaikkovai;
he is also responsible for the composition of six
minor works on philosophy. [he popularity of this
book Siva Prakasa can be seen by the fact that it
has four commentaries, viz., one by Siva Prakasar
another by Sithambaranatha Munivar, a third called
Cintanai Urai by an unidentified commentator and
a fourth by Tiruvilankam. The first three
commentaries are learned and the last is noted
for its simplicity.

Umapati Sivacariyar in shis book apperars to
adopt the same theme as that of Sivajiana Bodham
and gives in a concise but lucid form the essentials of
the Saiva Siddanta; in some details he differs from
Arunanti Sivacariyar showing thereby an originality
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of disposition towards independent thinking; !yet he
seems to be influenced by the tenets of Pauskara Agama,
on which he is said to have written a commentary in
Sanskrit. In spite of the unwieldy lengths of the first
fifty verses, our author,~the born poet that he is— was
able to keep up the strain of the poem which has a
melodious flow in it. It is only a few people who could
make poetry out of their philosophy and Umapati
Sivacariyar isnot second to any one of them though he
appears to better fitted for mythological and
devotional poems.

8. Tiruvarutpayan is a book of ten chapters with
ten verses for each chapter. The word Tiruvarutpayan
is formed by the three terms, viz., tiru (holy), arul
(grace) and payan (fruit) and therefore stands for ‘that
which deals with the fruits of the grace of God’ It is
said that this work is intended by its author Umapati
Sivacariyar as a hand-book for very earnest students,
The topics dealt with in different chapters are:— the
essential characteristics of the Supreme Being, the ways
of the plurality of soals, Anava as the cause of
‘ignorance, the nature of grace, the spiritual preceptor as
Knowledge Incarnate, the way of knowing reality,
the manifestation of the essential nature of the soul,
methods of obtaining bliss, the significance of the flve
sacred letters and the nature of Jivan Muktas.
The aunthor has selected the Kural — Venpa metre for

1. ‘It is not finally established that Umipathi is
the author of the Pauskara Bhasya’ see
the article ‘Saivism and Tamil Genius’ by
Mr. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri in  Dr.

S. Krishnaswami Aiyangar’s commemoration
Volume (1936).
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his poem and seems to be quite at home in it ; the fact
that this work is only inferior to Tirukkural and
Muttollayiram in form does not bring diseredit to its
author, but rather adds to his reputation as a poet; for
these two works are the products of master-architects
of Tamil Literature ; the vorses in this book called
Tiruvarutpayan are neatly drawn and Umapati
Sivacariar shows himself as an adept in the use of soft
consonants, which use adds a divine grace to his poems;
there is also sense of constraint .and artificiality
about the book; for the author has taken upon
himself the task of expounding each subject selected in
ten stanzas, however vast the scope may be. There are
three commentaries to this book — one giving merely a
word-for-word meaning for each verse, possibly written
by Velappa Pantaram, another giving a summary of
each of the verses with explanatory verses by the
commentator Nirambavalakiyar and a third called
Cintanai Urai by an un—identified person. None of the
commentaries are exhaustive enough. though they
are all noted for their correct presentation of the
Saiva Siddhaata.

9 Vina Venpa is a poem of thirteen verses by
Umapati Sivacariyar. [tis, as its name indicates, a
book of questions, containing poems in the Venpa
metre addressed to his Guru; who is considered to be no
. other than Siva in human form. The problems raised
are some of the fundamental principles of the
Saiva Siddhanta and require elucidation. A beginner
in philosopny will find in this book problems based
on a number of pre-suppositions, with which he may
not be familiar. Umapati Sivacariyar does not intend
this work for such people; this poem does not seem
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to be meant for the advanced students of the Saiva
Siddhanta either; for it will be too elementary for
them; on the other hand it appears to have been
composed for the sake of those students., who have
studied such books as Sivajhidna Bodham, Sivajfiana
Siddhiyar and Siva Prakasam etc, and yet have not
grasped the truth of the Siddhanta; it serves as a
means for such students to fix them in the
Saiva Siddhantic principles by making them
re-study the works referred to and clear their
doubts if any; it has thus a method in it; and the
psychological insight of the author is praiseworthy;
for he has picked up the crucial points of the Saiva
Siddhanta, co-ordinated them .into a whole and
presented them in the form of a catechism of questions
the commentator Namaccivaya Tambiran has done
useful service by referring to the appropriate poems in
the advanced text-books on the Siddhanta for solutions
of the problems raised.

The subject matter of this poem is essentially
thought and our poet is noted more as a poet of feeling
than as a poet of thought; he with great genius has
converted what should be properly a poetry of thought
into one of feeling, in which he is a success. We can
see in this work his mastery of metre,* language and
imagery.

10 Porrippahrotai is a devotional poem of one

hundred and ninety five lines by Umapati Sivacariyar.
Its central idea is ethical and relates to the purposive

activity of Siva to bring about the final release of all
souls though questions pertaining to cosmology,
eschatology and ontology are also mentioned. Praises



41

are showered on the divinity as being responsible for
the law and order of the universe. In this work the
author seems to be optimistic, since he regards both
and suffering as conducive to the general well-being of
all creatures Siva is represented as associating every
soul with such opposites as pain and pleasure, birth
and death etc., to have them purified; this act of Siva is
held to be symptomatic of his benevolent nature; for
Siva is conceived to have the care of a fathes towards
his children; a father purishes his child for correction
aud improvement; even so God in his infinite grace
makes every soul go through these pairs of opposites
to have them redeemed from bondage. The figure of
the father adopted here as extended to God is a special
feature of the Samaya Kuravar (religious preceptors)
of the Saiva Siddhanta, and Umapati Sivacariyar
has utilised this figure to its best advantage; for
God is regarded as fatherly and personal always
looking to the welfare of his children. The Poet
ends his poem with an expression of gratitude to
Siva in the form of his Guru for having taught him
the way of emancipation. - There isan old but brief
and lucid commentary to this book and the name of
the commentator is not known.

Now Umapati Sivaciriyar ismore a poet of feeling
than a poet of thought. In this.work which is a poem
of feeling, he has shown great talents: for we cannot
fail to see in it his mastery over metre, language and
imagery each in its own perfection.

11 Kotikkavi is a short poem of four verses only
by Umapati Sivacariyar. The work is, as its name
indicates, a poem sung while hoisting a flag. The
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provocation for these verses, as given in the legend
has no historical value, since the story brings down
divinity to centradict physical laws, which are but the
expressions of God; and -an examination into the
circumstances in which this poem was composed may
not be fruitful; for the whole legend may be safely
dismissed as a work of a fertile imagination and
another story true to life may be substitated in its
stead; or the legend may be shorn of its element of
miracle as worked by divinity and the rest of the story
with a little modification to gain consistency may be
believed. In this work the poet, while the flag was
raised, yearns for the removal of the veil of Anava
from his soul and complains that he could not find any
one to illumine him on the nature of and mutual
relations of God, Sakti, soul and ajidna so that by
a knowledge of them he might secure inseparabie
communion with God; he gives a method too to
become one with the infinite, who is beyond speech
and mind; according to him the meditation on the
Pancaksaras (five letters) will raise any one to
perfection. The commentary to this book is an old
and exhaustive one and contains enough of matter for
thought; but 1t is a pity that the commentator
has not yet been identificd.

12. Nenicu-vitu-tltu is a devotional poem in
the form of Kali-venpa, where the poet Umapati
Sivacariyar sends his heart with a message to his Garu,
Marai~-Jhana—Sambantar, who is identified with Siva.
The poet at first acquaints his heart with the infinite,
eternal and transcendental nature of God and draws a
vivid comparison between him and his own self, which
though eternal as God goes through cycles of births and
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deaths; then he laments over his self as seeking mere
empty sensual pleasures of life, and addresses his heart
to set itself on the right course when the soul can stand
in its true nature. Again he speaks of Siva as being
immanent in and transcendental over the evolutes of
Maya and wants his heart to listen to his words of
praises of God; further the heart is requested to take
refuge at the feet of his Guru, who having got beyond
the five avasthas (states) of the soul, has become one
‘with God; then a description of the way in which his
Guru got rid of the effects of the thirty six tattvas
and how he initiated our poet into the truth of the
Siddhanta are given; but the heart is warned not to
get its foot at the doors of the Materialist. the
Mayavadin, the Sankhya etc. On the other hand it is
advised to fall at the feet of his Guru, worship him
anl beg him on his behalf for the touch of his
flower-like feet. The book has an old but learned
commentary the author of which is net known.

the Poet Umapati Sivacariyar is in his true
‘elements here. The whole poem is an overflow of
his heart; it is one :strain and one melody; the
language of the poem simply rolls and is a mere
tool at the hands of the poet who is a singer,
singing with a passion.

13. Unmai-neri-vilakkam i3 a poem of six verses
by Tattvanatar of Cikali; it is, asits name indicates,
‘an exposition of the true path’ towards mukti. The
various stages of the soul in its path towards liberation
are given in this book. At first the soul is said to
distinguish the thirty six tattvas or products and
evolutes of Maya in the form of the human body, the
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antahkaranas etc., and the worlds as distinct from the
self. This discriminative knowledge of the soul is
labelled as Tattvaripa. The knowledge of the products
of Maya, which are impure and inert as known by and
present in the self conciousness is called Tattva darSana
The soul is said to undergo Tattva Suddhi (purification

from association with the evolutes of Maya) when it
gets above the hold of this material Tattvas with the

help of the grace of God. Atmarfipa is the name given

to the knowledge of the soul. when it overcomes the
anava mala and sees its own knowledge as being due

to the illumination of Sivajiana, which is immanent
in the conciousness of the self. The loosening of the
grip of the feelings of ‘I’ and ‘Mine’ in the soul due to
limited and imperfect knowledge gives rise to Atma
darSana, When the soul merges its independence of
action and thought in that of Siva and completely
identifies itself with Siva, it is reckoned to go
through Atma Suddhi, Siva riipa is the result of the
unambiguous knowledge of the soul that Siva, who has
assumed all forms including the form of Sakti and
who brings about the cycles of the three cosmic

processes on account of its infinite concern for the
souls, is immanent 1in the self. If the dtman or

the soul advances enough to get itself steeped in
Siva so that it loses all its idea of itself as a
separate entity it is said to have Siva dar$ana.
The atman or the soul can have its highest experience
called Siva bhoga, if it has a true knowledge of
the nature and relations of pati, paSu and pada;
and then it will be able to break up the apparens
dualisin between god and soul.

This book has two commentaries the authors of
which are not yet ascertained. The exposition of the
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first commentary is good and the second commentary,
known as ‘cintanai urai’ is worthy of its name,
meaning ¢ commentary of thought’ The poem too,
though short, contains much that is useful; and the
poet seems to be one of poetic temperament rather
than one of poetic powers. There is fluency but no
sweeiness in his verscs.

14. Sankarpanirakaranam isa book of twenty
poems in the akaval metre by Umapati Sivacariyar.
The title of the work meaning ‘¢ exposition and
refutation of the different schools of philosophy ” gives
us an idea of its contents. In this book the poet
presents and criticises the following nine schools of
thought, viz., the Mayavada, the Aikyavada, the
Pasanavada, the bhedavada, the Sivasamavada, the
Sankrantavida, the ISvaravavikaravada, the
Nimittakaranavada  the Parinamavada and the
Sivavada. At first the author expounds what he calis
the philosophy of Mayavada, which is examined in the
light of aikyavada, which is tho second system
propounded; this again is made the target of the
Pasanavadin, whose system is the third one presented;
and thus the chain of presnting one system and
refuting it from the standpoint of another is continued
till the Saivavada. There are two commentaries to
this book, one an old one, whose author has not been
identified and another by JianaprakaSa Dé&Sikar. The
commentators do not seem to have studied the systems
criticised from the originals and are not free from
prepossessions; it would be well if some student well
versed in the different systems tackled in this work
writes a commentary to this book so that it might not
have the colour and tone of a prejudiced mind.



46

Umapati Sivacariyar is more a poet of feeling
than of thought; and we should expect him not to do
well as a poet in this work, which is a poetry of
thought; on the contrary he is a success here though
not to a very considerable extent; for we see him
attempting to sing; and there is music in his verses,
though his language presents a jarring ncte here and
there on account of the _technical terms he uses.
Besides, the metre adopted is quite germane to his -
talents; yet the poet is in sad plights for lack of
imagery of which he is a master; for the subject-matter
and form of his composition left him no scope for
imagery.

(b) DEVOTIONAL LITERATURE

In addition to the works already examined there
is another class of literature of a devotiona! kind,
which are as important for the Saiva Siddhanta as the
philosophic books reviewed above. These books form
what are called ‘the Twelve Twrumurat’, the first
seven of which go by the name of atankan muras,
which consists of Tevarams of Sanbanthar, Appar and
Sundarar. The Tevarams of Sambanthar go up to
make the first three Tirumurai, those of Appar the
next three Tirumurai, while those of Sundarar the
seventh one. The Tiravacakam of Manikkavacakar is
referred to as the eight Tirumurai. The ninth one is a
collection of poems called the Tiruvicaippa by the nine
poets, Viz., Tirumalikaittevar, Centanar, Karuviirttevar
Pianturutti, Nampikatanampy, Kantar Atittar,
Venattatikal, Tiruvaliyamutanar, Purutsttamanamby
and Cetirayar together with another poem by name
Tiruppallantu by the poet Centanar. Tirumilar’s
Tirumantram is put in as the tenth Tirumurai. The
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eleventh one is made up of the poems of the twelve poets
viz.Tiruvalavayutaiyar, Karaikkal Ammaiyar, Aiyatikal
Katavarkon Nayanar, Céraman Peruman Nayanar,
Nakkira Téva N3yanar, Kallata Téva Nayanar, Kapila
Téva Nayanar, Pasana Téva Nayanpar, Ilamperuman
Atikal,  Atiravatikal, Pattinattuppillaiyar  and
Nampiyantar Nampi. The Periyapuranam of Cékkilar
is called the twelfth Tirumurai. It is said that
Nampiyantar Nampi is responsible for the compilation
of the first eleven Tirumurai, and we are unable
to find out how Cékkilar’s Periya Puranam has

come down to be known as the twelfth
Tirumural.

Of the twenty-scven poets, who are the authors of
the body of works called Tiramurai, four are held in
high esteem by the Siddhantin. They are Tirujidna
Sambanthar, commonly called as Sambanthar,
Tirunavvkkarasu, who is also known as Appar,
Sundaramirty or Sundarar and Manikka; Vackar;
these four poets are collecively called ‘Samayakuravar’
(religious preceptors); the hymns' and songs of the
first three poets are called Tévaram, ~while those
of the fourth are known as Tiruvacakam. The
works of these poets are also referred to as the

Tawil Vedas; for they resemble the Vedic hymns
being but praises and prayers offered to the Deity.

The popularity of these poems can be gauged by
the fact that they are an essential feature of
most of the religious or ceremonial occasions of the
Hindus in the Tamil land ; in consideration of the
importance of the Tirumurai to the Saiva Siddhanta it
is felt necessary to give at least a brief criticism of
some of the most important works included under it
and of their authors. :
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Tirujiana Sambanthar, the author of the first three
Tirumurai. which consists of three hundred and eighty
four patikams of eleven verses each for every patikam,
is said to have lived in the seventh century A.D.,during
the period of Narasimha Pallavan the First. The poet
as found in his work, not necessarily from the legend,
is a wandering minstrel visiting the shrines of South
India singing out the glories of Siva. His hymns are
the exuberance of love and joy and show the reflections
of his innermost mind. The poet’s sympathy with
nature permeates his lyrics, which are characterised by
a warmth of feeling and a grandeur unequalled by any
poet in contemporaneous literature. His sense of beauty
is cultivated to its highest degree; no town or village
that the poet visited escapes his description. He has a
command of a refined and cultured language and his
imagery is powerful; his songs are melodious and of an
elevated spirit. His love of God is likened to that -of a
son towards his father; for he is said to follow the
Satputra Marga (the way in which a good son loves
his father). That is why we do not see in his poems a
complete self-surrender or an utter self-denial; the
former may be expected of one’s servant and the latter
of one’s friend. Rather we find in our poet a spirit of
self—assertion; for at the end of every patikam ha
promises either a better world or :freedom from
bondage to everyone who makes it a habit to recite the
patikam that he has sung or composed. His faith in
God is supreme and he is sure that the Father will
stand by His son’s words. The spirit of toleration and
good will for alien religions especially Jainism ig
entirely lacking in his songs; for he denounces these
faiths wholesale; scarcely a patikam may be found
without any explicit reference to the utter uselessness
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of these creeds; some persons find fault with Tirujiina
Sambanthar for the harted shown in his poems. These
men forget that the poet is born of the age. Tirujiana
Sambanthar could not have been the poet that
he is, if he were not moved by the sight of his
countrymen following a false religion.By the beginning
of the Seventh Century A.D., the Tamil land was
under the firm grip of Jainism and our poet asa
Saivite was touched to the quick and there was an
outburst of his heart and poetry was the natural
result. It is Tirujidna Sambanthar along with
Tirunavukkarasu ~who was at the bottom of the
overthrow of the Jainistic religion that clouded the
minds.of the Tamilians of the Seventh Century.

The life of Tirujiana Sambanthar as a poef, as
depicted in the book called Periya Puranam is full of
miracles, starting with a miracle and ending with a
miracle. Hence the acconnt of his life as given in
Periya Puranam is said to lose much of its character
as a true record of historical facts, though it contains
matter by way of myths and legends of literary and
religious values; it is regretted that there are people
who distrust a story because it involves miracles; and
a miracle is 2 phenomenon which cannot be accounted
for by the known scientific laws; but it is a fact that
no science is complete and perfect; for the laws that
are yet to be known are many and may far exceed
those that are already discovered. What is considered
a miracle today may turn out, on the discovery of the
appropriate laws, to be commonplace tomorrow; hence
it is evident that the accounts given in the Periya
Purinam cannot be dismissed as worthless on account
of the miracles in them; besides there are corroborative
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evidences in the poems themselves for most of the
miracles mentioned in his life as described in Periya
Purdnam.

Tirunavukkarasu is the author of the fourth, fifth
and the sixth Tirumurai which contain altogether
three hundred and twelve patikams of about ten verses
each for every patikam. He is a contemporary of
Tirujidna Sambanthar and lived in the Seventh
Century A. D., during the reigns of Mahendra Varman
the First and Narasimha Pallavan the First; Periya
Purdnam tells us that he was a Saivite by birth and
that he became a Jain by choice; later he became
proficient in Jainistic literature and was ordained a
priest; an event in his life 1. e., an attack of Calaingy
which is pronounced to be an incurable disease brought
him to his senses. Then he repaired himself to his only
sister. who was a devotee of Siva; on her advice
he sang songs in praise of Siva who relieved
him of his illness. The news got abroad that
Thirapavukkarasu had denounced Jainism and
adopted Saivism; and the Jains who got irritated
persuaded their king to persecute and punish their
religious apostate Tirunavokkarasu; then our poet. as
it appears from both the legends and his poems. was
subjected to a series of the most inhuman atrocities and
indignities; he  survived them all to the

complete eradication of Jainism from the Tamil
land.

Tirunavukkarasu’s poetry is one of feeling which
is ab its highest in his hours of trial; he sings with a
passion and his poems bear the stamp of his persecuted
but peaceful, cheerful and equanimous life within, His
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poems are noted for their simplicity, freshness and
spontaneity. He is also alive to form, colour and
music; especially his Tiruttantakams are melodious
and full of deep rich harmonies. His life was one of
service and he consecrated every one of his belongings
even hiz own self at the feet of his lord and master
Siva. He is said to have followed the path of the Dasa
Marga (the way in which a servant loves his master); he
is not a servant for hire, but a servant by choice.
He roamed about the land of South India visiting the
 shrines of his Lord Siva, sang his glories and made
complaints jto Him of "the pangs of separation. We
can hardly find anywhere in the world such an
instance of self-denial carried to a point of total
identification of one’s own interest with that of the
object of love as in the life of Tirunavukkarasu.

Sundaramirthy, the author of the poems known
as the seventh Tirumurai, which contains one hundred
patikams is said to have lived in the latter part of the
seventh and the early part of the eighth centuries
during the reign of Narasimha Pallavan, the Second.
The path adopted by him is termed as the Sakha
Marga (the way in which one loves his friend). True
to the path he followed, he felt no compunction to ask
Siva to do him service on many an occasion; and the
Supreme One being the servant of servants, appeared
to readily respond to his requests. Unlike the other
Samaya Kuravar, Sundaramirthy seems to have had a
household life; his conjugal life was divided between
two wives, namely Paravaiyar and Sankiliyar.
Nevertheless he never forgot that he was a servant of
his Lord Siva, who was ever ready to give him a
friend’s hand ir times of difficulties.

.
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Our poet has neither the spirit of resignation of
Tirunavukkarasu nor the total innocence of Tirujiina
Sambanthar; he felt joy in life and life’s oscillations;
however he is wunequal to Manikkavacakar in
imaginative insight, Tirujhana Sambanthar in lyrical
quality and Tirunavukkarasu in sweetness and
floridity. He is a master spirit of tenderness and is no
reviler of alien religions; though wedded to family life
he was not bound by it. His spirit hovered above
worldly concerns and desires and made an angel of
him; He was in the world but not of the world; yet he
had psychological insight into Humaa nature of a kind
rarely to be excelled by the other Samaya kuravar.
Our poet is not lacking in self assertion; for at the end
of a good number of his patikams he promises either a
noble life or a better hereafter for everyone who recites
his patikam. He appears to be confident that his
Lord will stand by his friend’s words. The importanca
of Sundaramirthy for the Saivites lies in his emphasis
on the Antan atimai valakka (the way in which a
servant serves his master), which is the basic principle
of the practice and religion of the Saivites.

Manikkavacakar, the author of the eighth
Tirumurai called by the name of Tiravacakam,
appers to have lived in the ninth century A. D., durin
the period of Varaguna Pandiyan the First. His is
spoken of as having followed what is known as the
Sanméirga (the true path). No reason however can be
adduced why his Marga in particular should be
referred to as Sanmaraga; for the other Samaya
Kuravar as well seem to have stood in the same Marga.
His poetry is the quintescence of religious feelings,
expressed in the most simple unaffected language; and
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the simplicity and melody.of his expression are of one
accord with his inner spirit; he has a wonderful
command of metre and there is music in his
expressions. He is given to introspection and
self-searching; his verses are full of thought and reach
the very limits of imagination. He is equal to the
best of the sangam poets in imaginative quality; there
is too a note of melancholy in some of his poems; for
he feels himself a fish out of water on account of his
long standing separation from the object of his love,
Siva.

Now and then he feels the touch of the Grace of
Siva and gives vent to an expression of blissful joy in
the finest language possible; however his poetry is not
free from all blemishes; for there are a number
of mannerisms in it, which he along with the
other Samaya Kuravar appear to have intentionally
committed; for example his repeated references,
often in the same pattu, to the same mythological
stories would never fail to tire an intellectualist
who happens to read his book; but Manikkavacakar,
it must be remembered, never composed his poems
for others, much less to an intellectualist; his
verses are more outbursts from his heart; and the
repetitions referred to above rather add to the
value of his work as a bhakti nil (book of Aevotional
poems); for it is in the nature of worship and
meditation to repeat in thought and words the
praises and glories of God to get into an ecstatic
rapture of religious feelings.

There is another work, known as Tirukkavaiyar by
the same author, It was composed by him in honour
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of Siva and its subject matter is Akappourl. Though
Nampiyantar Nampi has excluded it from the
Tirumnufai perhaps on the ground that it treats
of erotics, it has somehow come to be included
under the eighth Tirumurai. This book shows
among other things, the proficiency and skill of
our poet in ancient Tamil literature and grammar
as well.

The collection of works going by the name of the
ninth Tirumurai are the composition of nine minor
poets who are followers if not imitators of the Samaya
Kuravar; these poets belong to the tenth and eleventh
enturies A. D , though some of them exhibit sparks of
intelligence and originality in a few poems; it is
thought that they are not noted enough as poets to
deserve a critical exposition here in this thesis;
moreover their contribution to the religion of
S@ivism 1s not much when compared to. that of
the Samaya Kuravar.

Tirumtlar’s Tiramantram recognised as the tenth
Tirumurai deserves our special attention. It is important
not because it has a high literary merit, which it never
pretends to have, but since it contains a record of the
spiritual experiences of a seer and a saint; it has
puzzled and is puzzling many an intelligent reader;
for it is full of riddles and the author tries to solye for
us the riddle of existence by means of ridd|es.

The poet'seems to be of opinion that the principles
of the Siddhauta should not be laid open to every Jack
and John to be scorned and scoffed at; on the other

hand he wants such students as are earnest to approach
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a proper Guru for the correct elucidation of the
meaning of the stanzas of his book; for the Siddhanta
in its true setting, according to him, cannot be known
except at the hands of a Jnana Guru. There is
no consensus of opinion among Tamil scholars as
to the date of our poet Tirumiilar; the view that he
 belongs to the early part of the fifth century
A. D., seems to be sensible.

The eleveath Tirumurai comprises the works of
twelve authors all ‘of whom with one exception
(Siva) belong to various periods ranging from the
fifth century A.D., to :the:eleventh century A.D.,
One of them is a poetess, another is Siva himself
and the rest are all men. None of the poems of
these authors including the so called vsrse of
Siva can equal the lyriecs of the Samaya Kuravar
in point of excellence as exquisite fine poetry.
Pattinattuppillaiyar is the most popular of these
poets; his peems make us realise the worthlessness
of mundane life and force us to look up to ascetic
life as the one way to obtain salvation. He
possesses an extraordinary insight into human nature
and his veress are of a superior kind of poetic
diction.

Cekkilar, the author of the twelfth Tirumurai
called Periya Puranam belongs to the middle of the
twelth century A. D ; he it is that has built up the
storios of the sixty three Nayanar (devotees of Siva)
together with those of a few others around the nucleus
handed down to him by Nampiyantar Nampi; he
seems to have relied both on tradition and on the
meagre references in the Tevarams for the make-up of
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the stories. It was at a time when even the Saivites
looked up to Jivaka Cintamani and such other werks
for literary inspiration that Cekkilar appeared with
his Periya Puranam; these works no doubt have a
literary value; but yet they indirtctly preach alien
schools of religious thought; hence Periya Puranam
arose more as a check and a challenge to the other
religious systems than as a book directly preaching
Saivism; it has more than accomplished the purpose of

the author, for the Saivism as inculcated in Periya
Puranam has been made a living faith. Cekkilir has

given a personal touch to God and has brought Him
home to every true Saivite. Cekkilar’s God is not the
impersonal and transcendental one that is outside the
reach of even a true devotee; his God is within the
grasp of the faithful and the righteous and is personal;
yet he is pot blind to the doctrines of the Saiva
Siddhanta; by making God personal he did not forget
the fact that the essential nature of God is Sat (Being),
Cit (intelligence) and Ananda (bliss): his skill in
making the impersonal God to pass over imperceptibly
into the personal is marvellous.

The cultural value of the book called Periya
Puranam has recently been questioned and a
controversy has risen among the educated classes of
the Tamils; the point of conflict is on moral issues; for
in this work Cekkilar has apparently sacrificed moral
principles and has depicted his Nayanar (devotees of
Siva) as having committed the vilest of crimes such as
murder, theft etc. Are these devotees of Siva saints
in spite of these crimes or an account of them? Or
rather are these alternatives beside the mark and
irrelevant ? The answers to these questions will be
found in the ethical part of the Saiva Siddhanta.
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From a literary point of view -Cekkilar’s poetry
stands upmatched for its purity of style, sound and
diction; his verses are of the essence of love and infuse
love and sympathy into the reader’s heart. From
beginning to end his poem is one melody or one stream
which is a divine flow, soothing the mind and
enrapturing the heart; It is a glaring fact that there
is practically no plot in the lives of most of the saints, -
about whom our poet chose to write; each one of the
Nayanar appears to have elected to lead a
one-principled life; and our poet, being a man of
talents and a poetic genius, had succeeded not to
allow this shortcoming of the plot to have any
prominence whatsoever as a genuine discrepancy;
rather he drives it home to us that the one-principled
life is the Summum Bonum of existence; his
contribution to the religious aspect of the Saiva
Siddhinta is great and cannot be lightly spoken of;
and the work Periya Purdnam occupies an enviable
position along with the first eight Tirumurai in the
private libraries of almost all Saivites who possess
a religious library in the Tamil Natu (land). Besides
the Tirumurai there are other compositions of a
devotional kind mcst of which can compare well with
those works of the Tirumurai other than Tevaram and
Tiruvacakam. The Tiruppukal of Arunagirinatar, the
poems of Tayumanavar and Kumara Guru Para
Swamiksl, and the Arutpa of Ramalinga Swamikal -
can be cited as_examples. Mention also must be made
of the work Saiva Vina-Vitai of Arumuga Navalar of
Jaffna, who is a theologian, grammarian and
above all a preacher and a reformer and .who
has done immense service to the cause of the
Saiva Religion, when it was groaning under the
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proselytising weight of Christian Missionaries. He
is said to be the father of modern prose in Tamil
and has given us the stories of Periya Puranam
in an elegant but majestic prose.

The reasons why the work ‘Jhanamrtam’ of
VagiSa Muni and the treatises Saiva Samaya
Neri and Sivadhasmottara of Maraijhiana Sambanthar
are not included in the Meykanta Sastra are
to be sought. =

Recently there has grown a mushroom of Tamil
literature in prose on the Saiva Siddhaanta: some of
them are coloured by the authors’ whims and fancies
and give a highly distorted view of the Siddbanta:
there are others which fall far below the standard
of the classical works reviewed; hence there is a
dearth of a genuine prose work in Tamil on the
Saiva Siddbhaata, which should treat the Siddhanta
in all its aspects; is high time that some good
scholar well versed in Tamil and Sanskrit takes up
the subject and treats it in all its details.

CHAPTER 3.
Nature of Knowledge.
(i) GENERAL.

- The modern psychologists distinguish between
four kinds of conscious processes such as willing,
knowing striving and feeling. They say that these
processes are respeetively due the volitional,
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cognitive, conative and affective of the mind or the
soul. But the Saiva Siddhantin regards -these processes
as due to the inherent potencies of the atman or the soul,
which go by the names of iccha-Sakti, jiana-Sakti and
~ kriya $akti; according to Saiva Siddhanta every
atman or soul, going through its experience of life, has

at first its kriya Saksi manifested; then it is said to
acquire 158 characteristics of the kartta or one that is

ready to aet; soon its jidna-Sakti gets illumined and
it"is in a position to know a thing. As anubhava or
experience cannot be had without a will to know, the

iccha-$akti becomes active. It is this group of the
three $aktis or potencies in the atman or the soul that

is held to he responsible for all the joys and sorrows of
life including bliss and bondage; it must not be
understood that these Saktis are semething different
" from the cit-$ckti of the atman; the atman’s cit-Sakti
which bears the relation of guna-guni-bhava to the
stman of which it is a Sakti is known as the iccha-Sakti,
ths jhana-Sakti or the kriya-Sakti according as its
function is one of wishing, knowing or acting. The
affective elements, such as pleasure and pain, are held
to be bhogyaripa (forms of enjoyments and
suffering), whereas the iccha dakti and the kriya-Sakti
are karyariipa, and the cit-Sakti is karanariipa. The
‘Siddhantin holds the view that when a Sakti gets
manifested as an effect it becomes so only at a spot;

for if it were fully converted, it would become
non eternal; and this is a thing ‘which he does not
desire; this is why Saiva Siddhanta stresses the fact

that maya, when it gets evolved into the universe.
does:so only by a part; even so the cit-Sakti which is
co-pervasive with the atman of which it is a guna

when it gets manifested as the one, or the other, does
not do so in its entirety. :
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The past few years have ushered in a class of
intelligentsia who are actively engaged in the detailed
study of the volitional; cognitive and the conative
powers of the soul together with its affective side.
Modern psychology owes its development to these men;
for psychology is that branch of philosophy which is
interested in the study of the soul and all its states.
But epistemology too has got to do something with the
cognitive character of the soul; psychology assumes
among other things that cognition is a fact; it does
not question the origin, possibility and validity of
knowledge as epistemology does. The epistemological
problem forces itself to the front only when man begins
to reflect on knowledge; at first, man looks outwards
towards objeotives which he seeks to ‘understand; for
his knewledge is no problem; its validity is not
questioned but taken for granted. When later on
difficulties cross his path it is only then the problem of
knowledge raises its head: when the fruits of his
reflections on the knowledge problem are coordinated
into a coherent system, epistemology emerges out as a
separate branch of philosophy.

The problem of knowledge has long engaged the
attention of epistemologists who may be divided into
two classes, viz., Dogmatists and Sceptics, according as
they hold the opinion that the problem of knowledge
can be solved or not. The system of the Saiva Siddhanta
theory of knowledge takes the view that the knowledge
problem is capable of being solved. Anyhow it does
not summarily dismiss the tenets of the scepties; it
examines the arguments put forward by them to
deaounce the validity of the worth of knowledge,
eriticises them, and throws them over-board, It is not
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based on any pre suppositions which are above the
necessity of philosophical examination. It is the
fruition and culmination of the speculative thought
and religious practies of the ancient seers who revealed
the truths of the Saiva Agamas. As the validity or
worth of knowledge can be considered only after a
study of the nature, forms, factors and instruments of
knowledge, the Siddhantin’s conception of the nature
of knowledge and criticism of the views of some alien
schools are taken up in this chapter.

(i1)) Nature of JNana or knowledge according to

Saiva Siddhanta

Knowledge has been variously viewed either as a
quality, or as an activity, or as a relation, or as
self-subsistent by the different metaphysicians of the,
west and the east; 'and Saiva Siddhanta adopts the
quality theory of knowledge. An analysis of the
factors of knowledge will help the readers to form an
estimate of the Siddhanta theory. In the proposition
¢ [ see a book’ there are three facts involved, first
there is the JNata or the knower in the form of ‘I’
secondly there is Jhana or knowledge which is
considerd to be mine; and lastly there is the Jileya the
object which is the book. If the object known and the
self that known it, are sharply separated from each

1 P.B.P.263: “Yan kutattaiyarinten ennum
anupavam avvanmavinkanne nikaltal
katciyalavaiyane ariyappatutalin ahtari-
tarkunamutaittenpatu perappattatu.’”

Ibid, . 267: “’Anwa aritarkunamutaittenpatu mer-
kattinam.” :
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other, consciousness will become, as Descartes and
Kant thought, the result of the causal action of the
object known on the self that is aware of it, and will
reduce itself to a subjective state of the knowing
person. If the object known is a physical thing, or
1ts quality, or action existing independently of the
subject, there will be a wide gulf between the events
of the world of the object known which is objective
and the knowledge of the object which is purely
subjective. The problem of bailding a bridge to
connect them both will turn out to be a Herculean
task. The Saiva Siddhanta proposes to fill up the gap
in its own way.

The proposition I see a book ’ can be thrown into
the logical form ' I am one who sees a book’. Here the
grammatical subject and the logical subject coincide
with each other; but their predicates differ, the
grammatical predicate being the verb ¢‘see’ while the
logical one being the expression ‘ one who sees a book’.
The same proposition in its epistemological form would
run as ‘a book is in my conscicusness’. Here the
epistemological subject is ‘a book’; the predicate
gives me an idea how I get to know the book: the
book may be taken to be pervaded by consciousness
and the consciousness is mine as a quality of the self.
Saiva Siddhanta regards jhana or knowledge as an
essential quality of the atman or the self which is
pervasive, and holds the view that consciousness is ag
much pervasive neither more nor less, as the atman or
the soul of which it is a quality; the atman or the soul
of which it is a quality; the atman or the soul,
according to Saiva Siddhanta, in cognizing an object
physieal oz psychical, gets illumined by Siva $aksi,
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assumes the character of the objeect that is pervaded
by its consciousness, - identifies itself with the objects
and thus becomes aware of it. @ The Siddhantin
believes in and posits the existence of an infinite
number of atmans or souls all of which are held to be
eternal and pervasive as also their consciousness, The
souls and their qualities of consciousness are not
material things, and therefore the pervasiveness of
one soul does not interfere with that of the other. The
Siddhantin further holds the view that a real universe
which is extended exists apart from the souls, though
not separable from them. Since one and the same
object can be an object of thought for many, an object
in one’s sphere of consciousness can be as much an
object in another’s, for the two spheres are
interpenetrative. and may coincide with each other
partially or wholly. In the proposition ‘I see a book,’
I have an idea of the book, which is psychic,
corresponding to the material object ¢book’, The
correspondences of the book to its idea can be judged
only by consciousness; the judgment cannot be made
unless consciousness iucludes within its field both the
object and its idea. Saiva Siddhanta is successful in
bridging the gulf between the psychic event and the
physical object by including both the idea and the
object within the sphere of consciousness which is
pervasive.

(iii) Criticism of the Arhats’ view of knowledge.

1The Arhats posit that, since the cognition of a
physical or psychical object arises in the body, the
atman (soul) is of the same dimensions as the body it

1. S.B.p.264
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owns. According to them, the atman expands and
contracts along with the body. 1t starts in the womb
with a small size, expands by and by as the body grows
in it, and after birth continues the expansion with the
growth of the body through childhood, boyhood and
manhood. Then with age, it begins to contract
as the body shrinks. According to Saiva Siddhaata,
the hypothesis of the exitenee of the atman
with self-same dimensions as the body cannot
be maintained: for  Sivajhdna  Yogi  objects
that, even as the soul becomes small or large
according as it occupies a small or large frame, so
its consciousness should become correspondingly
small or large. He adds we have instances of
small-made men evincing perfect knowledge, and of
big-made = imperfect knowledge. Again he urges
. that if it were possible for knowledge to expand
and contract, it should be divisible into parts; if
so; it is liable to be destroyed, for what has parts
is apt to be dissolved. He contends also that
cognitions of objects outside the body is not possihle
if the sphere of consciousness is limited to j.e
extent of the body alone.

There is much force in the last two arguments of
Sivajhdana Yogi; for the Arhata system recognises -the
felf and the non—self as distinct entities, and is unable
to break the duality underlying them. The seif’s
consciousness is paychie, whereas the non-self:is
physical. The Arhata system does not say how the
Self’s consciousness limited by its body-covering is
able to evtend beyond the body to know an object
that is physical. The Arhat merely gives an
‘analogy to meet these charges of Sivajiiana
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Yogi; as a lamp illuminates the whole space
of a large room or a tiny pot according to its
placing. so the soul expands or contracts with its
consciousness according to the size of the body it
ocoupies. The analogy cited, when pushed to its logical
conclusion, gives us the faet that what is lost in
extension is gained in intension. A soul in a small
frame may possess perfect knowledge, and the same in
a larger one imperfect knowledge. This runs counter
to Siva)iana Yogi's first argument. Thus the first
objection raised by him is not genuine, and isdue to his
ingenuity in the play of the words — ecirrarivu and
pirariva. These words do not mean, as they should in
the trend of his argument, cousciousness limited to a
small space and a large space respectively; but they
stand_for imperfect knowledgo and perfect knowledge.
However, the Arhats are unable to explain satisfactorily
the points raised in the last two arguments of
the Yogi. Hence his objections therein stand firm
and unrefuted.
(1) Ciriticism of the views of knowledge of the
Naiyayikas and the VaiSesikas.

IThe Naiyayikas and the VaiSesikas regard
knowledge as a guna or quality of the atman (soul).
They opine that knowledge is produced when the
indriyas or senses contact objects. They refuse to
accept the conception of the Siddhantian that the
indriyas (senses) are merely accessories for & the
manifestation of the icchd, jhana and the kriya
Saktis of the atman (soul). 2Sivajhdna Yogi finds

TS T A prd
9. °S:.B., pp- 182, 265
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fault with these systems that they regard guna
(quality) as separable from its gunin or the
object in which the guna inheres. A guna, according
to Sivajfiana Yogi, is invariably present in a gunin
and is inseparable. ~The annihilation of the one
means the annihilation of the other. A guna cannot
be produced anew. It belongs to a gunin and cannot
exist independently of the object of which it is a
guna. Further the Yogi cannot conceive of knowledge
as coming out of nothing, because it is against the
cardina tenets of Saiva Siddhanta which upholds
sat—-karya-vada. The fundamental mistake in these
systems lies in their mechanical view of the atman,
in that they do not consider knowledge as an
intrinsic quality of the atman. They believe in the
existence of an infinite number of Atmans, and also in
a world distinct from the dtmans. They hold the view
that the world reacts upon the Atmans causally to
propuce knowledge. These systems too are as open to
the charge of dualism of the psychic and physical
phenomena as the Arhata system is.

(v) Ciriticism of the Paficaratra
view of knowledge

1The Pancaratras embrace the doctrine of the
guna-guni-bhava of the soul and its consciousness.

1. S.B.p. 182.
T.B. A. p, 3: ““na guna gumnoh samanakilinam
janma; kintu dravyam nirgunameva prathmamut-
padyate nascat tatsamaveta guna utpadyante.”

9 S.B. pp. 264, 265.
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They cite the Vedas in testimony to the atomic nature
of the infinite number of souls each of which possesses
the guna or attribute of consciousness which is
pervasive both within the body where the soul dwells
and without. To them both the object and the idea of
the object are within the sphere of consciousness of
each of the souls. Thus the rift of dualism between
mind and matter appears bridged; but Sivajiana Yogi
cannot put up with the view that the guna or
attribute of an object is more pervasive than the gunin
He merely derides the Pancaratras for their lamentable
iguorance of the principle of guna-guni-bhava, which
says that the guna and its gunin are inseparable and
co-extensive. He states also that the soul in its
pettanilai (embodided state) assumes the character of
the siiksma Sarira (subtle body) which is of the size of
an atom and identifies itself with it. Hence it has
come to be referred to as atomic in form in the Vedas
and the Agamas. The atomic form is never its natural
and intrinsic character but only an acquired and
conventional one. The soul whose intrinsic nature is
. one of pervasiveness is able to envelop and penetrate
even distant objects in 1ts consciousness 1o get
cognition of them. It can never be of the size of an
atom limited and confined to a place. The Pafcaratras
advance the analogy of the lamp and its light to show
that conscinusness is more pervasive than the soul of
which it is a quality. Sivajhdna Yogi questions the
appropriateness of this analogy.  He says that light is
no quality of the lamp save a substance made up of
innumerable particles each of which may be considered
a lamp in its siksma (subtle; state. The objection of
Sivajnana Yogi is in consonance with science. The
Paficaratras fare ill for lack of an apt analogy.
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(vi) Critism of the Sankhya view of knowledge.

1The Sankhyas are of the view that the Purusa or
the self is a seer, who is inactiv and who has the
attributes of isolation and neutrality; it is only a
sentient being that can be a seer. Sivajidana Yogi is
therefore right when he says that the Sankhyas admit
that the Purusa possesses jiana-Sakti and kriya-Sakti.
Activity ig attributed by the Sankhyas to the body
when the Purusa is in proximity to it, standing as a
spectator without any volition on its part Sivajiana
Yogi argues that the Purusa is pervasive according to
the Sankhya$ and therefore is present everywhere as a
witness. Hence there is the contingency of the
simultaneous manifestation of activity in pots and like
things; but no such activity is observable in this
world of ours. Besides, the Sankhyas do not posit
any factor to prevent or control the manifestation of
activity. So he rightly concludes that-it is the Purusa
that possesses both the jndna and the kriya $aktis,
and that buddhi is useful as an instrument for the
illumination of the attributes of knowledge and activity
of the soul. -

Cognition is held by the Sankhyas to arise in the
buddhi with the Purusa in proximity to it as a witness.
*Sivajfidna Yogi criticises this view saying that the
buddhi, being an inert material substance. cannot know
a thing.  Again the Sankhya theory that there is a
reflection on the buddhi that makes the latter conscious

1. T.K.Karik 19: “ Tasmicca viparyasatsiddham
: Saksitvamasya purusasya
Kaivalyammadhyasthyam.”
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is also, according to the Yogi, not feasible. The eye
that cognizes an object through a mirror is said to see
the object. None would urge that the mirror cognizes
ot sees; even 0 the Purusa that is reflected in the
buddhi can have cognition, and never can the
buddhi be said to have -cognition. Further, as the
fragrance of a flower if passed on to another object
deprives the flower of its fragrance, so too if the
cognition of the Purusa (self) is transferred to the
buddhi, the Purusa becomes devoid of its qualities
of knowledge, and gets turned into inert matter
as it were. Moreover the Adhyasa Vada-the doctrine
of the possibility of the transference of the qualities
of one object to another—is condemned by all
religious thinkers. On these grounds Sivajiiina
Yogi disimsses the Sankhya theory of knowledge
as worthless. Even granting that it is possible for
the buddhi to get the character of knowing things,
the subject—object relation of knowledge stands in
need of soulution because the buddhi, according to the
Sankhyas, is non—pervasive. [f knowledge be a guna
or quality of the buddhi, it will inhere in the
buddhi and not extend beyond it to reach the
object which is evidently outside the subject. The
mechanism of knowledge stands as yet an insoulble
problem for the Sankhyas. The metaphors of
proximity aud reflection brought forward by the
Sankhyas advance wus wnot a whit towards
understanding the nature of knowledge.

(vii‘)' Criticism of the view of knowledge
of the Madhyamikas.

There are four chief schools of Buddhism -
(1) that of the Madhyamikas or Nihilists (2) that
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of the Yogacaras or Subjective Idealists, (3) that
of the Sautrantikas of Representaionists and (4) that
of the Vaibasikas or Presentationists. The Madhyamikas
support the act theory of iknowledge. They hold
the view that consciousness is a process and is
ksanika or momentary. Even the external world is
consiered by them to be momentary, Life is a
continuous flux-a becoming-as it were. In Enropean
philosophy we have M Bergsen advocating a similar
view. With Bergson, the world is governed by no
law and order; there is complete anarchy in the
world But the Madhyamikas believe in the law

of causation which has a permanent existence. It
is the pivot on which revolve the worlds of

thought and objects. They do not recognise as the
Naiyayikas do, the law of exterual causation for a
" thing cannot, in the very nature of the thing that

it i3, become another. They adopt the law of
transitive causation.. Causal relation is of the seed

growing into a tree. The duality between soul
and body is fully accepted. But the soul is no
more permanent than the body is. The soul and
the body are two aspects of existence with is a
continuous flow or a becoming. To deny the
existence of a permanent soul residing in the body
they put forward the argument that the soul is
neither the body, nor the senses, nor the objects
of the senses, nor even' a combination of them
all There is nothing outside them that ecan be
called a soul. The soul is a mere empty  sound.
It is only a void, and has no existence,

iSivajiana Yogi does not see any life irr the above
argument of the Madhyamikas. He appeals to their

1 8. B. pp. 236 and 237.
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good sense to reflect upon and infer the existence of the
soul from their very denials. There must be somebody
persisting to deny the existence of the soul. The theory
that there is no knower who can know a thing is as
foolish as the statement ‘ my mother is a barren lady.’
My mother can never be barren, so long as she has
given birth to myself. Motherhood and barrenness are
opposed to each other and cannot go together. Even
so if the knower does not exist. there cannot be any
knowing. If knowledge is a phenomenon, there mast
be a knower, Sivajidna Yogi has thus reasoned out
and shown the untenability of the positions of the
Madhyamikas who cannot be said to have any genuine
theory of knowledge. Even their so-called theory ef
knowledge, according to their tenets, should be
fleeting and momentary; and hence cannot be of value
for the purpose of speculation.

(viii) Criticism of the Views of Knowledge
of the Sautrantikas and the Vaibasikas.

The Sautrantikas and Vaibasikas admit the
existence of an extra-mental world. The Sautrantikas
deny, as Locke denies, that we can have immediate
knowledge of the ' extra-mental world. When we
perceive an object we have an idea or a presentation
which refers to an external thing. The idea is the
medium through which we can know an object. There
are no other ways of perceiving a thing. The Vaibasikas
are presentationists, and do not accept the view of the
Saatrantikas who are representationists. They say
that 1t is possible to have direct perception of an
object. Yet both the schools adopt the doctrine that
the outer objects are momentary. Since the absence
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of any one skandha does not give rise to a being that
can be said to be aware of things, they urge that the
soul is an aggregate of the skandhas.

Sivajiana Yogi argues that the skandhas are
products of the inert primordial matter called maya
and therefore cannot singly or even as an aggregate
constitute the atman or the soul. Knowledge according
to these two schools of thought will be a process or
function of the aggregate of the skandhas which are
material things. The Vaibasikas with their dualistic
metaphysics of soul and matter look upon knowledge
as a direct awareness of objects which are external to
consciousness. The Sautrantikas on the other hand
raise a gcreen between soul and matter by interpesing
between them ideas as the media through which objects
are seen. Neither the Vaibasikas nor the Sautraintikas
can be said to possess a theory of knowledge where the
duality of mind and matter is successfully got over.

(ix) Ciriticism of the Lokayata view of
knowledge.

The Lokayatas contend that the soul is no other
than the body and that knowledge is a particular kind
of bodily activity. When the four elements Earth
Water, Fire, and Air which are all inert and material
combine to form the body, intelligence is produced
just as the red colour is formed when betel, arecanut,
and lime are made to combine together. Since
knowledge is not found anywhere else than in the body,
it must be a function of the body. Furthmore in
daily life too we use such expression as [ have grown’,

1. S B. pp. 247 and 248.
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‘I have become lean’, ¢Iam a man’ etc. Do not
these facts show that the body is the soul, and that
knowledge is a bodily behaviour?

1Sivajfiana Yogi refuses to see any sense in the
above argument of the Lokayatas and tries to prove
that the body is no soul by drawing instances from
practical life itself. He invites us to think of the very
frequent usage which we are wont to make when we
express statement such as ‘my body’. Does not this
presuppose that there is a something existing
other than the body which we refer to as¢I’ and
to which the body belongs? Sivajiana Yogi tries
to explain the meanings of the expressions ‘I have
grown’ etc. by reference to the apparent identity
subsisting between the soul in its empirical state
and the body, The ‘I’ actually refers to the atman
(scul), but is transferred by convention to the
body on account of the souls acquiring identity
with the body brought about by its association
with anava (root—evil). Sivajidna Yogi further states
that the soul can never be the body since we do not
use such expressions as ‘I am the body’, ‘I am the
hands’, ‘I am the legs’ ete.

The argument advanced by the Lokayatas to
establish the doctrine that the body is the soul is
commonplace and smacks of puerile imagination.
Common expression current in daily speech and writing
have no thought behind them, and are not worthy of
scientific and philosophlc basis. Sivajidna Yogi has
merely adopted the ustralagudanyay-literally, ‘the
illustralon of the camel and the stick’ equivalent to

1. 8. B.p. 2.
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‘hoist with his own petard’-in using similar argument
to refute the position of the Lokayatas. These latter
along with their counterparts in the West — the
American behaviourists — are pure objectivists. Their
view of life is mechanical. They do not believe in
psychic processes as intrinsically different from the
physical. The psychic process to them is a phase of the
physical. Their theory of knowledge is one—sided and
has all the faults of objectivism. Their chief mistake
lies in their failure to understand that behaviour
cannot by itself explain knowledge, but does
presuppose knowledge to be understood. It is true
that they are able to escape the dualism of mind
and matter. But the escape is made at a tremendous
loss-that of the mind, the thinker.

(x) Criticism of the Views of Knowledge of the
Indriya Atma Vadins
Stiksma Deha Atma Vadins and Prana Atma Vadins.

'The Indriya Atma Vadins support the act
theory as knowledge. According to them the senses
constitute the soul and knowlege is an activity
of the senses. The Saiva Siddhantin points  out
that since what one sense knows is not cognised
by the other senses, there must exist at the helm
of all' a soul which wuses these senses as mere
instruments to reveal objects for it to cognize.

The Siksma Deha Atma Vadins are of opinion
that the Stiksma Deha (subtle body) is identical with
the soul that is characterised by its act of cognition -
The Siddhantin raises an objection of  this view

1. S. B. pp. 239 and 244.
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that if knowledge were an activity of the Stksma
Deha which is responsible for the dream—state, then
there would be no reason for our having erroneous
knowledge of the objects of dream in the waking
state. The Prana Atma Vadins posit that knowledge
i1s an activity of the Pranas; for when the Pranas
fanction we usually have knowledge. When they
cease knowledge also ceases. So the natural conclusion
is the statement that the Pranas constitute the
soul. The objection that there is no consciousness
in dreamless sleep, even while the Pranas function,
is not sound ; because the Pranas to know a thing
require the senses as instruments. The latter are
inactive in dreamless sleep. Therefore the Pranas,
though they function, . cannot become aware of
objects in sleep. The Siddhantin shows that
knowledge cannot be accounted for by the Prana
Atma Vadin when he states that the Pranas are
found only in the body, and hence cannot extend
beyond to cognize objects,

(xi) Ciriticism of the Activity Theory of
Knowledge.

The act-theory of knowledge has many adherents
in European philosophy. With the Pragmatists,
knowledge is a response of a living mental being to its
environment. Bergson speaks of consciousness asa
ceaseless creative activity. Reid holds that knowledge
is an act of mind. Alexander appears to accept the
act theory of knowledge when he says °cognition’ is
not a separate kind of action from conat'on. Dr. Dawes
Hicks too speaks of the act of knowledge.
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The Saiva Siddhanta school of philosophy rejects
in toto the act theory of knowledge. Knowledge cannot
be an act since an act is as much an object of
kncwledge as anything else is. If knowledge were an
act it should affect the object on which it acts, and
also itself, for an act is aggressive. Experience tells
us that knowledge of a thing neither modifies nor in
any way affects the thing. Further, in knowing an
object we are not aware of any reaction or modification
in knowledge itself. So knowledge cannot be an act,
It is a quality, an intrinsic character of the soul which
manifests everything that is included in its sphere.

(xii) Criticism of the Relation Theory of Knowledge.

Recently there has sprung up a theory in the West
as to the natare of knowledge, that it is a relation of
certain entities. According to the ecritical realists,
knowledge of the extra—mental reality is a three-term
relation: the Mind, the Object, and the Datum or
Content or Essence. Dr. Moore, however reduces
cognition to the holding of a relation- between a sense
datum and a character. Russell in his < Qur Knowledge
of the External World’ abandons the act theory of
knowledge, and speaks of knowledge asa relation
between a knowing subject and an object known. With
the Neo-Realists, ‘the knowledge of an object is
simply a new and external, but temporary relation
into which the object has entered.” James is of opinon
that knowledge is a relation of two modes of the same
entity ‘ Pure Experience . One mode is * the knower
and the other ‘the object known.’

The relation theory of knowledge connot stand
criticism. Knowledge cannot be a relation; because a
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relation itself can become an object of know!edge; The
relation of subject and object enters into the dominion
- of knowledge and cannot be identical with knowledge.
Relations are properties of things, ‘and have no
independent existence of their own. The object as
related to the subject is said to hold the
visayavisayibhava sambandha (cbject-subject relation)
According to the Saiva Sidhanta when the object stands .
to the subject in the relation of visayavisayibhava,
knowledge which is the intrinsic quality of the subject
gets manifested. The Siddhantin does not accept the
view that knowledge is a sypthetic construction of the
mind, but adopts the manifestation theory of
knowledge. It is objected that a quality inheresin
and hangs on a thing and hence cannot extend beyond
the thing of which it is a quality. Tharefore knowledge
being an attribute of the subject cannot reach the
object. Saiva “iddhanta meets the objection by positing
pervasiveness to the attribute of consciousness of the
soul so as to include the object within its fold.

(xiii) Self-Subsistency Theory of Knowledge of
the Yogicaras.

1The Yogacaras are Niralambana Vadins holding
the view that consciousness is self-subsistent. They are
supporters of the theory of Vijhiana Vada (subjectivism).
They deny the real existence of all but Vijhiana
or conseiousness. The subject that cognizes and
the object cognized are only modes of the alaya
which is a flux or continuously changing stream of
consciousness. The alaya vijidna is the whole
containing within itself the knower and the
known. :

1. I P. Vol. I pp. 628.




Sivajiana Yogi seems to think ~when he
questions the character of alaya vijiiana as explaining
knowledge, that a permanent principle which does :
not - change is necessary to account for knowledge.
Since with the Yogacaras the self is a more
transitory state of consciousness, the permanence
and unity of experience cannot on this view be
. explained. Moreover, in treating the knower and
the object known as modes of consciousness, the
Yogacaras deny the objectivity of the external
world and fall into the errors of the subjective
idealists. Their theory regarding the nature of
knowledge as a self-subsistent entity = fails to
co—ordinate the factors of knowledge, and cannot
hence be accepted by any sensible modern
metaphyician.

(xiv) The Self-subsistency Theory of Knowledge of
the Advaita Vedantins.

The Advaita Vedantins of the school of Sankara
too believe in the self—subsistent theory of (absolute)
consciousness. For Sankara, Braman or Atman is of
the nature of reality, consciousness and bliss. It is the
only reality. Everything else is a mere appearance-
Sankara regards the world as an effect in the form of a
vivarta (transmigration of appearance) of Braman The
cause Braman herein undergoes no change in
producing the effect, the world. The material cause of
the world however is maya which is neither real nor
unreal but indefinable. Therefore, the world to Sanikara
is unreal, and is said to exist somehow. Its relation to
Braman too is indefinable, But a relation connects

.5 B. pp. 263,
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two distincts. However, Sankara holds the view that
the world is no other than Braman. With him
Brathan and the world are one; and they exist as
reality and appearance. Just as a shell appearsas
silver, or a mirage as water, or a rope as a snake,
all due to defective senses, Braman appears as the
world on account of the presence of avidya or
nescience in: us.

Sankara upholds the Adhyasa Vada according to
which the world of subjects and objects is super—-imposed
on Braman. The Adhy3sa or super-imposition is due
to the beginningless association of avidya (nescience)
with the self which is held to be the ultimate
consciousness as qualified by the internal organs.
Thus the world and the Self are ultimately spirit,
and the duality between mind and matter does
not exist. In the empirical usage however, the
duality persists. Therefore empirical knowledge is
held to be inadequate. and must bhe supplanted
by real knewledge when the knower. the object
known, and the means of cognition all vanish.
Sankara .is a metaphysical 1dealist; he escapes pure
subjectivism by positing the world not as a mental
construction of the individual self but as the
contents of the Divine Consciousness.

The Siddhantin accepts that the Advaitins are able
to get over the dualism between mind and matter but
fails to see how consciousness which isa quality can
exist without a substratc to inhere. Is consciousness
not a quality, it cannot be an activity as well for a
similar reason. An activity too requires a 'siibstrate.
Braman or consciousncss cannot be held to be a
substance by the Advaitin. Because it is silly to hold
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consciousness as such, so according to the Advaitin,
Brahman should be something other than the known
categories of the empirical world, such as substdhce,
quality and activity. It is only a void that is neither
a substance, nor a quality, nor an activity. Therefore
the Brahman or the absolute consciousness of the
Advaitin turns out to be a mere void amd therefore
unreal. Thus the self subsistency theory of knowledge
of the Advaitins cannot stand its ground against
criticism. In fact consciousness is the essential quality
of the atman (soul), and cannot stand apart from the
object of which it is an attribute.,

CHAPTER 4.

Forms of Knowledge

I. Svariipa Laksana and Tatastha Laksana

A thing. be it a subject or an object of knowledge,
may be known in one of two ways. One way is to
define it in terms of its svarilipa laksana or essential
nature, and thereby get to know it. The other way
is to distinguish it from the other objects by knowing
its tatastha laksna or accidental attributes. When a
person, who is unable to find out his friend’s house out
of a number of houses which he sees before him,
inquires another who stands by for the house, the
latter may state the svarfipa laksana or essential

“nature of the house, such as its form, location ete.,
and thereby make it possible for the former to identify
it. Instead a tatastha laksana, such as the fact of &
crow perching ou the top of the roof of the house of
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It must be noted that both the svariipa laksana
and tatastha laksana are useful for man to know an
object. !Whereas the svarfipa laksana of a thing
inheres in the thing 1tself and is not different from it,
the tatastha laksana may be an inseparable accidens,
but should explicitly belong to the thing of which it is
an attribute only for a time. The Saiva Siddhanta
epistemology deals both with the three entities:— Pati
(God), PaSu (Soul) and Pasa (fetter).

2. Classification of jianam or knowledge.

The word jhana (knowledge) has for the
Siddhantin four different senses. Primarily it means
the svariipa laksana or the essential quality of the
atman (soul). Very often it is meant to signify the
process or method of knowing. There are cases where
it stands for the product of thougt as well. Sometimes
it indicates a particular kind of worship, The exact
meaning of the word jiana used in treatises on the
Saiva Siddhanta can be determined only by reference
to context. In this section, the word jianu is treated
in the sense of a quality unless otherwise stated.

Now jhana or knowledge is of two kinds, namely,
(1) Anubbava (immediate experiential knowledge), and
(2) Smrti (memory). Anubhava gives rise to ayathartha
anubhava (immediate experiential knowledge which is
not valid), and yathartha anubhava (immediate
experiential knowledge which is valid), Smrti is also
divided into ayathartha smrti (falso memory), and
yathartha smrti (ture memory), Ayathartha anubhava
includes in its division only sam$aya (doubt) and

1. S. B, pp, 5, 335.
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viparyaya (error). Yathartha anubbava is of the form
of nirvikalpa jhdna (indeterminate knowledge), or

savikalpa  jhdna (determinate  knowledge) or
Sivanubhava jiana (immediate exp :riential knowledge
of Siva .

1. Anubhava or Immediate Experiential
Knowledge.

'In cognizing an object the atman (soul),
according to Saiva Siddhanta, imbibes the character
of the thing presented and then becomes aware of it.
The experience herein is direct and immediate, It is
presentative in character and is called anubhava. The
object cognised in anubhava may be a substance, a
quality, or an action. The subject that cognizes
should necessarily be the atman, and not God. Siva
cannot be said to have anubhava, since he does not
imbibe the character of the thing presented. Thus
Siva’s cognition is not anubhava, and is different from
that of the atman. Anubhava is a form of immediate
experience, and is original in chaiacter. It is not a
representative cognition: It is not a reproduction of
previous experience of subjects. It is not even a
sensation though all sensations can be included under
it; for the experience of anubhava it is not enough if
the subject that cognizes and the object cognized are
together, The atman must will to cognize. Then only
it can have anubhava.

1. S8.B,p321: “atuvatuvaynin raritalé anmavin
iyalpakalin.”
p 331: “atuvatuvay aluntininraritalé anubhavam
enappatumakalin.”’
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According to the Siddhantin, the atman is

pervasive, as also its essential quality of consciousness.
Therefore it would appear that the atman should have
anubhava jhana of an object whether it wishes to
cognize or not, For the object is pervaded by the
atman’s consciousness; but it must be noted that mere
inclusion of the object within the field of consciousness
is not sufficient for anubhava to take place. There can
be anubhava only if the object of cognition is
presented to the atman’s consciousness, It is left to the
iccha Sakti (wishing potency) of the &atman to
resent the object to the atman’s consciousness.
So if the @dtman is to have anubhava it is
essential that it should will to cognize. If willing
were not necessary, the atman would have
simultaneous cognition of all the objects of the
world, for these latter lie in its consciousness. But
it does not cognize everything together. So willing is
a necessary and essential condition for the Atman
to have anubhava jhana. Supposing the atman :wills
to have anubhava of all the objects of the world
together, let us examine whether it can succeed.
Evidently 1t canuot, because its field or sphere of
anubhava is limited by =the particular JDanendriya or
sense with which it attempts to cognize objects.

New the senses would seem to be nece;ssary
accessories for a person to have anubhava jfiana of an
object, a quality, or an activity Certainly they are
essential but not all cases of anubhava; for the soul
in its mukti-nilai (state of release) is, according to the
Saiva Siddhantin, devoid of all material accessories of
knowledge irncluding the senses, and yet can have
anubhava or direct experience of Siva. It might be



85

objected that it is impossible for the atman to cognize
without aecessories, and that hence it cannot have
anubhava or direct and immediate experience of Siva
who is above all relational knowledge. The objection is
not a serious one; for the atman in its state of release
trancends all relational knowledge, assumes the
character of Siva, and cognizes him. Thus it is said to
have anubhava or immediate experience of Siva. To
the soul an object cognized is the same experienced,
because anubhava goes hand in hand with cognition,
always and inevitably following it. The relation of the
cognition of the atman to its anubhava is ome of
avinabhav (invariable concomitance). There can be no
anubhava without cognition and vice versa. Pure
cognition as such has no objective reality to man. It is
a mere abstract conception useful only for metaphysieal
analysis. Siva only can have pure cognition. To the
Siddhanain knowledge in the form of anubhava is an
essential character of the soul. The act of expemencmg
is due to certain potencies inherent in the soul.

With the Naiyayikas too anubhava or direct
experience is a character of the soul, but is not
inherent in it, It is originated by the soul-sence—
object contact. In the absence of such contact
the soul has not the character of experiencing; it
then becomes inert as it were. The Naiyayikas
thereby commit the mistake of making the soul
an inert material substance. The Prabhakara School
of Mimamsa also falls into the same error when it
states that the soul exists as a mere ‘esse’ after
liberation, though it appears as the cognizer, and
has experience in every act of cognition in its
worldly existence. The Sankhyas hold the view
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that experience arises when the buddhi contacts
the objects with the Purusa (soul) as the on-looker.
Inasmuch as the Purusa is to the Sankhyas an
inactive seer, experience can neither be a quality,
nor an nct of the Purusa. It cannot be an intrinsic
quality or even an activity of the buddhi too. For
buddhi is to them an inert material substance
which acquires conscionsness by the reflection of
Purusa in it; further experience is no-where spoken
of as a substance. So the presumvtion is that it
should be an apperance, a non—entity with the
Sankhyas. Thus the problem of knowledge and
experience remain unexplaine and unsolved with
the Sankhyas.

According to the Advaitins, the selfis of the nature
ef experience. There is no difference botween the two.
If the self be different from experience, the Advaitin
questions whether the self alone is the light of
intelligence, or experience alone, or both together If
the first alternative be accepted, experience would be
reduced to the position of an inert light manifesting
the world of objects but not manifesting itself in the
same way as the sense of sight does. The latter - sense
of sight - generates experience other than itself while
experience cannot. Hence experience which itself
being unmanifest canot manifest the universe.
According to the second alternative, experience which
should itself be mainifest will have to illumine objects
in the same way as a candle light does. Experience
would then possess the characteristic of the light of
intelligence. and as such would be identical with
the self. Evidently the third alternative isinadmissible,
For the self and experience would then be independeng
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of each other; and the relation between them cannot
be known. So the Advaitin concludes that the self
and experierce are not different.

Saiva Siddhantin agrees with the Advaitin that
the self is non-different from experience, but not
in the sense of sameness as the Advaitin professes
to hold. With the Siddhantin, the relation of
guna-guni-bhava (attribute — substance relation)
holds between anubhava jhiana (immediate experiential
knowledge) and the self. :The guna inheres in
the guni, and is non—different from the guni.
Anubhava jhana (immediate experiential knowledge)
is an essential quality of the soul. It is
nor—defferent from the soul of which it is an
attribute. Even as the wood is non-different from
the trees that make it. or the  ocean from the
water in it, or the pot from the earth of which
it is an effect, or the wuniversal from the
particulars that are pervaded by it, so is the
gunin non—different frem 1its guna, Thus with
the Siddbantin, the soul and its experiential
knowledge are non-—different, but not identical-
Just as there is no wood without trees, no ocean without
water, no pot without earth, no universal without
particulars, so is there no guni without gunas,
Thu guni is inseparable from 1its gunas. Therefore
anubhava jhanam can have no existence, independent
of the atman of which it is an attribute. The
atman is no inert matter to which the quality
of anubhava jhiana adheres aud hangs on. If the
atman were inert, it should be known as something
apart from its chsracter of experiencing. It is
never known as such. Therefore it is not inert,
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The quality of anubhnva jhana is not extrinsic
to the atman. It is rather insrinsic, and consequently
not separable, though spoken of as a thing separate
for purposes of metayhysical analysis. The atma
cit—-Sakti (the cognitive potency of the soul) which
is of nature of anubhava jhana cannot, according
to Sivajhdna Yogi,- be an object of immediate
experience, for the self of which it is a cit-Sakti
or even for other selves. It cannot be a pramatr
(experient) even. It is only an instrument of
knowledge which the atman uses to have experiential
knowledge, It may be a species of jieya (object
known) like the object of true memory.

(1) Smrti or Memory.

'Smrti or memory is, according to Sivagra Yogi,
kuowledge born of previous experience. The object of
memory, as Alexander holds, is directly apprehended as
not only past, but belongs to a past in which the
experient contemplates himself as having been existent
and also as related to the object. Thus memory has, for
Sivagra Yogi a presentative character. In this error
arses from reading into the experience what is mors
than there. The images in memory are appearances of
things. In part they are veridical, and in part illusory
It would be very difficult to find out casses of memory
free from illusion, So Sivagra Yogi concludes that
memory is a kind of false perception. But Sivajiana
Yogi seems to think along with the Naiyayikas that it
is a representaive cognition of past experiences due to
the impressions produeed by thewm in the .internal

1. 8. 8. p. 330
2. 8. 8. A. p. 1.
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organs. In memory there is revival of old experiences
If the revival corresponds exactly to the previous
‘experience, and is not associated with any
extraneous matter due to imagination or fancy,
we have true memory. If foreign elements intrude.
there will be false momory. Even true memory.
for Sixajhana Yogi. cannot be a method of valid
knowledge. It can only be a constituent of a
method of valid knowledge. For it enters in the
form of a vyapti jiana (knowledge of universal
concommitance) between the major and middle
terms of a syllogism in syllogitic inference. Further
with the Siddhantins. a method of valid knowledge
should give some form of new knowledge, ‘and
there is nothing new in true memory. True memory,
the Siddhantin contends, cannot be a method of
valid knowledge.

However, it is urged by some thinkers that in
memory we know an object as that which is past and
that therein a knowledge of a new element, namely,
the ‘thatness’ or the ‘pastness’ of an object is given us.
Thus memory is, according to them. an independent
source of knowledge. A close scrutiny into, or analysis
of, the question will reveal to us that in memory we
have cognition of the same content with the same
qualities as in direct perception. The new element of
‘thatness’ or ‘pastness’ as qualifying the object of
memory is merely another name for the ‘thisness’ or
the ‘presentness’ of the past time. Thus in true
memory there is nc new rlement cognized, Therefore
the Siddhantin is right in regcarding true memory as a
form of valid knowledge. and not as a method
of valid knowledge.
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The Naiyayikas, on the other hand, deny validity
to all memory on the ground that it is not anubhava
(presentative knowledge)and the Prabhakaras do so on
the pretext that it is nct anubhiti (apprehension). The
object as remembered is, the Naiyayikas argue, different
from the presented object and therefore there cannot be
a correspondence between memory and its object. This
argument of the Naiyayikas is evidently wrong. For
there can be a true oorrespondence between the image
which is the object of memory and the real object of
which it is the image. 'According to the Prabaikaras,
memory cannot be valid as it stands in need of a
previous cognition. 1f the previous cognition is valid,
the Siddhantin sees no reason why memory which
depends on it shohld not be valid. There are some forms
of memory which, though real, are intrinsically false.
They are imagination and fancy. In them we select
certain elements of the physical world and reconstitute
them at our pleasure into new combinations. They
are aesthetically useful to man, though ealse There
1s one form of knowledge called pratyabhijia
(reconition) which can be classified neither under
anubhava nor under smrti. It is of the form of ‘This
is the same as that’ and involves elements of both
anubhava and smrti. The factor ‘this’ refers to an
object directly: given and the factor ¢that?®
belongs to tho realm of memory, Therefore
recognition will turn out to be valid or invalid
according as the factor ‘that, is a true or false
representation of the object of previeus experience.
It can at the most be a form of wvaild knowledge and

1. P. V. p. 24 ‘smrtistu paricchita
pirvabuddhyapeyksaiveti na
pramanam.’
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never a method of valid knowledge, as there is no new
element about it. Some persons contend that smrti
being a janya jiana (produced knowledge) of anubhava
is itself a form of anubhava. The contention is not
sound on the very face of it. For if anubhava is
direct, what is born of anubhava — that is - smrti will
be indirect. Hence smrti or memory cannot be brought
under the same class or category as anubhava. Besides,
smrti is genetically different from anubhava. For it is
a function of the buddhi (intellect) whereas anubhava
jiiana is an essential and intrinsic quality of the
atman.

(iii)) Dream Cognition.

Dream-cognition is a form of knowledge of the
type of mrmory or imagination. The impressions
formed in the internal organ manas (mind) by
objectives in waking ezperience get stimulated in sleep
and give rise to dream—cognition of the type of
memory ; unfulfilled desires subsisting as impulses in
the manas or mind complete themselves in dreams
produc(ng dream-cognitions of the type of imagination,
Dream—cognition is neither memory, nor imagination,
nor a species of either. For it is an experience of the
dream~world, whereas memory and imagination are
experience of the objective world. Further, the
dream-imageries appear to have a presentative, In
truth, the dream-imageries are as representative as
those of memory and imagination. Their apparent
presentative character is due to the effects of sleep.
In dreams there is no conscious control of the objects
of cognition by the atman But in the case of memory
the control is dedinite while it is not very prominent in
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imagination. Unlike as in memory where the manas
(mind) is concerned with the past and the distant
only, in dreams as well as in imagination, the manas
by virtue of its revelatory activity can discern into
the past, present and future, into the distant, and
into the near. If the experient’s grip of anava
(root-evil) is thinned off and thereby rendered
ineffective, dream-cognition will be true, however
remote in time (backwards ar forwards) or place the
objects of subjects of such cognitions will be untrue.
This explains why all dreams of some persons and some
dreams of many turn out true.

With the Siddhantin, the mind is no spirit as with
the Westerners. It is a product of asuddha maya
(impure primordial matter), and a very subtle
substance used by the atman (soul) as an accessory
to manifest objects for it to cognize. Its revelatory
function is arrested by anava (root evil) which comes
assoeiated with each atman from eternity. It is not a
tabula rasa, a passive thing. It is active and can,
under proper conditions, discern the past, present
and future. According to the Saiva Siddhanta, the
dream experiences are as real as the waking ones, and
are both due to karma (actions). Even as the sthiila
Sarira (gross body) is the abode of waking experiences,
the siksma Sarira (subtle body) of which manas or
mind is & constituent is the locus of dreams and yogic
experiences.

The Naiyayikas hold the view that dream ~
cognitions are intrinsically false; for they urge that
they are all memory cognitions which are untrue in
character, The Nyaya theory of dreams is defecturs as
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it has no explanations to give for the prediotive
and foreboding characters of some dreams at least.
The Prabhakaras and the Bhattas believe in the
gelf-validity of cognitions, and assert that dream-—

cognitions are wrong cognitions; for they are of opinion
that things are only remembered in dream-cognitions
and not directly perceived. but appear in consciousness
through the effects of s'eep as actually apprehended at

the time. The wrongeess of a dream—cognition is due
to its being essentially a memory cognition. where
invalidity is imposed upon from without The Advaita
Vedantins of the school of Sankara admit that
dream—oognitions are memory—cognitions; and memory
is, according to them, not right knowledge. For
it lacks the feature of novelty which is an
essential characteristic of valid knowledge. Thus
dream—cognition is not recognised as valid knowledge
by the Advaitins. Further. according to Sankara,
the empirical world can be logical, be established,
but not so the dream—world. For the objects of dream
do not conform to the tests of logical reality such
as the fulfilment of the conditions of place, time, cause
and non-contradiction. Sankara however agrees with
the Siddhantin when he admits that even dreams
excite joy and sorrow in accordance with one’s
good and evil. But what Sivajnina Yogi cannot
tolerate in the Advaitin’s view is the fact that
Advaitin compares the objective world with the dream
world; thereby implying that both the worlds are
illusory. To the Siddhantin who is a realist, dreams
are as real as waking experiences; but to the
Advaitin who 1is an idealist, the dream-world
is not real in the sense the waking one is.
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It may be of advantage to know the opinions of
some of the Western scholars on dreams. !“It hts
long been recognized,” writes Dr. Dawes Hicks, ‘that
at least a very large number of dreams originate in
consequence of actual perception on the part of the
individual. Wundt i3 of opinion that the majority of
dream—presentations are not pure hallucinations, but
in reality illusions, inasmuchk as they are engendered
by the slight sensory impressinns which are never
extinguished in sleep. Weygandt takes a similar
view. ?According to Freud dreams are a means by
which repressed wishes are fulfilled. *Tissie declares
that dreams are not purely psychic in their origin.
Bergson agrees in part at least wth Tissie when he
asserts that the dream is fabricated out of rea]
sensations. Thus these Western scholars seem to
agree more with the Siddhantin than with +he
Advaitin in considering dream experiences to be real
as they have their origin in previous perceptions. The
Advaitin cannot claim them on his side, because
they do not, as he does, bring in terms such as
‘less real’ and ‘more real’ in their explanations of
the dream-world and the objective-world  What 18
real is real, and there cannot be degrees of realities,
such as ‘less real’ and ‘more real’.

(iv) SamSaya or Doubt.

~ SamSaya or doubtful cognition is a form of
Ayathartha anubhava, and its essential nature as
such can be deterusned only when we consider ho
1. :C..R{ pp. 110 \
2. .D. U. pp 88,
3. C. H. pp 110.
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it 18 produced. Ap attempt is made in the following
pages to give a genesis of it and a evaluate it as
a form of knowledge.

When an object is presnted to the senses, at first
the atman or soul cognizes the mere being of the
object without any association of mnemic eiements,
such as its name, generic character, etec. This
cognition of the atman is non-discriminative, and is
called nirvikalpa jianam. Then certain characteristics
of the objects are observed, and with tha help of
ideational factors diverse sankalpas or conjectures of
the forms ‘this may be a pot’, ‘this may be a piece
of cloth’ arise in the manas or mind; for the observed
characteristics may belong both to a pot and to a piece
of cloth. These conjectures are followed by a searching
inpuiry into the nature of the object for any specific
character or characters by virtue of which the decision
may be made in favour of the pot or the piece of cloth.
The failure of the atman to discover such character or
characters gives rise to doubtful eognition. SamSaya
or doubtful cognition is, accsrding to the Siddhantin, a
cognition in which the atman (soul) cognizes certain
characteristics common to two or more objects, but is
unable to arrive at a definite conclusion in favour of
one or the other of the two or more objects for lack of
observation of specific characters. The state of doubt
of the atman brings in its train a definite cognition of
the object as such and such. The cognition herein is
either savikalpa ji@nam (determinate knowledge) or
viparyaya (error) according as the specific ideational
factors observed by virtue of which there is a definite
cognition dos or dos not belong to the objects cognised.
Thus according to the Siddhantin, samSaya or doubtful
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cognition stands' genetically midway  between
nirvikalpa jianam and savikalpa jnanam which are
both valid forms of knowledge. and therefore would
seem to.be itself valid. Again doubtful cognition is
also an antecedent phenomenon to viparyaya (error)
which is false perception. On this account it would
appear to be false. Sivajfidna Yogi howerver includes
doubtful cognition neither under valid knowledge
or under false perception, since it is not a definite
cognition at all. It it a cognition representing a
state of suspension of judgment—enduring for a period
in certain cases—before it passes on to either savikalpa
jidna or viparyaya.

‘But Sivagra Yogi seems to think that samSaya
(doubt) along with viparyaya (error) and smrti
(memory) are fal seperceptions. Evidently his attitude
is untenable; for sam$aya, as shown above, is neither
true nor false. Further he is of opinion that doubt
may asise, either from the cognition of a character
common to two objects present in the objet perceived
or from the cognition of a single character presenting
itself in two objects, Though he gives two sourcee of
doubt, he seems to hold the view that doubt is
only of one kind. For with him,.as with Sivajiana
Yogi. doubt arises from the cognition of common
qualities unattended by that of specific qualities.

The Naiyayikas agree with Sivajiana Yngi, and
not with Sivagra Yogi, in regarding doubtful cognition
as neither true nor false. ?According to Vatsyayana, the

B 1
2." N. 8. G. p. 45—Samanadharmadhigamatsamanadh—
armopaptterviSesamrtyapekso vimarga’

1
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Bhasyakara of the Nyaya Sttras, doubt is a wavering
judgment where characters common to many objects are
discerned but not specific characters belonging to
any one of them  !But the Vrttikara is of opinion that
doubt is a knowledge of the presence or absence of
contrary characters in one and the same object, 20n
the other hand, Kanada, the author of the VaiSesika
Stitras says that doubt arises from the perception of
properties common to many objects and the
remembrance of the specific properties of object along
with the non—perception of those properties in the
objects perceived. According to the Pauskara Agama,
doubt is a knowledge involving two alternatives arising
from cognition of properties common to two objects.
In view of the apparent conflicting opinions on doubt
as described above an analysis of doubtful cognition is
deemed to be usefnl to determine the right view.

In doubtful cognitions of the form ¢Is the object
seen a man or a log of wood?’ at first certain characters
such as form, length, etc. are observed. Then we recall
from memory such objects that have the particular
forms, lengths etc. sensed. Finding from memory or
previous experiential knowledge that a man and a log
of wood only possess those characters, we form a
sankalpa or conjecture that the object seen may be a
man or a log of wood Afterwards we appeal again to
memory and look for specific characters as belonging
to a man or a log of wood. If nosuch characters are
found, we arrive at the doubtful cognition that the
1. 1bd p. 43 —Tenaikadharmini virodhena bhava-

bhavaprakarakam jhanam samSayah’
2. P.B. Uip. Jo:- ‘Samanyapratyaksadv1Sesapratyaksa-
dviSesasmrtesca samSayah’.
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object seen is either a man or a log of wood. From the
foregoing analysis it would seem that Kanada view of
doubt is the right one. It does not necessarily mean
that the other views are wrong. For Vatsyayana too
means the same things as Kanida even though he
does not bring in an explicit reference to the factor

memory in his definition of doubt. When he says
that there is in doubtful cognition an absence
of cognition of specific characters, he really means that
specific characters as brought to the mind by memory
are not found in the objects sensed. Now the view

propounded in the Pauskara Agama needs explication;
for there is neither any reference to specific characters,
nor any mention made of smrti or memory. Yet the
view of doubt as given in it is not different from that
of Vatsyayana or Kanada. For according to tho
Agama. doubt is essentially a knowledge involving two
alternatives; and a knowledge of two alternatives
depends as well upon a cognition of the absence of
specific characters brought forth by memory. Thus
the Pauskara Agama has the right view of doubtful
cognition. The view of the Vrttikara of the Nyaya
Sttras however reduces doubtful cognition to one of
error. If two contrary properties, such as the
character of a man and that of a log of wood, are
discerned in the object presented, the object
apprehended is neither a man nor a log of wood, but
something other than either. But the character of a
man belongs to a man and to none else, while that of
a log of wood to a log of wood only. If both the
characters are cognized in the self same object, it is
one of error and not one of doubtful cognition. Annam
Bhatta too makes the same mistake as the V_rttikéra,

'
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when he says !that doubt is the knowledge of contrary
properties in one and the same object,

*According to Vatsyayana, doubt is of five kinds
arising either (1) from apprehension of properties
common to many objects in which the cognition of the
specific properties of any one object is lacking, as
in the case of the doubt whether the object seen is a
man or a post, or (2 from apprehension of properties
not common to any one of the objects, as in:the cognition
of sound having the character of being produced by
disjunction giving rise to the doubt whether sound is
a substance, a quality, or an action, or (3) from
conflicting opinions as when one system of philosophy
denies the existence of the soul, and another affirms it,
there is doubt as to -whether sound exists or not, or
(4) from irregularity of perception illustrated by the
doubt in the form of whether the water perceived in a
mirage really exists or not, or (9) from irregularity of
non-perception as is the doubt whether the water in the
roots and branches of trees though not perceived is
really existent or non-existent. But according to
Uddyotakara, the author of Nyaya Vartika, doubt is
of the first thiee kinds oniy. To the Siddhantin
however doubt is of the first kind only. 3The
Siddhantin has a supporter in the person of Sankara
Midra who in his commentary on the VaiSesika Siitras

1. I. P. B. p. 516 DvyalambasamSayobuddhih sama- .
nakiradarSanat :
T. S. A. p. 69 :Ekasmindharmini viruddhanana-
dharmavaiSistyajianam samSayah’
9. G.N.S. pp. 42-45,, G. N.S. pp. 53-56.
3. P. B. U. p. 76
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of Kanada opines that doubt is neither five-fold nor
three-fold but is of one kind only. An analysis of
Vatsyana’s five kinds of doubt, it is believed, will
justify the stand taken up by the Siddhantin.

The Saiva Siddhantin cannot consider Vatsyayanas
second kind of doubt as doubt at all. If the character
of being produced by disjuuction belongs only to sound
and not to a substance, a quality or- an action. there
cannot be a doubt as to whether sound is a substance,
or a quality, or an action ~ It is only a prepossessed
mind which believes in the totality of only three
entities, such as substance, quality, and action that is
capable of doubting whether the entity sound is one or
the other of the three entities Even here the cognition
of the presence of the common character entity which
it shares with the three entities along with that of the

absence of their specific characters contributes towards

the doubtful ccgnition. Thus Vatsydyana has no case
for his seeond kind of doubt. Again the dcubtful
cognition of the form whether the soul exists or not can
be shown to be the same as the first kind. For the
common -character entity belongs both to existents and
to non-existents which together exhaust the universe of
discourse; and the soul as an entity is to be classified
either under existents or under non-existents The

inability to. find in the soal any specific character,

either of existents or of non-existents, together with the
‘cognition that the soul shares in the character of an
entity with the existents as well as with the
non-existents is responsible for the doubtful cognition
in question. Thus the third kind of doubt of
Vatsyiyana is nothing different from the first. A
similar argument can be adduced as regards the

|
i
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fourth and fifth kinds of doubt of Vatsyiyana.
Hence it' may be safely coneluded that the Siddhantin
is correct when he speaks of one kind of doubt

only.

1The Sankhyas too exclude doubtful cognition
from valid knowledge on the ground that it is an
anié ita riipatva jiidna (uncertain knowledge). 2 With
the Jains, doubtful cognition is neither true nor false,
sine it is partly expressed and partly unexpressed. The
Vidistadvaitins on the other hand appear to make the
same mistake as Annam Bhatta and the Vrttikara of
the Nyaya Sitras when they speak of doubt ‘as the
apperception ef mutually contradictory attributes in a
thing (dharmi) to be apprehended’. Kumarila Bhatta,
the founder of the Bhatta School of Mimamsa, includes
doubtful cognition under non-authoritative cognition,
though he admits that it is a positive entity due to
defection in its cause of production. With him however
doubtful cogunition is valid as cognition; for when we
doubt as to whether a long object seen to be lying at a
distance 'is a man or a log of wood there is the
apprehension ef length together with the remembrances
of two objects which are both long. According to
Kumairila, validity is an inherent property of
knowledge. It does not matter whether there is
or is not coherency with other knowledges. Not
only doubtful cognition but also erroneous cognition
as cognition is valid to him. The Siddhantin however
rejects the view of Kumarila that doubtful cognition

1. S.P.B.p.-46 “SamSayavyavartaniva
tvavadharanamiti’’
T. K..p. 10
> GER p i
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is valid as eogaition For it being not a definite and
positive  knowledge cannot be tested éither by
coherence or by correspondence. ;

Doubt as a method of arriving at truth has long
been recognised in the Indian schools of philosophy;
and Saiva Siddhanta is a system of philosophy built on
methodic doubt. Such judgments as are believed to be
true are methodically doubted to see if they stand the
test of critical reflection. Yet it is regretted that the
Saiva Siddhinta School of Philosophy is defective
as every other Indian school of philosophy is in
this respect that all spontaneous convictions such as
‘two and two are four’ are not put to the test. The
utiliy of this method of methodic doubt has been
questioned. There is a tendency among modern
writers on Indian Philosophy to drop off the method
altogether frow philosophical inquiries. In the west
this ‘'method was introduced by Rene Descartes and
is no longer adopted. :

(v) Viparyaya or Erroneous Knowledge.

*Viparyaya or erroneous knowledge is according
to Sivajnana Yogi the Jhana—sakti (cognitive potiency)
of the atman or the soul which gets deluded and cognizes
one object as another similar to the object cognised.
Sivajhana Yogi seems to distinguish between two ;kinds
of error, namely the perceptual error or illusion and the
error of conceptien. As an instance of perceptuel error,
he cites the case where a rope is appaehended as a snake.

IS8 'S. p- 8 “Atanas atanstoppumaiyutaiya
viraporulaka mayanki niccayikkumfinacakti
tirivenappatum’. ;
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'According to him the perceptual error made in this
cognition, or rather misappiehension, is due to a faulty
eye The example given for erroneous cenception is the
judgment that the body is the soul. ?The error herein
he says, is the work of the anavamala (root-evil) which
is in conjunction with the atman (soul) from eternity,
No matter whether it is illusion or error of conception
the posit'on of Sivajiidna Yogi is that error is hased, as
Vacaspati miSra thinks, on soine veri-similitude between
the object and its false appearance. When in darkness
a person mistakes a rope for a snake and exclaims
‘It lies’ the content of ‘it’ is the rope while the sensation
is that of the snake. The rope is the percept and the
snake is a mere idea. In wvalid peeception a rope is
the cause of the sensation of a rope and not that of a
snake; but in the illusion in question what causes the
sensation of a snake is not the normal cause of the
sensation. Sivajidna Yogi urges that it is due to
defective sense of sight that the rope is apprehended
as a snake. The darkness intervening between the eye
and the object of perception obscuree the eye, and only
certain characteristies, such as bent form, length. etc.,
which are common only to a rope and a snake strike
the mind of the percipient who at first doubts as to
whether the object presented is a rope or a snake.

1. S B.p. 266 ‘Kayirrai aravenakkannm piraati
kanninkan yatanumoru kurramilvali
nikalamaiyin.

9. Ibid p., 866 ‘Tckemé anmavenam rotakkattup
pirantifiafam anmavinkan orukurr-
amilvali nikalamaiyan akkurram-
akiya cakacamalam pirantiianattin
verayuntenpatuperapyatum.’
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Then the percipient sees, on account of defective
eyes, eertain specific characteristics of a snake, such as
motion, etc., in the object sensed, and has a positive
and certain but false knowledge that the object
perceived-is a snake, Here the snake is only an idea,
and is subjective in its origin: yet it is not a mental
construction. It is in fact non-mental, and is due to
the selection by the mind of appropriate perspectives
of the real world. It is true that there is no snake
presented to the eye for perception. Yet the snake
apprehended is as much real and valid as the rope
presented. What is non-valid in this apprehension is
the apperception of the rope as the snake. For a
similar reason it may be urged that the mirage
presented to the eye as water in the Palai Nilam
(desert tract) due to the mingling of the rays of the
sun with the heat rays radiated from the surface of
. the earth is as real as is the water apprehended.
' The invalidity consists in the mistaken apprehension
of the mirage as water.

It is now proposed to examine the view how
similarity can be the basis for the formation of the
erroneous conception that the body is the soul. The
body is jada or inert while the soul is cit or intelligént.
There cannot be any community of character between
the two-the inert and the intelligent. Therefore - it
would seem that there is no possibility of existence for .
the judgment that the ‘hbody is the soul. But Saiva
Siddbanta does admit, as the materialist and the
-behaviourist do, the existence of such judgments. With

1. 8. B. pp. 341 and 304 - ‘péyttiral nirenakkantan—

~ mattirajy€ poyynvatanripp sytt3r poyyanrenpatu
kankiitakavariyappatum’.
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the Siddhantin however it is.an erroneous . conception,
though the other two schools of thought mentioned
. above consider it a.true one. The Siddhantin traces
the error.to the presence in the atman-(soul). in union
with it from eternity, of.anava (root-evil) which
clouds the soul and makes it jada-like Thus there is
similarity between the body and the soul in its
malafettered condition According to the Saiva Siddhanta
system, both the cognitions-that of the body, and that
.of the soul-are equally valid; but the . cognition of the
. body as the soul is false. -

The existential judgment ‘The soul- does not exist’
presents a difficulty tuo be explained in the light - of
Sivajnana Yogi’s definition of errer; for' herein there
are no two things which are similar to- each other to -

- mistake the one for the other. However, it is not ‘a

difficulty which is insurmountable. It can be got over
_thus; the soul as an existent shares with the non-existent
the common character of entity: which are both
objects of knowledge. It is this common character
between the existent and the non-existent that first
begets the doubt whether the object-the soul-is an
:eXIStent or a non-existent. Then on account of the
delusive nature of anava (root-evil) that isin conjunction
with : the soul as if it were a covering to it the
specific characteristics of the non-existent such as the
absence of qualities and activities, are discerned in the
soul giving rise to the erroneous judgment ‘The soul
does not exist’. .

 The error made when one perceives the earth as a
flat body is an error of perception. and not a coneeptual
“error. Here a curved surface is mistaken for a plane
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surface. Now curved and plane surfaces have the
common character ‘surface’ which av first produces the
doubt whether the surface of the earth is curved eor
plane. Then certain special features of the plane
surface, such as flatness, etc, are perceived by the
faulty eye to belong to the earth. Heace there is the
mistaken perception that the earth iz flat.

The error lurkinig in the comparative judgment
‘The sun is smaller than the earth’ needs explication.
- Here a size bigger than the earth is perceived as one
smaller than the earth. These two characters have
between them the common element size’ which at
first produces in the mind of the percipient the doubt
in the form of whether the object perceived-the
sun—is characterised by a size smaller than the earth
or by one bigger than the earth. The defeetive
eye which is unable to get over the iilusion of -
distance decides in favour of the first alternative;
and thus there is an error of perception.

The Saiva Siddbantin’s conception of the causes of
erroneous judgments is of course a metaphysical one.
It is not wunyhow opposed to scientific conception;
for science is concerned with immediate causes of error,
whereas metaphysics deals with ultimate and final
causes. Again it is to be mnoted that SivajAdana
Yogi identifies both valid and erroneous knowledge
with the jfidna-Sakti (cognitive potency). of the
atman (soul). According to the Siddhanta, knowledge
whether valid or invalid, is an accidental attribute
of the atman. But true knowledge is the svariipa
laksana or essential attribute of the atman (soul)
and there is an unimpeded manifestation of it
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when the atman is in its ‘mukti-nilai (State of
release). However valid knowledge of the three
entities—Pati, PaSu -and PasSa-is important for
the Siddhantin, as it is the only one that can
lead him to True knowledge.

(vi) Nirvikalpa and Savikalpa Jfainrms.

Yathartha anubhava, according to Saiva Siddhanta,
1s due to the there kinds of knowledge, namely;
(1) the nirvikalpa jfiana (indeterminate knowledge).
(2) the savikalpa jiidna (determinate knowledge). and
(3) Sivanubhava jhana (direct cxperiential knowledge
of Siva). An attempt is made in this section to
present the Siddhantin’s conception of the first
two forms of knowledge, and to criticize the views
on them of some of the other schools of I[ndian
thought.

It is a well-known fact that when an object is
presented to the senses, at firse the special characteristics
of the object do not strike the mind of ‘the percipient.
There is a general awareness of the being of the object.
Tne apprehension is pure and simple, and is called
nirvikalpa jiana which is an indeterminate form of
knowledge. Here the object of perception is not
known as a specific individual possessing a name;
it is not explicitly cognized as belonging to a class
even; its quality and activity also are not discerned.
The nirvikalpa knowledge of an object = cannot
be expressed in judgments of the form of
substantive—adjective relation. 'For in nirvikalpa

1. S. S. S stanza 3 p. 8 - Porulinunmaimattrattin

vintalilla varivakum vikarpamillakkatciye

8. 8. S. p. 163-Etiré tonruator vitayattir potu-

vakaiyayihtorporulenru aritalikiya niruvi-
karpakkatci murpata nikalumanre.
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jidnam we have knowledge which exhibits or
manifests the mere ‘esse’ of an object, and not
as related to another object, or quality, or activity.
It is the first step in the conceptual cognition of
a thing, and always precedes even doubtful cognition;
according to Saiva Siddhanta, the jivanmukta’s
knowledge of objects of the type of nirvikalpa
jiidna.

'[n savikalpa jhana (determinate knowledge), on
-the other hand, the object of perception appears with
its name, class to which it belongs, its quality and
its activity. The name is a distinguishing mark, and
presupposes, on the part of the experient, a knowledge
of other things which are different from it. Again the
object apprehended in this type of knowledge is not
merely ao individual but an individual belonging to a
class. This too involves a knowledge of things having
common qualities. Hence it is evident savikalpa
jhana is not simple and pure. Since what is
immediately apprehended in nirvikalpa jfana is a
mere individual and not as one belonging to a class,
some thing else - an other - must enter into
consciousness to make the object of perception as
belonging to a class.  This ‘other’ 1s memory. Thus
the validity of savikalpa jhana or determinate
knowledge depends on that of memory. The Saiva
Siddhantin recognises true memory only and not false
memory as a constituent of savikalpa jfidna, and holds
the view that both nirvikalpa jfiana and savikalpa
jiana are equally valid.

1. S. 8. S. stanza 3 p. 8- ¢ Peyarcati kunamekanmam
porulenavain tuncavikarpa vunarvinukku °.
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1The Méyivédin however holds the view that
nirvikalpa j ]nana is the knowledge of Pure Being; and
as such it is vaild. But savikalpa jhana, he says,
gives us a knowledge of distinctions of objects. And
the view that the world is composed of a plurality of

objects is opposed to scriptural evidence. HEven
perception does not sanction plurality. For in the
judgment. ‘This is different from that ’ even those who
regard savikalpa jiana as a valid form of knowledge
will have to admit that the apprehension of difference
does follow that of non-difference. Further, they will

have to accept non-difference as true. If they do,
difference being the contradictory of nou-difference
cannot be true. Thus the world of difierence is, the
Maya Vadin argues, a mere appearance, due to illusion
on tne part of the experient. Now savikalpa jhana
(determinate knowledge) being a knowledge of
appearance is, according to the Maya Vadin not valid.
Farther, inference as well cannot, the Maya Vadin
urges, give us a world of difference. For it lnvolves an

element of perception in the form of a vyapti jhana
(knowledge of universal concomitance) where difference
subsists, and perception does not give us such a jiana.
So the Maya Vadin concludes that savikalpa jhana
cannot be proved to be valid by any known method of
knowledge. Even if we accept the existence of a
world of differences, what relation holds, the Maya
vadin question, betweea the object known and
the knowledge derived from it? Is it one of
tadatmy (identity) or one of karana karya
bhiva (relation of cause and effect), or saiyoga
(conjunction) or samavaya (inherence) or something

1. S B. pp. 180 — 133
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other than -these? If tadatmya were the relation
subsisting between the knowledge of a- pot and the pot
itself, then the pot should have its existence in the
mind of the knower as is the knowledge of the
pot. But it is a fact accepted by all that thc pot
has an objective existence as apart from the knowledge
of the pot which is subjective. So tadatmya cannot be -
the relation between a pot and the knowledge of it
The relation cannot be one of cause and effcet too.
For the cause and effect are inseparably connected
with each other so that the one cannot exist without
the other. In the dream-worid we have a kaowledge of
a pot, without a corresponding objective - a pot in it.
The relation cannot evidently be one of saiyoga or
samavaya even. Ifit is urged that the relation is
unique of its kind and is merely the relation between
the object known and knowledge ifself, it is pointed out
that the object of cognition cannot be specifically
known, and that no relation can exist between the
psychic element ‘knowledge of a pot’ and the physical
object ‘the pot’. Moreover the world of difference is
never manifested by valid knowledge. Further, the
objective world is unreal, and its cause Maya is
indescribable. Thus savikalpa jhana being essentially
a knowledge of appearances is, according to the
Maya Vadin, not valid.

Sivejfidna Yogi, in criticising the Maya Vadin,
throws his gauntlst to the Advaitins as well when he
affirms that the world with all its differences is real.
Perception itself, he says, gives us the world of
differences. The cognition of a rope as a snake is
contradicted by faultless apprehension which is
perception itself. The world does not become something



111

rlse in faultless apprehension or perception. Further,
what is seen to be true in the present is true for all time.
Though difference may not directly be seen in
nirvikalpa jfidna, yet the seed of difference is present
over there. What is implicit in nirvikalpa jhdna
becomes explicit in savikalpa. The name, class ete.
with which savikalpa jhdna is associated exist in
nirvikalpa too in a siiksma (subtle) state. For on
the direct perception of an object ‘though we are
unable to cognize the existence of difference in
nirvikalpa jidna by the positive method, yet after the
doubt arising in the form of whether the object
apprehended is a man or a log of wood, it is a fact that
we arrive at the cegnition that it is a log of wood
and not a man by the method of negation. Thus
difference is perceptible in the form of non-man in
nirvi:alpa jhana  Further in error a rops may
appear as a snake to one person at one time, and
as a garland to the same person at another time, or to
a different person at the same time. On the other
hand the pot remains a pot in faultless apprehension
to all persons at all times. Thus the world of
difference consisting of pots etc., is real, and is not
the product of illusion. Besides, the rope shares
with the snake certain common characteristics. The
apprehension of these eommon qualities and the
non—apprehension of the specific qualities of the
rope are, among other factors. together responsible
for the mistaking of the rope for a snake; but
there are on common characteristics between the
pot which is inert and Brahman which is Cit
(intelligent). So it is urthinkable, as it were, to
imagine that one can commit the error of apprehending
Brahman as a pot. Since nirvikalpa jhdana is the
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cause of savikalpa jiiina, difference which persists
in the latter must be contained in the former though
in an implicit way. Again, unless one has a cognition
of difference, he cannot have one of non—difference.
Thus perception of non—difference is dependent
upon that of difference.

Neither the Advaitin nor the Maya Vadin can
contend that the apprehension of non-difference alone
is valid, simply because it occurs first. Now the
perception of difference in the form of ‘ The piece of
cloth is different from the pot’ persists for all time,
whereas the apprehension of non-difference in the form
of ‘the piece of cloth is non-different from the pot’ is
liable to be sublated in the future; and that which
persists for all time belongs to the realm of true
knowledge. Thus perception tells us that the world of
difference is real. Even anumana (inference) which
the Advaitin makes use of to prove that the world is
non-different from Brahman cannot be of any avail to
him. For Sivajidna Yogi presses the view that
anumana, in the hands of the Advaitin, who is
desirous of fetching a piece of cloth, will make it
possible»for him to return with the pot instead. It is
- regretted that Sivajhiana Yogi seems to presume that

the Advaitin will reason as follows, and that the
reason 1s valid.

The pot is non-different from Brahman

The piece of cloth is non different from Brahman
o> The piece of cloth is the pot.

The same reasoning when put in the syllogistic
form is as follows :—
The pot is that which is non different from
Brahman.
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The piece of cloth is that which is non-different
from Brahman.
o% The piece of cloth is the pot.
The above syllogism, when expressed symbolically,
will bo of the following form :—

2t A LM
S A M
o 218 ORGP

Sivajhana Yogi seems to be apparently unaware
of the fallacy of undistributed middle lurking in the
above reasoning. In fact the Advaitin is sensible
enough not to commit this fallacy though he regards
the phenomenal world of difference as unreal. Yet
Sivajhina Yogi agrees with the modern trend of
European speculation and appears to score a point
over the Advaitin regarding the empirical world
as real and Savikalpa jiana which recognises the world
of difference as a valid form of knowledge.

It must be noted that the Siddhantin posits that
the relation between an object and the knowledge of it
is unique of its kind, and sees no reason why it cannet
be so. If no relation holds between an ohject and
the knowledge of it, Sivajhana Yogi contends that
the Advaitin’s cognition of the world as illusory will
have no object of which it is a knowledge. Therefore
the cognition that the world is illusory will be non-valid.
Thus the Advaitlns will be reduced quite unwittingly
to the position of regarding the world as non-illusory.
In truth the world is real; and the knowledge of
the world as real is due to Savikalpa jhana which is,
according to the Siddhantin, a valid form of knowledge.
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Sivajhana Yogi does not seem to notize the flaw in the
above argument of him. [f there is no object related
to cognition of which there is a cognition, one can
predicate neither illusoriness nor non-illusoriness of
the object. So Sivajfidna Yogi's presumption that the
Advaitin will be forced to accept the non-illusoriness
of the world on the above grounds is unwarranted.

According to the Buddhists, nirvikalpa jfiana is
the only form of valid perception. ![t is pure sense
perception of svalaksans (particulars) shorn of all its
munemic or ideational elements. Strictly speaking it is
not sense—perception even. Rather it is pure sensation.
Ordinarily when we sense an object, at first we are only
aware of the object as a bare ‘that’ and nothing more.
Then there is productive imagination and we construct
its image. associate it with a name, bring it under a
class, and attribute to it certain qualities, activities,
and relations. The first phase of perception when the
object is merely sensed without associating it with a
class, quality, activity. or relation is called nirvikalpa
jiana which is an unverbalised form of experience.
In the second phase however the mind of the experient
is active, and invests the object with a class concept.
qualities, activities and relations. Herein the perception

1. V.L. vol. 1 p. 149.
T.B. p. 7 ‘Tarta pratyaksam kalpanapodhama-
bhrantam’
P.8.p. 8 ‘Pratyaksam kalpanapodham namajatya-
dyasamyutam’
ibid p. 6 ‘Svalaksanavisayakam pratyaksamev’

N.B. p. 11 ‘Tatra kalpanapodhamabhrantam
pratyaksam’
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is said to be savikalpa jiana which ia a verbaiised
from of experience. Thus, according to the Buddhists,
nirvikalpa jidna being the knowledge of an object as
a mere particular is valid, though it is indeterminate
and non-conceptual in form. But saviklpa jhana
being cssentially a product of mental construction of
the experient is false though it is a determinate and
cenceptual form of knowledge.

The Siddhantin agrees with the Buddhists in his
conception of nirvikalpa jiana as a valid form of
kaowledge, but cannot as a realist bring himself in line
with them in considering savikalpa jidna as false on
the ground that it is a conceptual form of knowledge.
The attitude of the Buddhists with regard to savikalpa
jfidna is untenable, and can be easily refuted thus
the Buddhists have a conception of nirvikalya jhana
as distinct from savikalpa jhdnam. No Buddhists will
deny the truth of the above statement. Now this
conception ‘of nirvikalpa jhana must necessarily be
false; for it is a conceptual form of knowledge; and all
conceptual forms of knowledge are according lto them
false. Then the Buddhists will have to either revise
their conception of nirvikalpa jidna, or abandon the
position that coneeptual forms of knowledge are false.
They canuot do the former. For however much they
revise, they cannot succeed in getting at a true
conception of nirvikalpa jhdna, since all conceptual
forms of knowledge are, according to them, false. If
they want to have a true conception of nirvikalpa
jiana, they will be forced, much against. their wish, to
accept the validity of conceptual knewledge or savikalpa
jidna. If on the other hand the Buddhists elect to
hold the view that nirvikalpa jhana is equally false
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as savikalpa jfidna, no knowledge will be possible;
and Buddhism will become a species of scepticism.
Buddhism is no scepticism not even a form of it.
The Buddhists accept nirvikalpa jhdana as a valid
form of knowledge. On account of reasons stated
above, the Buddhists for sheer counsistency will have
to aecept the view of the Siddhantin that savikalpa
jhana too is a valid form of knowledge.

1According to the Vidistadvaita Vedanta of
Ramanuja, there is no perception whicn does not involve
the riipa or form of the object perceived. Even the most
initial perception of an object reveals some form or
other which in its extension is no other than jati
(generic character). HKven if perception lasts only for
an instant, both the generic and specific characters of
an object ar> perceived together in the self-same
instant. ~ The perception may be either vague,
indcfinite, and only partially determined giving rise to
nirvikalpa jfiana or clear, definite and fully determined
producing savikalpa jidna. Ramanuja does not believe ,
as the Siddhantin does, in any absolutely indeterminate
form of knowledge. ? For he says, ¢Indeterminate
perception is the cognition of an object shorn of certain
forms of difference but not of all difference’. Thus
with the ViSistadvaitins, nirvikalpa and savikalpa
jhanas are respectively indeterminate and determinate
forms of knowledge in the sense that the objects of
perception are less definitely defined by form, colour,
etc. in the former and more definitely in the latter.

1. R.T.K. pps 1 and 12.

2. S.B R. Vol. 1 pps 6 and 27.
Nirvikalpakam nama kenacidvidesena
viyuktasya grahanam, na sarvavidesa-
rahitasya. :
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The Saiva Siddhantin has no reason to grumble
against the Vidistddvaitin when he says both
nirvikalpa and savikalpa jhanas are valid. The
problem for the Viistadvaitin, is the point at which
nirvikalpa jafina passes into savikalpa jfana. The
Saiva Siddhantin feels that it is an unnecessary
classification in the senses in which the Vidistadvaitin
uses the terms, and sees only an anxiety on the part
of the latter to introduce the term mnarvikalpa into his
system. The etymology of the words ‘nirvikalpa
jnana’ meaning ‘knowledge without discriminative
activities such as comparison, inference, ete.” must
preclude the Visistadvaitin from the use of the term,
For he does not believe in the possibility of such
knowledge which, according to bim, will reduce
sensation to an almost non-cognitive state, In reality
the Vigistadvaitin has no conception of nirvikalpa
jfidna, and it would be better that he owns it. He does
not do so, for $ruti has it; and he hes a great respect
for $ruti. The Saiva Siddhantin feels that the
Vidistadvaitin’s blind love for Sruti makes him give
an improper meaning to nirvikalpa jiiana (knowledge
without definiteness) which meaning too does not
properly fit in with his system.

It must be borne in mind that Ramanuja is not
the first to deny indeterminate knowledge in the sense
" in which it is used by the Siddhantin. For the
Sabdikas (grammarians) have asserted that there is no
such thing as nirvikalpa (unqualified - perception).
According to them, words and thoughts are
inseparable. ¢ There is no thought known to experience
which is without correspondence with the word; the

1. V.P.B.sutra 164 p. 49
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whole knowledge is as it were pierced and threaded
with words.” 1The Madhvites too agree with Ramanuja
in their denial of non-relational indeterminate forms
of knowledge. The Siddhantin feels that the Sibdikas,
along with the Vidistadvaitine and Madhvites, are
ignorant of the fact that relational knowledge
presupposes a knowledge of objects out of relations and
that nirvikalpa jhana is the knowledge of the mere
‘esse’ of an object without relating it to its generic
character, qualities and actions.

The Sankhyas, on the other hand, believe in the
validity of both nirvikalpa and savikalpa jfidnas.
?According to them, nirvikalpa jfiana is the knowledge
of an object only without relating it to any additional
element; and savikalpa jhana is clear perception
of the object with its name, genus, etc., brought about
by memory either by the awakening of the previous
impressions left in the inner organs or by the likeness
of the object apprehended to an object perceived
previously. The term ¢savikalpa’ indicates that
there is in savikalpa jfiina something more than in
nirvikalpa jiana. This extra element is not, as the
Yogacaras urge, a fanciful construction of the mind of
the experient. For, fancy is not governed by any law,
and differs with different individuals  But there
is in savikalpa jfidna a uniformity of apprehension of
the name genus, etc., of an object by various
cognisers. There is an objection that savikalpa jhiana
is not valid as it is associated with memory. 2The
Sankhyas admit the part played by memory in
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savikalpa jhdna, but raise the problem ‘how an
accompanying cause — a8 true memory is such - can
ever deprive a means of right cognition of its power;
for this is unconcerned in the perception and is unable
to veil the essence of the thing which bears the name ’.
Thus the attitude adopted by the Sinkhyas towards
nirvikalpa and savikalpa jianas completely tallies with
that of tne Saiva Siddhantins, and seems to be the
right one even from a common sense point of view

The Bhatta Mimamsakas too accept the validity of
nirvikalpa and savikalpa jidnas. !With the Bhattas
nirvikalpa jidna is a mere alocana or simple
apprehension Jike that of a new born babe. Neither
the class charactar nor the specific individuality of the
object is presented to the senses in it. What the
atman cognizes is the object itself wherein these two
subsist. But savikalpa jidna, according to the Bhattas,
is a conceptual form of knowledge in whioh there is a
perception of an object with its name, class character
and qualities. ~What is apprehended in nirvikalya
jhana is a vague and indistinct sort of something,
and the cognition thre is a confused knowledge
(sammugdha jiana). But the object apprehended in
savikalpa jhana isa definite thing with its own
specific characteristics. The Saiva Siddhantin fully

1. M.S.V.p. 168 —°asti hyalocana jhdnam pratha-
mem nirvikalpakambalamiikadivijiana=~
sadrsam suddhavastujam’.

Tbid p. 169 - * ViSesastu pratiyante savikalpaka-
buddhibhih.’

S. D. pp. 37-43.

M. N. p. 17.



120

endorses the view of the Bhattas regarding savikalpa
jhana. But he cannot agree- with them in their
conception that nirvikalpa jiina is a vague and
indistinct but confused knowledge. It is true that the
object apprehended by a new-born child is vague and
indistinct; but its cognition is savikalpa jfianas. for
the infant cognizes at least the form of the object
presentep along with the object. Thus the Bhattas are
reduced to the position of regarding nirvikalpa jhiana
as resembling a type of savikalpa jhana. The
Siddhantin feels that the Bhattas ara not serious in
their analogy. In their anxiety to give a practical
illustration they have drawn in the cognition of a
new-born child as an approximation to the form of
knowledge called nirvikalpa jhana.

The Prabhakars are of the view that nirvikalpa
jhana constitutes the cognition of both the generic
character and the specific individuality of the object
presented to the senses.  They also admit that what is
apprehended in nirvikalpa jidna is not an individual
as belonging to a definite class, For an object
can be apprehended as an individual or as one belonging
to a class, only in its relation to other objects, which
are however not presented to consciousness. So the
cognition remains as nirvikalpa or non-conceptual till -
some other objects also enter into consciousness. Even
though what is apprehended in nirvikalpa jAdna is an
individual belonging to a class, there is no full
comperehension of the object in it until other thingg
also enter into consciousness till which time the
cognition is called nirvikalpa jhana. With respect
to savikalpa jhana (conceptual) - knowledge) the
Prabhakars say that there is a definite and
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determinate cognition of the object with its generic
and specific characters. .With the Prabhakars as
with the Siddhantin nirvikalpa jiiana (non-conceptual
knowledge) is wvalid. But the Siddhantin denies that
the generic character and the specific individuality
of an object are both apprehended together in
non-conceptual knowledge. He howcver admits that
they are present over therc and yet not discerned-

Further he cannot conceive how -the Prabhakars
claim validity to savikalya jhana in accordance

with their views. On the one hand they admit the
presence in savikalpa jfiana of the element of memory
which is non-valid with them, and on the other hand
attribute validity to it of which memory is a

constituent. When the Siddhantin questions the validity
of savikalpa jhana on account of its association

with memory they reply that the element of memory
involved in savikalpa jhana actually appertains to
the other objects in relation to which the coneept is
formed but does not in fact belong to the object itself
about which there is a cognition, and that it does not
vitiate the validity of savikalpa jiana. The Siddhantin
is not satisfied with this seeming explanation
of the Prabhikars. He contends that so long
as savikalpa jhdna isa conceptual knowledge not
merely of the object presented but of the object in its
relation to other objects, the validity of savikalpa
jfiana is seriously endangered by the invalidity which
attaches itself to the knowledge of othcr objects brought
in by memory. Thus the Prabhakars do not seem to
be consistent in their views that memory is not valid
and that savidalpa jhana is valid.

The Nyaya- —VaiSesika schools of thought too are
in substantial agreement with the Prabhakars in their
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views of nirvikalpa and savikalpa jiianas. 'According
to them, nirvikalpa jidee is a cognition” of an object
and of its generic and speciflc properties without in
anyway relating by the substantive - adjeetive-relating
the properties to the object. Both the object and its
properties aae here apprehended as unrelated units.
But in savikalpa jhana there is cognition of the object
as related to its generic and specific qualities. It is
admitted by these two schools that memory it is that
relaties the name and class character to the object; And
memory is according to the Naiyayikas, not considered
as a valid form of knowledge as it is not presentative.
So savikalpa jfidua which involvos an element of
memory should be non-valid with the Naiyayikas who
however hold thec view that both nirvikalpa jfiana
and savikalpa jhidna are equally valid The
Saiva Siddhdntin feels that the Naiyayikas are
not in the right whea they posit non-validity
to memory and claim validity at the same time to
savikalpa jhana of whsch memory is an essential
constituent. But the Siddhantin has no cause to
demur with the VaiSesikas who claim validity to both
nirvikalpa jhdna and savikalpa jAdana. 2For Sankara
Misra in his Upaskara to the VaiSesika siitras includes
memory too under valid knowledge. In fact the
Siddhantin in this respect is of one mind with the
- VaiSesigas though he cannot agree with them in their

1. T.B. K. p27 - *Yojanahinam sambandhdnavagahi
- pirvikalpokam Yojanitmakam sam-
bandhavagahi Savikalpakam’.

N. T. K. pp 218 = 291.

2, P,B.U.p.198-Vidya caturvidha pratyagsala-
mgikasmrtyarsalaksana.
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contention that in nirvikalpa jidna we have a
knowledge of an object and of its properties without in
any way relating the latter to the former.

(vii) Sivinubhava Jiiana or Immediate Experiential
Knowledge of Siva.

The atman, according to the Siddhantin, makes use
of the products of maya, such as the indriyas (senses)
and the antahkaranas (internal sense organs) for the
cognition of objects in its petta-nilai (embodied state).
fn the mukti-nilai (released state) however it is bereft
of all bodies including the indriyas and the
antahkaranas; yet it can have direct experiential
knowledge of Siva. 'Just as a crystal in the proximity
of a flower acquires the nature of the flower, specially
its colour, so the dtman (soul), by virtue of its
svariipa laksans (essential nature) of imbibing the
character of the objeot of cognition, attains in the
cognition of Siva, His eight qualities such as
omniscience, omnipresence, etc. The manifestation of
these qualities in the dtman constitute what is called
¢«Sivananda’, and the atman is said to have Sivinanda
anubhava (experience of the bliss of Siva).

3Tn the mukti-nilai the dtman’s svariipa laksana
of non-relational or transcendental knowledge is
manifest, and its tatastha laksana (accidental

1. S.B. pp. 324 and 331 ;

S. A.p.T.
2. Ibid p. 338 -‘Anmavukku civattaic carntu cutti-

rantarivatakipa tanniyalpu vilan
kinavitattuc cuttiyarivatakiya
potuvipalpu vilakkaminri nirraian.
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attribute) of relational knowledge is pushed to the
background and is uamanifest, This is why the
Siddhantin holds the view that Siva who can be an
* object of direct experiential knowledge of the atman is
beyond the reach of vak (speech) and manas (mind)

1The Maya Vadin agrees with the Siddhantin that
Brahman or Siva is beyond the pale of description and
imagination, but differs with him when he denies that
Brahman can be an object of experiential knowledge of
the atman. According to Maya Vada, Brahman as
iimited by the different inner organs born of avidya
(nescience) gets divided into jhatr (knower) jhana
(knowlege) and jheya (object of knowledge) and
becomes known as such by sravana (hearing the
scripture), manana (reflection), and nididhasana
(contemplation). When avidya is replaced by vidya
(right - knowledge) the division of jhatr, jfiana and
jieya disappears; and Brahman docs not become a
jheya in the form of either sat (existent) or asat (non-
existent); it is pure jiana or consciousness not limited
by any adjuncts.

The Siddbantin questions the Maya Vadins as to
the nature of the pramana (instrumens of cognition) by
virtue of whieh Brahman’s essential nature is got at as
neither sat nor asat. If they deny that there is any
pramana at all fearing it would make Brahman a
prameya (an object of experiential knowledge) and a
jneya as well the Siddhantin points cut that one who
is familiar with the true nature of sat knows that gall
those things that are established by perception
inferenee, ete., together with §Ginya (void) which has n(;
pramana are really asat. Hence Brahman according

2. Ibid pp. 306 and 307,
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to the Mayavada has to be considered as asat. This
contradicts the $ruti reading that Brahman is sat, This
is why the Siddhantin postulates that Brahman who is
no other than Siva can be the object of experiential
knowledge of the dtman in its mukdti nilai.

1But the Naiyayikas accept the statement of the
Siddhantin that Siva or Brahman can be the content of
experiential knowledge of the atman (soul) but do not
countenance the view that He is beyond the realm of
vak (speech) and manas (mind). It is a fact, they say,
that Brahman is svayamprakasa (self - manifest). If
one is to coguize it in some other way, it has to be made
manifest by this new method, for there is no restrictive
rule that what is self-manifest needs no manifestation,
Further, when the atman does not contact the manas
(mind) knowledge does not arise. Therefore anything
outside the range of vak and manas can never be the
content of cognition. Thus the Naiyayikas contend
that Siva or Barhman can bc known by the atman only
when it is in conjuncteon with the antahkaranas, such
as manas etc. They object also that even if the tman
as deprived of its antahkaranas were to cognize Siva, it
could do so only as something extrinsic to Siva.

The Siddhantin replies that the atman has the
essential attribute of intelligence; and the antahkaranas
are merely accessories of knowledge, which manifest
the attribute of knowledge of the atman, but
do not create knowledge. In the cognition of Siva it
needs no antahkaranas; its consciousness gets merged
in Siva when it gets the character of Siva. Being then
illumined by Sivajfianam it has experiential knowlodge

1 S.B. pp. 307 and 308.
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of Siva. It does not cognize Siva as one extrinsic to
Him in the manner it has cognition of worldly objects
that are all external toit. The atman’s cognitions of
Siva which is sat is essentially different from that of
asat. @ The atman requires contact with  the
antahkaranas for the knowledge of asat, but is not
in need of them for Sivanubhava. Inasmuch as
neither the senses nor the antahkaranas are
instruments to the atman to cognize Siva, the
Siddbantin is of opinion that Siva who is beyond the
sphere of vak and manas is the object of experiential
knowledge of the atman-

1The Patanijalas find fault with the Siddhantin
when he states that the abman can cognize Brahman
with the aid of Brahman. They urge the point that one
needs a knowledge of a thing before it could be used as
a means to know an object, The Siddhantin commits,
according to them the fallacy of atmadraya dosa (fallacy
of self-dependence) in that he requires a knowledge of
Brahman before the latter could be used as a means or
_instrument to cognize it. The Patnajalas also state that
their conception that Brahman who is beyond the range
of vak and manas can become the content of dhyana
(contemplation) and bhavana (reflection) is the proper
one. The Siddhantin wants to be illumined on the
nature of the bhavana which has Brahman as its content,
Surely Brahman cannot be the content of the bhavani
of the atman while in conjunction with manas in the
same way as other objects are. For if it were 80, it
would become a content of relational knowledge; and
as such it would be asat. It cannot be the content of
the bhavana of the atman free from the antahkara

— nas
1. S.B. pp. 308 and 309. '

-
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as well, since the atman would then be in a kevala
state (inter state) when it cannot cognize anything. If
the bhavand were something other than these two,
rather anirvacaniya (something indescribable) then
Brahman which should be the conteut of the bhavana
would be Stnya (void). Further the bhdavana cannot
be of the type belonging to a hungry person who
imagines that he has appeased his hunger. Such a
bhivani remains a mere bhavana, and is futile <as it
has no ethical value. Thus the Siddhantin denies that
Brahman is the content of the bhavanas as desecribed
in the Yoga Sastras by refuting all the four alternative
methods of bhavana which the Patanjalas give. If
Brahman cannot be the content of any kind of
bhavana. it would become Sinya. That is way the
Siddhantin says that Brahman is to be eontemplated
not by the effort of the atman when the anava mala is
active but but by the atman induced and illumined by
Siva-Sakti when it will be the content of such a
bhavana. There is no atmadraya dosa in the view
of the Siddhantin since he says that Siva is to be
known by means of Siva-Sakti which is considered to
be non-different from Siva.

1The Siva Sama Vadins too accept the view of the
Saiva Siddhantin that Siva sat (the Being called Siva)
can neither be the content of pa$u-jiiina, (knowledge
of the atman when in conjunction with anava), nor
that of pada-jhana (knowledge of the atman as
manifested through the products of maya). They also
hold the view, as the Siddhantin does with a
reservation, that the atman in its mukti—nilai (state of
re'ease) when it is free from its upadhi (limitation) of

1. S.B. pp 309 and 310.
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padutva (state of being a padu) isin possession of the
eight qualities, such as omniscience etc., even as Siva
has. Then the Atma—jhidna, they urge, will be of the
same type as Siva-jidna and cannot be treated as
paSu—jhana. Therefore it would be proper to hold the
view that Siva is the content of atma—jiana. There is
no necessity to posit a Siva-Sakti (grace of Siva) as
enlightening the atman in its bhavana to cognize
Siva.

The Siddhantin adduces three reasons why the
atman cannot cognize Siva purely by its own jhina.
First, 1f Siva is to be known by atma-jiiana, the
atman should have an epistemic existence apart from
Siva. But it is non—different from Siva for purposes of
knowledge. Secondly, Siva is not on an equal footing
with the atman. He is immanent in and transcendental
over it. The auman is sthiila or gross in comparison
with Siva who is siiksma or subtle so-much-so. He can
never be the content of mere atma-jiana. Thirdly,
Siva is the soul of the souls, illuminating the Atman
as a vyafijaka (manifestor); the atma-jidna is
intrinsically incapable of .making Him a content of
knowledge and to show Him to its gunni, the atman,
in the same way as the light of the eye which hasa
non-different epistemic exgistence with the Atman
cannot cognize the atman which illumines it from
within Thus the Siddhantin estabiishes his contention
that Siva cannot be the content of mere atma- jhana.

1The Sivadvaita Siivas hold that the Ztman in the
mukti-nilai becomes one with Siva, aud has no
metaphysical existence as an entity different from

1. 8. B. pp. 310 and 311.
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Siva. There cannot therafore be such a division as
jhatr (knower), and jfeya (object known) ,over
there. Hence they are opposed to the view of the
Siddhantin that the atman inits state of release
gets illumined by Siva-jiiana, and then cognizes Siva.
The Siddhantin questions them: How do two things
opposed to each other by their very natures become
one ultimately? He points out further that Siva-sat
which is a jieya and a viSista (that which is qualified)
on the admission of Sivadvaitias cannot be the Siinya
of the Maya Vadins who describe it as anirvacaniya
and as unqualifid. Since Siva exists as a jieya in the
mukti-nilai there must be a jidtr also to cognize Him
as something beyond the sphere of vak or manas.
When objected that there will be no non—difference
between the atman and Siva in the mukti-nilai since
there is a jfieya and the jhatr even over there, the
Siddhantin, replies that Siva is not there as an object
of relational knowledge where the jhatr and the jheya
are external to each other, and that any object of
relational knowledge has a distinct metaphysical
existence different from the jiatr (cognizer); !But in
the mukti-nilai the atman being illumined by
Siva-jidnam cognizes Siva who is immanent in it as &
being non-different from itself. Thus the Siddhantin
is able to establish his view of Sivinubhava jhana.

.__.[0];.._—

1, S.B.p.305 — Veraraninrunarum anupavaghana
matiraiyin vilankik kocarippatayum ninra
enravaru’



CHABTER -5:

4 Factors of Valid Knowledge.
(1) Sadhirana and Asiadharasa Laksanas

1An object of valid experiential knowledge has the
two characteristics, namely, the asadharana laksana or
specific attribute and the sidharana laksana or generic
attribute. The asidharana laksvna of an object is,
according to the Siddhantin, that quality of the object
which is found neither in othee objects belonging to the
same jati or genus to which the object belongs, nor in
objects included under any other jati or genus. THe
sadharana laksana of an object appertains as well tc all
other objects of the same jati or genus as the object is,
bat not to any object of a different jati or class,

The ¢asadharana laksana’ of the Siddhantin
should not be confused with the *differentia’ of
Western logic. According to the European system the
differentia of a species is neither a proprium nor an
accidens but is-one which belongs to the species and
which at the same tims is denied of both the
co-ordinate species and the genus. As an example,
‘ rationality ’ is given to be the differentia of man,
Rationality belongs to man and man alone. It is
possessed neither by any one of the co-ordinate species,
such as baasts, birds, efc., nor by the genus animal
which includes all the co-ordinate species. It isa fact
that what is true of a genusis equally true of every
one of its species ; what is deuied of any one of the
species is equally denied of the genus If the differentia
of man - rationality - does not belong to the co-ordinate

1. 8.8, S. stanza 5.
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species - beosts, birds, ete, there i3 no necessity to
deny it of the genus snimal. For it automatically gets
denied of it. Hence the differentia of a species may
be defined as something other than its proprium er
accidens, which belongs to the species and is yet not
found in any of . the co-ordinate species. The
differentia is only an attribute of the species, and may
belong as such to some species of a different class as
well. Thus the knowledge of the differentia of the
species may not lead one to identify the species.

On the other hand the asadharana laksana (specific
attribute) of an object, no matter it is an individual
object or a species, belongs to the objeot itself
and to none else. As such the knowledge of it
helps us to identify the object. *According to Saiva
Siddhanta, one can have experiential knowledge of
an object by means of the pramanas, namely,
Perception, Inference and Verbal Testimony, on the
cognition of one or the other of these attributes, called
asadharana laksana and sadbarana laksana. ‘The
instrument of cognition that takes part in the cognition
of an object through these attributes is pramanya
(valid), whereas that which is used to cognize an
object by virtue of attributes other than these two
kinds is aprimanya (non—valid). 2Jfiana Prakasar
who is a Siva Sama Vadin in his commentary on

1. 8.8.8.p.9 - kitcimutaliya piramanankalar
piraméyapporulkalai yariyalurumitatte
avaiyellam ivvirantiyalpinul
onruparri ariyappatumenpatam.’

‘Ivvirantin vérakiya ‘vérriyalpuparri ariyap-
patumayin avvarivupiramaniyamanrayp
pomenpatayirru,’

2. S.8S.A. pp. 139 - 141.
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Sivajfiana Siddhiyar illustrates exhaustively the two
attributes, the asidhirana and sadharana laksana,
with examples taken from the Siddhanta epistemology.

A few

(1)

(2

~

3)

of his examples are :—

Of the objects of knowledge going under the
class Pati (God). the character of Anatimukta
Siva belongs to Anati mukta Siva only and
holds good neither for Atimukta Siva nor for
Apara mukta Siva. The same character does

not belong to any object of the other classes

such as Padu and Pasa. Therefore the said
character is an asadharana laksana of
Anatimukta Siva.

Of the objects of knowledge included under the
class PaSu.(soul), the character of Sakalar
(those with three malas) distinguishes them
not only from Pralayakalar (those with two
malas) and Vijianakalar (those with one
mala), both of whom belong to the same
class as Sakalar, but also from objects of
the other classes such as Pati and Pada.
On this ground it may be urged that the
character of Sakalar is the asadharana laksana
of Sakalar. : i

With respect to the Anava mala (root-evil)
its own character is said to be its asadhirana
laksana. For the said character can be
attributed neither to the other members of
the same class Pasa as Karma and Maya,
nor to any member of the other closses Pati
and Pasu.



133

A determination of the asddharsna and the
sadharana laksanas of an object is important for the
Siddhantin; for these are the two characteristics by
means of which one can have pramiti or valid
experiential knowledge of an object. Now pramiti
implies an object which is experienced, a subject which
experiences 1t and an instrument of cognition. The
object of exparience may be sat (that which persists in
its form for all time) or asat (that which does not
persist in its form for all times.)

1According to the Saiva 8iddhantin, all objects of
cognition, both sat and asat, are included in the
denotation of the term prameya (object of true
experiential knowledge). The adtman is the pramatr.
The atma cit—$akti is the pramana. The experiential
knowledge manifested by the pramana is the pramiti,
1The Siddhantin holds a brief for the doctrine that the
two entities Pati and Pasa can become prameyas
for the atman which is the pramatr. *But the atma,
cit-$akti can become a prameya neither to the atman
of which it is a cit-Sakti nor to any other dtman, nor

1 P.B p.521; S. B, pp. 330-342,

S.B.V,p. 109 ¢Cattnm acattum pirameyam;
avvirantaiyum ariyum catacattakiya
anma piramatd; anmavin arivakiya
circattiye piramanam avvarivin Nikalcei
piremiti’. '

2. S.B.p. 345; ‘Irutiranakiya cattum acattumenap-
pattana vellam Piraméyam’.

3. Ibid p, 930; ‘Piramanariipamakiya anmacircatti
civanukkaka tanakkaka tannctotta
pira anwmakkaka...... pirameyama-
talillai.’
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even to the Supreme God, Siva. PaSu (soul) is always
a pramitr which is in need of pramanas to have
pramitis of prameyas which are known by means of
their asadharana and sadharana lakssnas.

(ii) Pramat and Prameyar

The Siddbantin holds the view that Pasa is asat
and is the object of relational knowledge. According
to him, Siva only is sat and is the object of non-
relational or transcendental knowledge of the atman.

"Pads which is asat cannot manifest itself in the
presence of Siva who is by nature sat. Therefore
Siva-sat cannot have relational knowledges of the
forms ‘This is a pot’, °This is a piece of cloth’ etec.,
Further pisa, which is asat and inert at the same time,
cannot be said to know a thing. Thus we get at the
truths that neither sat can experience the asat nor the
latter the former.  !Just as the sun that illumines an
object and the object that is illumined by it cannot
experience each other but an eye alone can experience
both the sun and the object; so is an agent needed, for
parposes of experiential knowledge, who is neither sat
nor asat but one of the nature of both sat and asat.
Such a ons is the atman which is satasat by nature.
Thus the atman alone can be the pramatr or experient.
I't,s sva.rﬁpa laksana (essential nature) is givan as cit
(intelligence) of a kind. which is dependent on
Siva-Sakti for its manifestation, and which, when it
has experiential knowledge of a thing, takes on the
character of the thing it cognizes. When Pida is
brought to bear on it, it assumes the character of
Pasa, and is said to have relational knowledge which

1. Ibid p. 342.
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is an accidental attribute of it. Its svarfipa laksana,
though inhering in it, is mot then manifested. But
when the atman has Siva ag prameya in its mukti-nilai
it gets the character ef Siva, and its svarfipa laksana
(essential nature of non relational or transcendental
knowledge) is fully manifest while its tatastha laksana
(accidental attribute of relational knowledge) is
relecated to the back-ground* and remains in an
unmanifest condition.

1The Sivadvaita Saivas hold the same views as the
Siddhantin about the natures os Pati, PaSu, and Pasa.
They agree with the Siddhantin in many other respccts
but do not believe that the entities of Pati, Pasn, and
Pada are distinet  According to them, PaSu and Pasa
are pervaded by Pati, and the difference betweon the
three is an internal one in the way that a guna is
different from its gunin. Even as the vyapyas of a
tree such as a branch and the fork of a branch are
temselves called trees, so all that go by the names of
satasat and asat are really sat. With the Sivadvitins,
the pramatr is Pati Himself who is sat, and who being
immanent in the soul cognizes things for them. The
Padu (soul) has not the capacity to know a thing
execpt on account of the character of Pati which
it imbibes for its knowledge of objects. Intelligence
is not an essential attribute of PaSu For were it
so, Padu would be a distinct entity having an
independent existence of its own. When it is pointed
out that if everything were sat there would be no
object apart from the sat that could be known, the
Sivadvaitins state that though there is no object
outside sat different from it, there is the asat,

1. 8.B.p.- 397
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pida, which is within the sat but different from. it.
And this asat, they say, can become the object
of cognition. The objection that the asat will merel.y
become a $inya (void) in the presence of sat is
met by them by way of quoting scriptural evidence
to the contrary. They bring forward Sruti passages
to prove that the asat and the sat can be co-present,
The portions of S$ruti quoted by them are :—

“They ($uddha maya and aSuddha maya) will
produce their effects in the presence of Siva.”

“He (God) in conjunction with the lustrous
$uddha maya and with aSuddha maya ”

“He (God) becoming of the forms of the
terrestial and celestial worlds of Fire and
of the form of Water”

Further, they protest against the doctrine that the
asat will turn out to be Stinya in front of thesat and
urge that the doctrine, if :accepted, will lead one to
the tenets of the Mayavada.

The Siddhantin however, fcels no compunction
to adopt to his advantage both the views, (a) ‘that
the asat is compresent with the sat’, and (b) that the
asat is $finya in the presence of the sat’. The position
of the Siddhantin is tenable since he uses the world"
‘Stinya’ in the sense ‘unmanifest’, while the Sividvaitins
and the Mayavadins use it to mean ‘void’. Further,
the Siddhantin canot agree with the Sivadvaibin
in his view that Siva-sat can have relational
knowledge of the forms, ‘This is a pot’, ‘This is
8 piece of cloth’, and so on, Yet the Sivadvaitin sees
eye to eye with the Siddhantin when he admits that



137.

the atman has no relational knowledge in its
mukti-nilai when its svartipa laksana only is manifest.
The Siddhintin questions the Sivadvaitin how he
comes by the statment that the atman is devoid of lts
relational knowledge in its mukti-—nilai.

It is the nature of the atman to acquire
the character of what it cognizes. Hence the
non-apprehension of  rclational  knowledge in
mukti-nilai, the Siddhantin urges, must necessarily
come from Siva-sat which the atman cognizes. So
Siva must be one who does not possess relational
knowledge ; as such he cannot be a pramatr. Thus
the Sivadvaitin’s doctrine that Siva is the pramatr
is refuted by the Siddhantin who asserts that the
adtman alone can be the pramatr.

2As regards the Siva Sankranta Vadins however
it is a principle with them that the sat cannot
know the asat. According to them, as with the
the Sankhyas, the atman is of the nature of
intellinence, and is like a light Illluminating both
itself and other objects, undergoing no modification
on its part. When the body is active in the
presence of the atman, the internal organs acquire
the intelligence of the atman, as do pieces of soft
iron become magnetised in the presence of a lodestone.
It is the configuration of the internal organs with their
acquired intelligence that constitute the pramatr. The
Sankranta vadins and the Sankhyas alike are unable to

1. S.B.p.338: ‘Intuc cliniyam enratu vilankamaip-
poruttenpar

9. Tbid p. 340
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explain how the atman innately intelligent i.s unabl.e
to know a thing, while the internal organs let.h their
acquired intelligence are able to cognize. The
Siddhantin deplores that these two schools of philosophy
(a) the Sankranta:Vada, and (b) the S;ﬁkhya, are the
upshot of confusion owiag to a literal interpretation of
what is figuratively said in Sruti passages such as
‘“The buddhi knows.”

'For the Sama Vada Saivas, the Isvara Vikara
Vada Saivas, the Aikya Vada Saivas, and others of

similar tenets, the atman is the pramatr; but it does
ot require to be illumined by Siva-$akti to know a
thing. The Siddhantin pities that these Vadins have
not grasped the essential nature of the Ztman. If the
atman has the capacity to know a thing by itself, it
must be able to know everything. But in reality it does
not cognize everything. Therefore these Vadins are
forced to posit something obstructing the atman from
gaining knowledge of all objects. These impediments to
knowledge cannot be of the nature of cit (intelligence);
they should be jada (inert). In the cognition of an
object the atman requires remgval of these impediments.
When once removed, being jada the impediments
cannot of their own accord move and clougd the atman
again. But it is a fact that objects once known by the
atman are forgotten afterwards. This could be
explained only by positing an intelligent being like
Siva (God) at the helm of affairs of the atman as
responsible for the clearance of the faetors that stand

in the way of knowledge, and for illumining the
atman.

1. S.B.p. 343.
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The Siddhantin illastrates his position by means of
an analogy. !Just as the atman illumines the senses
which cannot by themselves know an object, so
Siva-Sakti illumines the atman which cannot by itself
become aware of an object to gain cognition of it. The
I$vara Vikdre Vadins and others argue that, since the
senses are dependent on the atman for its knowledge,
and the dtman on Siva-Sakti, the latter would need
another for its illnmination, and so on giving rise to an
infinite regress. The Siddhantin meets this argument
by saying that there is no being’ higher than Siva to
illumine Him. Moreover, the senses cannot cognize
themselves; and the atman too cannot of its own accord
cognize either Siva or any object. The dtman can have
cognition only when illnmined by Siva-$akti.

A problem is raised whether the atman becomes
aware of objects as one in union with Siva or as one
separate from Him. The Siddhantin solves it by means
of an analogy. 2Just as the stars merge their rays in
day times with those of the sun and do not show
themselves out as separate entitiés, so the atman
neither manifests itsels as something different from
Siva nor loses its independence entirely in getting
immersed in Siva. This analogy drives home to us
that the atman is able to cognize objects - both sat and
asab - as if it were somthing other than one in union
with or different from Siva.

sBut the Pasana Vada Saivas, and the Bheda Vada
Saivas deny that the atman’s knowledge contacts the

1. Ibid p. 289. :
9. S.B.p.291: “Veyyd noliyi lotunki vilankatu
; veyyona yakata minpola.’

3. Ibid. p. 343.
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sat The Siddhantin wonders how an object which
cannot become the content of knowledge can have any
metaphysical value. Its treatment in any system of
philosophy is tantamount to a wild goose chase and
may end in complete scepticism. >The Suddha Saivas
on the other hand press their view that the atman in
cognizing-the sat does not experience it, but becomes
one with it. The Siddhantin questions how it is
possible for the atman which is different from the sat
to become one with the sat in the mere cognition of it.
The true nature of the atman is not as manifest as
those of the sat and asat. Yet it is not Siinya which is
never manifest. Just as the scent of a flower has its
nature manifested as having no character but that of
the flower to which it belongs, the atman in conjunction
with either the asat or the sat presents respectively the
character of the asat or the sat. Hence it is that the
Saiva Siddhantin is of opinion that the dtman cannot
know itself in the same way as it cognizes either the
sat or the asat. It is only a true knowledge of the sat
and the asat that will lead the atman to cognize itself
as a subject of experiential knowledge.

2According to the Saiva Siddhintin, the dtman
requires always a vyafijaka (manifestor) to illumine
objects for it to cognize. In the petta-nilai (embodied
state) the means of cognition—pratyaksa (perception)
apumina (inference), and Sabda (verbal testimony)—
Which are all extrinsic to the dtman,are the vyanjakas.
In the mukti-nilai the vyafijaka is $iva-jidnam which
18 immanent in and transcendental over the atman.

L 8.B.p.343: ‘cattinotu kitiyavali ofirayppatal =-
yalri atafipal ulatamariliai.’
2- 1Ibid p. 346 S. V. B. p. 109, seetion 30.
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The absence of a proper vyaiijaka begets in the atman
confusion and non-discrimination of one object from
another. But the presence of a proper vyafjaka,
though able to dispel confusion in the manner of food
appeasing hunger, can produce at the most cognition of
objects one after another only.  Hence the atman has
not the charactor of the sat which has simultaneous
coguition of all objects as one nature. It has not the
charactor of asat too; for it experiences objects of which
it had previous cognition, whereas the asat does not
cognize. 1Yet in the dtman there is the nature of the
sat, since it cognizes objects when there are vyafijakas.
It has also the nature of the asat asit cannot have
cognition when there are no vyafijakas. So apparently
the charactor of the atman is neither sat nor asat, but
something other than sat or asat, which is called
satasat in Siddhanta Epistemology. The Siddhantin is
a realist, and does not believe in the total annithilation
of anything. For him the atman (soul) is as real as
real as Brahman and is sat ontologically.

(iii)) Pramana and Pramiti or Prama.

Pramana is the means or instrument of valid
cognition. It is that which is instrumental in bringing
out a right knowledge of a prameya or object of true
experiential knowledge. So it cannot be a prameya.
For if it were one, the classification of the factors of
valid experiential knowledge as prameyas, pramdtr
and prrmana would serve no purpose. According to
the Siddhintin, the atma cit-Sakti which is free
from doubt, error and remembrance constitutes the
pramina. For in the cognition of an object the

1. S. B.p. 298 8. B. V. p. 108.
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cit-4akti is—the only factor that is free from the
fault of ativydpti ( over — pervasion ), avyaptl
(non-pervasion). and asambhava ( impossibility ).
The itma cit-Sakti can never be a prameya. It
can however be considercd to be a species of
jfieya (object of pure knewledge) as is the object
of true memory. 'Tne Pauskara Agama is quite
definite in its views when it says ‘The atman is the
prametr; the atma cit-Sakti which is manifested by the
vyafijakas is the prama@na; the valid experiential
knowledge obtained is the pramiti ; and the rest are
all prameyas.” 3The same Agama further reiterates
‘Iln no case can the pramana be considered as a
prameya ; nor can the latter ever become the former’.
The senses, visual organ and the rest, can never be
considered as pramanas on the pretext that they are
essential to the right cognition of an object, A similar

reason can be adduced for the view that lamp-lights
are pramanas. In fact both the senses and the

lamp-lights are premeyas. They are useful as
vyafijakas (manifestors) for the atma cit-Sakti which
alone constitutes the pramana. The expression. ‘I
see objects with my eyes’ is as metaphorical as the one
¢ 1 see objects with the help of a light’. Moreover, the
visual organ cannot be a pramana; for there is the
fault of avyapti (non-pervasion) since it cannot
cognize sound. Nor can the auditory organ be a
pramana, for the same fault that it cannot be aware
of forms. For a similar reason none of the remaining
senses can be shown to be pramanas, Therefore it is

DB S 9 'S R p 330

2. P.B. p. 523: ““yatpraminam natanmeyam meya-
bhavah punassthitah yanmeoan nahi-
tanmanam yatomanena meyate.”
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evident there must be something other than the senses,
that brings about a right cognition of objects, and that
can be called a pramana. Since the buddhi can have
cognition of objects, it might appear that it may be
considered a pramana. The Siddhantin contends that
even buddhi cannot be reckoned a pramana, for it is
as much producing of maya as are the senses. Buddhi
is really a prameya in the form of its psychosis as
sukha (plcasure) and duhkha (pain) for the atma
cit-Sakti which alone can be the pramana. Moreover,
there is the fault of avyaptiin buddhi which cannot
cognize Siva. Further the buddhi is jada (inert), and
cannot be a pramana. A pramana should be cit or
intelligent. Hence the view that buddhi is the pramana
makes one commit the fault of asambhava as well

Now the Pada-jidnas (knowledges manifested
through pasa) going by the names of pratyaksa
(perception), anumana (inference), and agama (verbal
testimony) are asat, and are usually spoken of as
pramanas by the different schools of Indian philosophy
The Siddhantin’s conceptien of atma cit-Sakti alone as
the pramana seems to contradict the view given above.
1The position is cleared by the Siddhantin when he
states that these three forms of valid knowledge -
pratyaksa, anumana, and agama - are really vyanjakas
(manifestors of knowledge) for the atma cit-Sakti when
the dtman is in its petta-nilal (embodied state). They
are referred to as pramanas figuratively only. When
thejatman is in its mukti-nilai (state of release) the
vpafijaka is Siva-jidana not PaSu-jidnas which are
nnmanifest over there. ~The PaSu-jhana and Siva-
jhana are mere vyafijkas and are called pramanas only

I. B.B. p o5,
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figuratively. But the Tarkikas and some others hold
the opinion that vyafijakas constitute the pramanas;
their views connot he acceptable.

1According to Vatsyayana, the Bhasyakara of the
Vyaya Sitras, a pramana is ‘upalabhi sadhanam’ ora
means of bringing about an apprehension; 2rather it is
a means or instrument by which a person knows an
object. There is an ambiguity in this definition, since
it merely gives the psychological sense without the
necessary logical implication involved in any definition.
$Sankara MiSra, in his Upaskarc to the VaiSesika
Sitras seems to be less ambiguous when he asserts
that a pramana is a ‘pram3d karanam’ or what
produces true knowledge which is in accordance
with rcality. *Madhava gives a fuller definition
when he says that a pramana is what is always
accompanieq by right knowledge, not disjoined at
the same time from the proper instruments (as
the eye and the rest) and from the site of
knowledge, the soul. In truth nothing can be
known or experienced except through an instrnmont
of cognition. Every case of a pramiti (valid
knowledge) presupposes a pramina as its cause.
There may be a pramatr and a prameya, without
the appearance of a pramiti; but when a pramana is
operative, there should necessarily be a pramiti.
Thus thers is agreements in presence and absence

between the cause ‘pramana’, and its effect
‘pramiti’. ’

1. N.S.B. p. 97: *upalabhdi sadhanam pramanam.’
2. Ibid p.2:‘Sayena ;pham. praminoti tatpramanam.
3. P. B. U. p. 224 ; ‘lingavidhaya pramakaranamit-

yorthah.
4. 8. D. 8. p. 152.
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The Tarkikas do not believe in a set division of
things as pramatr, pramiti, prameya and pramana.
tAccording to Gautama, the author of the Nyaya
Stitras, an object can be called a pramana uader one
set of conditions, and a prameya under another set.
The weighing balance is a pramana when it is used to
ascertain the weight of things. It becomes a prameya
when its own accuracy is tested. There is no such
' rule that a pramana should always remain as pramana,
and a prameya a prameya. Just as the atman
is rackoned =2 pramatr at one moment, and a
prameya at another, soan object can be a pramana,
or a prameya, according to circumstances. 2Vatsyayana
points out that buddhi is a pramana when it coguizes
things; it becomes a prameya when it is the object
of cognition: it is also a pramiti when it is neither
a means of cognition nor the object cognized.
According to Gautama again, the set of instraments
of cognition, such as perception etc., do not require
another set other than these for their cognition.
For the apprehension of the instruments of cognition
is similar to that of a lamp-light. The latter is
a pramdna as it aids the perception of an object.
Yet it is a prameya for another perception. There
is an objection that if one perception be apprehended
by another perception, the latter would require a
third, and so on, giving rise to an infinite regress.
Vatsyayana does not at all seem to be perturbed at
this criticism. He says that the instruments of
cognition, perception etec., are apprehended in certain

1. N. 3. G. p. 98- ‘prameyatd ca tulapramanyavat.’

2. N.S. G. p. 98: ‘buddhiriipalabdhisadhanatvatpra-
manam upalabdhivisayatvat pra-
meyan ubayabhavattu pramitih’
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cases as pramdnas, and in others as prameyas. So
long as this distinction is useful for the purpose
of attaining prosperity, happiness and final release,
there is nothing to be accomphshed by the infinite
regress.

Vatsydyana seems to be scientific when he
makes the -statement ‘In—as—much as the presence
or absence of seeing is in accordance with the
presence or absence of the lamp-light, the Iatter
i3 inferred as the cause of :the former”. !The
Syncretist School differs from the older school in
defining the term pramana as prama-samagris (things
or materials needed for valid cognition) other than
the pramatr and the prameya. According to this
school, it is the totality of the conditions both
physical and psychical other than the subject that
cognizes and the object cognized, that makes up
the cause of perception &ec., and constitutes the
pramana. In the perception of an object in bright
day-light, besides the two factors of perception
(a) the pramitr, and (b) the prameya, there are
others as the sunlight, the eye, the contact of
the visual organ with the object, etc., each of which
goes by the name ‘pramana’. The collocation of the
conditions of perception of an object, of which
lamp-light is one condition is different from that
necessary to perceive the lamp-light. The causes
being different, the perception of an object through
the instrumentality of lamp-light is one, while
perception of the lamp-light itself is another.
'Ehirefore the lamp-light i= no more a pramana

. N.T.K.p.5) N.M p. 12;; “bodhabodhasvabhiva
samagri pramanam.”

ERERRTEN G2
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for the ooganition of an object than for the
perception of itself. Yet it is a fact that a
lamp-light which aids us to perceive objects is itself
cognized without the aid of another light. Thus
it will be seen that the example cited. that of the
lamp-light, does not in any way commit the Tarkikas
to support the theory of self-illumination of
pramans as advocated by the Advaitins and the
Mimansakas.

‘The Siddhantin, as one who believes in the hard
and fast division of things into prameya, pramatr,
pramana and pramiti, cannot reconcile himself
with the fleeting and ephemeral conceptions of
Gautama and his Bhasyakara, Vatsyayana regarding
valid knowledge and its factors. Because, according

. to these two savants, what is a prameya at one

moment is a pramana at another. The factors
praméné, prameya, and so on are mere mental
constructions or abstractions that have no objective
counter—parts in the real world. The Siddhantin
is a realist, and 1is therefore no believer in a
purely subjective order of things. Further, the
conception of the Tarkikas that prama samagris
other than pramatr and prameya together constitute
pramana is not acceptable to the Saiva Siddhantin.
First in the perception of a lamp-light, the latter
is a prameya since it is the object of perception.
It is also one of the conditions that make up the

« pramana which is instramental in brioging out a
- cognition of an object. The Siddhantin objects

that this double nature of an object behaving at
one time as a prameya, and at another as a
condition of a pramana, renders the division of the
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factors of valid kuowledge futile. Again, the;

objection that there would be an infinite regress if

one porception be cognized by another, which in
turn requires a third and so on, is not satisfactorily
answered by Vatsyayana. Practical utility or efficiency
which he gives as a test of validity of perceptions
&c., is only an expedient and a temporary measure
to get at a desired object, but cannot be a factor
determining _truth.

1The Prabhakaras use the word pramana in the
sense of/ valid cognition, the etymology of the word
being explained by ‘pramiyate yat’. *They argue
that anubhiiti is pramana. Now aniibhuti to them
is a means of cogunition depending on itself for its
validity; and the self-validity of apprehension is
due to the fact that it involves no knowledge of
previous experience. Thus anubhiti means all
experiences other than smrti (memory). \3Memory
is knowledge born of past impresssions only. The
Prabhakaras do not accept memory as a pramana,
since it is dependent on a previous cognition
for its validity. They hold the view thar pratyabhijfa
(recollection) is valid on the ground that it is not
born of past impressions only. Though dream objects
are purely revivals of impressions of the waking
state, the dream-experience so far as its svariipa
(form) and karttd (agent) are concerned is anubhdti

1. P.M. pp. 79-—-89.

2. P.V.p. 24: “‘Anubhiitih pramauam;
kacanuhhiitih svatantraparicchittih;
kimitam. svatantrayam nima ...’

3. 8.D.p. 45: ‘SmrtiSca samskaramitrajam

jhanamabhihiyate,’

U P
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and is therefore valid. Even wrong cognitions are
valid as cognitions. Because when one mistakes a
shell for silver, there is non-discrimination between
the shell presented and silver in general which is
merely recollected. Both the shell and silver are
distinct and real, though not apprehended as such.
What enters into consciousness is silver, not the
shell. In fact the shell is not cognized at all and
there is apprehension of silver which is valid.

1Sivagra. Yogi contends that the Prabhakaras
are inconsistent in their view of pramana. He says
they claim on the one hand validity to all apprehensions
other than memory, and urge on the other hand that
Veda vakyartha jiana (knowledge of the meaning of
sentences in the Vedas) preceded by remembrances
of the meanings of words is pramana. It is regretted
that Sivagra Yogi fares ill in this criticism agalust
the Prabhikaras. [t is pure memory only that is
rejected as non-valid by the Prabhakaras. In as
much as Veda vakyartha jidna involving memory
of the meanings of words is not pure memory,
the Prabhikaras do not seem to be at all
inconsistent.

2But the Bhattas appear to be in order when
they raise an objection against the definition of
pramdna as given by the Prabhakaras. For
according to the definition of pramana given by
the latter, anuvdalas (re-statements) and laukika
vakyas (non—scriptural statements) will get raised
much against their wish to the level of pramanas,
since they are not purely revivals of memory.

1. S.S.A.p. 106.
S Dp 6
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Kumarila Bhatta, the founder of the Bhatta
School of Mimamsa, does not seem to be particular
as to the means of cognition and its resultant. For he
says one may choose the means and fruit of cognition
as he pleases. If in any perception the vague
indeterminate cognition is regarded as the means
of cognition, the definite cognition which follows it
on its heels is the resultant. If on the other hand,
the definite cognition is taken as the means, the
idea of accepting or rejecting the thing cognized
should be considered as the resultant. 2The Bhattas
are phala-pramana vadins; they hold the view that
every cognition is a means of valid knowledge
consisting in its manifestedness. ®*According to them
a pramana should be (1) karanadosarahita or free from
defects in the source, (2) badhaka-jiana-rahita or free
from contradictory knowledge and (3) grhita—grahi-
jhana or knowledge of an unknown object. 3In short
a pramana is a means or an instrument of cognition of
an unknown object which is not liable to be sublated
by subsequent experience. The Bhattas reject smrti
(memory) and anuvada (re-statement) as non-praminas
since they are about known objects. Bhrama (error)
and samSaya (doubtful cognition) are kept out since
they are not real, and are liable to be sublated by
subsequent experience. It is significant that the
Bhattas too support the doctrine of self-validity

oM. N. pp: 5, 6.

2. 8. D.p. 45 ‘etacca viSesanatrayamupidadanena
sitrakarena karana dosabadhakajfiana-
rahitagrhitagrahi jianam pramanamiti

: pramanalaksanam sficitam.’

8- M. N.p, 7.
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of cognitions. According to them, in the mistaken
apprehension of a shell' as silver, the cogaition of -
silver as cogaition is valid. The invalidity belongs
not to the: cogaition but to the presence of dafects
in its source. Even in dcevms external objects as
perceived elsewhere are experienced as 1if existent.
in one’s presence, and the coguition qua cognition
is valid so far as the dream objects are concerned.
The invalidity consists in regarding: what is merely
remembered as ons that is apprehended in one's
face, the apprehension being due to the effects of
sleep. Thus the invalidity does not belong to:the
cognition but to the accessory details !Sivagra
Yogi and the author of the Piuskara Bhasya abject
that the definition of pramana as given by the
Bhattas is too narrow. For in dharavahika jhina
(continuous stream of cogaition) of the forms of
‘This is a post’, ‘This is a pot’ the cognitions that
are subsequent to the first being mere anuvadas
(restatements) contain no new elemeunts of knowledge,
and hence would become apramanya (non-valid). But
the Bhattas say that every restatement contains an
unknown element of time in the form of ‘this’, which
is not contained in each of the immediately preceding
cognitions so—much—30 there is pramanya (validity)
for all the cognitions. The objection raised by Sivagra
Yogi seems to be based on the view that kala (time) is
one. This view really belongs to the Naiyayikas, and
is not acceptable to the Saiva Siddhantin 2who
observes that there are many kalas, limited to a

L=Sy S. A..p. 107, B. .B. p. 5%7.
3

2 B. pp, 147, 148: ‘palavay &katZcamay
anittamayullatu kalam.’
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sphere, and non-—sternal. So the validity = of
-dhiravahika jidoa seems established beyond doubt
by the Bhattas. !Sivagra Yogi further points out
that the Bhatta’s definition of pramana is too
general as there will be pramanya (validity) for the
deceptive eye etc., and for words of lunatics and
jesters as well. If, as Sivagra Yogi and the
commentator of Pauskara Agama think, the Bhattas
claim anadhigatarthakatva (knowledge of an unknown
object) as the only condition for valid knowledge,
the latter cannot escape the criticism levelled
against them. But two other conditions also are
given by the Bhattas as esential constituents of a
ptamana. One 1is that a cognition should be fres
from defects in its source, before it could be accepted
as a pramana. The deceptive eye, which at one
time posits the existence of an object and at
another denies it, is not free from defects in its
source. Hence it is not considered a pramana. The
words of lunatics and jesters violate the second
condition of a pramana as they are not free from
contradictory knowledge. Thus according to the
Bhattas neither the faulty eye nor the words of
madmen and jesters, can have pramanya (validity)
since they are liable to be sublated by subsequent
experience; and the Bhattas never claim validity
for them. Their definition of pramana too does not
warrant validity for them. Yet it is a fact that
they are the target of criticism not only of Sivagra
Yogi but also of the author of the Pauskara Bhasya.
Their criticisms at the most betray their want
of acqualntance with the original works of Kumirila
Bhatta and his followers.

1. @SS, Ap 107,
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The Siddhantin who believes in the dtma cit-Sakti
alone as the pramana does not accept the theories of
pramadna as advanced by the two schools of Mimamsa
referred to above. Anubhiiti can never be a pramana.
It can only be a pramiti. Again the view of the
Bhattas that one cognition can be the means of
cognizing another when pushed to its logical
conclusion, will lead one to the fault of infinite regress
The theory of self-validity of cognitions advanced
by both the schools to counteract infinite regress.
has to be established before it could be used
to absolve the Mimamsakas of their faults. For
commonsense tells us that the conditions of a
cognition and the conditions of the cognition of
this cognition, are different. Therefore cognitions
cannot be self-valid. Further, the *Siddhantin objects
that the means of cognition-perception, inference etc.,
—of which the Prabhakaras admit five only, and the
Bhattas six, do not function in the cognition of
Siva by the atman, and hence cannot be pramanas.
They are only vyafjakas (manifestors of knowledge)
useful to the dtman in its petta—nilai (embodied
state) to have empirical knowledge.

1The Madhvites define pramana as yathartha or
that which truly corresponds to the nature of the
ohject cognized. 2For them a pramana is none other
than what brings a jiieya (object cognized) in the
form in which it actually exists into the content of
cognition. The above definition of pramana, they urge,
includes both the cognitive process which yields valid
knowledge and its resulting cognition.

1. P.P.p. 7. ‘Yathartham pramanam’’; M. L. pp.
12—36.
2. P.P.p 8 ¢“Yathavasthitameva jheyam”
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1The cognitive process which is the sadhana .
(instrument of cognition) of an object as it actually
exists is called anupramana. ?The resulting cognition
too apprehends the object in the form in which
it really exists, and 1is termed kevalapramana.
Thus the anupramdna is the conditioning progcess
. which yields knowledge depending on itself for its
validity and kevalapramana is prama ( valid
knowledge) itself regarded as being its own pramana.
The Anupramanas are held to be the three kinds
(1) Pratyaksa (perception), (2) Anumana (inference)
and (3) Agama (verbal testimony), whereas the
kevala pramianas are distingusihed into (1) ISvara
Jhana (Lord’s knowledge), (2) Laksmi Jnana
(consort’s: knowledge), (3) Yogi Jnana (seer’s
knowledge) and (4) Ayogi Jhina- (non-seer’s
knowledge)

The Madhvites in proceeding to test the
correctness of their definition of pramana raise the
problem whether the pramatr (koower) and the
prameya (object known) can be praminas. It is
true they are Jiana karanas (producers of knowledge),
and persist in the form in which they actually
exist throughout the process of cognition. Yet
they are not pramanas since they are 'neither
jnanas (knowledges) themselves nor jhiana sidhanas
( instruments of right cognition). A karana is
different from a sidhana in that the former
being present may or may not produce an effect,
where—as the latter’s presence or absence necessitates
1. P. P-pp. 20: ‘yathartha jhdnasadhanamanu pra-

manam.’
2. P.P.pp.15: ‘yatharthajianam kevalapramanam.'
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respectively the presence or absence of the effect. The
pramatr and the prameya may be present withont
giving forth a prama (valid knowledge). Therefore
they cannot be pramanas. For a pramana when it
operates, gives rise to a prama. !According to
the Madhvites, doubt and error are not pramanas,
since they do not agree with the natiire of the object
cognized True memory on the other hand is held to
be a kind of perception and hence considered valid as
it is conducive to the knowledge of an object as it
actnally exists

The definition of pramana as yathartha is too
wide since it is applicable to substances as well.  For
there is no term in the definition indicating whether
" pramana is a substance, or a quality, or an activity.
But the - classification of pramanas by the Madhvites
into kevalapramana and anupramana, and the
definitions of these two terma, clearly point out that
a pramana is either a quality or an activity. The
Madhvites have merely given the sadharana laksana
(generic character) of a pramana without stating its
asadharana laksana (specific character). An object
can be known definitely by reference to its asadharana
laksana only. Instead of defining pramana the
Madhvites have merely described it, The view of the
Madhvites that pramana isa quality or an activity
requires that the quality or activity should have a
substrate to inhere. The substrate, according to the
Siddhantin, is the atman only, not God as well, as
the Madhvites hold. For a pramana gives a pramiti;
and the atman it is that is in need of such knowledge.

1. P.P.p.9: cyatharthagrahanena samg$ayavipar-
yaya tatsadhananamnirasah,’
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The Absolute does not require any pramanas at all.
For it is not in its nature to have experiential
knowledge. It merely cognizes objects, being
immanent in and transcendental over them.

lAccording to the ViSistadvaitins, pramana is
prama-karana (producer of prama); and karana is
held to be the best instrument of knowledge. So
pramana is that instrument of knowledge that has
none better than itself to produce prama; 2and prama
is yathavasthitavyavaharanugunam jhanam (knowledge
that is in consonance with experience). Thus pramana
is the best instrument of knowledge yielding knowledge
that is in agreement with experience. Doubt and
error are held to be apramana (non-valid) since they
vitiate the definition of pramana in that they do not
eonform to experience, 3Though smrti (memory)
satisfles all the conditions of the given definition, it is
not held to be a distinct means of cognition +Because,
it is urged, smrti, bemg due to samskara or
residue left of previous experience dependent on sense
perception, is included in pratyaksa (perception), and
hence does not require to be constituted into a separate
means of cognition. Pratiyabhijfid (recollecvion) too is
brought under pratyaksa.

The ViSistadvaitins ’ definition of pramana in fact
recognizes validity to memory as well, and the
1. O M D pp. 8- 10:

2. "Nt Popa 29 ya.thavasthltavyavaharanugunam
jidnam pramiti.’
Y. M. D. pps. 14, 15.
N. P. p. 303: ‘ samskaramatrajam jidnam smrtih
iti tallaksanam.

>~ Q0
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ViSistidvaitins themselves readily admit it. What the
Siddhantin objects to is the fact that they include
memory under pratyaksi. Now pratyaksa to them is
saksatkariprama (direcily presented valid knowledge); .
and smrti is essentially indirect, being samskara or
residue left of previous experience. No strain of
thought, however, can make an indirect knowledge a
species of direct knowledge. Thus memory can never
be incladed in pratyaksa. Again there is no term in
the _definition indicating the nature of pramana,
whether it is a substance, a quality, or an activity.
If it is a quality such as the consciousness of the
dtman, the Saiva Siddhantin has no objection to
such a view. But ghe Vidistadvaitins seem to think
that the guna (quality) of consciousnees is more
pervasive than the atman whose attribute it is. The
Saiva Siddhintin is unable to accept this idea of
the ViSistadvaitins.

1The Buddhists regard pramana (source of
knowledge) as samyag—jiiana which has a new content.
Samyag—jiiana is free from the faults of ‘doubt and
error, and arises on the operation of a means of
cognition. *In ordinary life we speak of samyag-jhana
as avisamvadakam jiinam (uncontradicted experience):
A man is said to speak truth if his words are not
subsequently falsified. *Hven so a knowledge is valid

if it is characterized by arthakriyasthiti (practical

1. T. B. M. p. 1: ‘pram3nam samyagjllanamapurvago—
caram.’
2, Ibid: ‘Visamvadakam jhanam loke samyagjnana-
macyate.’
3. Ibid; p. 2: ‘pramanyamavisamvadi jhanamar—
thakriyasthitam.
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efficacy). Thus pramdna is efficacious knowledge and
is the canse of successful purposive action. !It is not
a karaka hetu (productive cause). For it does not
move any one to the object of cognition to reach it.
On the other hand, it is a jhdapaka hetu (informative
cause) since it merely draws our attention to an
object as amenable to a possible purposive action.
When a pramana is in action, there is apiirva jhana
(new knowiedge). So pratyabhijia (recollection) is
held to be not valid as it is a repeated cognition
containing no new element; memory too is not
regarded as a pramana since it is about objects
already cognized. The Buddhists do not accept the
idea of the Mimamsakas that all cognitions are valid.
They argue that if every cognition were regarded as a
pramana there would be no end of pramanas. That is
why they hold the view that the cognition at the first
flash of knowledge alone is valid. The. subsequent
cognitions contain ideational elements, and are not valid.

*The deflnition of pramana as given by the
Buddhists is, according to Sivigra Yogi and the
commentator of the Pauskara Agama too narrow in
that it excludes inference of objects related to past or
future events. For there cannot be a possibility of
purposive actions with reference to such events.
Further, it is pointed out that the given definition is
too wide since it includes savikalpa jidna (determinate
knowledge) as well under valid knowledge. But this
is a fact which the Buddhists do not desire; for
according to them savikalpa jfidna is non-valid as it i
essentially knowledge synthetically constructed by the

1. B. L, vol. 1I p. 4; Vol pp 62—64.
2. 8. 8. A. pp. 105, 106; P. B. p. 521.
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mind. Sivagra Yogi objects that the Buddhists by
denying validity to Agama pramana have no way to be
aware of the existence of the celestial and infernal
words.

1The objection that inference will become non-valid
is met by the Buddhists who posit two realities - one an
ultimate or pure reality, and the other a phenomenal
or empirical reality. The means of cognition used to
cognize these two realities have also a dual character.
A source of kuowledge, according to the Buddhists is
direct or indirect according as it is used to cognize
either the ultimate reality, or the phenomenal reality.
The two sources of knowledge, perception and inference
being uncontradicted experiences having an indirect
connection with reality, are the only means of
cognition. From the Buddhist’s point of view, even
a correct inference is an illusion, though correct.
Aunyhow in the conditioned world anumana is a true
source of knowledge. The criticism that anumina-
will turn out to be non-valid with respect to past
or future events seems to be due to the confusion of
jhapaka hetu with karaka h&tu. The Buddhists
cannot be unaware of the fact that a pramana has not
the power to forcibly incite a man to action. It is
only a kiaraka hetu that incites. 2In fact a pramana
is not a kiraka hetu with the Buddhists; it is a
jhapaka hetu (informative cause). As such it can
very well point out a past or future object or
event as an aim of a possible purposive action.
Thus the definition given by the Buddhists does not
suffer from the fault of avyapti (non-pervasion) in

1. D. L Vol L pp. 70, 7L
2. Do B oVl il p.Mt
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the case of the inference of past or future events.
The other objections hewever stand as they are.

'According to Advaita Vedantd, pramana is
pramakarana (distinctive cause of valid knowledge);
and prama is valid knowledge other than memory. A
cognition must satisfy two conditions before it can be
deemed a prama One condition is that it should be an
anadhigatarthavisayaka jfidna; that is, it must be a
cogaition whose content has an entity which is not
already known. The other condition is that it must be
an abadhitarthavisayaka ifAdna; in other words it
should be a cognition having for content an entity
which cannot be subsequently sublated. Now memory,
though it may be true, is not a pramana, as it fails to
satisfy the first requirement of a pramana. For it is
merely concerned with objects already cognized. The
validity of dharavahika jhana (continuous stream of
consciousness) of the form ¢This is a post’, ¢This is a
pot * ete., is, according to the Advaitins never vitiated
by the given definition of pramana. For the time
elements in the successive cognitions are all different,
and therefore every cognition of the series is as valid
as the first. The Advaitins give a psychological
explanation as well for maintaining the validity of
dharavahika jiana. 2In their Siddhanta (final view),
they say there is no difference of successive cogunitions

I. V. P. D. p. 3: ‘tatra pramakaranam pramanam
tatrasmréivyavrttam pramatvam
anadhigatabadhitarthavisayakajna—
natvam ; smrtisadharanam tu aba—
dhitarthavisayaka jhanatvam.’

2. V.P.D.p.4 ¢Kim tusiddhinte dharavahika-
buddhisthale na jidnabhedah.’
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in the series in question. So long as the object
presented is one, in this case a pot, there is a single
psychosis of the antahkaranas (internal organs of
sense) in the form of a pot. The cognition of a pot
which is of the nature of consciousness reflected in
that psychosis is one only, though lasting for a period of
time. So what is apparently a series of cognitions is one
cognition only. Hence it is, the Advaitins urge that the
validity of dharavahika jiana is not vitiated, by the
given definition on the empty ground that it is a series
of repeated cognitions containing no new element.
Yet it is admitted by them that the cognition of the
pot etc., gets sublated as illusory in their final view.
But, when an objection is raised that dharavahika
jiina would then be non-valid *the Advaitins reply
that vhe given definition of pramana’ is meant only
for the state of samsara (bondage) and that it is
inapplicable in the absolute world where there is
pure consciousness only withont any differentiation
into pramatr, prameya, and prama. It is only
when consclousness gets apparently differentiated
into cognizer, cognitum aund cognition, that a pramana
is required to enable a cognizer to know the
cognitum. Since there is no such differentiation in
the absolute conscionsiness, pramanas have no scope
ovar there anl are inopearative.

The Saiva Siddhantin wonders how 1 unity,
consciousness apparently differentiates itself into two
opposites, namely, the subject and the object of
cognition. If the apparent differentiation had a
beginning there must be sufficient reason for it.
The Advaitins will have to be at their wits’ end to

1. Ibid. pp. 5.
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find a cause for such !differentiation. If there is
no beginning, the apparent differentiation must
exist from eternity. The subject into which
consciousness apparently gets differentiated together
with the pramana that knits the subject with the
object by the cogunitive relation must as well exist
from eternity. If it is granted that pramanas exist

from eternity, they can never annihilate or evaporate
themselves into nothing. They must persist to
eternity. Thus the Advaiting’ conception that
pramanas have no scope with reference to Absolute
Reality is not based on a right view Hence their
definition of the term pramana bas the fault of
avyapti (non—pervasion), since it is not applicable,
as they themselves admit, to Absolute Reality.

'With the Sankhyas, a pramina is
pramasadhakatama (that which is most conducive
to valid cognition). ?Prama (valid cognition) is a
definite knowledge produced by the conjunction of
the buddhi aud the Purusa or by either of them of
an unknown object where there is a true correspondence
of the content of knowledge with the object of
cognition. Memory is not regarded by them as valid
knowledge, since it is of a known object. Bhrama
(illusion) is rejected as there is no correspondence of
the content of knowledge with the object cognized.
Doubt is set aside on the ground that it is not a

1. 8. 8. V. p. 46: ‘dvayor ekatarasya va' py
asamnikrstartha pramia; tat
sadhakatamam yet trividham
pramanam.’

2. S.P.B. p. 43.
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definite cognition. 'Vijlana Bhiksu thinks that
whenever the Purusa (soul) is spoken of as having
valid - cognition, the modification of the buddhi is
the pramana. But when the buddhi is referred to
as one that cognizes, it is the sense-object contact
ete., that constitute the pramana. 2The Purusa
(soul) is a mere pramad saksin (witness of valid
cognition). It is never the pramatr (subject) that
cognizes. *But according to Vacaspati Midra,
pramana is prama-karana or the operative cause of
valid cognition, and pram3i is knowledge of an
unknown truth, and is the cause of the Purusa’s
activitye ~ Whereas Vijidana Bhiksu holds that
pramana is either the manifestation of the buddhi,
or the sense—object contact etc., *Vacaspati MiSra is
definite that it is a modification of the citta, having a
content free from all that are doubtful, erroneous and
unknown.

5The Siddhaatin deplores the view of the
Sankhyas who regard cognition as a function of ths

1. Ibid p. 43: Atra yadi pramaripam phalam
purusanistha-matram ucyate, tada
buddhi vrttireva pramanam; yadi ca
buddhi-nistha—matram ucyate, tade-
ndriyasamnikarsadir eva pramanam,’

2. S.P,B.p,43. ‘purusas tu prama-siksi eva. na
pramate’ ti,’
3. P.Y.S.pp. 10, 11: ‘anadhigatatatvabodhah
pauruseye’

4. T.K.p.8: ‘Vyavaharahetuh prami; tatkaranam
pramanam.” ‘taccasamdigdhavipari-
tanadhigatavisayacittavrttih.’

5. P.B. pp. 525, 526.
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internal organ which is really wunconscious. The
internal organ, whether it is the buddhi or citta, is
non-intelligent and is as much material as the eye
that aids perception. Moreover, the buddhi undergoes
psychosis in the forms of pleasure and pain, and
becomes a prameya. A prameya cannot be a pramana
as well in any particular act of cognition. Thus the
view of the Sankhyas that the internal organ is the
pramany is not tenable. The Siddhantin feels that his
definition of pramana is free from all the faults shown
above. For with him it is the cit-Sakti of the atman
which is intelligent that is the pramana. The buddhi,
citbta and the eye are accessories to ermpirical
knowledge, and do not singly or jointly constitute the
pramana. Besides, the definition of pramana as given
by the Sankhyas, is seriously handicapped by their
theory of knowledge which is mechanical. Their view
of the Purusa as an inactive seer having the property
of isolation, and their notion of prakrti as a material
substance possessed of activity, are purely
metaphysical abstractions that do not take into
consideration the concrete facts of oxperience, The
lack of harmony between the Purusa and prakrti as
unrelated units of reality fails to bind them both by
the cognitive relation, be it material or otherwise. As
a consequence, their deflnition of pramana too falls
flat.

The Jains are not at all agreed on the nature of
pramana. 'According to Umaswami, ¢ pramana’
stands in one place for the meaning of valid knowledge,
and in another for the meaus of valid knowledge. 2But

1. Hiil.p 160
2 HI L plid
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Siddhasena is of opinion that pramanx is self-luminous
and other - illumining without any obstruction. With
Manikya Nandi, pramana is valid knowledge which
specifies the nature of an object of which one is
uncertain. Just asa lamp illumines itself as well as
other objects in its neighbourhcod, so does a pramana
manifests the cognizer as well as the object cognizea.
2According to Deva Siiri, a pramana is valid knowledge
which reveals itself and other things. With him
indriyarthasannikarsa (sense-object contact), though it
can ascertain the nature of objects other than itself, is
not a pramanas For it cannot coguizc its own nature
a3 it has no consciousness. *But Bhaskara Nandi holds
the view that pramana is either the ageut of valid
cognition, or the means of valid cognition, or valid
cognition itself. Thé sense in which the term pramana
is used is said to depend on the point of view adopted.
From the stand point of self-illuminating, the kartta
(agent) may be spoken of as pramana. On the viev.v of
other-illuminating, pramana may be taken to stand
for the means of cognition. As valid cognition, it is
used for knowledge going by the names of mati, etec.,
which are all pervaded by their own meanings yielding
samyag )hana (clear knowledge).  Bhaskara Nandi
further states that substances, the senses, lamp-light
and sun-light are spdoken of as pramanas only
figuratively.

The Siddhantin sees, in the definitlons of pramanas
as given by the Jains—specially in that given .by

1. TIbid. p. 189.
9. Tbid. p. 200.
g T 8. Duip.til:
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Bhaskara Nandi—-1 subjectivistic trend, a coafusion
of distincts and an indeterminateness of specification.
So long as what is pramana depends upon the
initial attitude of the philosopher, the definition
of pramina cannot escape the subjectivistic element
of the philosophizing subject. The confusion of
distincts lies in the identification of pramana with
either the pramatr or the pramiti. The factors of
valid knowledge, namely. pramatr, prameya, pramana
and pramiti-are distincts knit together by the
cognitive telation and the Jains appear to commit
the mistake of reducing the four—term relation
into a three-term one. The vagueness in specification
congists in their lack of ascertaining the nature
of pramana as a means of cognition.

(iv) Vyaijakas or the Manifestors of knowledge
(a) Pasa—jhianas.

It has already been shown that the cit $akti
of the atman is the only pramina (instrument of
knowledge) recognised by the Siddhantin. Now the
dtman is mala-fettered. The cit—$akti which holds
the guna-guni-bhava sambandha (attribute—substance
relation) with the atman is also mala-fettered.
Hence the activities of the cit-$akti are restricted
to a locus where there are accessories for it to
work with. Out of an infinite number of the
products of ha maya (inpure primordial matter)n agdd
which are all accessories of knowledge to the
atman, the cit-Sakti selects some of them according
to the nature of the objects to be cognised and
makes a conjunction of itself with them and then
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cognizes. 'The paSu-jiidna (the knowledge of the
atman in its malafettered state) thus obtaired by
any one cognition, if free from the faults of doubt,
error and remembrance, is valid cognition, and is
called ‘pasa-jnana’. Pasa—jhana is a mere vyahjaka
(manifestor of knowledge) to the atman in its
petta—nilai (embodied state). The atman cognizes
objects as made clear by the vyafjakas by means
of its cit—Sakti. The vyafijakas are extrinsic to
the asman, and are but accidental to it. They
exist but do not persist in a manifested condition
for all time. For in the mukti-nilai (released state)
since the atman is not mala—fettered it does not
require any conjunction of itself with the products
of maya. So thc pasa—jianas are all unmanifest
over there. They are not any-how annihilated.
As they are species of jnanas, they are qualities,
and should therefore inhere in some substance.
The substance whose qualities they are should be
either the atman, or the products of maya. The
pasa—jfianas, being different kinds of knowledges,
cannot be considered qualities of the products of
maya which are all inert and unconscious. The
only course left is to consider them as gunas or
qualities of the atman. There is a difficulty here. For
according to Saiva Siddhanta, the relation between a
guna and its gunin is one of tadatmya sambandha
(relation of intrinsic inherence or identity.) ?A gunin
is a unity of gunas (qualities) collectively viewed,
and is called a dravya (substance); a guna is the
same unity individually viewed. With the Siddhantins,

1. S.A.p. 39—‘pacam vayilaka anmavinkan nikalum
Danam pacaianam.’
9. S. B. pp. 185 and 186.
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the gunas are not insubstantial accidental attributes
of a substance. They are intrinsic to the gumin;
as a whole they constitute the being of the gunin.
Now the pasa—jianas are not gunas of the atman,
in the sense that they are intrinsic to the atman
They are gunas inhering in the &atman in an
extrinsic way.

1The Siddhantin distinguishes between the three
forms of pasa-jiidnas, namely — pratyaksa, anumana
and agama. With him, they are only vyanjakas: and
he calls them pramana only figuratively. But the
Tarkikas and others consider them as genuine
pramanas. This is a point where the Saiva Siddhantin
differs from the other schools of Indian philosophy
There is disagreement even on the number of
independent means of knowledge. The Lokayatas
accept pratyaksa only as a valid means of knowledge.
The Buddhists and the VaiSesikas claim validity tt
pratyaksa and anumana as weil. The Sankhyas admio
that pratyaksa, anumana and agama are the only
pramanas that are distinct means of knowledge. The
Naiyayikas give an independent status to upamana
(comparison), and recognise the four pramanas-pratyaksa
anuméana, agama and upamana. The Arhats and
the Prabhakaras add arthapatti (presumption) to
the list of the Naiyayikas, makinog a total of five,
The Bhattas and Advaita Vedantins see in abhiva
(non—perception) an independent means of knowledge
and believe in the following six pramanas,— !

1. S.S. A. pp. 97, 110-114.
S. B. V. p. 109.
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1. Pratyaksa — Perception. 4. Upamana-Comparison.
2. Anumana - Inference. 5. Arthapatti-Presumption.
3. Agama  — Verbal testi 6. Ahbhava-Non-

mony perception.

The Pauranikss, on the other hand, add four more
to the above number, making a _total of ten.
The extra pramanas recognized by them are as
follows :—

7. PariSesa — Inference by elimination.
8. Sambhava — Probability,
9. Aitihyam — Tradition,

10. Svabhava linga — Natural inference.

It is said that there are others who even believe
in more than ten pramanas.

The Saiva Sidddbantin first rejects the view
that these are pramanas and then claims them to
be merely vyafijakas, which are not at all independent
of each other. With him they are all factors of
valid knowledge in that they make the pramana
i.e., the atman’s cit-Sakti operative. He professes
to reduce the vyahjakas to the following three
only:

1. Pratyaksa — Perception.

2. Anumaiana — Inference.

3. Agama — Verbal testimony.

He includes abhava under pratyaksa, aitihyam under
dgama and the remaining under anumana.
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(b) .Sivajhana

1The atman qr the soul is always in need of a
vyafijaka (manifestor of knowledge) to know a thing.
The object cognized may be either asat or sat. In the
cognition of the asat, which it has in its petta-nilai
(embodied state) the vyafjakas are the pasa-jianas,
namely, perception, inference aud verbal testimony
which are all extrinsic to it; but in its mukti-nilal
(state of release) when it has cognition of Siva-sat
the vyafijaka is its adhara, Sivajidna which is
intrinsic to 1it. Sivajiina is no other than the
cit—Sakti of Siva ond is non-different from Him.
Just as the pada-jddanas-perception, inference and
verbal testimony-are fignratively spoken of as
pramanas, Siva—-jﬁﬁna too 1s referred to as a
pramana, The real pramana is the cit-Sakti of
the atman. The pada-jhidnas are accidental to the
atman and remain unmanifest in the atman’s
muktinilai; but Siva-jiana endures for ever. *The
atma-jfidna is, according to the Siddhantin, pervasive
and the pasa-jiianas are limited in range; hence the
former is called perfect knowledge with reference to
the latter, which is imperfect knowledge. Yet
dtma-jiana has to do with Siva and Siva alone. But
Siva-jidna has its scope over all objects. Tt is Siva’s
knowledge of everything together. So dtma-jiana is
imperfect with respect to Siva—jfidna which is perfect.
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CHAPTER VI

Theory of Perception.

(i) Nature of sense — data.

When one is in the perceptual situation which is
described as sayiug something, touching something, or
hearing something etc., a colour patch, or resistence
or sound, is felt to exist at that moment. The
acquaintance with these existents is called sensing;
and the existents themselves are differently called by
various philosophers. The Schoolmen called them
sensible species. Locke and Berkely would have them
as ideas of sensations. With the 19th century
philosophers they went by the name sensations. But
Dr. C. D. Broad and his followers elect to term them
sensa. Whatever the name adopted for these existents
every onc of them betrays a partiality for a particular
view of the theory of perception. The €sensible species’
of the School-men make what are sensed as physical,
whereas the terms ‘ideas’, ‘impressions’ and
¢sensations’ commit us to the view that what we sense
are mental eveats Even the term ‘sensuwn’ is not
free from all bias. [t is generally used to mean a
kind of entity which is neither mental nor physical.
Professor G. E. VMloore and Mr. Bertrand Russell would
like to call these existents ‘sense-data’. It is claimed
that this term does not commit us to any specific
theory of perception But Dr. Dawes Hicks doubts
very much whether the term is free from all implcations
as is claimed. The very meaning of the term
‘something given’ to senses, not something found,
commits us to a particular theory. Dr. Dawes Hicks,
however, admits that the long usage of a term with a
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specified meaning can make a term neutral. Bat he
objects that no such usage can be claimed for it in this
instance. What he means is that we shouid wait for a
time till the term *sense-data’ completely loses all its
implications to particular theories when we may freely
use it without any fear of being committed to a specific
theory. Mr. H. H. Price is of opinion that the
admission that there are sense-data commits us to very
little. Sense-data, according to him, do exist but need
not persist throughout the interval when they are not
being sensed. By accepting that there are sense-data
there is no necessity for one to believe that several
persons can be acquainted with the same sense-data.
We have merely to admit that we can have some
sense-data on every occasion of sensing. When we
speak of sense-data we are not at all committed to any
view either of character or about their origin; they
may be substances, qualities. activities or reiations
with other entities. They may originate as the result
of physical processes, or of- mental processes, or of
both. If what Mr. Price says is taken to be the
primary meaning of the term, the word ®sense—data ’
deserves well its adoption in epistemological inquiries.

The character of sense-data as the link connecting
the percipient with ths object perceived has besn of late
very much discussed in philosophical treatises. The
naive realists would have them as physical. According
to theu, they are oither substances or phases of
objects perceived by means of them. lhe idealists
call them mental as being phases of the percipient’s
mind. Whereas, the physiologists and the behaviourists
consider them cerebral on the ground that they are
phases of the percipient’s brain.
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(i) Meaning of the term ‘Perceive’.

It is true that our beliefs about the material
world depend upon sensing ‘sense—data’. Yet sensing
is not a sufficient, though necessary, condition for
holding such beliefs. Some further mental process
is felt to be required- Oa any theory of material
objects this further mental process is often called
PERCEPTION. Thus it may be said > that we
sense some sense-data, such as colour—patches,
sounds etc., and that we perceive oranges, mountains,
tables etc. But this usage of the term ¢‘perceive’
is ambiguoas. For in any illusion of sense, such
as seeing double, all philosophers are agreed tha
two sense—data are sensed, though they may not
all admit that two candles are perceived. A
majority of psychologists and philosophers use the
word ‘perceive’ in the sense that it is possible to
perceive not only what exists but also what does
not exist. It is necessary on the part of these
men to distinguish between true and false perception.
In another sense of the term perceive, it is nof
possible to perceive what does not exist, and hence
the distinction between true and false perception
does not arise in this view. The Saiva Siddhantin
follows the majority of philsophers in using the term
- perceive’ in the first semse. Yet two problems
confront him when he attempts to give a theory of
perception. First, the nature of perception and its
relations to sensing has to be explained. Secondly, the
relation between a sense datum and a material thing
(if any) of which it is a sense—datum to a percipient is
to be made clear.
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(iii) Sensing and perception.

When I look at an object, say a door, my
sense-data are actually constituents of its front
surface Yet at the first instance I am not aware of
the fact that they belong to the door any more than to
its front surface. I am said to be, in the words of
Russell, just acquainted with the sense-data. This
form of acquaintance with, or awareness of, the
sense-data is called sensing. [t must be noted that
acquaintance with the sense-data does not imply
knowledge about the object to which the sense-data
belong. To kuow that two colour-patches are different
is knowledge about them. But acquaintance with them
does not necessarily meaa that there is knowledge that
they are different. For Rassell says there are no
degrees of acquaintance. There is merely acquaintance
and non-acquaintance. 1 am said to be better
acquainted with a thing, when [ am acquainted with
more parts of the thing. But ‘the acquaintance with
each part is either complete or non-existent. Thus
sensing is a mere direct acqualntance with the
sense—data that belong to an object. In pure sensing,
the subject 18 directly aware of the object itself. Yet
the cognitive relation holding between the subject and
the object is not the sort of relation that constitates
judgment.

Perception on the other hand is something more
than sensing. It is a product of manipulations of and
operations on, the sense data. The relation between
the percipient and the object perceived is one of
judgments of all degrees of definiteness varying from
less determinate to more determinate forms. When an
object is brought before the eyes, we sense the
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sense—data belonging to its front surface. But we
are said .to perceive the whole object, not merely
its front surface. Sensing by means of the visual.
organ is concerned with the front surface only.
whereas perception has to do with the whole object
made up of the sides, back and inside as well
The sense—data of the backside and the inside
are not given to the eye, and hence are not
sensed. Only those of the front surface are given,
and they are sensed. It cannot be asserted that
the unsensed sense—data or sensibilia (as Russell
calls them) of the backside; and inside yield
perception of the backside and inside perception
is of the object as- a whole, not of parts. Ij
perception is directed to parts of an object, it
would be of each part as a whole, not of its
further divisions.

The unsensed sense—data or sensibilia of the
inside and backside of an object or part of an
object seem to do nothing with perception. From
the mere sensing of the sense—data of the front
surface of an object we pass on to the process
of perceiving the whole object. The passage from
sensing to perceiving appears to be mysterious;
all philosophers are not agreed on this point. The
rationalistic idealists say that the back—side and
the inside of an object are inferred from the front
surface. The associationists say that the present
sense-data of the front surface, associated with the
past sense— data of the back surface and the inside,
give perception of the complete object. There are
others, mnotably H- H. Price, who think that
perception involves neither inference nor an
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association of a present sense-data with the past one.
According to these men, perception has :a pseudo—
intuitive character, and stimulates sensing. “In
perception, the thing, be it real or unreal, just
comes along with the sense—datum; it just dawns
upon us of itself.”

The Saiva Siddhantin is not against this totalistic
view of perception. But he cannot agree that there
is no process involved in passing from sensing to
perceiving. He sees’ three distinct intermediate
processes. Even in sensing, according to him, the
sense—data are not given to the senses individually
but are presanted as a whole. The giver sense-data
are a complex containing constituents, though not
discerned as such in sensing. No distinction 1s
made among the primary qualities, such as its
shape, motion, etc., nor among its secondary qualities,
such as its colour, taste, etc.,

Both the primary and secondary qualities ace
sensed together forming one group of sense-data.
Sensing, according to the Siddhantin, is purely a
work of the senses, and gives us a vague,
indeterminate and non-conceptual form of knowledge
of the mere being of the sense—data. What is
given by the senses is taken up by the citta, one
of the four internal organs, which splits up the
gense-data presented as a whole progressively into
their constituents. At any point when the citta is
active certain constitnents are brought before it,
while the rest remain as an indeterminate complex.
The constituents that are prerented to it being
insufficient to decide in favour of one among many
objects to which they might equally belong, the
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citta is in an attitude of reflection with a view
to know to what object the given sense-data belong,
From memory it finds that such and such sense-data
belong to such and such objects. 'Thus the citta is in
a state of conjecture making guesses of the form that
the thing presented may be a pot, a piece of cloth,
etc., 2Then there is the processes of doubt of the
manas,-another of the four internal organs—in the form
that the presented object is either a pot, or a piece of .
cloth. 3This is followed up by the attitude of
perceptual disposition of ahankara,- the third of the
four internal orsans of sense which rises, as it were,
to malke assurance of the presented object. At last,
the fourth internal organ, buddhi functions. *The
buddhi is responsible for the completion of the
perceptual process. It has discriminatory powers, and
breaks asunder the remaining indeterminate mass of
presented sense-data, and makes full assurance of
the object presented. The difference between
perceptual disposition and perceptual assurance lies in
the fact that the subject enters as a predominating
constituent in the former, while the object is the
important factor in the latter. One is said to perceive
an object if he makes an assurance of the object
presented. The buddhi which makes perceptual
assurance completes the perceptual process.  Thus
according to the Saiva Siddhantin, the three processes
1. S.B pp. 171, 172 and 255 - ‘Aimporikalarin—
tavitayattaic cittam cintittariyam’.
9. Ibid pp. 171-174 and 255 -‘manam atanaic
cankarpavikarpafceytariyum.’
3. S. B. pp. 170 and 255 - ‘ahankaram oruppat-
teluntariyum’.
4 TIbid pp. 162 - 164 and 255 - ‘putti niccayittariyum’.
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of conjecture, doubt and perceptual disposition lie
between pure sensing and determinate perception.

In the case of perception of distant objects in
bright surlight and of near objects in dim light,
all these five processes are perceptibly distinct.
But ordinarily when attention is directed to a
well-illuminated near—object, we are aware of one
process only, that is, the process of perception.
For as soon as the sense-data are presented as a
whole, we have simply the process of perceptual
consciousness. The intermediate processes—conjecture,
doubt and perceptual disposition—together with the
initial process of sensing do not seem to take
place. But, according to the Siddhantin, each of
these processes is distinct, and contributes its own
gshare towards the perception of an object. The
reason why they are not perceptibly clear is the
fact that their times of duration are not great
enough. Thus the passage from sensing sense-data
to perception is by way of the three intermediate
processes. The perceptual act is above conjecture
and doubt. As such it is an unquestioning and
undoubting act, even as sensing is. Just as sensing
is effortless, so is perception of well-illuminated
near objects effortless; for the intermediate processes
are of very short duration so-much-so they appear
to be non-existent.

(iv) Sense-data and Matter.

The next problem to be considered is the
relation of sense-data to the material thing whose
data they are. It is a fact that what we directly
observe is none other than sense-data, such as
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colour-patches,'resista.nce, sounds, tastes and smells
But the supposed contents of the material world are
different from these. It is said to consist of material
objects constituted of atoms or electrons, none of
which seem to have colour, resistance, taste, or
smell. How then is knowledge of such objects
obtained ?

Evidently these objects must have some kind of
correlation with sense—data, and knowledge can be had
only through this correlation. But a correlation can be
ascertained when the correlated objects are constantly
found together. In the present case, one term of the
correlation—sense—data—is the only one held by all
philosophers alike to be always found. Neither the
second term of correlation, nor the relation of correlation
itself seems to be found. Thus there is a difficulty
remaining to be solved. The solution is simple. It is
agreed by all philosophers that our knowledge of the
material world is entirely based upon our observation
of microscopic objects - tables, apples, books etc., - and
their sense-data. It is a fact that our knowledge
of microscopic objects are inferred therefrom,
Now microscopic objects can be found; and the
correlation between them and their sense-data can be
ascertained. But what is the nature of microscopic
objects? Are they physical or mental? Philosophers
differ among themselves as to their view of microscopic
objects. The idealists urge that they are mental?
The naive realists regard them as physical. The
Siddhantin agress with the naive realists in considering
them physical. Then the problem comes to the fore
as to the kind of correlation between the object of
perception and its sense-data. =~ The Siddhantin holds
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the view that every. material object is wholly
composed of sensibilia.

According to the Siddhantin, the sense-data have
the relation of tadatmya (identity) to the material
object whos= dta they are. Colour-patches, resistances,
sounds, tastes and smells are as much material
as the material object to which they belong. The
material object is no substrata of qualities which are
insubstantial but is constituted of qualities that are
as substantial as the object itself. The relation
between the sensibilia and the material object which is
made up of them is known as the guna - guni - bhava
sambandha. There is no gunin, without gunas. The
gunas or sensibilia viewed collectively is the material
object. When sensed individually they remain merely
as gunas or sensibilia. The Siddhantin’s thesis that
every material object — gunin — is wholly composed of
sensibilia — gunas - deserves to be examined with
reference to (a) variations in form and size of the
same object looked at from points equidistant, or at
various distances from the object. (b) illusory objects,
and (c) double vision and complete hallucination.

(a) Nature of Form and Size of objects viewed
from various points.

It is a well known fact that a rupee coin, when
looked at perpendicularly to its plane surface, presents
the appearance of a circle. When the same coin is
looked at from points equidistant from the centre of
the coin, we get elliptical forms of various degrees.
All these forms are sense—data. To the Siddhantin,
who is a realist, they must all belong to the object,
the rupee coin, as members to group. Again the circular
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form presented does no% seem to maintain a fixed
radius. It appears to diminish in size as the point
from which the object is viewed is increased. The
rupee coin seems to possess an infinite number of sizes
as well at’ one and the same time. Thus the
Siddhantin has to admit that a material object is
constituted of contrary sensibilia - different forms
and sizes. This admission, if made, will seriously
impair his reputation as a philosopher, for it is
against common-sense to attribute more than one form
and one size to an object at a time. After all a system
of- philosophy is not worth a straw if men of
commonsense, one and all refuse to endorse it. But
yet serious reflection will make it clear that the
Siddhantin’s doctrine of an object having multi-forms
and multisizes at one and the same time is not opposed
to comwmon sense. The Siddhaatin believes in sva-riipa-
laksanas (essential characteristics) and tatastha
laksanas (accidental characteristics) as belonging to
objects. One form and oze size only can belong to an
object intrinsically at a time These and these only
can enter into the svariipa laksana of the object. The
other forms and sizes of the objects are extrinsic, and
form its tatastha laksana. Thus it would seem that
every object has, as Prof. A. N. Whitehead holds, two
characteristics. The one is what characterizes it
simpliciter, and forms a part of its svartpa laksana;
the other is what characterises’ it from a place being
its tatastha laksana. The form and size that
characterize an object simpliciter is taken to be the
standard form and size of the object. The other forms
and sizes are all characteristics that qualify the object
from various places and equally belong to the object.
The sensing of these latter forms and sizes as well can
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never be wrong. But yet the perception of the circular
rupee coin as elliptical is a case of error. Here the

error is due to the faulty eye which presents a
characteristic that qualifies an object from a place as

that which qualifies 1t simpliciter. In the - case of the
appearance of convergence of parallel rails too, the
breadth between the rails appears to decrease as the

distance from which the rails are seen increases. This
too is due to the faulty eye which is unable to

discriminate between what qualifies an object from a
place from what qualifies it simpliciter.

(b) Illusory Objects

Illasory objects present a difficulty of no mean
order to the Siddhantin. When one mistakes a rope
for a snake, the sense-data presented are those of the
rope, and yet what is perceived js the snake. How
can the sense-data of the rope give a perception of a
snake? Even if the sense-data presented be common
both to a rope and to a snake, there cannot be a
perception of a snake. At the utmost, there will be a
doubt as to whether the object perceived is a rope or a
snake. This difficulty can be got over thus: certain

characteristics, such as bent form, length, etc., which
are common both to a rope and to a snake are some

of the sense—data presented. In addition to these the
specific character of motion which qualifies the snake

simpliciter is perceived in dim light as a charateristic
that qualifies the object presented-the rope. The

faulty eye loses sight of the fact that the character of
motion does not qualify the object presented-the
rope - simpliciter, but only from a place; hence there
is the illusion. Thus the sense-data sensed are real;
so are the rope presented and the snake perceived.
The illusion consists in regarding the rope as a snake.
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(¢) Double Vision and Complete Hallucination.

In the case of double vision, such as the one
obtained when one presses his eye-ball, the presented
object is one only - the candle — but what are perceived
are two candles. Hvidently there are two groups of
sense-data. One group can be said to actually belong
to the candle simpliciter in the relation of member to
group ; the other group cannot belong to the candle in
the same sense ; for it appears to belong to a second
candle which, however, disappears when the pressure
to which the eye ball is subjected is released. Thus
th'e phenomenon of double vision leads the Siddhantin
into difficulties’

A careful examination of the problem will prove
to us that even double vision does not belie the
Siddhantin. Both the groups of sense-data actually
belong to the real candle which is the one presented
in the relation of members to group. The first set
enters into the svartipa laksana of the candle, and
characterizes its simpliciter giving us the perception
of the real candle. The second set forms the tatastha
laksana of the candle, and characterizes it from a
place. The eye that is pressed dislocates the second
group of sense-data, and sees it as though it were
characterizing a second candle simpliciter. Thus the
faulty eye by way of the first group of sense-data,
perceives the candle where it is, and by way of the
second group sees a candle where it is not. Yet in
as—much—as both the real candle and the apparent
candle are groups of sensibilia which are real, there is
no reason to doubt the reality of either candle. It is
true that the apparent candle does not persist when
the cause of its appearance — the pressure of the
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eye-ball —is removed. Yet it is not a mental
construction, made up of the stuff of the mind. It is
as much material as the real candle; yet the error is
due to the mistaken apprehension that the objects
presented are two, and it is the faulty eye that is
responsible for such an apprehension. In complete
hallucination also, as in the case of the apparent
candle, we see an object where it is not. The
visionary object is all the same as real as the wild
sense—data that make up its being; the error of
hallucination is due to the faulty eye which, after
dislocating the sense—data belonging to various real
objects, perceives them as belonging to a single
coherent thing, the visionary object. Thus it will be
seen that the Siddhantin’s theory that every material
object is wholly composed of sensibilia is adequate -
enough to explain the phenomena of multi-forms and

multi-sizes of an object, illusion and complete
hallucination.

(v) Definition of Perception.

‘Perception is, according to Sivajfidna Yogi, the
jiana-Sakti of the atman which has a doubt-free,
errorless knowledge other than doubt, error and
memory, but always preceded by nirvikalpa jhana
and followed by an inquiry after the manner of

1. 8.8.8. p.8- C‘nirvikarpavunarvait tanakku
munnakakkonte aiyavunarvum vipari
tavunarvuminri vitaiyankalai n3réyari-
vatakiya anmavinatu fidnacatti kateiyal-
avaiyenappatum.’
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savikalpa.  'According to the Pauskara Agama,
perception ig the atma cit-Sakti which contacts objects
_ through its senses. Both Sivajhana Yogi and the
author of the Pauskara Agama agree that perception
is the jfidna-sakti of ‘the atman as conditioned by
certain factors. 2But Sivagra Yogi, in identifying
perception with valid kaowledge as well as with the
instrament of obtaining valid knowledge, appears
to differ with both. The difference is not real as he
does not mean a different thing. According to Saiva
Siddhanta the Sakti and its atman hold the relation of
guna — guni — bhiva. Knowledge being a quality of
the atman, there is no difference of opinion in holding
the view that perception is some form of knowledge.
Hence it can be concluded that Sivagra Yogi does not
materially differ with either. Now if what is stated
about perception in the Pauskara Agama be taken to
be the definition of perception, there would be no way
of excluding doubt, error, memory and even
inference and verbal testimony from perception. - For
~ all these can be identified with the jidna-Sakti of the
atman which contacts objects through the senses.

sBut the Pauskara Agama rejects doubt, error
and memory as apramanas and accepts perception,
inference, verbal testimony and presumption as the
only independent means of knowledge. So long as
perception 1s held to be a pramadna, doubt, error and
memory get antomatically rejected; and there is no

1. P. B.p. 528 — ‘ Cicchakterarthasamyoga tyaksa-
mindri yamargatah.’

9. S.B.S.p. 108 - ‘Tattra saksatkariprama pra-
tyaksam tatkaranamapi pratyaksam.’

3. P.B. pp. 510 and 526.
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necessity to speak of perception as something 'oisher
than doubt, error and memory. So the statement in the
Pauskara Agama seems to be correct as fa'r as
perception is spoken of as a pramana and is identified
with the atma citSakti which contacts objects through
the senses. Yet when trteated as the definition of
perception there is the fault of the definition being
too wide, as it includes inference and verbal
testimony as well. In these circumstances it behoves
us to take what is said of perception in the
Pauskara Agama as a mere description, not as a
definition.

Further, it wounld appear from the so called
definition that sense.object contact is essential for
perception. *But the author of the Pauskara Agama,
in his classification of perception into three kinds,
speaks of indriyantahkaranas nirapeksa pratyaksa
which functions without the antahkaranas (internal
organs of sense). Thus it would appear that sense-object
contact is not at all necessary for all kinds of
perception, at least for indriyantahkarana nirapeksa
partyaksa which is a kind of transcendental preception
corresponding to- the alaukika pratyaksa of the
Naiyayikas. The other two kinds of Pratyaksas treated
on in the Pauskara Agama namely, the indriyasapeksa
pratyaksa and the antahkarana sapeksa pratyaksa,
remind us of the laukika pratyaksa of the
Naiyayikas. For the one the sense-object contact
1s very essential; the other requires the functioning of
the antahkaranas withou the senses. Therefore when
the author of the Pauskara Agama speaks of perception
as the atma cit-Sakti which contacts objects through
the senses, we have to take it that he iu defining

L. P. B. pp: 531 and 53%¢ 1. ]
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indriya pratyaksa (sense perception), not percepticn
in general. It cannot be said that he is unaware
of the nature of perception, for he hits the
right mark when he says that contact of the
cit—Sakti is an essential condition for perception.
Even in sense-perception the importance of the
contact of the 'cit-Sakti is tacitly admitted by
him when he saye that the sense—object contacs
is necessary, but is not the sole condition for it.

INow the character of immediacy of perception
is well brought out in the definition of perception
by Sivajiana Yogi in his commentary to the
Sivajfiana Slddhlyar and by Sivagra Yogi in his
Sivagra Bhasyam - But the author of the Pauskara
Agama has gravely omitted it. Yet Sivagra Yogi
is not above blame in his definition of perception.
2For in his commentary to the Sivajiana Siddhiyar
he speaks of perception as a doubtfree. errorless
knowledge other than doubt, error and memory.
but always preceded by nirvikalpa jnana, and
followed by an inquiry in the savikalpa way. This
definition, if accepted as true, will be too wide,
since inference and verbal testimony too will have
to be included in perception. So Sivagra Yogj
appears to be wrong, and may be blamed for giving
gsuch a definition. Yet there seems an escaps for

I. 5.8 8 p. 8 S B S pplls.

2. 8. 8. 8. p. 119-Kurramarra pratyaksamavatu cante_
kam onrai marronrakak kanpatu ptr-
vasmaranal yanri nirvikarpatari-
sanantaram savikarpamaka vicarittu
munconna samsayati tosankalinrik
kanpatam. :
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him in that he is but interpreting ArunindiSivacaciyar
as a commentator. Buat the fact is that Sivajidna
Yogi too is an interpreter of Arunandi Sivacariyar. If
it were possible for Sivajidna Yogi to interpret
Arunandi Sivacariyar true to facts, why did not

Sivagra Yogi too do the same? If the relevant
lines in Arunandi’'s poem did not admit of a
correct interpretation, why did not the latter point it
out in his commentary? Yet we know for certain
that Sivagra Yogi is ftlly acquainted with the
importance of the character of immediacy of
perception as is evidenced in his Sivagra Bhasya.
It 1s difficult to reconcile the inconsistencies and
contradictions in the two works. It may be that
- Sivagra Yogi, as a commentator of Sivajfiana Siddhiyar
is not a clear thinker. His powers seem fully
developed when he wrote Sivigra Bhasya. Further,
it may be of interest to know that Arunandi
Sivacariyar brings out the character of mediacy
as an essential feature of inference. Naturally
Sivajhiadna Yogi read into the lines on perception
the character of immediacy-a character opposed to
mediacy-as an essential element of perception.
Arunandi Sivacariyar cannot be found fault with

for not having expressly stated this character. For
it is in the way of a poet to be terse and brief; and
Arunandi, as a poet, has done his part. [t is
the commentator that has to interpret him correctly.
The credit of correct interpretation falls on the
shoulders of Sivajidna Yogi of multifarious talents.
Both Sivagra Yogi and the author of Pauskara Agama

seem to have been infiuenced by the Nyaya-VaiSesika
doctrines.
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tAccording to Gautama, the author of the Nyaya
Sitras, the knowledge produced by the sense -object
contact, when not subject to error and when definite,
is called perception. 2Vitsyayana analyses the
causes of perception in detail. He says that in every
perceptual situation the self unites with the mind,
the mind with the sense, and the sense with the
object. According to him, the sense object contact
is not the only cause of perception. There are
others as well, namely, the self-mind contact and
the mind-sense contact. Yet Gautama speaks of the
sense-object contact only. Vatsyayana does not find
fault with the author of the Nydaya Sitras for giving
only one cause of perception. On the other hand,
he compliments him for having brought out the idea
of sense—object contact in his definition. Whereas the
self-mind contact is common to perception, inference,
etc. he urges that the mind-sense contact, and the
sense-object contact “are peculiar characteristies of
perception. Yet in the definition we have only the
sense—object contact, not the mind—sense contact. A
partiality for the sense—ocbject contact is explained
away by the fact that a definition need not contain
mention of 2ll the distinctive features of the thing
defined The mention of any one character that serves
to distinguish a thing from others would suffice.
The sense—object contact is as good a distinctive mark
as the mind—sense contact, and the inclusion of this
feature in the definition is said to enhance the value
of the definition. Again, Vatsydyana regards the

1. N S.G.sutra 44 p. 16 Indriyarthasamnikarsotpannam
manamavyapadesyamavya bhicari
vyavasdyatmakam pratyaksam.

9. Ibid pp. 16-19.
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apprehension by the soul of pleasare, paia ete., as
cases of perception. It is a fact that there is no
sense-object in such apprehensions. Hence the contact
definition of perception by Gautama needs to be
revised to include these as well. Vatsyayana seems
to be against such a revision, and teaches us a
doctrine foreign to Gautama. The mind is regarded
by him as a sense organ, though it differs from
the other semse—organs in that it is Immaterial,
devoid of any qualities. and operates on all objects
without being constrained “to specific ones. Thus
according to Vatsyayana, the sense—object contact is a
necessary condition for all kinds of perception ineluding
the apprehension by the soul of pleasure, pain, ete.
1Pradastapada too defines perception as that which is
produced by the sense-object contact. According
to him, there are six sense-organs, namely —the
eye, the ear, the nose, the mouth, the skin and
the mind. Pleasure, pain, etc,, are perceived by
the contact of the self with the mind which is regarded
as a seuseorgan. Thus both Vatsvayana and
Prasastapada have emphasised upon the importance
of the factors of sense-object contact in pereeption.
The Syncretist school, however, appears to be nearer
the truth regarding the phenomenon of perception.
*Annam Bhatta, in defining perception as he
knowledge produced by the sense-object contact, does
not go beyoad Gautama. ?Visvanatha Paficinana
speaks of perception as knowledge which is born of the
senses, and whose immediate cause is sense-object
I B Bt dd :
2. T.S. A.p.45- ‘evam samnikarsajanyam jhanam
pratyaksam’
3. K.S.M. p. 27 - “Indriyajam jidnam pratyaksam.’
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contact. - 'With Kesava Misra, perception is the
instrument of direct right knowledge. According to
him, a cognition is direct if it is produced by the
agency of the sense organs. ¢Gangesa appears to see
the flaws in the definition of perception of Gautama
and PraSastapada, and defines perception as direct
apprehension. It is further stated that perception is
knowledge whose instrumental cause is not knowledge.
Whereas inference, verbal testimony and comparison
involve respectively previous knowledges of premisses,

consistency and similarity, perception is produced by
a sense-organ which is not knowledge.

The Siddhaotin fully agrees with Gange$a in
regarding perception as direct apprehension, but
cannot accept the view that it is produced by the
sense object, contact. The Syncretist school, together
with the ancient and moedern Naiyayikas and
Vaidesikas, makes the fundamental mistake of
thinking that gnowledge can be produced by the
gense-object contact. How can the contact of two
material things, such as the sense and the object,
produce knowledge which is immaterial. According
to the Siddhantin, the cognition termed as perception
is a character of the Atman, manifested under certain
conditions, sach as sense-object contact etc. The
Siddhantin’s doctrine is in consonance with the
common—sense view, and is to be preferred as it does
not coerce us to conceive of immaterial things as being
born of material objects.

The Sankhyas too define perception in terms of
sense—object contact. ?According to the Saankhya

1. 1. B. K. p. 5 -  Saksatkaripramakaranam
pratyaksam.’
2. T.K. Karika 5 p. 9—‘Prativisayadhyavasayodrstam’



192

Karika, perception is definite cognition through that
which bears upon each particular object. 'Vacaspati
Miéra thinks that the sense in contact with the object
is that which bears upon particnlar objects. Thus with
him, perception is. a modification of the mind which
gives definite cognition of objects effected by the
sense—object contact. 2According to the Sankhya
Siitras, perception is that cognition which results from
the connexion with objects and which gives us their
forms. Aniruddha opines that the above definition of
perception may be treated either as applying to
external perception only, or as including as well the
non—external perception of the Yogin who is able to see
objects remote in time and place from him. The
Yogin who has attained supernatural powers can have
immediate connection with things in the form of their
causes. °Vijfidna Bhiksu too agrees with Aniruddha in
his interpretation of the definition of perception in the
Sankhya Sttras. The Yoga system as well holds a
similar view of perception. *For Vyasa thinks that
perception is a modification of the mind which cognizes
mainly by means of sense impressions the particularity
of an object which is of the nature of both generic and
specific qualities.

A modification of the mind which is material will
itself be material. Since perception is accepted by the
Sankhya and Yoga systems as a modification of the
mind, they cannot escape from the fault of regarding
it as material.  No stretch of imagination can .compel

1. Ibid pp. 9 & 10. '
S. P. B. pp 49 and 50.

PoY. S pil

S. D. pp 35 and 36.
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us to consider perception as material or physical. Even
the adhyasa vada which they bring forward to explain
the phenomenon is out of date, and is unsatisfactory.
Percaption is  rather psychical, and belongs to the
gpirit. The Siddhaatin is right in holding the view
that it belongs to the spirit and spirit alone,and that
it is manifested only under suitable conditions.

1The Mimamsakas put forward the view that
perception is born of the buddhi on the contact of the
senses of man with existent objects. The Naiyayikas
object to the above statement as a definition on
the ground that it is over—pervasive, since it will
include erroneous knowledge as well within its compass.
For even in error, they point out there is contact
of the sense—organs with existent objects. In the
casé of a mistaken apprehension of a rope for a
‘snake, the snake, though mot present before one’s
‘eyes, 'is ‘as much existent as the rope is. The
Bhatta School, as represented by Partha Sarathi
Miéra, is ‘of opinion that the Naiyayikas are unjust
in’ their criticism. For what is stated about perception
is a mere statement of fact, which informs us that
perception is not conducive as a means to ascertain
dharma; it was never meant to be a definition.
The Naiyiyikas, according to him, have no reason
to tear out a statement of fact from its context
and find fault with it as if it were meant to be
a definition. The Bhattas however hold the view
that perception has to do with persent objects,
1]t is valid knowledge produced by the sense-object
contact.

1. 8. D. pp. 35 and 36.
9. M. N. p. 8: ‘Tatra indriyasannikarsajam pramanam
pratyaksam’
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The !Prabhikaras insist that perception is direct
apprehension; and direct apprehension is manifestation
of an object in its own form; the form of an object is
its specific individuality. Thus according to the
Prabhakaras, if an object is known by means of its
specific individuality, the apprehension is direct, and
is called perception. 2The Bhattas observe that the
Prabhakaras cannot maintain, in the light of their
definition of perception, that determinate cogrition of
an object is direct. For even in inference, from the
probans such as snake etc., the probandums fire etec.,
are cognized only in their relation to something else
such as their classes, names etc. It is admitted by the
Prabhakaras themselves that inference is indirect. So
determinate cognitions too will become non—direct. The
Bhattas further urge that the Prabhakaras cannot bring
forward the argument that in a determinate cognition
there is the cognition of an object in its own form
(specific individuality), besides its manifestations as
related to something else (generic characteristic); - for
the same thing can be said of inference as well.
Therefore if the determinate cognition of an object
is held to be direct, there is no reason to regard
inference as indirect. The Prabhakaras do not
seem to have any adequate answer to the above
criticism.

Both the Bhattas and the Prabhikaras admit
that knowledge is a characteristic of the atman.

1. P. B. p. 26: ‘Saksat pratitih pratyaksam; saksas
pratitih svarupa pratitih; svasyaiva
riipam svariipam

Asadharar,larupamltyarthal_l’
2. M. N. pp. 23, 24.
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manifested under certain conditions. They do not
err, like the Naiyayikas by making knowledge—a
psychic phenomenon—an effect of contact of two
physical things, as the sense and the object. With
them, mind is also a sense. They accept the view -
that pleasure, pain, etc., are also perceptible, the
sense involved being the mind. Yet the Siddhantin
is not satisfied with the definition of perception
a8 advanced by them, for they have not ‘brought
out in their definitions the faet that perception is
a characteristic of the atman. Further, according
to the Siddhantin, both the definitions apparently
suffer from a confusion of thought regarding the
distinctive factors of valid experiential knowledge: -
The Bhattas and the Prabhakaras alike are making
what they style pramana do duty for prami or
pramiti. With the Siddhantin, however, perception
is only a vyafjaka, not a pramana. Yet it is
ealled a pramana figuratively only. Credit is due
to the Siddhantin who does not identify even an
apparent pramana with what he terms pramiti.
Though the Siddhantin is opposed to the Mimamsakas
in their definition of perception, he sees certain
elements of truth iu them. For the importance of
the sense—object contact in perception is no less seen
by him than by the Bhattas. The Prabhakaras
too have something to thank the Siddhantin when
he says that there is direct apprehension in vhe
perceptual act,

The early Arhats are opposed to the Prabhakaras,
the laster Arhats and the Siddh3ntin in regarding
sense—perception as indirect apprehension. !Even

1. H L L. pp. 169 and 170.
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Umasvati, the author nf Tattvarthidhigama Sitras,
does not seem to hold a different view. According to
him, pramina is of two kinds—paroksa and
pratyaksa. Sense—psrception comes under paroksa
which is indirect knowledge acquired by the soul,
not by itself but through external agencies such
" as the senses and the mind. Even anumana (inference),
upamana (comparison), agama (verbal testimony),
arthapatti (presumption), sambhava (probability) and
abbhava (non—existence), are not held to be separate
sources of knowledge, but are included under
paroksa. Umasvati recognizes only two forms of
paroksa—mati and $ruta. Mati is knowledge of
existing things, obtained through the senses and the
mind. Sruta is knowledge of the things of the
past, present and future, acquired through reasoning
and study. It is interesting to mnote the fact that
the term pratyaksa 1is defined by Umasvati as
direct knowledge acquired by the soul by itself,
that is, without the help of external agencies such
as the senses. Three species of pratyaksa are given:
The first is avadhi or knowledge of objects beyond
the sphere of perception. Manahparyaya or the
knowledge of another’s thoughts is the “second.
The third is kevala or pure unalloyed absolute
knowledge.

1Siddhaséna, the Jaina pioneer on systematic logic,
representing the views of the Svetimbaras includes
sense-perception in pratyaksa. According to him,
pramana is of two kinds - pratyaksa (direct valid
knowledge) and patoksa (indirect wvalid knowledge).
Pratyaksa is classified into vyavaharika (pratical

1. Ibid pp. 174, 175.
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direct Knowledge) and paramarthika (transcendental
knowledge). Paroksa too is of two kinds anumana
(inference) and Sabda (verbal  testimony).
Sense - perception is held to be identical with
vyavakarika-pratyaksa or knowledge obtained through
the senses and the mind. Paramarthika - pratyaksa
is called Kkevala jhdana or absolute knowledge which
arises on the perfect enlightenment of the soul. Neither
the mind nor the senses take part in it. !Manikya
Nandi of the Digambara Sect also classifies pramana
into pratyaksa and paroksa and includes sense -
perception under pratyaksa.  ?Deva Sari, who
professes the Svetambara sect, divides vyavaharika -
pratyaksa into two classes - indriya—nibandhana (what
is produced through sense-organs) and anindriya —
nibandhana (what does not arise through the
sense—organs, but arises through the mind). The
paramarthika pratyaksa is held to be two fold-vikala
(defective) and sakala (perfect). The vikala includes
avadhi jhana (limited knowledge) that is, knowledge
of special objects which are not differentiated,.and
manahparyaya or definite and clear knowledge of
another’s thought. Deva Sturi differs with Siddhascna
in including smarana (recollection), pratyabhijia
(recognition) and tarka (argumentation) as well
under paroksa. Hemachandra seems to agree
wholly - with Deva Siri on the classification of
vyavahérika-pratyaksa, but not on that of
paramérbhika-pratyaksa.

The Siddhantin regrets that both the earlier and
the latter Arhats are confusing what should properly

i MLl b 18
9. Ibid p. 201.
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be called vyafijakas (manifestors) with pramanas.
The Arhats admit that vyavaharika-pratyaksi, be
it indriyanibandhana or anindriya — nibandhana,
together with paroksa jidna do not function in
moksa (state of release). It is also a faet that
paramarthika—pratyaksa is not obtained in the state of
bondage of the jiva. Thus both vyavaharike-pratyaksa
and paramarthika-pratyksa as well as paroksa
jidna are asat; and what is an asat cannot be
a pramana or means of cognition. Further, the
Arhats posit sentiency to the jiva (soul), and state
that the latter acquires omniscience when all
impediments to knowledge are removed. Therefere
it is all the more necessary for them to consider
that all the different forms of pratyaksa and paroksa
jhanas which are all asat are only vyafijakas and
not pramanas. Again the contention of Umasvati
that sense—perception is an indirect form of
knowledge does not really deserve any criticism as
the Arhats themselves have abandoned it.:

‘1The Buddhists object that the usual definition
of pratyaksa (perception) as knowledge produced by
the sense—object contact is defective and unsatisfactory
in many respects. In the first place, the definition
lacks the essential feature of every cognition-even
that of a perceptive cognition-in being a new
cognition, not as recognition. Only the first moment
of every cognition can be new. Hence perception
by the senses can be had at the first moment
only. In the succeeding moments, ideational elements
such as name, genus etc., enter into the field,
and deprive sense-perception of its purity. It is then

1. B. L. pp. 148, 149.
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no longer the knowledze of the svalaksana or bare
particular. According to the Buddhists, the character
of cognition is such that one of the causes
that produces it is the object of cognition; and the
function of pratyaksa or sense-perception stops
with the mere nothing of the presence of the bare
particular. To construct the image of the object,
to associate the object with the name, to subsume
it under a genus, etc., are other functions, which
follow sense—perception in its track.

1This is why Acarya Dignaga describes partyaksa
(sense-perception) as free from mental construction and
as not connected with such characteristics as name,
genus etc. However, he does not give a full definition
of pratyaksa. 2?But Dharmakirti, the author of Nyaya
Bindu, defines partyaksa as a valid means of knowledge
which is non-illusive, and at the same time free from
mental constructions. Dharmottara, the commentator
of Nyaya Bindu, reasons out that the use of the term
abhranta (meaning illusive in the definition) becomes
a superfluity if it refers to pratibhasiki bhranti
(empirical illusion), since the idea of non-illusiveness
in this sense is already contained in the conception of
pratyaksa as a pramana (means of valid knowledge).
He is however of opinion that the use of the term can
be reconciled if what is meant by Dharmakirti is
mukhya-vibhrama (transcendental illusion). Thus
Dharmakirti, in the view of Dharmottara, seems to
hold that pratyaksa or pure sense—perception has

1. P.S. ‘pratyaksam kalpanapodham
naimajatyadyasamyutam.
2. N. B.p.1l: ‘Tatra kalpanipodham abhrantam
pratyaksam.
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to do with the Ultimate Reality or the uncogaizable
thing-in-itself.

The Siddhantin feels that the Buddhists have
reduced pratyaksa (perception) fo the level of a pure
sepsation, devoid of any meaning. The importance
of the element of meaning in perception has been
recognized by a majority of thinkers, both Western
and Eastern; and yet Buddhism denies even the
_presence of this element. A perception or a sensation
containing no elements of meaning is a pure abstraction
which has no counterpart in the objective world.
Further, perception is a process of cognition. Its
object shoald be a cognizable thing. Therefore it is
self-contradictory to assert that perception which is a
knowing process has as its object of cognition an
uncognizabls thing—in—itself. Thus the Buddhist
theory of perception does not stand to reason.

1The Advaita Vedantins define pratyakaa
(perception) as that which is the distinctive cause
of valid perceptual knowledge; and valid perceptual
knowledge is, they urge, nothing but consciousness.
When a problem is raised that consciousness which
has no beginning cannot be produced, and hence
can have no distinctive cause, they say that though
consciousress has no beginning, what manifests it,
i.e., the psychosis of the internal organ has a
beginning; and the psychosis being a determinant of
knowledge is figuratively called by them knowledge.
2According to Advaita there are three kinds of

- 1. V.P.D. p.7 — ‘tatra partyaksapramakaranam
: pratyaksa-pramana:n.’
2. Ibid p. 12.
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consciousness-vigaya ocaitanya (content consciousness),
pramdna caitanya (cognitive consciousness) and
pramatr caitanya (cognizer—consciousness). Of these,
the first is defined by the object of perception, the
second by the psychosis of the internal organ and
the third by the internal organ itself. The Advaitins
see perceptual nature both in the object cognized
and in the cognition itself. The perceptual character
of a cognition with respect to any aspect of it is
characterised by the non—difference of the
psychosis—defined—consciousness with the consciousness
defined by the object, which is present and competent
for the sense through which the perception is made.
But the perceptuality present in the content consists
in the non—difference of the content-consciousness
with the cognizer-consciousness. To the objection
that there cannot be non-difference of the
content-consciousness with the cognizer-consciousness
in the case of perceptions of the form ‘Iseea pot’,
etc., on the ground that there is an experience of
difference in the cognition, the Advaitins say that
by non-difference they do not mean oneness; but
what they assert is the fact that the content has no
reality over and above that of the content—defined
consciousness which is one with the cognizer—defined

consciousness in perception. This is why they urge
that the perceptibility of a content consists in its
sense—competence when it has no reality other than
that of the cognizer—defined-consciousness qualified
by a psychosis of the internal organ getting a form
of the content itself. The above statement
is true as regards the perceptibility of the content
of both valid and invalid perceptual knowledges.
To confine its applicability to valid perceptual
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knowledge only the Advaitins qualify the word
‘content’ by the word ‘unsublated’. In this sense, the
knowledge of Braman only can be valid with the
Advaitins as the empirical world gets sublated
by the cognition of Brahman. But yet empirical
knowledge is held to be valid within its own
universe of thought as it is not sublated therein.

The Siddhantin is not convinced of the Advaitin’s
theory of perception which advocates a doctrine of
psychological realism combined with metaphysical
idealism. It is a fact that the Advaitins accept
the objectivity of reference in perception. What
the Siddhantin cannot understand is how an
appearance—such is the universe of mind and ‘matter
with the Advaitins—gets objectified. The explanation
that the empirical world is a subjective creation
of ISvara Saksi who is no other than Braman or
pure consciousness as qualified per accidens by maya
is highly unsatisfactory and is -not convincing.
Further, the Siddhantin feels that the distinction
made between valid perceptual knowledge and
delusive knowledge on the basis of the workability
of each is more pragmatic and less epistemological.
For the intrinsic natures of truth and error lie
not in the fact that one is workable and the other
non-workable any more than that one is palatable
and the other unpalatable. Often truth is found
to be irksome and unpalatable to many; and what
is workable may not contain the essence of truth.
The Corpuscular Theory of light that was once
workable has had its day and is no longer held to
be true. What is true is true for ever, and cannot
become an error later. What gives us truth is
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valid knowledge and not what is woikable. If
unsublatedness be taken to be the characteristics of
valid knowledge, truth will depend for its truth
more on the capacity of the percipient’s genius for
exhausting all possibilities of the means of sublation
than on its own nature. The pragmatic trend of
the definition of valid perception of the Advaitin
shows his helpless position of his metaphysical
idealism as combined with his psychological realism.

The ViSistddvaitins use the words pratyaksa,
anumana and agama hoth in the sense of a pramana
(means of valid cognition) and in the semse of prama
(valid cognition). Nigamantha Mahda DeSika in his
Nydya pariSuddhi uses the word pratyaksa in the
second sense when he says that pratyaksa is directly
apprehended valid knowledge. So, as a means of
cognition pratyaksa 1is, according to him, what
generates directly apprehended valid knowledge; and
valid knowledge is kaowledge as is consonant with
actual experience. Srinivasa,the author of Yatindramata
Dipika, is also of the same view as Nigamantha Maha
DeSika. Now the definition given of perception appears
to have the fault of ativyapti (over-pervasion). For
smrti (memory) too generates directly apprehended
knowledge. Srinivdsa appears to be aware of this flaw
in his definition when he proceeds to justify his
definition on the ground that smrii being dependent
on samskara (residue left of previous experience) is
involved in perception, and does not constitute a direct
means of cognition. The author of Prameya Sangraha
is of opinion that pratyaksa is immediate experience.
Now immediate experience can be had of delusive
peroeption as well. Therefore, the Siddhantin feels
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that the author of Prameya Sangraha has merely given
the generic nature of pratyaksa and not its specific
_eharacter. Garadavisnu MiSra speaks of partyaksa as
valid knowledge of objects not remote in time or place
to the percipient. The atom in front of us is not remote
in time or place and we can have valid knowledge of
it. Yet it is not perception but inference that yields us
cognition of it. Garadavisnu MiSra seems to be aware
of this fact when he further qualifies his statement by
adding that what he means by the phrase ‘objects not
remote in time or place’ is that there should be a clear
manifestation of the object. There is ambiguity in the
use of the word ‘clear’. There is no scientific precision
in its meaning. So the meaning is specified by the
explanation that clearness consists in the illumination
of an object in its specific form.

The Siddhantin questions the ViSistadvaitins
what is it that generates directly apprehended valid
knowledge, It must be either a substance, or 4
quality, or an action. To the Siddhaatin, a quality
or an action is a phase of substance and is
non—different from it.  The Siddhantin therefore
holds the view that pratyaksa as a means of
cognition is none other than the jhianasakti of the
atman  working with the product of suddha
maya as its accessories of knowledge. He cannot
“any-how agree with the Vidistadvaitins that the
atman can have pratyaksa in its mukit—nilai (liberated
state); for, according to the Saiva Siddhantin,
pratyaksa, anumana and Zdgama are the three forms
of paSa—jhidnas which have their domain in the
petta—nilai (state of bondage) of the atman. In the
mukti-nilai, however, they remain unmanifest.
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(vi) Classification of Perception.

1The Saiva Siddhantin classifies perception into
the following four classes—indriya pratyaksa, manasa
pratyaksa, svavedana pratyaksa and yogi pratyaksa.
10f these, the nature of indriya pratyaksa is
considered first. According to the Siddhantin, the
dtman’s essential nature lies in the cognition of
itself. When it tries to perceive objects of the
empirical world, the cit—Sakti which has the relation
of tadatmya (identity) with the atman, and which
is of the form of knowledge of objects, is disturbed
at a point and exerts through that point an
intelligent control over (L) the jhanendriyas (senses),
(2) the bhiitas (gross elements) such a3 fire, ete.r
which in association with the senses are useful ‘to
them as manifestors of objects, and (3) the tanmatras
(rudimentary elements) such as ripa, rasa. etc.,
which have the relation of avinabhdva (universal
concomitance) with the bhiitas being their material
causes It then makes use of these three namely,
the jhanendriyas, the bhitas and the tanmatras
as accessories of knowledge, and has direct apprehension
of the five objects of perception, viz, Sabda, sparSa
riipa. rasa and gandha. If such an apprehension is free
from doubt and error and is not associated with
the factors name, generic nature etc., we have
what is called indriya pratyaksa. In this type of
pratyaksa. we merely apprehend the being of the
objects of perception, Sabda etc. in a nirvikalpa
(indeterminate) way. Herein the gunas (qualities)
manifested by the various senses are perceived

1. S.S.S. p. 9 stanza 4.
2.° Ibid p. 10.
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without any comparison or correlation among them.
We merely apprehend them in an unrelated manner.
We do not see them as relatel to an object any
more than as related to each other. The buddhi
which distinguishes the one from the other does
not function; and hence memory is not called to
the aid Sivajhana Yogi seems to think that there
are four sources of error in this form of pratyaksa;
first, there are the errors due to defective senses
such as colour blindness and seeing double; secondly.
there are those due to the bhiitas such as want
of proper illumination, etc; thirdly errors may be
due to the intermingling of the tanmitras; fourthly,
we have the errors' due to the intermingling of the
gunas perceived. for these ‘are wusually 'mixed ' up
and form a complex whole and may not always
present themselves as distincts. The presence of
one or more of these sources of error either prevents
the generation of “indriya pratyaksa, or give us
doubtful or erroneous cognition. That is why the
Siddhantin defines indriya pratyaksa as the jiana-Sakti
of the atman which has a doubt-free, and errorless
but direct apprehension in-a nirvikalpa way of the
five objects of perception-Sabda, spar$a; rupa, rasa
and gandha. According to the Siddhantin, the contact of
the jhanendriyas (internal organs of senses) with the
objects of perception is essential for indriya pratyaksn.
.In the case of perception by the eye, light rays
of the eye are said to travel and coatact the
object which is illuminated by the sun’s rays. In
the case of the other indriyas, however, the objects
of perception have ‘to contact them which do not
move away from their respective organs in Whlch
they reside.
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1After the dtman has had its cognition of objects
by means of indriya pratyaksa, the manas takes up
what is given by the senses, and the citta reflects on it
80 ‘as not to lose grasp of anything presented to the
Atman thereby tgiving a more or less permanent
tone of : assurance to the knowledge obtained through
indriya pratyaksa. Then the buddhi is set in motion,
undergoes a psychosis, and the object of perception
is reflected ' therein. As a consequence of this,
there is a determinate perception of the object with
its name, generic nature etc.; this perception if free
from doubt and error, is in the savikalpa way; and the
means of cognition used is called manasa pratyeksa.
The name manasa pratyaksa is apt to confuse-
It is./given  to-this form of pratyksa merely because
the perception: starts with the function of manas.
2But :Sivagra Yogi thinks that when the manasa
pratyaksa funetions it is the manas that reflects
on what' is brenght by the senses and has determinate
cognitionsof the objects of perception. Sivajfidna
Yogi brings argnments to prove that men like
Sivagra Yogi - do not know the nature of the
tattvas.

3Consequent to manasa pratyaksa the purusa
which is the 4atman in conjunction with ‘the five
products of aSuddha maya-kald, vidya, riga, kala,
and niyati-has cognitions of pleasure, pain ete., which .
are of the:forms of the preponderance of sattva-
attribute etc., brought to bear on the purusa by
the products of asuddha maya. ‘The jhana-$akti of
1. 8. S. 8#p. 10.
9. 8. 8. A p. 149.
3. S.8.8.p. 1.
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the dtman which is the means offcognition in the
above case iscalled $vavedand pratyaksa. Toreffect
a cognition by means of this form: of'pratyaksa, the
kald tattva which isa product -ofscasuddha maya
(impure primordial matter) manifests the:kriya $akti
of the atman, while the vidyd tattva::whichiis cborn
of kald illumines the jfidna-Sakti; and the raga tattva
which arises from vidya clears the:iceha $akti of
its mala. When these three tattvas: function, the
atman is ready to become a bhokta (experient). ‘Then
two other tattvas—kala and niyati having their sources
in aSuddha maya begin to play their parts. © The one
determines the karma to each atman and the: other
gpecifles to each datman its own karma. Afterwards
the buddhi which has minasa pratyaksacundergoes
a psychosies of the form of pleasure: or: pain, gets
associated with the above five tattvas, swherewpon
the dtman has cognitions of thei:forms.c24This:ds
pleasing’, ¢This is sorrowful’, ¢Thisis:deluding” At
the same time it has feelings of the forms ' “['am
pleased’, ‘I am sorrow striken’, and: *i am deldded’
These are examples of $vavedand pratyaksa.

! Unlike the above forms of pratyaksa w}iioh all
can have, yogi pratyaksa, is given to a jAdnin (seer)
who is master of astanga yoga by fwhich the jAanin
destroys the grip of mala-Sakti that prevenis the
manifestation of cognitions by the dtmanisIn this
form of pratyaksa the yogin though belonging to a
particular space:time, is able to perceive things or
events of this world and the otheroworldsoas well
as those of the past, present and mfﬁ"gum -+, Hence
yogi pratyaksa may be defined as.the Jnama. -Sakti

1. lIhid. p. Il. AL
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of the dtman which has a doubt-free, error-less but
direct apprehension of the objects of perception of
the same space-time as the participient is or of other
space-times. The existence of other space-times is
admitted by Sivajiana Yogi when he speaks of
$uddha kila etc, as being evolutes of suddha maya
(pure primordial matter).

The author of Pauskara Agama, however, classifies
pratyaksa into nirvikalpa pratyaksa and savikalpa
pratyaksa, * He defines nirvikalpa pratyaksa as one
that gives us merely the form of the object. * Savikalpa
pratyaksa yields knowledge of an object as associated
with its name, generic nature, etc. Arunandi
Sivacariyar and Sivajhana Yogi are evidently opposed
to this kind of classification; for there is apt to be
a confusion between the two - savikalpa as a species
of perception and savikalpa as a mere form of jiana.
Further the definition given of nirvikalpa jhana in
the- Pauskara Agama smacks of alien influence,
specially that of the Naiyayikas, and does not in
any way represent the view of the true Siddhantin
to whom nirvikalpa jhdna is the cognition of the
mere being of the object.

3 Again, the Pauskara Agama gives a second
kind of classification of pratyaksa. According to the
Agama, pratyaksa may be classified into indriya-
sapeksa-pratyaksa, antahkarana- sapeksa —pratyaksa

1. P.B. p. 529 ‘vastusvaripamatrasya
~ grahanannirvikalpakam.’
9. Ibid p. 529 ‘Namajatyadisambandha
sahitam savikalpakam.’
3. Ibid. pp. 931 and 532.
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and indriya—antahkarana-nirapeksa—pratyaksa. Of
these indriya-sapeksa-pratyaksa i3 given to be the
cit-dakti of the atman that makes use of indriyas
for valid apprehensions of objects; the antahkarana-
sapeksa-pratyaksa is the cit-Sakti of the atman that
reflects on the cognitions brought forth by the

bahya indriyas (external organs of sense). The

commentator of the Pauskara Agama and Sivagra
Yogi divide this form of pratyaksa into yogi-
partyaksa (perception of the seer), and sukhadi-
pratyaksa (perception of pleasure, etc.), Indriya-
antahkarana-nirapeksi-pratyaksa, however, is given to
be the direct experience by the dtman of Sivananda
with the help of Siva-sakti which is by nature
mala free. This form of pratyaksa is dependent
neither on the indriyas nor on the antahkaranas..

1 Sivagra Yogi seems to think that the indriya-
sapeksa-pratyaksa mentioned in the Pauskara Agama
is the same thing as the indriya-paatvaksa given
in Sivajiana Siddhiyar. He defines indriya-sapeksa-
pratyaksa as the knowledge obtained through the
antahkaranas (internal organs) and the jianendriyas
(external organs of sense), when the @nava or root-
evil that clouds the atman is thinned off a little
by the kald tattva. On the other hand, he speaks
of indriya pratyaksa as the cit-Sakti of the atman
which in conjunction with the prana and the manas
has cognitions of objects such as riipa, etc., as
qualified by their names, generic nature etc., through
bahya indriyas (external organs of sense) such
cognition in each case being free from doubt, error

im B A pil
S.B.S. p. 111

s A S



211

and memory. As is evident from the definitions
given, both indriya-sapeksa-pratyaksa and indriya-
pratyaksa mean the same thing, and give us
perceptions of objects in the savikalpa way. The
commentator of the Pauskara Agama too seems to
agree with Sivagra Yogi in viewing the indriya—
sapeksa-pratyaksa as savikalpa. If the interpretaions
of these two scholars are deemed to be correct
the classification of pratyaksa in the Pauskara Agama
into indriya-sapeksa, pratyaksa etc., would be either
incomplete having no place for nirvikalpa pratyalksa
or would make nirvikalpa pratyaksa to function

only in the direct experiential knowledge of Sivananda.
Neither the one uor the other of these alternatives
is accepted by the Siddhantin who says that
nirvikalpa pratyaksa belongs to the empirical world
only. Further, the mention of the term indriya-
antahkarana—nirapeksa—-pratyaksa implying cognition
of Siva is foreign to:the Siddhanta Epistemology.
For Sivajiana Yogi clearly points out that pratyaksa
of whatever kind, anumana and dgama are Teally

vyanj-akas for the dtman in its petta—nilai and
not in its mukti-nilai; But thes author of the

Pauskara Agama has made pratyaksa to reign supreme
in the atman’s mukti-nilai. Here too the Pauskara
Agama is preaching an alien doctrine.

1The Pauskara Agama further gives us to
understand that the sense—object contact involved
in the indriya-sipeksa-pratyaksa is of six kinds:
it is
either 1. samyoga (conjunction),
or 2 samyukta—samavaya (inherence in the
conjoined),

1. P. B. p. 533.
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either. 3. samyukta-samaveta-samavaya (inherence
in what is inherent in the conjoined),

or 4. samaveta (inherence),

or 5. samaveta—samavaya (inherence in what
is inherent),

or 6. videsana-viSesyatda (relation of qualifying
and qualified).

Hlustrations are also given for each type of consact.
Samyoga is said to be the kind of contact had in the
perception of a pot by the eye. Herein light rays of
the eye are believed to come into direct conjunction
with the pot. But in the visnal perception of a guna
(quality) of the pot, such as its colour, it is said there
is samyukta-samavaya, for the reason given is the
fact that colour is inherent in the pot which is
conjoined to the eye. On the other hand, in the
perception of the generic nature of a quality, such
as that of colour, samyukta-samaveta-samaviya is
given to be the name of the contact made; for
the generic nature of colour is said to be inherent
in the colour that is itself inherent in the
pot that is conjoined to the eye. The contact of
samaveta, which is another name for samavaya,
is said to occur in the auditory perception of
sound as there is a relation of inherence between
sound, a qnality and Srotra. the ear which is the
object having that quality. But when the generic
nature of sound is perceived by the ear, we are
said to have an instance of samaveta—samaviya;
for the generic nature of sound, it is urged, inheres
in sound which is inherent in the $rotra. The
contact viSesana-viSesyata is illustrated in the
Agama as one that is got in the perception of
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‘the absence of a pot in a place; here the eye is
said to be conjoined to the place characterised by
the absence of the pot.

1Givajndna Yogi raises a protest against this
kind of classification of sense—object contact. He
feels that the doctrines taught herein are opposed
to the principles of Saiva Siddhanta, and that they
merely betray the leaning of the author of the
Pauskara Agama towards the Nyaya school of
Philosophy. Surely the statement that there is a
relation of samaviya (inherence) holding between
4rotra, a product of ahankara ( I-principle ), and
sound, a quality of akada (ether), can never be
made by a Saiva Slddhantin. According to Saiva
Siddhinta, the guna and its gunin are non-different
from each other. So are jati (genmeric nature) and
vyakti (individuality). But in the Pauskara Agama,
a guna is held to be different from its gunin; and
a jati is considered as something other than its
vyakti. That is why the Pauskara Agama speaks
of the contact made in the visual perception of
the colour of the pot as samyukta—samavaya, and
in that of the generic nature of the colour of
the pot as samyukta—samaveta—samavaya. 2Sivajiidna
Yogi points out further that the relation of samavaya
connotes the same thing as tadatmya (identity).
For he says there is no pramana for the sense of
inherence in which the word samavaya is used by
the Naiyiyikas and others such as the author of
the Pauskara Agama. According to him the relation
holding between a guna and 1its gunin and that

1. S. B. p. 318.
9. 8. B. p. 219
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between a jati and its vyakti is one of tddatmya.
It is regretted that Maraijiana DeSikar and
Sivagra Yogi, two well-known commentators of
Sivajiana Siddhiyar, have blindly accepted this kind
of classification of sense—object contact of the
Puuskara Agama, thereby exposing themselves to the
charge of sowing Naiyayika doctrines.

2Should the term ‘pratyaksa’ be translated as
observation or perception? If pratyaksa be classified
into either (1) nirvikalpa perception and savikalpa
perception, or (2) perception dependent on external
senses perception dependent on the internal senses,
and perception derived through association with
Siva, there is all the more reason for rendering
pratyaksa as perception, and not as observatian.
Therefore the attempt to translate pratyaksa as
observation is to be condemned as self-contradictory
and inconsistent. unless the two terms—observation
and perception-mean the same thing.

(vii) Abhava

What is abhdava? How is it cognized? Thase are
two questions that have elicited different answers
from various philosophers. The Bhattas and the
Advaitins think that abhava is the non-existence
of an object in a specific locus and that it requires
an independent means of cognition called anupalabdhi
(non—cognition) for its cognition. The Naiyayikas
and the Prabhakaras hold the same view as regards
the meaning of abhava; but they feel that abhdva

1. S. S. A. pp. 144-148.
2 8. S. P. pp. 35, 47, 61,
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can be cognized by perception, On the contrary the
Siddhantin holds that abhava and bhava are two
states of an object. 'According to him, ‘bhava’
means manifestedness to the senses, and ‘abhava’
unmanifestedness.

2[t is an accepted fact by the Siddhantin that
all objects of- this world assume from time to time
the form of an indistinguishable mass of the three
attributes—sattva, rajas and tamas. The bhava or
manifestedness of an object is had when there is
a preponderance of the rajas attribute over the other
two, whereas the abhava or unmanifestedness of
the object is due to the preponderance in it of
the tamas attribute. When an object is in the
state of bhava, it is in the form of an effect,
which is sthila (gross) and hence perceptible. If it
casts off its sthiila state and enters into the siksma
(subtle) state of a karana (cause) in the form of
a Sakti (potency) which is imperceptible, we have
the state of abhiva or unmanifestedness of the
object. The cause of this transformation from the
sthiila to the siksma state is the preponderance
of the tamas attribute. If it again abandons its
state of existence as a karana in the form of a
dakti and transforms itself on account of the
preponderance of the rajas attribute, into the vyakti
(particular) of an effect which is gross, there is
the state of bhava or manifestedness of the object.

1. S.B. p. 187-pavapporul pulanakamaiyé apavam
' ennun corkup porulenpatu cittan—
tamakalin.
2. TIbid p. 187 — ‘ulakattup porulellam mukkuna-—
- mayam akalin.’
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1Hence in the view of the Siddhantin a pot made
out of earth when broken is said to exist in the
earth in its state of abhdva or unmanifestedness.

When a person possessed of keen eye-sight sits
in a well-lighted room, looks all round and cries
out ‘There are no pots in the room’, we have to
find out what means of cognition he uses in forming
such a judgment. The Siddbantin who believes in the
attributive theory of judgments says that it is a
case of perception. 2?For according to him the
negative judgment ‘There are no pots in the room’
has the same import as the judgment ‘Pots that
are in a manifest state as in conjunction with a
particular place are herein in an unmanifest state
qualifying the room’. In other words the judgment .
implies that the room is characterised by pots in their
states of abhdava or unmanifestedness. Since an object
and its qualities can be reckoned to be perceptible,
there is no difficulty in considering that the room
and its character of being qualified by pots in
their states of abhava are perceptible.

If a person seeing a hare makes a judgment
‘The hare has no horns’, there is some difficulty
in taking it as a case of perceptual judgment.
The hare is perceptible but not the horns. The
Siddhantin solves the problem for us. His attributive

1. 8. B. pp. 187 ‘Kutamutaintatenpatarkkup porul...”

2. 1Ibid pp. 187 Intuk kutamillaiyenpatarkup porul
antuc caiyokak kilamaiyar katcippul—
anatalaiyutaiya kutam intu vicétana—
vicétiyamatar kilamaiyar pulanaka-
maiyaiyutaitenpatam.
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theory runs to his rescue. !For him the judgment
‘The hare has no horns’ does not carry a different
import from the judgment. Horns that are perceptible
in cows by the relation of samavaya (inherence)
are imperceptible in hares by the relation of
viesana-viSesya. = The Naiyayikas too hold the
attributive theory of predication. What the
Siddhantin cannot agree in with them is their
conception of abhava. Abhava is for the Siddhantin

unmanifestedness. It is not -non—existence as the
Naiyayikas think. A npon-existent thing is a
contradiction. So long as it is a thing it exists

and should exist for ever though in a subtle state.

*The Prabhakaras and the Samkhyas hold that
it is the perception of the bare room that gives
us the cognition that there are no pots in the room.
For them the absence of pots in a room is identical
with the bare room. The 8iddhantin objects to
this conception of idently. If the absence of pots
in a room is identical with the bare room we
should perceive the absence of pots in a room even
when there are pots in it. Further, since there
,may be simultaneous absence of many things in
the bare room, we should perceive all of them
every time we perceive the bare room. This is
never the case. So the theory of the Prabhakaras
and the Samkhyas cannot be deemed to be correct.

3The Bhattas and the Advaitins believe that
every object has double aspects, namely, — existence

1. S.B.p. 187 ‘muyarkotillaiyennpatarkkup porul...’
2. S. W. K. pp. 157 and 138.
3. S.W. K. pp. 162 and 163.
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and non—existence. When a pot has existence in a
room, it can be condized by means of perception
or by some other means of knowledge to be
existing there. = When no such means yield
any such knowledge of the object though it is
capable of being known under these conditions, the
object is judged by the very absence of knowledge
to be non-existent in that place. This form of
knowledge is an independent means of cognition
and is called anupalabdhi or non-cognition.  The
Siddhantin takes exception to the meanings of the
terms ‘abhiva’ and ‘anupalabdhi’ as given by the
Bhattas and the Advaitins. Abhava 1s not
non—existence but unmanifestedness; and anupalabdhi
can never be called a form of knowledge if it
signifies absence of knowledge. It 1is really the
knowledge of an object in its unmanifest state as
qualifying a place. Such a konowledge is perceptual.
Hence anupalabdhi or abhava cannot be considered
as an independent means of cognition.

The Naiyayikas classify abhava into the four
varieties, viz., prag-abhava, pradhvam-3 - bhiva,
‘atyantabhdva and anyonva-‘bhava. The Siddhantin
too accepts this classification but with the reservation
that abhava means the state of an object by
virtue of which it is unmanifest to the senses.
1According to Saiva Siddhanta prag—abhiva is prior
non-manifestedness. The pot before it is produced
is said to be in a state of prag-abhdava or prior
non-manifestedness. Production consists in converting
an object from its siksma (subtle) state of
unmanifestedness to its.sthdla (gross) state of

S piis
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manifestedness.  The reverse process is called
destruction. ~The prag-abhava of an object Is
beginningless; but it is destroyed at the production
of the object. Hence an object such as a pot can be
said to be produced if its prag-abhava is destroyed.
The jfiana—‘bhava of the dtman is of this kind. Yet
it cannot be destroyed as the cause of destruction
is lacking. Pradhvamsa~‘bhava is  posterior
unmanifestedness. A particular pot on its destruction
gets into the state of pradhvamsa—‘bhava. This
state of abhava when destroyed results in the
re—emergence of the pot. The world of he, she
and it on its destruction exists in its state of
pradhvamsa—‘bhava in its cause maya supported by
Giva—$akti. In creation its pradhvamsa—bhava gets
destroyed and it re-emerges in its original form.
\f a sacrificial rite prescribed to be performed at
a particular time is not done at that time,
the non—observance of the rite is said to exist as
papah (de-merit or sin) in a siksma (subtle) form
in its state of pradhvamsi-‘bhava, which could be
destroyed. So pradhvamsa-‘bhava, according to the
Siddhantin, has both a beginning and an end.
Atvanti-‘bhava is absolute unmanifestedness. All
peoducts of asuddha miya such as kala, niyati,
avyakta, which remain eternally unmanifest to the
senses are said to be in the state of atyanta-’bhava
in their respective causes or loci. The atyanta-’bhiva
of a thing has neither a beginning nor an end.
Anyonyi—’bhﬁva is mutual unmanifestedness. It
is the cause of all bheda or difference that we
gee in this world. A pot exists in a state of
anyonya-'bhava in a cloth and the cloth too may
be said to exist in this state in the pot.
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Anyonya-'bhiva has both a beginning and an end.
For it begins with the production of its locus and
ends with its destruction. The Siddhantin does not
speak of anyony3a-’bhava with respect to the eternals
pati, pasu and pasa; for these eternals are according
to him imperceptible.

CHAPTER 7.

Theory of inference
(1) Reasoning in general

The subject of reasoning has engaged the
attention of most of the philosophers of the West
and the East, and there is genearlly a conflict of
views among them. Yet there is some consensus
of opinion in two respects. In the first place all
are agreed that reasoning is not a direct process
as perception. In perceptlon things are presented
to us bodily, whereas in reasoning or inference they
are not 8o; a perceptual judgment is not dependent
for its truth on any other judgment, either perceptual
or inferential; but an inferential judgment is based
on other judgments either perceptual or inferential.
In perception truth dawns upon us and is directly
perceived without the help of other judgments.
Whereas in inference, truth is perceived indirectly.
For it is dependent on the assertion of other judgments.
No doubt, perception is as much mental as inference;
yet there is a difference in obtaining truths from either.
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An illustration will make the position clear. When I
see a particular object for the first time and
assert ‘This is a pot®, I am said to perceive and
my mental process is called perception; but when
I come across it for a second time, and if I then
assert ‘This is the same as that’, the mental
process is called  recognition. Here the relation
asserted is the one subsisting between the perceptual
element characterised by the term ‘this’ with the
ideational element referred to by the term ‘that’.
But when I further bring in another fact to
corroborate my assertion by the statement ‘Because
it possesses such and sach a mark’, the process
involved is no longer called recognition but is
konown as inference. Thus it is seen that the truth
of an inferential judgment is dependent on the
truth of others. It would appear from the instance

cited that inference is a process of transition of
thought from one judgment to another. A careful
analysis would show that it is not so. Even the
conclusion ‘This is the same as that can be shown
to be dependent for its truth on the two judgments.
viz.. ¢ Whatever possesses such and such a mark
is that’ and “This possesses such and such a mark’.
The first is implicit and the second is given in
an explicit form. These two judgments together
form the premisses of inference, the former being
called the major premiss and the latter the minor
premiss. There are different views as to how the
truth of the major premiss is got at; but all
philosophers are agreed that the minor premiss. is
a matter of perception. Thus we see that the
perceptual judgment is not dependent'on oth.er
judgments for ite assertion, and that the inferential
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judgment involves the assertion of at least two
other judgments. Hence it is seen that inference
is not direct but mediate and: is something more
then perception.

The second point on which all philosophers
agree is the fact that in the process of reasoning
we pass from truths given to us to further truths.. The
truths given to us are expressed in two or more
judgments, which are the premisses of inference.
The truth obtained is necessarily revealed to us
in the form of one judgment, which is the conclusion
of inference. The premisses and the conclusion
constitute respectively the ground and product of
inference., It is not necessary that the truth of
the conclusion shculd be entirely unknown to us.
In fact we may be familiar with it long before
we reasoned in one particular way or other. What
the inferential judgment reveals to us is the fact
that the truths of the premisses imply the truth
of the conclusion. There is an inner unity running
through both the premisses and the conclusion,
so-much—so. if we grant the validity of the premisses,
the validity of the conclusion automatically follows.
The premisses by themselves assert relations of the
form. ‘If A then B, if B then C, if C then D’. Here
the relations between A and B, B and C, and C and D,
are given; and the relation between A and D is the
further truth obtained. This truth is new in the
sense that it is not given in the one or the other ef
the premisses asserted, It is revealed only when all
the premisses are considered together. Sc the element
of novelty in the truth of the conclusion consists
rather in its source and not in its intrinsic character
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as truth. An inference which has not these
characteristics of mediacy and novelty cannot be
worthy of the name of inference and will not be
treated as such in the sequel. It is proposed to
apply these two crucial tests of inferences to some
of the so-called inferences usually treated in text
books of Western logic before the mnext topic is
taken up.

The ordinary text-books on Western logic
mostly divide inference into immediate and mediate
inferences; there is a further classification of mediate
inference into deductive or syllogistic and inductive
inferences. But according to the Indian systems,
inference is only of the syllogistic form of a peculiar
type. The Indian syllogism is, unlike the Aristotelian
one, of a combined deductive-inductive form. It would
appear that anumana or inference in the Indian
system has no reference at all to ‘immediate
inferences’. Objections have been raised on this
point and the term ‘anumana’ has been translated
into English as ‘mediate inference’ thereby implying
that the Indian systems are defective in their
doctrine of inference as they have no place for
<immediate inferences’. The objections will hold good
if only there exist any inferences which can go by
the name of immediate inferences’. . The Indian
schools do not at all countenance the actual existences
of such inferences. = Even Bradley supports them
when he says, ‘Doubt extends not only to their
nature and principles of their procedure, but even
attaches itself to their actual existence’. The
co—called immediate inferences are derived from
certain categorical statements by conversion, obversion,
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contraposition, inversion etc. In converting an
assertorical judgment of the form ‘all A is B’, we
are said to infer the judgment ‘some B is A’, If
we take the denotative view of judgments, the
judgment ‘all A is B’ reduces to either ‘all A is all
B’ or ‘all A is some-B’. If we convert these, we
shall be having the judgments ¢all Bisall A’, and
‘some B is all A’. The inferred judgments do not
at all give any new relations except a grammatical
re— arrangement of subject and predicate, Suppose
we take the predicative view of judgments. Then
the judgment ‘all A is B’ will be interpreted as
‘all the A ’s have a quality B; if we convert this,
we shall be getting the judgment some things
which have a quality B are all the A ’s’ Here too
there is no new relation obtained. [n the conversion
of particular affirmative and universal negative
judgments we fare no better Thus the socalled
inference by conversion, no matter whether the
view taken of judgments is denotative or predicative,
fails to stand the test of the essential characteristic

of inference and hence cannot be regarded as
inference.

Again the obverse of a given judgment ‘A is B’
is said to be ‘A is not non-B’; here the inferred
judgment can be proved to be not merely dependent
on the given judgment but is as well based on
the principle of contradiction which is implicitly
assumed. If the judgments are read in extension,
the judgment ‘A is B means ‘B is there including
A’; and the principle of contradiction says ‘Where
B is, there non-B is not’. Hence we have
the inferred judgment ‘Non—B cannot be there
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including A’; that is ‘A is not included under non-B,
or is -not non-B’. Here the process of thought
from the judgment ‘A is B to the judgment <A
is not non-B’ is not got direct, but mediated by
a knowledge of the principle of contradiction.
Again if the judgments are read in intension, the
judgment ‘A is B’ means that ‘The attribute B is
in A’; the principle of contradiction gives us the
fact ‘Where the attribute B is, there the attribute
non-B cannot be.’ Hence we conclude that the
attribute non-B canuot be in A ; thatis A is not
non-B; here to the conclusion is not derived solely
from the given premiss; it depends also on another
premiss which is implied. Thus the so-called inference
by obversion is never obtained from a single premiss
alone, and hence is not direct or immediate. It is
based on another premiss as well, which is implicitly
assumed. If conversion and obversion cannot give us
immediate inferences, there is .all the more no reason
for us to expect to get at immediate inferences by
contraposition and inversion. There are a few
others which commonly go by the name of ‘immediate
inferences’ such as immediate inference by change
of relation, that by added determinants, that by
complex enumeration, that by converse relation,
ete, All these will be found to be no inferences
at all. or at least not immediate inferences. Thus
the existence cannot be vouchsafed. So it is not
proper to charge the Indian system of a deficiency,
In ttruth inference 1is mediate; the expresmon
‘mediate inference’ is a tautology. Therefore ‘anumana’
should be rendered into English as inference, and
not as mediate inference.
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(ii) The Indian Syllogistic form of Reasoning

The Indian syllogism is, unlike the Aristotelian
oue, a combined deductive-inductive form of
reasoning. It has all the merits of the Aristotelian
syllogism and the fonr methods of induction deplete
-of their short-comings. A short sketch of the
Aristotelian syllogism together with its defects and
the faults of the four- '‘canons of induaction are
given first as a preliminary to the better under-
standing of the Indian syllogistic form of reisoning.

The Aristotelian syllogism is a form of
reasoning constituted of three categorical prepositions,
one of which is the conclusion and the remaining
two are the premisses on which the conclusion is
drawn. Each of these prepositions is a statement
of relations between two of the three terms. viz.,
the minor and middle terms The subject and
predicate of ‘the conclusion are respectively called
the minor and the major terms; and the term
which occurs in both the premisses but not in the
conclusion is termed as the middle term; the
premiss which contains the major term is known as
the major premiss and the other which has the
minor term the minor premiss. In the stock-example
given in text books of logic,

*All men are mortal.
Socrates is a man.
Therefore Soccrates is mortal’

the terms ‘Sccrates’ and ‘mortal’ being the subject
and the predicate of the conclution ‘Socrates is
mortal® are called the minor and the major termg
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respectively. The term ‘man’ which occurs in both
the premisses is known as the middle term; the
proposition ‘All men are wmortal’, as it contains
the major term ‘mortal’. goes by the name of ‘major
premiss’; the propsition ‘Socrates is a man’, having
the minor term ‘Socrates’ becoms the minor premiss.

Now the utility of ‘the Aristotelian syllogism
in giving us true judgments has been questioned;
for it is concerned with mere formal validity and
not with truth, Given the truths of the premisses,
the conclusifh is deemed to be true; even this
claim of formal logic has been disputed; for in the
syllogism,

‘All men are rational.
Jack is a man.
Therefore Jack is rational’

the two premisses ‘All men are rational’ and ‘Jack
is a man’ can be held to be true to facts; but
yet the conclusion ‘Jack is rational’ is liable to be
refuted as untrue if Jack is found to be mentally
deranged. Again in the stock-exawmple given
previously, the syllogisn contains an indeterminate
term ‘mortal’, which may mean ‘liable to die’,
‘doomed to die’ and ‘dead’. Any attempt to fix
the connotation of the term to a single meaning
exposes the invalidity of the argument. In the
minor premiss the word ‘man’ plainly stands for
‘dead man’; for it is a fact tnat Socrates is a
dead man. Then the conclusion proves that the
dead man Socrates is mortal in the sense of dead;
in other words we have the conclusion that a dead

man is dead. Surely this cannot be treated as
inference.
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Even if we assume that a true coaclusion can
be obtained by the assertion of two premisses,
formal logic fares no better. For if the validity
of any one premiss is doubted, another syllogism
has to be constructed based on the assertion of
two other premisses, to assert the trath of the
premiss in question. Again if any one questions
the truth of thc premisses of the latter syllogisms,
each bas:d on the assertion of two other premisses
are to be formed to guarantee their truths. Thus
for every doubt raised, a syllogism based on two
prewmisses is required to clear the doubt. Then
there will bs no end of assertions of premisses and
constructions of syllogisms; there is involved the
fault of infinite regress which is difficult to avoid.
Aristotle himself seems to have discerned this
fault. when he proposed to remedy this defect by
assuming that the truths of the premisses doubted
can be made to depend wupon certain ultimate
principles which are self-evident. The remedy proposed
favours the intuitional theory of truth, which is not
generally accepted by the majority of thinkers. It
1s on account of such short—comings as given above
that formal logic has been condemend by F. C. S.
Schiller as containing a system of fictions which-
are false, needless and harmful.

Again the four inductive methods advoceted by
J. S. Mill are doubted as to their soundness and
efficacy in giving us universal truths from particular
facts. The Canona of Mill have been shown by
Bradley to be invalid and as presupposing universal
truths; even if valid, they are proved to be not
inductive at all in the sense of generalizing from
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particulars. Thus the purely deductive form of
reasoning of the traditional syllogism together with
the reasoning based on the inductive canons are
failures as processes of reasoning giving us truths.

But the Indian Syllogism on the other hand
can be charged neither as a system of fiction nor
as one pre-supposing some universal truths to infer
other universal truths from particular facts. At
every step of the processes of reasoning involved
in the Indian Syllogism, there is a reference to
reality in the way of an appeal to facts. The
Indian syllogism is not concerned with mere empty
forms. No doubt it has a form but not one that
can dispense with matter. The reasoning involved
is both formal and material. Its merits lie in its
combined character comprising both the deductive
and inductive prozesses. A clear understanding of
the Indian syllogistic form of reasoning can be had
by a proper study of the constituents of the Indian
syllogism.

The Indian syllogistic form of reasoning contains
statements of relations involving the three terms,
viz., paksa, sadhya and hetu, corresponding
respectively to the minor, major and middle terms
of the Aristotelian syllogism. 'The paksa is the
object, whose presence in it is first suspected and
then asserted. It is that about which we desire
"to establish something by way of prediciting of it
some attribute believed to belong to 1it, but net
definitely known to be such. When a person, who

1. S.8.8. p. 12-Aiyurrat tuniyarpalataya porulirukku-
mitam pakkamenappatum.

\
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perceives -a hill with smoke in i, infers that
“The -hill is fiery’, basing his inference on the two
judgments ¢ The hill is smoky’ and ‘Whatever is
smoky is firey,” the hill is said bo be the. pak_$a-
For the perception of smoke in the hill ﬁ1r§t
begets a doubt in him of the form that the %nll
may or may not be fiery. Then the recollection
of the truth of the judgment’ Whatever is smoky
is fiery’ dispels his doubt and makes him positively
certain that the hill is fiery. The hill being the
locus of the object fire whose presence in it is
proved after doubting is the paksa. The Indian
syllogism is intrinsically different from that of the
Aristotelian. It is difficult to find exact parallels
in the two systems. Yet the paksa may be taken

to correspond to the minor term of the Aristotelian
syllogism.

Related to the paksa are the sapaksa (homologue)
and the vipaksa (heterologue). !The sapaksa in
any inferenee is the locus wherein the object whose
relationship with the paksa is to be established
definitely known to be present; * and the vipaksa
is that wherein that object is inherently incapable
of being present. In the process of reasoning,

‘The hill is fiery,

for it is smoky,

and whatever is smoky is
fiery as is the kitchen’, the ‘kitchen’ is the
sapaksa, Kor the inferable character of fieriness

L Ser RS R R DR Atarketuttappatuvatayt
tuniyappatta porulirukkumitam
sapakkamenappatum’.

2. Ibid p. 12 ‘apporulillatavavitam vipakkamenap—

patum’
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which is asserted of the paksa, the hill, only after
suspicion of its presence in the hill, is assuredly
and undoubtedly known to belong to the kitchen,
Again, in the argument

‘The hill is fiery,
for it is smoky,

and whatever -is non-fiery is
non-smoky, as is the lake’, the ‘lake’ is the vipaksa,
for the character of fieriness which is asserted of
the paksa is intrinsically incapable of being
predicated of the lake. The sapaksa in so far as
it is definitely known to possess the charecter
inferable of the paksa in a hamologue to it; and
- the vipaksa as long as it is characterised by the
absence of the inferable character is a heterologue
to 1it.

The sadhya, which may be taken to correspond
to the major term of the Aristotelian syllogism,
is the object whose presence in the paksa is to
established by the process of inference. It is not
apprehended directly, and has to be proved to
belong to the paksa, not by direct observation but
indireetly. If an inference is made that a hill 1s
the fire; for it is this that is sought to be proved
to belong to the paksa, the hill. All schools of
Indian philosophy do not think alike on the subject
of the sadhya. The Advaitins agree with the
Siddhantin in holding the view that in form of
reasoning given above, ‘fire’ is the sadhya. But the
Mimamsakas and the Buddhists say that what is
inferred is ‘the hill as related to the fire. The
Naiyayikas, however, are of opinion that the sadhya
may be according to occasion one or the other of
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the following three, viz.— the hill as related to fire’,
‘the fire as related to the hill’ or ‘smoke as related
to fire’, The Mimamsakas and the Buddhists see in
the sadhya nothing but the paksa in a new relation.
But the Advaitins and the Siddhantins hold that
the sidhya is an attribute which is to be predicated
of the paksa. So Jong as anumina or inference is
held to be an indirect process, the sadhya cannot
be one that is perceptible. The paksa in perceptible,
and so the sadhya cannot be the paksa even with
the new relation. Therefore the view that what is
inferred i3 ‘the hill as related to the fire’ cannot
be maintained. This view gives undue emphasis to
the aspect of the paksa. If the sadhya be taken
to be an attribute, which is to be predicated of
the paksa, there does not appear any flaw. Thus
the Siddhantin, as supported by the Advaitins, can
be said to have the right conception of the term
‘sadhya’. The Naiyayika view is more or less
teleological and not metaphysical and does not
deserve a criticism in this thesis.

The hetu is the link between the paksa and
the sadhya. It corresponds to the middle term of
an Aristotelian syllogism and has relations both with
the paksa and the sadhya. 1f the Indian syllogism
be thrown into the form of the Aristotelian one,
the paksa will be the minor term, the sadhya the
major term and the hetu the middle term. It is
difficult to convert the Indian syllogism into the
Aristotelian one without shaking the very foundations
on which the Indian syllogism is built. Yet for
purposes of terminology, the term paksa will be
translated as minor term, the sidhya as n;ajor term,
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and hetu as a middle term. Now the hetu or
term has a relation of universal concomitance with
the sadhya or major term and alao abides in the
paksa or minor term. It is this character of tho
hetu or middle term  which makes it possible to
connect the sadhya or major term with the paksa
or minor term.

According, to Sivagra Yogi, as with the
Naiyayikas, the hetu or middle term has the five
characteristics, viz.—paksadharmata, sapaksasatva,
vipaksasatva,abadhitavisayatva,and asatpratipaksatva.
Of these a hetu is said to possess the characteristic
of paksadharmata, if it abides in the paksa or
minor term. In the reasoning,

‘The hill is fiery ;
for it is smoky,
and whatever is smoky is fiery, as is
the kitchen’ the hetu smoke has this characteristic
as is abides in the paksa, the hill. A hetu has
the characteristic of sapaksastva if it abides in the
sapaksas or homologues, wherein the sadhya or
major term too exists. In the above form of
reasoning the hetu smoke has this characteristic as
well; for it abides in the sapaksa the kitchen, wherein
the sidhya fire too is found to be present. A hetu
possesses the charactetistic of vipaksasatva, if it
does not abide in the vipaksas or heterologues,
wherein the sidaya or major term is absent. In the
argument,
¢ The hill is fiery;
for it is smoky,
and whatever is non-fiery is non-smoky
as is the lake, the hetu smoke has this characteristic
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as it does not abide in the vipaksa the lake,
where the major term fire is invariably absent.
Abadhitavisayatva is said to be a characteristic of
the hetu or middle term if the presence of the hetu in
the paksa is not incomoatible. In the two examples
given above, the hetu has this characteristic also; for
there is no incompatibility for the hetu, the smoke to
abide in ' the paksa the hill.  Asatpratipaksatva
belongs to the hetu or middle term, which is
characterised by an absence of counteracting reason.
The hetu, smoke in so far as it is used to prove the
presence of fire in a hill has this characteristic of
asatpratipaksatva as there is nothing to counteract it.
If a sadhya is to be predicated of a paksa both by
means of positive and negative examples as in the two
instances given above, it is very essential that the
hetu should possess all these five characteristics; if
anyone ot more of these characteristics are lacking
the hetu, the argument would be fallacious. But in
the case of an exclusively affirmative inference, the
hetu cannot have the characteristic of vipaksasatva,
thongh it should possess the remaining four
characteristics; and in the case of an exclusively
negative inference, the characteristic of sapaksasatva

does not belong to the hetu, which should have the
other four characteristies.

Every reasoning requires a form; and the Indian
syllogism is the form of reasoning adopted by the
Indian thinkers; It consists of the five members, viz,,
pratijid, hetu, udaharana, upanaya and mgamana
containing statements of relations of the three terms —
paksa, sadhya and hetu. The Siddhantin’s views of

the members of the syllogism are set forth as
follows: —
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(1) The pratijia or proposition is the first
member of the syllogism. It is a tentative statement
of relation either affirmative or negative between the
paksa or minor term and the sadhya or major term.
It merely gives one’s position with respect to an
inference which has yet to be made. The thought of
the conclusion is entertained in it without giving any
grounds to justify it. It has got to be asserted astrue
only by the other members of the syllogism; it does
not by itself assert anything. It tells us at the . most
what the locus of inference is and what we want to
infer with respect to it.

(2) The hetu or reason is the second member of
the syllogism. It gives us the reason for the assertion
of the truth of the statement tentatively held as the
pratijid; for it asserts a relation either affirmative or
negative between the middle.term and the minor
term, implying by this assertion, that the major term
is related to the minor term either affirmatively or
negatively. It also necessitates the mention of the
third member of the syllogism, udaharana, which
contains the other ground of inference which is
implicit in it though not expressed explicitly. If one
who desires to infer that a hill is fiery advances as
his reason the statement ‘ For it is smoky’, we have
an instance of a hetu in the statement ¢ For it is
smoky’. If on the other hand, someone gives as his
reason the statement ‘The hill is non-fiery’ to infer
the fact that it is non—smoky, the former statement
constitutes the hetu.

(3) The udaharana or example is the third
member of the syllogism. It gives a universal relation
of concomitance of either the presence of the hetu
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(middle term) with that of the sidhya (major term) or
the absence of the sidhya (major term) with that of
the hetu (middle term), supported in each case by
an apposite instance. If the relation 1is one of
agreement in presence between the hetu (middle term)
and the sadhya (major term) the instance cited is a
homologue; but if the sidhya (major term) and the
hetu (middle term) agree in their absence, we have a
case of a heterologue. While the hetu or reason states
that the middle term abides in the paksa or the minor,
with the implication that there is either an agreement
in presence between the heiu or middle term and the
sidhya or major term, or an agreement in absence
between the sidhya or major term and the hetu or

middle term, the ud3aharana explicitly brings out
these implications with reference to apposite instances.

If a conclusion is drawn that a hill is fiery on the
ground that it is smoky, the latter statement
constitutes the hetu or reason for the inference made-.
The reason is incomplete if not for one or The other of
the implied universal judgment ‘Whatever is smoky
18 fiery ’ and ‘ Whatever is non—fiery is non-smoky ’.
The first of these general statements is illustrated by
the kitchen, where smoke is invariably found to be
associated with fire, while the second by the lake,
where there is absence of fire in association with
absence of smoke. If these implied judgmeants are
stated explicity each with its own instance as when
we say ‘ Whatever is smoky is fiery as is the kitchen ’
or ‘Whatever is non-fiery is non-smoky as is the
lake’ we have cases of udaharanas or examples. 'If
the hetu or reason corresponds to the minor premiss
of an Aristotelian syllogism of the first fiigure, the
udaharana or example corresponds to the major
premiss of an Aristotelian syllogism of the first
figare. the udaharana or exaimple corresponds to
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the majoc premiss. The truths of these general
statements that are comprised under the udaharana
or example are got at by inductive inference based
on observed facts of positive and negative instances.
It is this characteristic of the udaharana that makes
the_Indian syllogism a combined deductive—inductive
form of reasoning, giving an inference which is
formally valid and materially true.

(4) The upanaya or application is the fourth
member of the syllogism. It tells us that the
paksa or minor term can be brought under the
universal principle with its apposite instance as given
in the udaharana. In other words, it gives us to
understand that the universal principle with its
instance is applicable to the case of the paksa or
minor term in question. When the udaharana asserts
that there is a universal relation of agreement in
presence between fhe hetu or middle term and the
sadhya or major term as is illustrated in a positive
" instance, the upanaya states that the hetu or middle
term abides in the paksa or minor term, just in the
same way as the hetu or middle term as pervaded by
the sadhya or major term abides in a sapaksa or
homologus. Thus if the first three members of the
syllogism are as follows:— Pratijia The hill is fiery;

Hetu for it is smoky;

Udaharana  whatever is
smoky is fiery, as is the kitchen, the upanaya will
be of the form ¢so, like the kitchen, the hill is smoky.’
But if the udaharana gives a universal relation of
agreement in absence between the sidhya or major
term and the hetu or middle term, with respect
to a negative instance, the upanaya denies the absence
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of the hetu or the middle term in the pakssa or minor
term unlike as in the vipaksa or heterologue where
the absence of the hetu or middle term is found
to be invaribly consequent to the absence of the
sadhya or major term. In a syllogism where the
first three members are as follows :—

: Pratijia  The hill is fiery ;

Hetu for it is smoky ;

Udaharana Whatever is non-fiery is non-
smoky as is the lake, the upanaya turns out to be
‘Uanlike the lake, the hill is not non-smoky’. It must
be understood that the upanaya or applications is
not a mere repetition of the hetu or reason. There
is a difference between the two; whereas the latter
simply gives a relation affirmative or negative between
the hetu or middle term and the paksa or term,
the former strengthens the relation with reference
to an apposite instance.

(5) The nigamana or conclusion is the fifth
member of the syllogism. It definitely asserts the
relation between the paksa or minor term and the
sadhya or major term. It differs from the pratijia
or proposition in that it has a conclusive assertion,
whereas the latter has only a tentative one. It
states with reference to a positive instance that the
sadhya or major term, which is pervasive of the
bhetu or middle term (as is illustrated in a sapaksa
or homologue) is related to the paksa or minor term.
Bus in the case of a negative instance it asserts
that the sadhya or major term which has a relation
of agreement in absencc with the hetu or middle
term as is found in a vipaksa or heterologue, can
be predicated of the paksa or the minor term. It
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is the last member of the syllogism. It completes
the process of inference which is begun in the
pratijia. Its importance can be seen only with
reference to the other members of the syllogism.
So two examples of syllogisms, one with a positive
instance and the other with a negative instance
are given below. ' .

(a) A syllogism with a positive instance.

Pratijna The hill is-fiery ;

Hetu for it is smoky,
Udaharana whatever is smoky is fiery as is the
kitchen ;

Upanaya  so like the kitchen the hill is smoky.
Nigamana Therefore like the kitchen the hill
fiery.

(b) A syllogism with a negative instanee.

Pratijia The hill is fiery ;

Hetu for it is smoky,

Udaharana whatever is non-fiery is non—smoky
as is the lake ;

Upanaya so unlike the lake, the hill is not
non—-smoky.

Nigamana Therefore unlike the lake tho hill is
not non-fiery, i, e., the hill is fiery.

The different schools of Indian philosophy are
not all agreed on the number of members of a
syllogism. While the Naiyayikas support the
five—membered syllogism, the Bhattas and the Advaitins
believe ir a three-membered syllogism consisting of
either the first three members or the last three,
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But the Buddhists reduce the syllogism to the two
members, namely-the udiharana and the upanaya.
Arunandi Sivacariyar. the .author of Sivajhana
Siddhiyar seems to think that the five-membered
syllogism is out of date and holds the view that
the first three members are sufficient to constriict
a syllogism. Sivajidna Yogi in interpreting him
supports his statement when he says that the
five-membered syllogism is adopted by the Tarkikas
etc., !But Sivagra Yogi and Maraijhiana DeSikar,
who are both commentators«-of Sivajiana Siddhiyar,
hoid the view that the three membered syllogism
as well as the five-membered one are both acceptable
to the Saivas. It is a pity that these commentators
are too conservative in not rejecting the five-membered
syllogism even after -it has been found mnot to
represent the true process of reasoning.

It is usually supposed. that actual reasoning
proceeds on from the thoughts: of given premisses
to the thought of the conclusion. But the fact is,
as Johnson holds, the reverse in most cases. For
we first entertain the thought contained in the
conclasion and then proceed to find out grounds
to justify it. The Siddhantin, who believes in first
giving the pratijia or proposition and then bringing in
sufficient grounds to assert the truth of the proposition
in the form of the judgments given by the hetu or reason
and the udaharana or example, is tacitly following the
natural order of thought—processes. Further the
thoughts of the upanaya and nigamana are included
under the udaharana in its full form. Hence it
may be concluded that the Siddhantin’s conception

1. S. 8. A. pp. 190 and 195.
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of the syllogism as a three-membered one and
not as a five —membered one is in keeping with
the common-sense point of view.

(iii) Definition of Anumina or Inference

'Anumina or inference is, according to Sivajfiina
Yogi, the jhana-$akti of the dtman, which has a
doubt-free but errorless cognition of an object
hidden to view, not by direct observation, but by
means of a knowledge of a hetu or probans, which
has an avinabhiava sambandha (relation of universal
concemitance) with the object. 2The Pauskara
Agama speaks of anumana or inference as
avabhodaka or cognition of objects, which are
paroksa or remote in time or place to the cognizer,
with the help of a knowledge of drta-vyapti or
universal and indubitable concomitance between the
hetu or probans and the sadhya or probandum.
8The commentator gives us to understand that this
statement is never meant to be a definition of
anumana .or inference. It gives us merely its
upakaraks laksana or auxiliary mark. Its mukhya
laksana or essential characteristic consists in its

1. 8.8.8.p.8 — ‘anfianam nércyariyappatuvatanrie
catittup perar palatdy maraintuninra
porulai atanal vittuninkatu yantumu-
tandy nikalum ¢&tuvaikkontu avvaru-
narvatakiya anmavinatu fanacatbi
karutalalavaiyenappatum’.

2. P. B. p- 937 ‘Anumanamdrtavyaptya

paroksarthavabhodakam’

3. Ibid p. 537.
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being the cit—Sakti, which in association with the
psychosis of the buddhi has cognition ' of objects.
The commentator proceeds to examine the statement
about anumana given in the Pauskara Agama before
he himself gives a definition. The use of the term
‘paroksa’ in the statement, he says, will bring in
the fault of ativydpti or over—pervasion as it will
include Sabda or verbal testimony as well within
its scope. For Sabda or verbal testimony too is
a means of cognition used for cognizing objects,
which are paroksa or remote in time or place to
the cognizer. The word ‘drtavyapti’ however, it is
asserted, precludes the application of the statement
to Sabda or verbal testimony. Further the use of
the term ‘paroksa’, he urges, sets aside the fault
of ativyapti or over—pervasion with respect to
perception preceded by doubt, as perception is of
objects which are here and now. Moreover if it
is said that there is a fault of avyapti or
non-pervasion since the statement is not applicable
in the case of inference by one desiring to infer

something which is perceived directly, he denies
that the fault of avyapti has any scope over there
as inference is only concerned with such objects
as are not here and now, Further-on he says that
the statement about inference in the Pauskara
Agama merely gives the simanya laksana or the generic
character common both to bhrama (error) and prama
(truth). The specfic nature of anumina can be
had only if the word ‘avabhodaka’ in the statement
is qualified by the word ‘yathartihatva’ meaning
‘state of being as they really are’. Thus the
cognition of objects as they really are (the objects
being paroksa or remote in time or place to the
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cognizer) with the help of a knowledge of drta-vyapti
or relation of concomitance between the probans and
the probandum constitutes the upakaraka or auxiliary
but specific characteristic of anumana. Yet according
to the commentator of the Pauskara Agama, the true
definition of anumana consists in its being the cit-Sakti,
which gives a doubt — free but errorless inferential
cognition of the form of paksadharmatajnana,
knowledge of the abidance of the hetu or middle
term in the paksa or the minor term as associated
with a vyapti jnana (knowledge of the universal and
indubitable concomitance of the hetu or middle term
with the sidhya or major term.) The inferential
cognition is the doubt-free errorless knowledge of the
abidance of the hetu or middle term as pervaded by
the saidhya or major term iu the paksa or minor
term.
1According to Sivagra Yogi, anumana or inference
is a knowledge of a thing as it really is,~such
- knowledge being accidentally qualified as inferential
cognition. He says that anumana or inference may
be defined as knowledge obtained by vyapti jhana
(knowledge of universal concomitance between the
hetu or middle term and the sadhya or major term)
of an object, remote in time or place to the cognizer,
in its true nature. Both the definitions of anumana
or inference, given by Sivagra Yogi, are in terms of
the upakaraka laksana of anumana. It is not that
he is not familiar with the mukhya laksana or
essential nature of anumana. 2For in other places he

1. S.B.S. p. 116,
2. S.S.A.p. 9.
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refers to pratyaksa, anumina and $abda as the
cit-Sakti in association with ‘certain groups of the
products of aSuddha maya or impure primordial
matter,- each group being different for each pramana.
So he does not seem to materially differ with either
Sivajiiana Yogi or the commentator of the Pauskara
Agama in his conception of anumana.

All systems of Indian philosophy agree with the
Saiva Siddhantin that an inferential cognition is never
got at by direct observation, but is the result of a
vyaptijiana (knowledge of universal concomitance).
Vatsyayana, the Bhasyakara of the Nyaya sitras
states that anumana or inference is the consequential
cognition of an object, the probandum by means of
the cognition of a probans. Gangasa, the father of
the modern Nyaya school of philosophy, defines
anumana as the knowledge that the middle term,
which is in invariable concomitance with the major
term abides in the minor term. Prasastapada, the
Bhasyakara of the VaiSesika sitras regards anumina
or inference as that which arises from the perception
of the linga or probans. The Sankhyas state that the
generic nature of anumana or inference consists in its
being knowledge of the presence of the middle term as
pervaded by the major term abiding in the minor term .
The Mimamsakas say that inference is the cognition
of a non-proximate object by the perception of one
factor of a well-recognized relationship. The Jains
hold the view that anumana is valid knowledoe of
the sadhya or major term consequent on a perc:ption
of the hetu or middle term and the recollection of the
relation of invariable concomitance between the hetu
or middle term and the sadhya or major term. The
Buddhists define anumina ag knowledge obtained



245

through the hetu or probans possessing its three
characteristics, viz., its abidance in the paksa or
minor term, its presence in the sapaksas or
homologues, and its absence in the vipaksas or
heterologues.

Thus we see that all the Indian schools of
philosophy are more or less agreed that an inferential
cognition is dependent on two or more previous
cognitions for its validity. But whereas the other
systems regard inference as merely a means of giving
inferential cognition, the Saiva Siddhantin goes
further and speaks of inference as the cit-Sakti.
which in association with certain products of aSuddha
maya serves as a means of obtaining ampirical
knowledge of the inferential type. According to the
Siddhantin, inference is an accidental but inseparable
character of the atman; it is manifested, as are
pratyaksa and $abda, only in the petta-nilai (state of
bondage) of the Atman and remains unmanifest in its
mukti-nilai (state of release).

(iv) The grounds of inference

Vyapti and paksadharmata are, according to
the Siddbantin, the two grounds on which an inference
can be made. Of them vyapti is considered first as
it is a much discussed subject in the different Indian
systems of philosophy. It is held to be the foundation
stone of all inferences. If not for the relation of
vyapti existing between terms, no inference can be
made. The logical ground of all inferences revolves
on the pivot of vyapti. What is vyapti? How is it
known ? The Siddhantin’s answers to these questions
are treated below.
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When one object or event is indissolubly connected
with another object or event in such a way that the
presence of the former or the absence of the latter is
always and invariably attended respectively by the
presence of the latter or the absence of the former,

the former object or event is said to have vyapti or
pervasion with the latter; the former is called the

vyapya (pervaded) in relation to the latter which is
the vyapaka (pervader). It is a fact that smoke has
an indissoluble connection with fire, for whatever is
smoky is fiery and whatever is non-fiery is non-smoky.
Therefore smoke is said to possess vyapti or pervasion
with respect to fire. It is a vyapya (pervaded) in
relation to fire, which is its vyapaka (pervader).
Another term for the relation of vyapti is avinabhava —
sambandha or the relation of universal concomitance.
There is vyapti or avinabhava between smoke and
fire, but not between fire and smoke. For the
statement ‘ whatever is smoky is fiery’ is true; bus
the statement ‘whatever is fiery is smoky ’ cannot be
maintained to be true, for fire can exist without
being attended by smoke. If of two objects which
have the relation of vyapti or avinabhava sambandha,
one is directly apprehended in a certain locus while
the other is not, the latter is inferred to be present in
the same locus by virtue of the relation of vyapti or
avinabhava sambandha which the former has with
respect to the latter. It is the relation of vyapti
holding ‘between- the hetu or middle term and the
sadhya or major term, that enables us to infer that
the sadhya or major term is related to the paksa or
minor term. In the case of a hill that is smoky, if
one wants to infer that it is fiery it is essential that
he should have knowledge of the relation of vyapti
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that holds between the hetu, smoke, and the sadhya, -
fire. Thus vyapti is logical ground of all inferences.

The Siddhdntin distinguishes between two kinds
of vyapti, one is the anvayavyapsi or the relation of
positive concomitance and the other is the vyatireka
vyapti or the relation of negative concomitance. An
example for the anvaya vyapti is illustrated by the
statement ¢whatever is smoky is fiery’. Hereia the
idea is that there is an indissoluble connection between
smoke and fire, such that the presence of the former
is always attended by the presence of the latter.
There is agreement in presence between smoke and
fire; that is, there should be no cases of the
appearance of the former without the latter also
accompanying it.  Vyatireka vyapti, on the other
hand, is had when we say ¢whatever is non-fiery is
non-smoky’. Here too the connection between smoke
and fire is indissoluble in the sense that the absence
of the latter is always and inevitably followed by the
-absence of the former. There is agreement in absence
between fire and smoke; in other words, there are
no cases of the absence of fire not being followed by
the absence of smoke.

1Arunandhi Sivacariyar seems to see three further
different types of vyapti, when he classifies the hetu
or middle term into the three kinds, viz., svabhava
hetu, karyahetu and anupalabdhi hetu. His basis of
classification is the relation which the hetu or middle
term holds with the sadhya or major term. A
consideration of the natures of each of these kinds of
hetu or middle term will reveal to us the characters

1o 8:8. 8ap. 12
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“of each of the types of vyapti involved. To begin
with, the words ‘ma’ etc., by virtue of their own
natures, without depending on extraneous causes, are
said to possess Sakti (potencies) signifying things
called tree etc. The Sakti possessed by the word ‘ma’
meaning ‘mango tree’ in so far as it signifies a thing
called tree is known as svabhava hetu or sahajahetu
(co-existent middle term); there is concomitance
between the two co-existents, the hetu which is the
mango tree and the sadhya which is the tree. Since
the ‘ma’ is identical with the tree, the relation of
co-existence in this case is one of tadiatmya or
identity ; for tadatmya is given to be the relation
holding between two things, which are essentially
abheda or non-differenv from each other in spite of
some difference. The ‘ma’ because it is a tree is
identical with the tree though it has a difference with
the tree in that it signifes a mango tree. Again
karya hetu is said to be had when an effect such as
smoke is used to infer its cause such as fire. The
vyapti between the hetu smoke and the sadhya fire
is based on the principle that an effect and its cause
are indissolubly connected together such that the
presence of the former always indicates the presence
of the latter. Further, the fact that the absence of
coolness of the atmosphere indicates the absence of
dew is given as an instance of anupalabdhi hetu. It is
an admitted fact that coolness of the atmosphere is
‘the cause of the formation of dew. Therefore vyapti
in the instance given has as its basis the principle
that the absence of a cause is always a mark of the
absence of its effect. So according te Arunandi
Sivacariyar, vyapti may be either anvaya (affirmative)
or vyatireka (negative) The anvaya vyapti may be one
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of co-existence between the hetu and the sddhya or
one based on the principle that the presence of an
effect indicates the presence of a cause. But the
vyatireka vyapti is dependent on the principle that an
absence of a cause is always a mark of the absence of
its effect.

1 Sivajiana  Yogi with his  characteristic
grammatical skill interprets Arunandi Sivacariyar in
his own way. He speaks of anupalabdhi hetu as one
that is used to infer both (1) the absence of an effect
from the absence of its cause and (2) the absence of a
cause from the absence of its effect. Further he
gives us to understand that there is as well a karana
hetu which makes it possible to infer an effect from
its cause. As it isa well known fact that a cause can
be there without producing its effect, the inference
of the absence of a cause from the absence of its
effect and that of the presence of an effect from the
presence of a cause cannot be treated as correct. They
are only of a probative value. So Sivajfidna Yogi
cannot be taken as serious in his interpretation.
Perhaps what he means is the fact that the effect
pre-exists in the cause in a subtle state even before it
is manifested in a gross form. Subramanya DeSikar
seems to be blindly adopting Sivajidna Yogi's
interpretation. Sivagra Yogi and Jhana Prakasar
cannot however be accused of wrong interpretations.
But Niramba Alakiyar and Maraijiaas DeSikar do not
seem to be above blame. It must be understood that
the Siddhiantin is a sat—-karya vadin, who believes in
the pre—existence of effects in their respective causes.
Sivajiana Yogi cannot be held to be wrong in his

1. S.S.S. pp.- 12and 13.
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interpretation in the light of his vada (tenet); for it is
quite possible to infer the absence of a cause from
the absence of its effect, provided the effect is denied
to exist even in a siiksma or subtle state. Again it is
also possible to infer the presence of an effect at least |
in a subtle form from the presence of its cause.
Thus Sivajiiana Yogi and others do not seem to be
wrong provided they are interpreted with reference to
their doctrine of satkaryavada.

If smoke is considered as a true effect of the
cause fire, the vyapti involved in the following
statements must hold good or the basis of
satkaryavada.

(1) Whatever is smoky is fiery,
(2) Whatever is fiery is smoky,
(3) Whatever is non-smoky is non-fiery,
(4) Whatever is non—fiery is non-smoky,

But Sivajidna Yogi shows a partiality for the
principles underlying the first and the fourth
statements only when he speaks of anvayavapti and
vyatireka vyapti. [Evidently these are the two
statements holding true of the gross objects, smoke
and fire. The principles contained in the second and
third statements can apply to gross objects provided
that fire is one that is produced from wet fuel. The
exclusive uses of the first and fourth statements only
on the part of Sivajidna Yogi indicates that he is
referring to gross objects only and not to subtle ones
as well. If he refers to gross objects only his
interpretation of anupalabdhi hetu  cannot be
maintained to be correct. If objects in their subtle
states are also included, then the statements
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~illustrating vyatireka vyapti must be revised adding
proper determinants to the one or the other of the
two terms, hetu and sadhya, making' the one as the
true cause of the other so that the denial of either
might lead us inevitably to the denial of the other.
But Sivajiiina Yogi has not done this either. For in
illustration of anupalabdhi hetu he gives us examples
drawn from common experience, where the hetu and
the sidhya given are not such that one is a true
cause of the other. According to him feeling of
coldness is an effect of the presence of dew, so that
the absence of the feeling of coldness leads us to
infer the absence of dew.  But he does not want us to
iafer the absence of fire from the absence of smoke.
It is difficult to reconcile the contradiction involved
in these statements. [t is believed that there are
omissions of certain relevant statements, which if
present would not only acquit him of his contradictions
but also raise him to the status of a true exponent of
the Saiva Siddhdnta principles.

Now the problem of the means of knowing vyapti
forces itself to the front. How do we pass from
observed facts of concomitance of smoke and fire in
the kitchen etc., to the universal relation of
concomitance between smoke and fire generally? A
few particalar cases of coficomitance only are all that
are observed. But the general statement contains
much more information than are contained in the
observed facts. Thereis a leap from the knowledge
of particulars to that of the unknown universa)
comprising elements both of the past, present and
future as well as the near and the remote. What is
the guarantee that the leap is not into the dark?
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Above all what is it by means of which the universal
relation of vyapti is ascertained? Is it known by
perception or by inference, or by verbsl testimony ?
The Carvakas would have us believe that it does not
fall within the scope of perception, be it external
or internal. They say that external perception is
possible only if there be sense-object contact and that
in the case of universals, which comprise elements of

the past, future and the remote, there cannot be
such contacts. Internal perception too, they say,

cannot apprehend the universals as the mind which is
the organ concerned in this type of perception cannot
act independently of the senses. @ Further another
inference as well cannot give us a knowledge of vyapti.
If it does, that will be dependent on a third, which
would require a fourth and so on; the process of
dependence of one inference on another will have no
end, leading up to an infinite regress, which cannot
- be avoided. Again vyapti cannot be known even by
verbal testimony. For it may be urged as with the
VaiSesikas that verbal testimony is not an independent
means of cognition but is included under inference ;
and vyapti which can be establised by inference can
never be obtained from verbal testimony which is a
species of inference: or else the reason may be
advanced that the knowledge of .the vyapti being
dependent on the recognition of a mark or sign in the
form of the language used involves inference which
leads us nowhere. Thus according to the Carvakas,
vyapti cannot be known by any means of cognition.

*As against the Carvakas, the Siddhantin
contends that vydpti can be known by inductive

1. 8.8.8.p.12~ ‘avinapavamaritarkan aiyamaruttar-

poruttuc capakkamvipakkamirantum
ventappatnmenpar......’




253

inference based on observation of positive and
negative inferences. If perception alone can be relied
as a valid means of cognition the position of the
Carvakas in rejecting the doctrines of the other
schools will be ridiculous; for it is not by perception
but by inference that the Carvikas can know that the
alien schools are wrong; and this inference will be
found it involve some kind of vyapti, which they have
to admit. !The Siddhantin presses the view that
the Carvakas have to admit validity to inference
merely because purposive activity on the part of an
adherent of the Carvakas doctrines will have to
cease as he cannot be sure that he will live for the
succeeding moment to enjoy the fruits of his exertion.
It is by inference that the Carvakas too, know that
they will survive for the succeeding movements. If
once they admit inference to be valid, they will have
to accept the fact that vyapti can be known.

2The Naiyayikas say that vyapti can be known
by means of samadnya laksana pratyaksa. In kitchens
etc. where particular smokes are found in concomitance
with particular fires, the jati or class smoke is also
perceived with the jati or class, fire as co-existent.
In some cases where particular fires are seen without
smoke, the jati fire is not found in concomitance with
the jati smoke. Thus perception by way of jatior
class gives us the vyapti between smoke and fire; and
it is perception that denies vyapti between fire and

smoke. Sivajhana Yogi does not deny that thereis
concomitance between the jati smoke and the jati fire,

which are both apprehended as related to particulars.
The jati or class is, according to the Siddhantin;
non—different from the vyakti or particular. They

1. 8.B.p. 60. 2. Ibid. p. 173.
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have the relation of tadatmya or identity between
them. But yet there is a passage from the knowledge
of the relations of the two jatis to the predication of
the concomitance of fire with respect to each and
every case of smoke. The jati is abstract whereas
each and every case of smoke is concrete. If as the
Naiyayikas say that the predication of the relation of
concomitance of fire with respect to each case of smoke
is got at by perception, Sivajidna Yogi argues that
mankind will be omniscient. For if it is perception
that gives us the vyapti involved in the statement * all
smoky objects are fiery’, one should perceive all
smokes - past, present and future, near as well as
remote. This view makes man omniscient and is not
acceptable to the Siddhantin, nay even to the
Naiyayikas. So the Naiyayikas connot maintain their
position that it is the samanya laksana pratyaksa that
gives us vyapti. Further the view of the Naiyayikas
that the passage from particular observed facts to
universals is made through the perception of jati is
repugnant to the common sense point of view as well.
When [ see a particular case of smoke, the truth of
the vyapti in the statement ¢All smoky objects are
fiery’ simply dawns upon me'with lightning speed.
I perceive the jati smoke only after deliberation,
which takes time. Surely such a thing which takes
time as is the perception of the jati smoke cannot be
said to intervene between two occurrents between
which there is not an appreciable interval of time.

'The Advaitins hold the view that vyapti is
apprehended by perception of concomitance between

1.

V. P. p. 95 - ¢ Vyaptisca adesasadhanasrayasrita
sadhyasamanadhikaranyarupa.’
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the sidhana or probans and the sadhya or probandum
when there is no cognition of inconsistency. It does
not matter whether the concomitance is observed in a
single perception or in a number of perceptions.
What is important is only the perception of the
concomitance. The idea underlying the Advaitin$ view
is that it is useless to call for repeated observances
as evidence for determining vyapti merely because a
genuine  exception = may  throw overboard a
generalization obtained after making a host of repeated
observations. In fact a single observation may give
us a true vyapti—jianam. The Advaitins do not
believe in vyatireka vyapti or negative concomitance
as a ground for an inferential cognition.

The Siddhintin feels that the knowledge of
vyapti as advecated by the Advaitin eannot be held
to be certain; for vyapti is based only on positive
concomitance between the sadhana or probans and
the sadhya or probandum so long as it is not
contradicted by  experience. Since  negative
concomitance is not sought for, the joint methed of
agreement in presence and absence, which has been
found to be very useful in scientific inquires cannot be
applied. The Advaitins seem to rely on induction by
simple enumeration in their search for vyapti. This
method is fraught with dangers and has its own
limitations; and the Advaitin’s knowledge of vyapti
too is conditioned by it. .

1 The Buddhists classify the hetu or middle term
on the basis of the vyapti, which it has with the
gidhya or major term into the three kinds, viz.,

1. N.B. p. 3l
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svabhava heta, kdrya hetu and anupalabdhi hetu. Of
them svabhava hetu is said to be based on the
principle of tadatmya or identity between the hetu
and the sadhya. It means that the hetu or middie
term contains in itself the sadhya or major term
because the major term is an inherent property
(svabhava) of the minor or because the middle term
is the inherent property (svabhava) of the major. The
karya hetu and the anupalabdhi hetu are given to be
~ grounded on the principles of causation. The former
gives us concomitance of the effect with its cause and
not vice versa. The latter states the fact that there is
agreement in absence between the cause and its effect,
The Buddhists maintain that the vyapti based on
the principle of identity is ascertained by direct
observation by a person who notes the fact that an
absurdity attaches itself to a contrary opinion. There
is a relation of identity between a simsupa tree and a
tree. But we cannot imagine a simsupa tree losing its
arboreity without lesing its own self. Again the
vyapti which hss its basis on the principle of causation
involves a knowledge of the relation of cause and
effect. This knowledge is said to be ascertained by
the test of paficakarani or the five indications, viz.
(1) that an effect is not perceived prior to its
production that (2) when the cause is cognized (3) the
effect appears in immediate succession and thas (4) the
effect is not cognized when (5) the cause is not
apprehended. The Buddhists find fault with the
Naiyayikas saying that vyapti as between an effect
and its cause cannot be determined by observation of
affirmative and negative concomitances. For they
say it is not possible to eliminate doubt with regard

2 B. L. Vel. 2. p. 136,
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to instances past and future, and present but
unperceived. When pointed out that uncertainty in
regard to such instances is equally inevitable in their
own system as well, they reply that in as much as
they are guided by practical efficiency, there cannot
be any doubt for them with regard to these instances
if they do not implicate them in practical absurdity.
Hence they say that vyapti determined by the test of
paficakarani as conforming to practical efficiency is
above doubt. :

The Buddhist$ classification of the hetu or middle
term into svabhava hetu, Karya hetu and anupalabdhi
hetu is apparently the same as that of Arunandi
Sivacariyar; but yet the agreement is only in
terminology ; for there is a difference in the basis of
classification. =~ While the Buddhists have as their
basis the principles of identity and causation, the
Siddhantin recognizes only one principle namely, the
principle of tadatmya or identity. It is not that the
Sidd! antin has nothing to do with causation in his
classification of hetu. According to the Siddhantin
the causal relation is a species of tadatmya or identity.
The Saiva Siddhintin asserts that the relation of
tadatmva or identity holds between (1) an avayavin
and its avayava (whole and its part), (2) a gunin, and
its guna (substance and its material quality (3) a jati
and its vyakti (class and its member) and (4) a
daktiman and its Sakti (an object and its potency).
The Siddhantin is a satkdrya vadin, who believes in
the pre—existence of an effect in its cause. But with
the Buddhists who are asatkarya vadins, the cause
and its effect are two consecutive states of a series,
which gives the appearance of a persisting thing. The
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effect merely follows upon the cacse but is not
produced by it. It springs up as it were out of
nothing, because a simultaneous existence of a cause
and its effect is impossible. The Buddhists say that
we can infer a cause from its effect but not vice
versa. That is why they have not included the
karana hetu in their classification But the
Siddhantin’s tenets allow him to infer both a cause
from its effect as well as an effect from his cause,
Yet Arunandi Siviacariyar has omitted to include the
karana hetu in his classification perhaps apparently
presuming with the Buddhists that an effect cannot
be inferred from a cause. It cannot be thought that
Arunandi Sivacariyar the direct disciple of Mey‘kar)ta
Dévar, who is the father of the modern Saiva
Siddhanta would have gone against the basic
principles on which the philosophy of Saiva Siddhanta
is built, [t is believed that he is using the word
‘karya’ or effect in its popular sense of manifested
state and not in its scientific sense. Sivajiidna Yogi
seems to have discovered this discrepancy in Arunandi
Sivacariyar’s classification of hetu and has added
therein the karana hetu as well.

The Buddhist method of determining vyapti
between an effect and its cause resembles Mill’s
method of difference in its double application. The
Buddhists themselves seem to admit the short-comings
of their method when they resort to the aid of
arthakriyakaritva or practical effieiency to remove
any further doubt that may occur. The Saiva
Siddhantin proposes to assert that his method of
determining vyapti by an examination of anvaya or
positive cases of vyapti supplemented by a knowledge
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of relevant vyatireka or negative cases removes doubt
once and for all The Buddhist thesis that practical

efficiency ~ clears doubt is futile and cannot be

maintained. For often a wrong knowledge may

accidentally lead us to truth. ;

'The second ground of inference is the
paksa—dharmata. [t gives us the knowledge that the
hetu or middle term abides in the paksa or minor
term. No inference can be made by a mere knowledge
of vyapti between the hetu or middle term and the
sadhya or major term. This knowledge of vyapti or
universal concomitance considered in relation to the
knowledge that the hetu or the middle term abides in
the paksa or minor term makes it possible for us to
draw a conclusion that the major term is related to
the minor. The knowledge of the statement ¢ Whatever
is smoky is fiery’ does not by itself give any inference.
A further knowledge that a hill is smoky is necessary
to make the inference that the hill is fiery.. Hence
inference involves the two grounds, viz.,, vyapti and
paksa—dharmata.

(v) Classification of inference.
(a) Svartha and parartha.

2Inference has been classified by the Siddhantin
into svartha and parartha, according as it is intended
for use for one’s own self or for another’s. This
classification is not logical but rather psychological
and is based on the intent or purpose for which
an inference serves. Sivajiana  Yogi defines
svairthanumana as the knowledge arising from the

1. S.8.8.p, 192.
2. S.8S.8. p. 11 stanza 8.
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consideration by way of vydpti or universal
concomitance whether the sadhya or major term,
having one of the three hetus,s namely-svabhdva,
kirya and anupalabdhi - is related affirmatively or
negatively to the paksa, the sapaksas and the
vipaksas. When a person who has a knowledge of
vyapti between smoke and fire by observation of
either positive cases such as the kitchen etc., or
negative ones such as the lake etc., sees or hears
that there is smoke in a hill, he immediately infers
for himself that the hill is fiery. His conclusion
which is a judgment is based on either the two
judgments ‘ Whatever is smoky is fiery as 1s the
kitchen’ and ¢The hill is smoky’ or the two
judgments ¢ Whatever is non—fiery is non-smoky-as
is the lake’ and ‘The hill is smoky’. But to prove
the fact that the hill is fiery to another person, these
judgments should be expressed in words in the form
of propositions, Then only one can communicate his
thoughts to another. That is why the Siddhantin
holds the view that svarthanumana always preceds
pararthdnumana. The latter cannot appear without
the former. For it is true that no one can prove to
another a certain fact which he has not proved for
himself. So long as svarthanumana has to do only
with judgment, it will not be of much use to the
advancement of knowledge. For if it be the only
kind of inference that we can make use of, we shall
be deprived of the opportunity of contacting the
thoughts of the ancients, which are kept for us in the
form of propositions. Poetry, Science and Philosophy
would have been greatly handicapped. It is only
pararthinumana which is concerned with propositions
that provides us with materials both of the present as
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well as of the past as premisses for making inferences.
This fact has been well noted by the Siddbantin who
proceeds to divide pararthanumana into anvaya or
affirmative and vyatireka or negative inferences.

(v) Anvaya and Vyatireka.

The classification of pararthanumana into anvaya
and vyatireka is logical and is based on the principle
of vyapti. An inference is said to be anvaya or
affirmative if one of its grounds is the proposition
stating the fact that there is a relation of universal
agreement in presence between the hetu or middle
term and the sadhya or major term. An
anvayinumana is illustrated as follows :—

Pratijna The hill is fiery.
Hetu For it is smoky.

Udaharana  Whatever is smoky is fiery
as is the kitchen.

A vyatireka anumana is one in which one of its
grounds is a proposition giving a relation of universal
agreement in absence between the sadya or major term
and the hetu or middle term. An instance of it is as
follows :—

Pratijna The hill is fiery.
Hetu For it is smoky.
Udaharana Whatever is non-fiery is

) non-smoky, as is the lake.

Tt will be seen from the above examples that the
same conclusion ‘the hill is fiery’ can be arrived at
both by an anvayanumana and a vyatirekinumana-
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Yet there are certain propositions which can be
established only by an anvayaoumana and there
are others which require the exclusive use of
vyatirekanumana only. Examples of these are as
follows :—

(1) A case of an exclusively anvayanumana.

Pratijia .  The world is subject to the
' processes of origin, subsistence
and dissolution.

Hetu Because it has parts which are
specifically demonstrable as he
she and it.

Udaharana Whatever has parts which are

specifically demonstrable is subject
to the processes of origin,
subsistence and dissolution as is a
pot.

2(2) A case of an exclusively vyatirekinumana.

Pratijna This body possesses an atman or
soul, which is different from such
things as $linya (void) ete.

Hetu Because it has cognition of objects.

Udaharana Whatever possesses no atman or
soul has no cognition of objects,
as is a pot.

It is an undeniable fact that the conclusion of the
first syllogism i.e. ‘The world is subject to the

1578 = Bo puatl.
9. 1Ibid p. 236.
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processes of origin, subsistence and dissolation’
cannot be established by a vyatirekinumaan; for to
prove it by such a kind of anumana, we are in need
of a knowledge of vyapti of the form ¢Whatever is
not subject to the processes of origin, subsistence and
dissolution has no parts that are specifically
demonstrable’ as supported by an apposite negative
instance or heterologue. But we have no such
instances in the empirical world. Hence it follows
that the conclusion in question can be got at by an
anvayanumana only. Again the conclusion of the
second syllogism, which runs as ‘This body possesses
an atman or soul, which is different from such things
as $inya (void) etc., cannot be arrived at by an
sanvayanumana; for such an inference requires a
knowledge of vyapti of the form *Whatever has
cognition of objects possesses an atman or soul, which
is different from such things as sfinya (void) etc,” as
exemplied by apposite positive instances or homologues;
but the lack of homologues and the presence of
heterologues only in the empirical world force
us to look to vyatirekanumana-alone for proving the
conclusion. Thus it is seen that the conclusion of the
second syllogism can be proved by a vyatirekanumana
-only.

(vi) Other Manifestors of knowledge that can

&
be included under anumana.

The Saiva Siddhantin recognizes, as is said in a
previous chapter, three independent means of
cognition, namely-pratyaksa, anumana and agama.
1He claims to reduce the means of cognition called

1. S.S.A. pp. 112 and 113.
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arthapatti, upamana, pariSesa, sambhava and
svabhava-linga into cases of anumana. The soundness
of his claim in each case is examined briefly as

follows: —(1) Arthapatti or presumption is had when

a known fact such as the fatness of a man who does
not eat by day cannot be accounted for without
assuming another such as the fact that he eats by
night. The Bhiatts and the Advaitins think that
the fact that the man eats by night is got at
neither by perception nor by inference and so on.
It is arthapatti or presumption that gives us such
a cognition. So according to them arthapatti is
an independent source of cognition. The Siddhantin
feels that the fact that the man eats by night
can be arrived at by means of a kevala, vyatireka
anumana as follows:—

Pratijna The non-eater in day-times eats
in night times.

Hetu Because he is fat.

Udaharana If any non-eater in day times

2 does not eat in night times, he

cannot be fat, as is Devatatta.

The Bhattas and the Advaitins have no answer to
give except to question the efficiency of a kevala
vyatireka anumana, which they do not recognize.

(2) Upamana or comparison is the means of
cognition used to cognize a previously unkaown
object such as a gavaya (vos gaveus) through its
similarity to a known object such as a cow. Suppose a
man who has never seen a gavaya inquires from a
forester for its characteristics. Being informed by
him that it is like a cow, he goes to a forest and

‘&)
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perceives an animal similar to a cow. He reflects
upon the words of the forester and arrives at the
judgment ‘The animal in front of me is a gavaya’.
This knowledge is said to be the result of comparison.
The Siddhantin urges that if comparison be the name
of the method used to obtain’the judgment in question,
1t is no other than a mere inference. The syllogism
that gives us the judgment is as follows .—

Pratijna That animal in front of meisa
gavaya.

Hetu For it is like a cow

Udaharana Whatever is not a gavaya is not

like & cow, as is a goat.

Thus it is seen that comparison does not constitute
an independent source of knowledge. Yet the
Naiyayikas, the Mimamsakas and the Advaitins
consider it a distinct means of cognition. !Of
these philosophers, the Advaitins urge the method
used in passing from the judgment ‘The gavaya
is like a cow’ to the judgment ‘The cow .is like
a gavaya’ constitutes comparison The Siddhantin
does not see any element of novelty which is essential
for any pramana in the passage from the one
judgment to the other, except a grammatical
re-arrangement of subject and predicate.

(3) PariSesa or inference by elimination is had
when one event is asserted to have happened in
a certain way on the ground that the number
of ways that event' may happen is definitely known

1. P.A. pp.37 and 38.
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aid that all but the one way are known to have
not functioned. It is clear that this source of
knowledge is a case of inference. The Pauranikas
are alone in giving an independent status to this
source of knowledge.

(4) Sambhava or probability is the cognition
of one thing from that of another in which it is
included. In other words it is a cognition of a
part from that of a whole. We have a case of
probability. when we have the knowledge of the
number hundred from the knowledge of the number
thousand. As the number hundred, which is a part
is invariably connected with its whole thousand,
there is vyapti (universal concomitance) between
them. So sambhava is a case of inference and
cannot be regarded as an independent source of
knowledge. It is only the Pauranikas who speak
of it as a distinct method of knowledge.

(5) Svabhava-linga or natural inference is had
when we argue that the simsupais a tree on the
ground that it has the characteristics of a simsupa,
There is vyapti in the form of ‘Whatever is not
a tree has not the characteristics of a simsupa,
as is a stone.” So Svabhava lingais a mere inference
and cannot constitute, as the Pauranikas think, a
separate source of knowledge.

1 Arunandi Siv@cériyar gives a three—fold division
of anum@na (as is agreed by all commentators) to
include all the above means of cognition. His
divisions are drsta - ‘numina, anumina — ‘namana

1. 8. S. A. pp. 200, 206.
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and agama-'numana. Of them drsta—‘numana is had
when you infer the presence of a flower from the
perception of its smell.

Anuman3-‘ numana is an inference drawn as to
the wisdom of a man on the basis of the judgments
he makes. The process of reasoning used in the
passage from what are stated in the S$rutis to what
is not stated there-in is called Zgama-‘numana.

CHAPTER 8

Theory of Verbal Testimony
(i) Karaka Sakti (productive potency)

In the case of a bracelet made out of gold a question
naturally arises whether there is anything besides gold
in the bracelet. Common sense tells us that there is
nothing but gold in the bracelet. Taking due
consideration of only the material substance involved,
we see that the bracelet and gold are the same. But
yet gold is no bracelet. There is a difference in the
two. The bracelet is gold with a particular form.
Even the piece of gold out of which the bracelet is
made has also a particular form. The form of the
bracelet is something other than that of the piece of
gold. The bracelet and the piece of gold appear to
differ only in their forms. Now what is the form of
a piece of gold ? [Is the form extrinsic or intrinsic to
the piece of gold ? Metaphysicians are not all agreed
on the answers to these two questions. The Saiva
Siddhantin’s answers are delineated herein. On
account of its importance the second question is taken
up first.
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Were the form estrinsic to the piece of gold, 1t
would be possible to divest a body of its form. But
no substance can be seen or imagined without a form.
Hence the form must be intrinsic to the piece of gold.
If it is so, it will not be possible to change the form
of the piece of gold. But itis a fact that we can
mould a piece of gold into any form we like. So it
would appear that the form of a body is neither
extrinsic nor intrinsic to the body But the form
belongs to a body. Therefore it cannot but be' either
extrinsic or intrinsic to the body. The fact is, it is
intrinsic to the body. The contradiction involved in
thinking that a piece of gold can have many forms
can be got over by considering the fact that ‘a piece
of gold” herein stands for the material substance of
the piece of gold and not for a particular piece of
gold. A particular piece of gold has a particular

form. So if the forms are different, the pieces of gold
that have the different forms are also different.

Now the first question as to the nature of the
form of a piece of gold is considered. The Saiva
Siddhantin does not believe in any immaterial
imponderable quality apart from matter. To him the
form is as much a material substance as the body to
which it is a form. The form of a body and the body
are related by way of guna—guni-bhava sambandha.
Thers is the relation of tadatmya (identity) between
the gunas and their gunin. The gunas collective'y
viewed is the gunin. Therefore the form is one of the
constitutents that constitute the being of the body.

1According to Saiva Siddhanta all objects bound
by space such as the earth. the mountain. fire, water

1= S B. pp 225, 226.
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etc.. are pervasive each of its own effect. As the
pervasion itself cannot be known by any other means,
it is presumed that every-one of these objects has
two characteristics; one is that each object exists as a
karana (cause) which could pervade its karya (effect);
the other is that each object can exist in its own
nature. There is a relation of tadatmpa (identity)
holding between an object and its characteristic
that exists in the form of a karana (cause). This
characteristic of the object is called its karaka $akti
(productive potency). But this thesis of the Siddhantin
runs counter to the view of the Naiyayikas and otherg
who deny the existence of such Saktis. The Sakti of

fire i3, the Siddhantin says, compresent with fire and
is non—different from it. OFf couarse it cannot be -

perceived as a distinct thing in the same manner as
we do in the case of fire. Yet by presumption it can
be distinguished as a distinct; so it would be clear
that each object has its own Sakti or potency. The
presence of a Sakti in every object can be shown thus
by presumption; if one person puts his finger into

fire, we see that it gets bnrnt. But if another repeats
certain mantras or incantations, while the finger is

placed into fire, we see that it does not get burnt.
Yet on both the occasions fire is of its own nature and
does not become something else. So we are forced to
presume that fire has a Sakti or potency, which is

obscurated by the Sakti or potency of mantras and
which gets manifested in the absence of the recita]

of mantras. This Sakti of fire which is the kiarana or

cause of burning one’s finger is somthing other than
the fire of which it is a Sakti.

It might be objected that the absence of
obscurating mantras too may be a cause of burning
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the inger. Even if there be the presence of all the
causes such as fire etc., there cannot be the burning
of the fingers unless it be preceded by the absence of
obscurating mantras. [t might also be pointed out
that the positing of the absence of obscurating
mantras as one of the conditions that make up the
cause of burning one’s finger is better than positing
differens Saktis to various objects and at the same
time presuming the origin and destruction of such
Saktis. Evidently the positing of a negative factor
such as the absence of obscurating mantras as a cause
for a positive occurrent which is an effect cannot be
of any metaphysical value. Ifit were of value, the
presence of a positive effect would always and
inevitably be preceded by a negative cause. In the
case in question the presence of an obscurating mantra
with that of a de-obscurating one produces the effect
of burning. Thas the view that the absence of
obscurating mantras is the cause of burning one’s
finger is not tenable.

If it is urged that the absence of the recital of an
obscurating mantra that is not recited along with a
de—obscurating one is the cause, it is answered that it
cannot be so. For the effect can be as well produced
in the absence of the recital of an obscurating mantra
that is in association with a de—obscurating one. Again
it might be urged that the absence of the recital of an
obscurating mantra if only it is not attended by a
de-obscurating one is the cause. Even this does not
carry us any further and lands us into the doctrine of
the plurality of causes, which is repugnant even to
the Naiyayikas who bring in such arguments. Hence
the Naiyayikas cannot with consistency posit abhava
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or non-existence as the cause of a positive effect.
They will be forced to posit a Sakti as the cause.

Further it is a fact worth noting that the recital
of an obscurating mantra does not. on the recital of a
de-obscurating mantra, obscurate the appearance of
the effect. Then what is it that is responsible for the
nor—appearance of the effect due to the obscurating
mantra? Since there is the recital of the obscurating
mantra along with that of the de obscurating one, it
cannot be said that the latter mantra has prevented
the former from taking effect. Nor it can be said
that the latter has annihilated the former or that it

'did nothing. [t is easily seen that on the advent of a
de-obscurating mantra the effect due to the
obscurating mantra is not formed. Otherwise there is
the formation of the effect. Thus there is the relation
of avinabhiva (concomitance) between the recital of
the de—obscurating mantra and the non-appearance
of the effect due to the obscurating mantra. In the
example given it is the de—obscurating mantra that is
responsible for the prevention of thec taking effect

of the obscurating mantra, which obscurates the heat
of fire. Now it is a rule that a deficiency in an effect
cannot appear without a corresponding deficiency in
its cause. Now there is no deficiency in the cause — the
obscurating mantra. Then there must be some cause
apart from the obscurating mantra present in the
mantra itself, which is with a deficiency. This is
called its Sakti (potency) and we come to know it Ly
presumption. Thus Sakti is posited of the obscurating
mantra as its effect can be prevented from its
formation by the de-obscurating mantra. In a similar
manner $akti can be posited of the de-obscurating
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mantra as well. The character of a cause lies in its
possession of a Sakti or potency which is implicit in i%
and that of an effect consists in the explicit appearance
of the Sakti in the form of a vyakti (individual). The
cause and effect are identical and are the implicit
and explicit states of the same substance. The tenets
of the Naiyayikas that the cause is always anterior to
its effect and that the effect is always posterior to its
cause cannot be maintained.

(i1) Jnapaka Sakti (informative potency).

'According to Saiva Siddhanta, nida (sound
essence) which has its origin in $uddha maya (pure
primordial cosmic principle) has an infinite number
of jhapaka Saktis (informative poteacies). The
presence of these jhapaka Saktis is known by
presumption through the help of words composed of
varnas or sounds of letters. 2There is a difference
between dhvani (sound) - which is a quality of akaga
(ether) and varnas (sounds of letters). The former is a
product of aSuddha naya (impure cosmic principle)
but the latter are evolutes of $uddhamaya (pure
cosmic principle). Akasa is the cause of dhvani
(sound) which manifests varnas (sounds of letters). I
1s never the cause of varnas (sounds of letters) tha
are reveal’ed by it.  The relation between dhvan;
(sound) and varnas (sounds of letters) as between light
and form of a body is one of manifestor and maqifested.
Yarnas (sounds of letters) are generated by the
internal functions of the body, where—as dhvani
(sound) by external functions. The S.iiva Siddhantin

i B
2. 1bid pp. 134, 135.
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holds the view that vik or speech is no other than
varnas which are of five different forms, viz., siksma,
paSyanti, madhyama, siksma vaikhari and sthula
vaikhari. Of these siiksma takes its rise from bindu
by the operations of prana (internal air) residing in
miladhara. Padyanti is the form of vak which gets
more and more manifested by the prana (internal
air) passing through the naval region. Madhyama
is had when prana comes up to the heart, siksma
vaikhart is the form of vak when the prana reaches
the throat. It is audible to one’s self. Bat sthila
vaikhari is the vaik which is revealed by the prana
passing through the mouth. [t is audible to both
one’s self and to others.

It may be questioned how vak in the form of
varnas, which are evolutes of Suddha maya turn
out to be the objects of direct apprehension by the
ear. The reason is not far to see. !For vak exists
in a siksma (subtle) state in the evolutes of Suddha
maya as it is devoid of any upadhis (qualifications
per accidens) over there; But in the products of
aSuddha maya it is associated with upadhis such
as dhvani etc.,, and occurs in a sthiila (gross) state.
It is on account of its upadhi of dhvani that it
is audible to us.

It is contended by some metaphysicians that
either letters, or words made up of letters, or sentences
composed of a collection of words having mutual
proximity, expectancy and competency signify objects.
The reason given ' by them is that there ate no
pramanas to establish the fact that there are Saktis

b 8 Bep. 125
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apart from letters to signify objects. Let us see
whether the contention is sound. When a word, say
‘man’ is uttered, we hear the sounds of the letters
M, A and N, but do not cognize the word ‘man’
as something different from its constituent letters.
Similarly when somebody says ‘Man is rational’, we
see that this vakya or sentence is constituted of
words which gain their significance by the letters
that compose them. Thus it is seen that neither a
sentence nor a word has any signifiication but for
the letters that are involved in them. But then it
would appear that we shall have to say with the
Naiyayikas that the letters ‘M’, ‘A’ and ‘N’ give us
the idea of man. If so the question is whether the
letters express the meaning when taken together or
individually. The fiirst alternative is not feasible
for there is no togetherness of the letters ‘M’ ‘A’
and ‘N’. Kach of these letters has a beginning and
an end of its own. When ‘M’ is pronounced, there
is neither ‘A’ nor ‘N’ present to consciousness. When
we pronounce ‘A’, ‘M’ has ceased to be heard and
‘N’ has not- begun. And when we come up to ‘N’
both ‘M’ and ‘A’ have disappeared. There is no
point of time or place when all the three letters
are heard together. Even the Naiyayikas admit
that sound, knowledge and activity have their
existence only for three points of time. The letters,
each of which appearing one after another at the
disappearance of its previous one or ones cannot be
sepsed together. In fact they are not presented to
consciousness together at any moment. So they
cannot together signify an object. The second
alternative that the lettars individually express the
meaning of the whole word will drive us into a
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ridiculous position. Suppose it is possible for each
letter to signify an object. Then the letter ‘M’
must give us the idea of man. But it does not
do so. Even if we assume that it does, the two
letters ‘A’ and ‘N’ would be superfluous. So the
theory that the letters of a word or sentence
individually express the meaning of the word is to
be abandoned. The right conclusion is that there
are Saktis ‘potencies’ apart from letters to signify
objects.

The Naiyayikas say that the isolated letters of
a word cannot individually signify an object. They
can do so only collectively. As each letter appears
in consciousness at the disappearance of the previous
one, the Naiyayikas admit they cannot be perceived
together as one whole. But it is a fact that each
letter on its disappearance leaves its impression behind
in the mind. When we come to the last of a word.
the apprehension of this letter aided by the
impressions of the previous letters, they urge, gives
rise to the meaning of the word.

Sivajiana Yogi is not satisfied with this theory
of the Naiyayikas. He raises serious objections
against it. Many letters that have been pronounced
on previous nccasions would have left their lmpreesmns
in the mind.  The last letter of the word °‘man’
when pronounced is in association with the impression
of all the letters pronounced earlier in cne’s life-time.
Hence the sound of ‘N’ must present to consciousness
all objects whose names end in *N’. But it is not
so. Hence it is but right to hold the view that
theory of the Naiyayikas is not based on truth.
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Again if it is held that the sound of the last
letter aided by memory that is awakened by the
impressions of the past letters presents the object.
Sivajiana Yogi argues that it cannot be so. For
even memory lasts for three points of time. The
Naiyayikas themselves admit it. Therefore there
cannot be a ‘togetherness’ of the letters, even of
impressions of letters roused in memory. This
explanation too fails. Further memory cannot have
a material object as its object of cognition. For
what is roused in memory by previous impressions in
this case are sounds of letters and none else. Hence we
arrive at the fact that neither a sentence, nor the words
of the sentence, nor the letters contained therein, nor
their impressions in the mind, nor memory itself can
signify objects. It is therefore clear, says Sivajiiana
Yogi, that there are jhapaka Saktis signifying
objects and that these Saktis are different from
sentences, words and letters but are revealed by
them. The jhdpaka Sakcis—each Sakti signifying
one object-all belong to nada, which is an evolute
of Suddha maya.

Some philosophers might raise an objection that,
if as the Siddhantin says varnas reveal nada which
signifies all objects, then it would be possible for
us to apprehend all objects together by the mere
utterance of a single letter. The objection is met
by Sivajiana Yogi who says that :though nada is
one there is in it an infinite number of Saktis.
each of which signifies one object and one only
and that each Sakti is revealed by the sounds of
letters pronounced in a specific order. In the case
of fire it is impossible to prevent the function of
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the heat—manifesting Sakti by the recital of the
heat-obscurating mantra and the fumction of the
heat—obscurating Sakti by the recital of the
heat—manifesting mantra. The heat—manifesting
Sakti requires the recital of the heat—manifesting
mantra and the heat-obscurating sakti functions on
the recital of the heat—obscurating mantra. In a
similar manner the letters of a word or sentence
pronounced in a definite order reveal a particular
Sakti of nada signifying a specific object.

Now words of the type @’ and ‘antu’, each of
which has more than one meaning are to be
explained in the light of the Siddhantin’s theory.
The word ‘@’ means a .cow, a species of trees etc.y.
and the word ‘@ntu’ has the meanings ‘there’, 'year’,
etc. In each of these words, the specific order of
the letters is the same for the different meanings.
So the pronunciation of each of these words would
manifest more than one Sakti. This would make
the theory of the Siddhantin a false presumption.
Sivajhiana Yogi professes to give an explanation
when he says that there are some who hold the
view that the wordsa, antu etc., have different
vyafijakas or manifestors for their various meanings.
The dhvani which realiy manifests the Sakti of the
word @’ signifying a cow is different from what
manifests the Sakti of ‘@’ that signifies a species of
tree. Even as the manifestors are different the
manifested also are differeat. The words that are
invariably associated with their meanings should be
different. That is, the word ‘2’ meaning a cow is
different from the word ‘4’ which means a species
of tree. The trath is, Sivajiana Yogi explains that
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the letter ‘a’ that gives us the meaning of cow is
actually different from the letter ‘d’ that is responsible
for the meaning ‘a species of tree’. This difference
is presumed to exist on account of the difference
of Saktis that signify each object. Yet the letter
‘a> is considered as one in spite of the various
meanings that it can give from the class-theory
point of view. According to this view letters or
words are denotative of class.

The word ‘@’ is a noun when it means a cow,
is a particle when it symbolizes sorrow, is a verb
when it expresses an order and is an attribute
when it stands for a displacement. Owing to a
similarity in letter 1t 1s called a single word with
a plurality of meanings only in a figurative sense.
In reality each word is different as it has a distinct
signification. Further the word ‘@’ meaning a cow
when combined with the word kotu ‘horn’ becomes
ankotu. The particle ‘in’ intervenes between a’ and
‘kdtu’.  But no particle comes between the word
‘a’ meaning a species of tree and the word kotu
meaning a branch. A soft consonant appears between
the two words giving us the form ankstu. Thus
the difference in the word-combinations indicates
that the word ‘a’ meaning a cow is different from
the word ‘@’ signifying a specieé of tree. We are
unable to establish the fact that the different words
formed of the letter ‘a’ are different from each
other either by virtue of their forms, or on account
of the order of letters, or by any thing else. So
1t is presumed that there are for each letter ‘4’ a
different cause in the form of a $akti present in
nada. -
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It may be argued that words are different as
long as they have different significations. But this
is no argument to prove that letters are different.
Sivajiiana Yogi thinks that letters too are different.
According to him words are different not merely
because they signify different objects. If so, in the
sentences ‘kankaiyin maccam’ (a fish in the Ganges)
and ‘kankaiyil itaiccéri’ (a village of herdsman by
the Ganges), the word ‘kankai’ in both the sentences
will have to be considered as different and there
will be no place for metonomy in Tamil Grammer.
Therefore it is but proper to accept the fact that
a difference in the letters constitutes a difference
in the words formed from them.

An argument may be advanced that the word
« kankai’ when it stands for the bank of the river
Ganges has such a meaning by virtue of its Sakti
and that there is no point in taking it as a case
of metonomy which presumes that there is a
relation holding between the primary meaning of a
word and the meaning indicated. Sivajidna Yogi
ably refutes the argument in the following manner.
In the sentence ' kankaiyil itaiccéri’ by the word
‘kankai’ we are first made to think of the river
Ganges before we fiind it to signify its bank. But
by the word ‘a’ signifying a species of tree, we
are not made to think of a cow as there is no
inherent relation between the two meanings. Further
the expression ¢avinaippar’ will be ambiguous. For
the imperative verb par (see) can be wused with
reference to ‘a’ meaning ‘cow’ and ‘3’ meaning
‘a species of tree’. But the expres:ion ‘kankaiyaippar’
will not be ambiguous. For it 1is clear that the



280

word ‘kankai’ herein denotes the river and not its
bank. Hence we have to conclude that the use of
the word ‘kankai’ when it signifies the bank of the
river Ganges is a case of metonomy, where is a
relation existing between the primary and the
indicative meanings. It does not signify a bank by
virtue of its Sakti in the manner of the word ‘@’
giving different significations having no relation
among themselves.

The view may be urged that the Sakti that
is manifested by varnas is ndda. Then the doctrine
what possesses the Sakti is the Saktiman nada
would not be proper. Sivajidna Yogi shows the
appropriateness of the doctrine when he says that
the Saktis are dependent on the S$aktiman, which is
no other than the Saktis collectively viewed. The
Saktiman nada by virtue of the relation of tadatmya
(identity) which it has with its Saktis is different
from them.

It is true that an effect is always in the form
of a vyakti (individual) of what was earlier in the
form of a Sakti (potency). Hence when the Sakti
of nada becomes converted into an effect in the
form of the vyakti of vaikhari, it connot exist in
the form of a Sakti. Then the doctrines that
the Sakti is manifested by its effect as existing
apart from the Saktiman and that it signifies an
object appear to be incorrect. Sivajfidna Yogi feels
that the doctrines are not incorrect. For each of
the &aktis gets only partially converted into
vyaktis. They do not get wholly modified into
vyaktis, so that there is always the presence of
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' the $akti though partially aleng with its vyakti. -
If the Sakti were not considered to be present
with its vyakti at least partially, the two ultimate
principles-aSuddha maya and Suddha maya-would
become non-eternal. But the Siddhantin cannot.
conceive of these principles being non—eternal
Reasoning in a similar manner we get at the fact
that the Saktis of vak do not get wholly modified
into the form of vaikhari, but remain partially at
least in isolation and signify objects. Thus the
presence of jhdpaka Saktis - belonging to nada is
finally established. Aceording to Sivajiana Yogi a
jhapaka $akti and sphota mean the same thing.

(iii) Nature of Agama Pramana (verbal testimony)

Of the three manifestors of empirical knowledge,
the Saiva Siddhantin attaches great importance to
verbal testimony. Its 1mportance lies in its
usefulness in manifesting objects that do not fall
within the sphere of -either pratyaksa (perception)
or anumana (inference). Are there objects beyond
the reach of pratyaksa and anumana? The Lokayatas
and the Buddhists deny that there are any such
objects. But the Siddhantin says that that there
are and cites the existences of a para—loka (celestial
world) and a patala-loka (nether world) as examples.
It is true that perception does not warrant us to
believe in either. Nor does inference. Yet the
Siddhantin is positive in his belief about the
existences of both the worlds. What is the pramana
by whieh he arrives at these truths? The pramana
must be an independent source of knowledge. It
must be something other than pratyaksa and anumana.
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Such a one is Agama or verbal testimony. 'According
to Arunandi Sivacariyar, dgama or verbal testimony
is the atma cit—$akti, which has on the assertion
of a trust-worthy authority, a doubt—free but errorless
cognition always preceded by nirvikalpa jhana
(indeterminate knowledge) of an object that is
incapable of being cognized either by perception
or by inference. )

Since verbal testimony is dependent on the
reliability of the statement of a trust-worthy
authority, the VaiSesikas, the Jains and the Buddhists
reject it as a source of knowledge. They argue
that the reliability of the statements can be
ascertained only by inference; hence verbal testimony
can be made to depend ultimately on inference.
At its most it can be regarded as a species of
inference. Any-how it cannot be considered as an
independent source of knowledge, The argument
advanced to disprove the character of the independence
of verbal testimony lacks imagination. Often it is the
case that the information derived from perception
i3 mistaken. Henes we resort to inference to
validitate our perceptual knowledge. We should ﬁot
on this account bring in perception under inference.
The object of perception is some new information;
‘but the object of the inference is the establishment
of the validity or invalidity of the information.
So long as perception gives us an information that
cannot be obtained by any other means, it is a
distinct method of kaowledge. Reasoning in a similar
manner, we get the fact that verbal testimony
which yields us information beyond the provinces

1. S.S.A p LS.
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of pratyaksa and anumana isan independent means
of cognition. Inference may be used to validitate
or invaliditate the information obtained. But this
cannot militate against the recognition of verbal
testimony as an independent pramana.

According to Arunandi Sivacariyar, - verbal
testimony has nothing to do with objects within
the purview of perception and inference. 1Sivajfiana
Yogi too seems to accept this view in his commentary
to Sivajiana Siddhiyar when he says that it is artha
vada (explanatory passage) that gives us, on the
assertion of a trust-worthy authority, a valid
knowledge of an object that falls within the spheres
of perception and inference. 2But in his Sivajiana
Bhasya when he speaks of the realities of pati,
padu and pasa, he says that even though they can
be established by agama pramana it is thought
beneficial to the dull to give the anumana pramana
as well; herein he presumes that varbal testimony
has scope over objects that can be established by
inference. The apparent inconsistency between the
two statements of Sivajhdna Yogi can be explained
only by taking the meaning of the term - agama
ased in his statement in Sivajidna Bhasya in a
loose sense. The expression ‘4gama pramana’ should
really refer to such Sruti passages as give us new
information that cannot be derived through perception
and inference. In the statement in Sivajhana Bhasya

1. S.S. A p. 121 - Immanattatankitum  porulaiyum
apta yakkiyankontarivatu arutta-
vatam.

9. S. B. p. 248.
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the exprssion should be construed to signify arthavada
and not verbal testimony. Otherwise there is no way
of reconciling the two statements of Sivajafina Yogi.
To the Saiva Siddhantin some of the passages in the
Srutis such as the Vedas, Agamas etc, carry new
information not derivable either through perception
or inference; as such they constitute the agama

pramana. The rest of the passages are explanatory
and ‘the method used to cognize objects through
them is called arthavada.

The Siddhantin has a lure for Sruti as it
contains passages illustrating the agama pramana.
Now and then he uses the words ‘ $ruti’ ond ‘agama’
as synonymous terms. To him $ruti is supreme.
It is superior in validity to the other pramanas
as it embodies the spiritual experiences of seers
and saints. [f there appears any conflict among
$rutis the Siddhantin feels that the oppositions are
only apparent and not real. Reconciliation 'shonld
be made determining which of the Srutis is concerned
with mukhyartha (essential signifiation) and which
with tatparyartha ( purportful signification ) and
interpreting the latter in terms of the former.
'As an illustration Sivajnana Yogi gives the case
of a passage in the Taitriya upanisad apparently
opposing the doctrines of the agamas. The Taitriya
upanisad says that akasa (ether) is born of the
atman, vayu (air) of akasa agni (fire) of vayu,
ap (water) of agni and prthvi (earth) of ap. But
the dgamas speak of the production of prthvi, ap,
teyu (fire), viyu and akaSa from their corresponding

1. 8. B. pps. 191 & 192.
2. 8.S. A. pp. 208.
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tanmatras (rudimentary organs of sense) namely-gandha,
rasa, .ripa, sparSa and $abda. According to
Sivajiiana Yogi, the Taitriya upanisad, merely gives
the tatparyartha, which should be construed in terms
of the doctrine of the agamas which contain the
mukhyartha. The passage in the Taitriya apanisad
which refers to the origin of akasa from the Atman
or Brahman can be taken to mean that akasa is
born of the tanmatra, Sabda. ‘The use of the word
Braman in the place of the term Sabda is a case
of metonomy as Braman in the form of Sadasiva
is presiding over Sabda. In metonomy the presiding
deity may stand for the thing over which it presides,
In the expression ‘Vayu is born of akasa’, the
word akida is a case of metonomical use for the
tanmatra sparSa. Similar explanations are given by
Sivajiana Yogi for the other expressions. The Srutis
cannot oppose each other. The seeker after fruth
must try to harmonize all the doctrines preached
therein.

(iv) Classification of Agama pramina

The Vedas and the Agamas revealed by Siva
consists of three parts, namely :- karma kanda
(ritual portion), upasand kianda (portion dealing with
worship) and jhana kanda (portion treating about
cultivation of true knowledge.) The initial, middle
and concluding passages of karma kanda appear
to be full of contradictions. Besides there would
seem to be present the fault of split of sentence.
1To avoid these faults and to bring about a harmony
of the different passages of Sruti referring to any

LS S & un
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particular kriya (rite) one has to adopt the device
of determining the import of one passage by Sabda
samarthya (expressive power of a word), a second
by artha samarthya (indication of meaning) and
the third by vastu sakti (potency of matter). The
atma cit—sakti, which after a right understanding
of the harmony of the various $ruti passages of
the karma kauda has cognition of the method of
adopting itself to the ways of the karma kanda,
is called tantra agama pramana.

The upasana kanda treats about the worship
of deities. !Any person worshiping ‘a particular deity
should know the details connected with {the worship,
namely, its ny3sa (mental assignment), rsi (particular
sacrifice), chandras (sacred text), atidevata (presiding
deity), bija (mystical letter) \and $akti (potency).
It is not possible to worship a deity without
controlling the antahkaranas (interna] organs of sense).
Mantras (sacred letter) too are necessary for the
worship. *So the mantra &dgama pramiana is,
according to Sivajhdna Yogi, the atma cit-$akti
. which acting in accordance with the $ruti passages
of the upasana kanda in the way of controlling
the antahkaranas etc., has right cognition of the
method of worship of the deity. Sivajfidna Yogi
thinks that mantra dgama pramana consistsin the
bhavana ( meditation ) of identification of the
worshipper with the worshipped. In this view upasana
kanda is taken to be merely concerned with the
methods ef bridging the rift of dualism between
the knower and the known.

1. Ibid "p. 228.
2. S S A p. 228,
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The jiiana kdaunda gives the essential characteristics
of pati (God), padu (soul) and pasa (fetter). True
knowledge consists in distinguishing the essential
characteristics of these entities from the accidental

ones. The atma cit—Sakti which has such a knowledge
is called upade$a dgama pramana. 'Sivajafina Yogi
defines upadeSa &dgama pramana as the atma
cit-Sakti which has, by the study of jiana kanda,
cognition of the fact that God, who has neither a
beginning nor an end, is a Being possessed of
(1) eight qualities which are all non—different from
Him and (2) the two entities paSu and paSa which
are different from Him. 2According toSivagra Yogi
upadeda Adgama pramana is that which enlightens
us as to the nature of (1) the beginningless and
endless siva—Svariipa which “is of the form of
jfidnaripa (2) the atman that hasa bodily covering
subject to origin and dissolution and (3) the anava
mala etc., that are the causes for the embodiment
of the atman, with their mutual states of vyapti
(pervadedness) and vyapaka (pervasiveness), Sivagra
Yogi's definition is complete while that of Sivajiiana
Yogi seems to be too narrow. As the knowledge
that Siva is possessed of eight qualities that are
non-different from Him and of the entities pasu
and pada that are different from Him cannot be
obtained without a proper understanding of the
essential characters of pati, paSu and pasa, it is
believed that Sivajhidna Yogi's definition is not
defective.

1. TIbid p 208.
9. Ibid p. 209.
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1There  are somc who hold a different opinion
on the classification of the agama pramana.
According to them tantra dgama pramana is the
cognition after elimination of all contradictions of
the agama passages that refer to the pramanas and
laksanas of pati, paSu and pada. The cognition
after the control of the antahkaranas of the dgama
passages that refer to those accessories of the sadhana
of truth whereby God is worshipped is termed
mantra agama pramana. UpadeSa dgama pramina
i1s the cognition of the agama passages, which give
the characteristics of the nistha (meditation) that
manifests the beginninglessness and endlessness -of
God The classification of agama pramana is according
to Sivajiana Yogi, too narrow as it divides jhana
kanda only into three varieties. According to this
division both karma kianda and upasana kanda
will be apramanas (non-valid).

(v) Signification of a word.

The association of a sense with a word is a
subject of controversy among the Indian Schools of
philosophy. 2The VaiSesikas are at one accord
with the Naiyadyikas in denying any relation whether
samyoga ( conjunction ) or samavdya (inherence)
existing between a word and its meaning. It is
argued by the VaiSesikas that dabda, as it is a
quality of akasa (ether), cannot have conjunction—
which is itself a quality-with the object denoted;
for it is admitted by all that a quality cannot
possess another quality. The proper substrate for

LS s ATy
2. L.S. H pps. 141 - 145.
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qualities is substance. Nor can samavaya (inherence)
be the relation between a word and its meaning
for the simple reason that we do not find appearing

at one and the same time and place. For
one and the same word is used in different languages
to signify different things. This is not possible if

there is an inherent relation between a word and
its signification. So the word and object denoted
by it seem to be unrelated. If there be no relation,
any word may signify anything. In practice we
find that the sense is connected with every word.
The connection is due to samketa (convention). The
Naiyayikas too hold a similar view. But they differ
with the VaiSesikas in that they recognise the
independence of Sabda as a pramana whereas the
Vaiesikas include it under anumana (inference).

It is argued by the Naiyayikas that perceptional
knowledge is produced by the contact of an object
with the sense organs. Inferential knowledge is
dependent on vyapti jhana (knowledge of universal
concomitance) which is the result of previous
experience; but in the case of Sabda jfiana, there
is neither sense-object-contact nor vyapti jhana.
TFor when we hear someone uttering the expression
‘grass is green’, no matbter whether the object grass
is in front of us or not we have a cognition which
is directly obtained from the words ‘ grass’ and
‘green’ having mutual expectancy, proxiinity and
campatibility. This knowledge is different from
both perceptional and inferential knowledges. It is
an independent source of knowledge and is called
$abda pramana.
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1As against the Naiyayikas. Sivajiiana Yogi
contends that knowledge derived from words is
inferential knowledge. Were it not so, the cognition
of the absence of cold, the absence of dew etc.
would make anupalabdhi (non-cognition):— the way
in which these cognitions are made—a separate
source of knowledge. If, as is done by the Naiyayikas,
anupalabdhi can be included under perception etc.,
$abda—jfidnam can very well come under inference.
Further Sivajiana Yogi questions the coventional
character of the relation posited between $abda and
its meaning by the Nyaya—VaiSesika schools. With
him the relation is natural and eternal. 2The
Mimamsakas too hold a similar tenet when they say
that sound and its relation with sense are both
eternal. According to them sound is not produced
by the vocal organs and is not liable to be destroyed
after its utterance @ The function of the vocal
organs consists in mere manifestation of sound and
its relation to sense, which are both ever existent.
SThe Grammarian school goes a step further when
it says that words, their meanings and the relations
between them are all eternal. The word bears to
its meaning the relation of denotative to denotated.
It is finally stated that words and their meanings
are inseparable, as they represent the external and
internal aspect of one and the same thing caitanya
(consciousness).

1." 8. 8/A. p. 229.
2. L.S.H. p. 145.
3. Ibid pp. 146 and 147.
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1The Siddhantin difiers from both the Mimamsakas
and the Grammarian school in considering Sabda
prapafica (world of names) as subject to origin,
sustenance and dissolution; for it i1s an evolute of
Suddha maya (pure cosmic principle); all the signs
of an evolute are present in it, as it has constituent
members, is inert, plural and an object of relational
knowledge. [t cannot exist-independently of artha
prapaiica, which it signifies: The relation between
sabda prapancam and arthaprapancam is one of
manifestor and manifested. There is a relation of
universal concomitance, that is natural ond eternal,
between the two. 2Sabda prapafica has no meaning
if not for the arthaprapafica which it signifies.
sSabda or word being an evolute of Suddha maya,
which is beyond the reach of the senses must remain
necessarily unapprehended. Yet it becomes audible
to us as it is associated with the upadhi of dhvani
which is a quality of akaSa (ether). The Naiyayikas
and the VaiSesikas seem to confuse Sabda with
dhavani.

*What does a word signify, a vyakti (particular),
or an akrti (generic form) or a ]ati (universal).

The Samkhyas hold the view that a word means
a particular. The Jainas insist that it is akrti that

is primarily indicated by a word. The Mimamsakas,
the Advaitins and the Grammarians of the older
school favour the view that a word stands for its
jati, With the Naiydyikas of the old school a word

S B piik
9. Ibid p. 136.
3. Ibid p. 135.
{. S. W, K. pp. 259-264.
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means all the three-vyaki, akrti and jati. The
later Naiyayikas however urge that a ‘word refers
to a particular characterised by a universal. It is
proposed to examine the different views before :the
Siddhantin’s theory of the signification of the word
is given.

It is the view of the Samkhyas that a word
signifies a particular. In ordinary speech when
we make a statement, ‘the cow is white’, we do
actually refer to a particular cow and not to the
class of cows; for it is silly to attribute whiteness
to the whole class of cows. Again the use of the
singular and proper terms such as Sun, Moon, Ganges
etc., is amenable to this view that it is the vyakti
that is signified by a word, as there is no other
object to which the same term can be applied.
But in the expression ‘Man is rational’, the word
‘man’ clearly refers to the whole class of men and
not to a particular individual; for rationality can
be attributed to every individual. Therefore the
theory of the Sankhyas that a word means a
particular cannot be held to be correct.

As against the view of the Sankhyas we have
the theory of the Jainas that a word primarily
signifies an akrti. When we say ‘The cow is white’,
we have in mind the generic form of a cow and
we attribute whiteness to the object having that
form. As a form is not known apart from the
object of which it is a form, the particular too
is brought before the mind though in an indirect
way. in the statement ‘Man is rational’ the word
‘man’ can be said’ to refer primarily to the generic
form of man. Bat its secondary significance seems
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to be vague and indefinite as it does not refer to
a specific individual. Yet the akrti theory of
significance of a word can be taken to steer through
here too. But in the case of words referring to
mental phenomena, the theory completely collapses
for the mere fact that such phenomena have no
forms whether generic or specific. Besides, the
akrti of an object changes according to time and
place. There cannot be two objects having the same
akrti. At least the space—time elements of the
akrtis will be different. Further the akrti of a
cow while grazing is not the same as the cow
running. Therefore if a cow while grazing is called
a cow the sama cow running shall have to be called
by a different name as its akrti is different. So
the akrti view of the significance of words doss
not lead us to truth.

The Mimamsakas and the Advaitins together
with the Grammarians of thc old school seem to
stand on better ground when they say that a word
signifies its jati (universal) primarily and a vyakti
(particular) secondarily. This theory is plausible when
we consider the statement ‘Man is rational’, The
word ‘man’ refers to a universal; for rationality can
be predicated of the whole class called man. In the
case of the expresssion' ‘The cow is white’, the word
‘cow’ cannot refer to the class ‘cow’, as whiteness
cannot be attributed to every cow. It might be
pointed out that the word ‘cow’ means the universal
attribute ‘cowness and that demonstrative adjective
‘the’ restricts the application of the term to a
particular. _If the word ‘cow’ means, as the
Advaitins urge, ‘cowness, then for a similar reason
the term ‘cowness’ should signify ‘cownessness’ and
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the term cownessness should refer to ‘cownessnessness’,
and so on glvma rise to the fault of infinite regress.
So the jati view of the signification of a Word
does not seem to be satisfactory.

The ancient Naiyayikas-Gautama and Vatsyayana
—seem to have realised the unsatisfactory natures
of each of the three views of signification when
each is considered as the only theory capable of
explaining the signification of words. According to
these men a word means all the three-vyakti,
akrti and jati. In one sentence the vyakti view
of signification is predominant, in a second the
akrti view and in a third the jati view according
to context. This theory seems to be animated by
a spirit of reconciliation and compromise on the
part of its discoverer and does not deserve a place
in any philosophic treatise.

The later Naiyayikas (especially JagadiSa) have
abandoned the unphilosophic view of the signification
of words of their predecessors and have urged that
it is the jiti viSista-vyakti (universalized particulur)
that is signified by a word. According to this
theory a word signifies neither a bare particular
nor a pure universal. [t is the particu'ar as related
to a universal that is comprehended as the meaning
of a word. Objections have been raised against
this theroy on the ground that it fails in the case
of isolated words. What is the meaning of the
word ‘cow’ by knowing which we can apply the
term to different particulars? Surely it cannot be
itself particular. When a number of differently
coloured animals each having a dewlap, two horns
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etc., are brought in front of us, we call them cows
not on account of the particularizing colours white,
red etc.. which are different for each animal. It
is by virtue of the universal attribute of ‘cowness’
that is found to be present in all the cows that
we call them cows, So it would appear that a
word connotes its jati or class and not a particular
whether universalized or not. But the objections
against the jati view of signification hold good
still.

The Siddhintin’s view of the signification of a
word is free from all objections, 'According to
him a word signifies a jati (universal) which is
non—different from its vyaktis (particulars). When
he says that there is in nada, an infinite number
of jiapaka Saktis each signifying a definite particular,
he seems to favour the view that a word mesans
a vyikti But when he speaks of the ultimate
principles as pati, paSu and pasSa, he seems to have
the class view of signification of the terms paSu
and pasam. It is said that it is unphilosophical
to hold both the views. Yet the Siddhantin adheres
to his view remaining quite philosophical all the
time. With him jati is non—different from vyakti.
A vyakti, be it a book or a cow, is the sum total
of specific and generic qualities which are all
material substances; and a jati consists of generic
qualities alone considered in abstraction; the objective
reference of a jati is always its vyaktis. So the
meaning of the word ‘cow’ refers to the generic
quality of ‘cowness’ as realised objectively in the
vyaktis. The objection that ‘cowness’ would then

8 B p 810
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mean ‘cownessness’ and so on leading up to an
infinite regress is met by the Siddhantin v.vho says
that a quality cannot possess another quality. .No
quality can be the substrate of another quality.
It is only a substance that can be said :to possess-
a quality. A cow is so called not beeause all its
specific and generic qualities that constitute the
entire being of the cow are apprehended. The
apppehension of generic qualities with or without
any specific qualities are amply sufficient to call
the substrate of these qualities, a cow. So a word
must be taken to signify a jati that is non—different
from its vyaktis.

(vi) Signification of a sentence.

It is the view of the Siddhantin that neither
a sentence nor the words of a sentence nor the
letters that consititute the words of a sentence
have any signification whatsoever. A word is fonly
figuratively spoken of as possessing signification as
its constituent members (i. e., sounds of letters)
that are audible by virtue of their upadhi (accidential
association) with dhvani manifest a $akti of nada
that signifies an object. nada which is an
evolute of Suddha maya (pure cosmic principle) is
presumed to possess an infinite number of Saktis
each signifying an individual object. It is the
Saktis of nada that are really possessed of
signification. Words are manifestors of these $aktis.
Yet we speak of words as having meaning in a
figurative sense only as they are instrumental in
bringing about the manifestation of these $aktis

1. 8.B.p. 2.
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that have signification. A sentence too can b
referred to in the same sense as possessing signification
Consequently with the Siddhantin neither a word
nor a sentence has anything to do with direct
signification. A problem crops up whether the
meaning of a sentence is got at through the meanings
of words or through words without involving their
meanings. The answer to this problem commits us to
one of two views known as the anvitabhidhana-vada
and abhihitanvaya—vada respectively.

1The Prabhakaras hold the anvitabhidhana-vada,
which literally means ‘the theory of expression of
the correlated’. According to this vada the words
of a sentence have the double function of giving
their individual meanings and. also their construed
moanings. The abhihitanvaya-vada, which literally
means ‘the theory of correlation of the expressed’
is urged by the Bhattas. According to this theory
the word of a sentence merely signify universals
and the sense of the sentence is derived through
the meanings of the words by the processes of
particularization and synthesizing. The Siddhantin
may be said to accept in principle the Bhatta
theory of the signification of a sentence with the
reservation that a sentence has signification in a
figurative sense only.

According to the Prabhakaras what is central
in a sentence is the verb; and all other words in
the sentence are held together through their
references to the verb by way of expressing relationships
such as an agent of an action, the object of an

1. S.W. K. pp. 289’-299.
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action etc. The words retain their general references
to the verb even when they are afterwards generalized
to signify universals. It is on account of this relation
of property of reference to verbs that words readily
combine to yield the meaning of the sentence.
Consequently the words of a sentence can be said
to possess the double function of signifying universals
and presenting the meaning of the sentence. Objections
have been raised against this theory on the ground
that there are words in a sentence that are not
related to the verb. In the expression ‘Bring the
white horse’ no stretch of imagination can connect
the word ‘white’ with the verb ‘bring’. But then
the orginal position may be abandoned and it may
be held that the words of a sentence must have
reference to some word not necessarily a verb. In
this modified form of the theory the word ‘white’
in the statment ‘white horse’ would also mean
‘white as related to horse’ even before the whole
statement is uttered. Even if it is granted that it
is so, it cannot be maintained that the word ‘square’
in the statement ‘square circle’ means also square
as related to a circle.” So the theory needs further
modification. It may be urged that a word. if it
is to have a meaning as related to another
must not only be grammatically suitable but alsc;
logically compatible. The word ‘square’ excludes
any reference to the word ‘circle’ as their meanings
are logically incompatible with each other. Hence
the anvitabhidhana-vada in its most modified form
says that the words of a sentence signify not only
universals but also individual meanings as related

to some word in the sentence with which they are
logically compatible.
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The Siddhantin may be said to follow the
Bhattas in raising an objection, against this most
modified form of the anvitabhidhana—vada. The word
‘white’ ordinarily means a universal as realised in
suitable particulars such as a dog, cat, horse etc.
Until the word ‘horse’ is uttered it cannot be
particularised to mean ‘white’ as realised in a horse.
In the expression ‘white horse’ even the word horse,
which means a universal as realised in particulars
such as a red horse, black horse etc., is particularised
to mean white horse. It is clear that the construed
meaning of the statement is the result of
particalarisation and synthesis. both of which are
processes that are subsequent to the utterance of
the statement. Consequently the theory that the
meaning of a sentence is obtained though the
meanings of the words in the sentence appears to
be in the main correct.

Since a sentence depends for its meaning on
a correlation of the meanings of the words in it,
it must be understood that no arbitrary collocation
of words can form a sentence. Neither a combination
of verbal forms such as pacati (he cooks) and gacchati
(e goes) nor that of the nominal forms such as ghatah
(pot) and patah (cloth) can constitute a sentence,
as such combinations yield us no consistent ideas.
A sentence is a significant combination of words
producing a coherent idea. Its meaning is the resuls
of correlation of meanings of its constituent
members,—words. !Four conditions are held to be
- necessary to correlate the mearings. of words to
form a sentence; they are akanksa, yogyata, asatti

1. P. B. pp. 551 - 553.
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and tatparya. Of them akanksa or expectancy is
that requirement of a word or words, which if not
satisfied would destroy the unity of a sentence.
The word Rama when uttered arouses an expectancy
that requires to be satisfied by such a term as
‘goes’ to complete the meaning of the &tatement
‘Rama goes’. But such an expectancy is never
felt when we try to combine the words pen,
hand, sky etc.. which together convey no sense.
Yogyata or compatibility is the requirement by
virtue of which the akanksd of a word or a
group of words to complete the sense of a sentence
is fulfilled The words in .the statement ¢Moisten
with fire is in want of yogyatd, as there is
incompatibility between the idea of moistening and
the idea of fire. Asatti or proximity is what r;akes
it possible to relate the words to a sentence as '
members to a whole. No sense will bo conveyed
by uttering the word ‘bring’ now and the word
‘cow’ after the lapse of an hour or two. The words
must be pronounced together if they are to form
a sentence. Ta*parya or import of a sentence is
what is determined with reference to context. When
the expression ‘Saindhavam anaya’ is uttered by
one who is taking his meals, it should not be meant
that the speaker requires a horse to be hrought in It is
salt that is wanted by him. [t is true that the word
saindhava can stand for both salt and a horse. Bug
the context precludes the meaning of horse to the
word ‘saindhava’. When all these four conditions are
gsafisfied we have what is called as vikya—bhodah'
"yet agama pramdna or verbal testimonv is n(;t;
vikya—bhodah It is not had when the atman is
in its mukti-nilai (state of release). Consequently
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it is held to be asat (uareal) by the Siddhantin
It is only a vyafjaka (manifestor of knowledge) to
the dtman in its petta-nilai (embodied state).

(vi)) Aitihya (tradition).

The Pauranikas give an independence status to
the means of cognition called aitihya or tradition,
According to them, aitihya is valid assertion that
is handed down from generation to generation without
any indication of the source from which assertion
has originated. If aitihya refers to objects of the
celestial and infernal worlds which can neither be
perceived nor be inferred, the Siddhantin feels it
but proper to include it under dgama pramana or
verbal testimony. !Maraijiina DeSikar, a well known
commentator of Sivajfidna Siddhiyar classifies aitihya
into valid and invalid ones. As an example of an
invalid aitihya he gives the case of a traditional
account current among the common masses in the
form of the statement. ¢This tree is infested with
ghosts’. Valid aitihya is illustrated by the statement
going through the mouths of sages in the form,
‘This lake is full of goblins’. It is difficult to know
how the sages come by such a statement. If they
arrive at it by way of perception or inference,
aitihya has no place as an independent means of
cognition. If they obtain the information from
drutis it is only an Iinstance of agama pramana.
In any case aitihya—even if it be valid—cannot be
maintained to be an independent means of tognition.

1. S.S. A.p- 66.
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CHAPTER 9

Fallacies.
(i) General.

In Saiva Siddhanta, as in the other systems
of Indian philosophy, the fallacies are Ipostly of
inference, and are all material. An inference,
according to Saiva Siddhﬁnfia, consists of three
propositions (1) pratijia (thesis), (2) hetu (reaso_n‘or
probans) and (3) udaharana (example). The validity
or invalidity of an inferential process is dependent
on the validity or invalidity of these three members.
Hence the fallacies of inference are also limited to
these three. The invalidity of pratijna gives rise
to the fallacy known as paksibhasa (fallacy of the
minor term), while those of hetu and udaharana to
fallacies by name hetvabhasa (fallacy of the reason),
and drstantabhasa (fallacy of the example) respectively.
The Saiva Siddhdntin sees four forms of Paksabhasa,
twenty-one of Hetvabhasa, and eighteen of
Drstantabhasa. Besides these 43 fallacies of inference,
twenty—two other fallacies which are either semilogical
or non-logical are also recognized. The latter are
technically called Nigrahasthina (points of defeat or
clinchers.) !The Saiva Siddhantin points out that
there are 65 fallacies in all ; he contends that any
more fallacies that are in vogue in the world can
be brought under one or the other of these 65 fallacies.
The Tarkikas, on the contrary, speak of the fallacies
of paksabhisa and drstantabhisa as falling under
hetvabhasa. Sivajfiana Yogi pleads that once we
know the true natures of paksa and drstanta, we

1. 3.8. A. p. 376.
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gshall never be able to bring paksabhasa and
drstantabhasa under hetvabbasa. They will remain
as paksdabhasa and drstantabhasa only. An attempt
is made in the following pages to give the true
natures of these fallacies, and to 1llustrate them
with appropriate examples.

(i) The Fallacies of Inference -

(a) Paksabhasa or Fallacy of the Minor Term.

1If out of the anumana-samagris (totality of
conditions generating inferential knowledge) the paksa
(minor term), whose sadhya (major term) is or is to
be predicated, is short ef its characteristics and
appears as a mere semblance of a paksa, we commit
the fallacy of the minor term technically called
the paksabhasa. It is of four kinds.

(1) Pratyaksabhasa, (2) Anumanibhasa
(3) Pratijnabhasa and (4) Vacanabhasa.

[

Pratyaksabhaasa:- The fallacy of pratyaksabhasa
js made when the sadhya or major term that is to
predicated of the paksa or minor term is opposed
to perception, as when we say, “Fire is cooling”.

9. Anumanabhadsa:- The fallacy of anumanabhasa
arises when the sadhya or major term that is
to be predicated of the paksa or minor term
is opposed to inference, as when we say,

“Sound.is non—eternal’.

3. Pratijiabhasa:- The fallacy of pratijiabhasa occurs
when a sadhya or major term that is to be

{ 8. 8. A.p 876
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attributed to the paksa or minor term is
incapable of being proved, as when we mistake
a shell for silver and execlaim, “It is silver’.

4. Vacanibhisa: The fallacy of vacanabhasa is
produced when the sadhya or major term that

is to be attributed to the paksa or minor
term is incongruous with one’s own statement
as when we assert the statement, ‘“Liquor is
taken by Brahmins”.

(b) Hetvabhasa or the Fallacy of the Reason.

'If out of the anumada—samagris the hetu or
middle term which abides in the minor term, is
short of its characteristics and appears as a
semblance of the hetu, there arises the fallacy of
the reason technically called Hetvabhasa. It is
broadly classified into three types (1) asiddha
(unproved assumption), (2) viruddha (contradictory
reason), and (3) anaikantika (uncertain middle).
Of these asiddha has twelve varieties, viruddha
two, and anaikantika seven.

1. Asiddha:- The asiddha or unproved assumption
is dhe hetu or reason whose connection with
the paksa or minor term is not ascertained
with certainty.

2. Viruddha:- The viruddha or contradictory
reason is the hetu or reason -which is concomitant
with the paksa or minor term as well as its
opposite.

$. S.8.A p. 376
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3. Anaikantika:- The anaikantika or uncertain
middle is the hetu or reason which is doubtful
by virtue of the fact that the reason abides
in a part of the whole of the paksa and in
some or all the sapaksas (homologues) and
vipaksas (heterologues).

(1) Varieties of Asiddha or Unproved Assumption.

The Saiva Siddhantin’s twelve kinds of asiddha
are as follows :-—

1. Svarupasiddha is the hetu or reason which is
asiddha or anproved by virtue of its nature, e.g.

“Sound is non—-eternal,
because it is perceptible to the eye.”

The inference is invalid, for sound 1is by
nature never visible to the eye.

2. Vyadhikaranasiddha is the hetu or reason which
is asiddha or unproved as it is found in a
different locus, e. g.

“Sound is a product,
for a cloth is a product.”

Here too the inference is not valid, for the
hetu has a different locus other than the

paksa or subject about which there is a
predication. ;

3. ViSesyasiddha is the hetu or reason which is
asiddha or unproved with respect toa substantive
qualified by an adjective. e. g.

«#Sound is non—eternal,

for being possessed of generic nature it is
visible to the eye.’
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The Saiva Siddhantin admits that sound has the
generic characteristic of soundness but denies
that it is visible to the eye.

ViSesanasiddha is the hetu or reason which is
asiddha or unproved with respect to an adjective
qualifying a substantive. e. g.
“*Sound is non-eternal,
for it possesses a generic nature which is
visible to the eya”

Here the viSesana of generic nature, i. e.
soundness is not visible.

Bhagasiddha is the hetu or reason which is
asiddha or unproved in respect of a part, e.g.

“The jiva and the body are non—eternal,
for they are effects produced by certain causes’,

It is true that the body is an effect, but the
jiva (soul) is not an effect.

Adrayisiddha is the hetu or reason which ‘is

asiddha or unproved regarding its substrate, e.g.
when the Sankhyas say.

“The prakrti (primordial matter) exists,
for it evolves into the universe’,

the Naiyayikas will accuse the Sankyas of
fallacious reasoning as they do not believe in
primordial matter giving rise to the universe.

ASrayaikadedasiddha is the hetu or reason
which is asiddha or unproved as regards a part
of -its substrate e.g. when the Sankhyas make

the statement.
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‘Prakrti or primordial matter, the atman or
soul and

Tévara or God are all eternal,

for none of them are produced by any causes’,

the Naiydyikas will impute fallacious reasoning
to the Sankhyas on the ground that there is
nothing to warrant the belief in the existence
of prakrti.

VyarthaviSeyasiddha is the hetu or reason which
is asiddha or unproved on account of the use
of a superfluous substantive which is qualified
by an adjective, e. g.

‘Sound is non-eternal,

for it has a generic nature which is an effect’.

The statement that the generic nature of
soundness is an effect is useless for the purpose
of the inference.

VyarthaviSesanasiddha is the hetu or reason

which is asiddha or unproved on account of
the use, of a superflouous adjective qualifying
a substantive, e. g.

‘Soundness is non-eternal,
for it is a product possessing a generic
attribute’.

The viSesana implied in the phrase ‘possessing
a generic attribute’ is besides the mark, and
1s useless.

Samdighasiddha is the hetu or reason which is
asiddha or unproved as the hetu or reason
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imputed is of a doubtful nature, e.g. when
one has not ascertained what he sees in the
hill before him is smoke, or a mist says,

«This hill is fiery,
for there iz smoke in it”,

he commits this fallacy.

11. SamdigdhaviSesyasiddha is the hetu or reason
which is asiddha or unproved by virtue of the
use of a doubtful substantive, e.g.

“Kapila is even now full of passions,
for true knowledge has not dawned
on -him who is a man’.

It is doubtful whether Kapila is still devoid of
true knowledge. =

~

12. SamdhigdhaviSesanasiddha is the hetu or reason
which is asiddha or unproved ‘on account of
the use of a doubtful adjective, e. g.

“Kapila is even now full of passions,

for he is one who is always in want
of true knowledge”.
The viSesana implied in the phrase ‘who is
always in want of true knowledge’ is doubtful.

(2) Kinds of Viruddha or Contradictory Reason.

The two forms of viruddha accepted by the
Saiva Siddhantin are as follows :—

1. Paksa—vipaksa-vyapaka—viruddha is the hetu or
reason which is contradictory by virtue of the
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reason abiding in both the paksa or minor term
and the vipaksa or its heterologue, e. g.

“Sound 18 eternal,
for it is an effect like its homologues ether
etc. and its heterologues the pot ete.’

Paksa—vipaksaikadeSa—viruddha is the hetu or
reason which is contradictory on account of the
reason abiding in only a part of one, and the
whole or part of the other of the two terms,
the paksa and the vipaksa, e. g,

“Sound 18 eternal,
for it is produced by an effort.”

Here too the inference is not valid since the
reason that it is produced by an effort is not
found to abide in a part of the paksa, sound,
as well as in a part of the vipaksa, grass.

Kinds of Anaikantika or Uncertain Middle.

The seven kinds of Anailkantika of the Saiva

Siddhantin are as follows :—

i

Paksa—traya—vyapaka-anaikantika is the hetu or
reason which 1s doubtful by virtue of the
reason abiding in the paksa, the sapaksa or its
homologue, and the vipaksa or its heterologue, e.g.

“Sound 1s non—eternal,
for it 1s an object of cognition.”

Here the teason that it is an object of cognition
abides in the paksa sound, the sapaksa the
pot, and the vipaksa ether.



310

2. Paksa-vyapaka-sapaksa-vipaksaikadeSa-vrtti is
the hetu or reason which is doubtful, as the
reason given abides in the whole of the paksa,
but not in all the sapaksas (its homologues)
or the vipaksas (its heterologues) e. g.,

“Sound 1s non-eternal,
for it is perceptible.”

Here the reason that sound 1is perceptible is
pervasive of the whole of the paksa sound.
Though the reason holds good with respect to
some sapaksus as the pot, and some vipaksas:
as genric nature, it does not abide in some
sapaksas as atoms, and some vipaksas as ether.

3. Paksa-sapaksa-vyapaka-vipaksaikadeda-vrtti is
the hetu or reason which is doubtful by virtue
of the reason abiding in both the paksa or
minor term and the sapaksas (homologues) but
only in some of the vipaksas, (heterologues) e. g.

“This is a cow,
for it has horns.”

It is a fact that horns are found in this cow
or its homologues as other cows, and in some
heterologues as buffaloes, but not in all the
heterologues as horse, elephant &e.

4. Paksa-vipaksa-vyapaka-sapaksaikadeda-vrtti, is
the hetu or reason which is doubtful as the
reason abides in the paksa and its heterologues,
and in some of the homologues only, e.g.

“This is not a cow,
for it has horns.”
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Horns abide in the animal seen and in all its
heterologues like cows, and in some of the -
homologues like buffaloes, but not in other
homologues like horses etc

Paksa-trayaikadeSa—vrtti is the hetu or reason
which is doubtful by virtue of the fact that
the middle term has the relation of concomitance
with only a part of the paksa, a part of the
sapaksas and a part of the vipaksas, e.g.,

“The universe is eternal,
for it is an object of perception”

The reason thaft it is percevtible can be predicated
of a part of the universe only, of some of the
sapaksas like the pot, of some of the vipaksas
like generic nature, but not of the sapaksas
atoms etc., nor of the vipaksas ether etc.

Paksa—sapaksaikadeSa—vrtti-vipaksa—vyapaka is
the hetu or reason which is doubtful on account
of the fact that the middle term has the
relation of concomitance with only a part of
the paksa, with some of the sapaksas, and
with all the vipaksas, e.g.,

“Space, Time and Mind are all dravyas
‘ (substances),
for they are incorporeal”.
The reason in incorporeality abides in only a
part of the paksa—in space and in time-—but
-not in the mind which belongs equally to the
paksa. It is also found in some of the sapaksas
like the soul, and in all the vipaksas like
generic nature, but not in the sapaksas earth,
water &c.
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7. Paksa-vipaksaikadeSa-vrtti-sapaksa-vyapaka is
the hetu or reason which is doubtful on the
ground that the middle term is pervasive of
only a part of the paksa, some of the vipaksas,
and of all the sapaksas, e. g,

“Space, and Time are not dravyas,
for they are corporeal”.

Here it i3 true that corporeality can be
attributed to a part of the paksa the mind,
to some of the vipaksas like the soul, but
not to parts of the paksa-space and time-nor
to the vipaksas like generic nature etc.

(c) Drstantabhasa or the Fallacy of Example

If out of the anumdna-samagris the udaharana
(example) appears as a mere semblance of it on
account of the fact that the relation of concomitance
between either the middle and major terms or the
contradictories of the major and middle terms is
not ascertained with certainty we are said to
commit the fallacy of Drstantiabhasa.

Drstantabhasa is of two kinds, according as the
ground of inference is, (1) anvayi (affirmative), or
(2) vyatireki (negative). Each of these two kinds
i8 further divided into nine farms.

(1) Anvayi or Affirmative Forms of
Drstantabhisa

1. Sadhya-vikala or the fallacy of the excluded
major of a homologue is the udaharana (example)
which has an instance not pervaded by the
major term, e. g.
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‘Sound is eternal,
for it is incorporeal like an activity’
e
Here the sadhya of eternality is, according to
the Buddhisés, not concomitant with the instance
“activity’”’. ~ Hence the reasoning is fallacious
because of a faulty example.

Samdigha—sadhya or the fallacy of the uncertain
excluded major of a homologue is the udaharana
which has an instance wherein the pervasion of
the major term is of a doubtful nature, e. g.

“This man is subject to passions,

or he has the power of speech like a man
in the street.”

‘A man in the street’ cannot serve as an
instance, for it is doubtful.

Sadhana—-vikala or the fallacy of the excluded
middle of a homologue is the udaharana or
example having an instance not pervaded by
the middle term, e.g.

“Mind is non-—eternal,
for it is corporeal like activity”

Here the sadhana of corporeaiity does not
pervade the instance ‘activity’.

Samdigdha—sadhana or the fallacy of the uncertain
excluded middle of a homologue is the udaharana
or example with an instance wherein the pervasion
of the middle term is of a doubtful character, e.g.

N
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‘This man is mortal,
for he is subject to passions like a
man in the street.’

It is uncertain whether the “man in the street”
is really “subject to passions™, though his mortality
is certain.

5. Ubhaya—vikala or the fallacy of the excluded
major and ‘middle terms of a homologue is the
udiharana or example which has an instance
pervaded neither by the major term nor by
the middle, e. g.

“The mind is non—eternal,
for it is corporeal like ether”.

Here neither the sadhya of non-eternity, nor
the sadhana of corporeality can be predicated
of the instance “ether”.

8. Samdigdhobhaya-vikala ‘or the fallacy of the
. uncertain excluded major and middle terms of
a homologue is the ud3aharana or example with

an instance wherein the pervasions of both the
major term and the middle term are uncertain, e.g.

“He iz not omniscient,
for he is subject to passions like a

man in the street’.

It is uncertain whether the ‘“man in the street’

is subject to passions, and whether he is nog
omniscient.
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7. Ananvaya or the fallacy of deficient concomitance
between the middle and major terms of a
homologue is the udaharana or example wherein
there is no inseparable connection between the
middle and major terms, e. g.

‘This person is subject to passions,
for he is a speaker,
and whoever speaks is subject to
passions like So and So’.

Though the power of speech, and a passionate
nature, may both be present in Mr. So and So,
yet there is mno necessary and universal
concomitance between the two.

8. ApradarSitanvaya or the fallacy of unshown
concomitance between tha middle and major
terms of a homologue is the udaharana or

example where in the connection between the
middle and major terms i3 not shown, e.g.

“Sound is non—eternal,
for it is a product like a jar’.

Here it is true that a jar has the two attributes
of being a product, and being non-eternal. The
example merely proves that the two attributes are
co—existents, and not necessarily and universally
concomitant. If it is known with certainty that
everything produced 18 non-eternal it should have
been stated ,s0. An apposite instance which
illustrates the universal concomitance should be

given.
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9. Viparitanvaya or fallacy of the inverted relation
of concomitance - between the middle and
major terms is one im which the relation is
given in an inverted order, e.g.

‘Sound 1S non-eternal,

for it is a product’

and whatever is non—eternal is a product,
: as a jar.
. The instance cited has two attributes (i) that
it is a product, and (ii) the fact of its being
non—eternal. Yet the interdependence of the two
attributes is given in an inverted order. The
example should read ‘Whatever .is produced is
non—eternal, like a jar’. We must be able to
deduce the fact of a body being non-eternal from
the assertion that it is a product, instead, the
reverse has been done in this case; we are asked
to infer the fact of a body being a product on
the ground that it is non-eternal.

(2) Vyatireki or Negative Forms of Drstantabhisa :

1. Sadhyavyatireki or the fallacy of the included
major of a heteroogue is the udaharana (example)
which has an instance wherein the major term does
not get excluded in its being predicated of it, e. g.,
When the Mimansakas argue.

‘Sound is eternal,
for 1t is incorporeal, _
and what is non-eternal is non—corporeal
like an atom,’
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the- VaiSesikas will raise’ the objection that the
negative instance the “atom” is not exclusive of
the major term, for according to the VaiSesikas
atoms are eternal.

Samdigdha-sadhya—vyatireki or fallacy of the
uncertain included majori of a heterologue is
the udaharana or example which has an instance
wherein the invariable and necessary absence
of the major term is uncertain, e. g.

‘This man will be a sovereign ruler,
for he is of the Lunar Race,

and whoever is not a sovereign ruler
is not of the

Lunar Race. like prince So & So,’

Here the negative instance “prince So & So” is
not characterised by a necessary and invariable
absence of the attribute of becoming a sovereign
ruler. He may be a sovereign ruler, though not
of the lunar race. The attribute of ‘‘sovereign
ruler”’ belonging to him is uncertain.

Sadhana-vyatireki or fallacy of the included
middle of a heterologue is the udaharana or
example which has an instance wherein the
middle term does not get excluded in its being
attributed to it, e.g.

‘Sound is eternal,

for it is incorporeal,

and whatever is non-eternal is not incorporeal.
like motion’,
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Here the middle term incorporeality is not
excluded of its being attributed to the negative
instance ‘‘motion”.

Samdigha-sadhana-vyatireki or the fallacy of
the uncertain included middle of a heterologue

is the udaharana or example which has an
instance with which the absence of the necessary

and invariable concomitance of the middle term
is uncertain, e.g.

“This man is not omniscient,

for he is full of passions,

and whoever is not non—omniscient is not ful]
of passions, like one well versed in the Sastras’,

There is no proof to deny passionate nature of
one who is well versed in all the Sastras:
therefore the absence of connection of the middle
term with the instance is uncertain.

Ubhaya—vyatireki or the fallacy of the included
major and middle terms of a heterologue is
the udaharana or example which has an instance
wherein neither the major term nor the middle
term gets excluded in being predicated of it,
e.g. When the Mimamsakas say

“Sound 1is eternal,

for it is incorporeal,

and whatever is not eternal is not incorporeal,
like ether”,

the VaiSesikas will object that neither the middle
term incorporeality nor the major term eternality

can be excluded of its being attributed to the
negative instance ‘“ether”. For, according to the
VaiSesikas, ether is both eternal and incorporeal.
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Samdigdhobhaya—~vyatireki or the fallacy of the
uncertain included major and middle terms of
a heterologue is the wudaharana or example
which has an instance with which the absence
of the concomitance of both the major and
middle terms is uncertain, e.g.

“Kapila 1s not devoid of passions,

for he is subject to avarice,

and whoever is not non-devoid of passions is
not subject to avarice like Rsabha and others”

It is very doubtful whether “Rsabha and others”
are really free from both passions and avarice.

Avyatireki or the fallacy of the absence of
non—concomitance between the middle and major
terms of a heterologue is the udaharana or
example which shows an absence of disconnection
between the middle and major terms, e.g.

“This person is subject to passions,

for he has the faculty of speech,

and whoever is not subject to passions has not
the faculty of speech, like a piece of stone.”

Although the instance ‘“‘the stone” has not the
two attributes of passionate nature and power of
speech, it does not prove the necessary absence of
non—concomitance between the two attributes.

Apradar$ita—vyatireki or the fallacy of the
unknown relation of absence of non—concomitance
between the middle and major terms of a
heterologue is the udaharana or example in which
the absence of disconneetion between the middle
and major terms is not expressed, e.g.
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“Sound is non—eternal,
for it is a product, like ether”.

Here “ether” is a negative instance. The
attributes of being a “product’”’; and being
“non—eternal”’, are, according to the VaiSesikas,
absent in “ether”. The general proposition
showing the absence of non—concomitance between
the two attributes is not expressed, but left
to be understood. It should have been fully
given. It would then read

“Whatever is not a product is eternal like ether”’

Viparita—vyatireki or the fallacy of the inverted
negation of a heterologue is the ud@harana or
example in which the relation of absence of
non—concomitance between the middle and major
terms is given in an inverted order, e.g.

“Sound is non-eternal,

for it is a product,

and whatever is mot a product 13 not
non-eternal like ether”.

Here the negation of the middle term is invariably
associated with the negation of the mojor term.
And the possibility of denying the major term
of the middle term is not excluded. Therefore
the invariable concomitance of the middle term
with the major term will not be a necessary
relation. Hence the reasoning is fallacious.
The proper form of the udiZharana should be,

“«“Whatever is eternal is not a product, like ether”
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(iii) Nigrahasthana or Grounds of
Defeat or Clinchers

'In a Tarka-vada (disputation) a clincher or a
nigrahasthana arises when a disputant is unable to
convince his opponents either on account of his
lack of understanding the point at issue, or on
account of his misunderstanding the subjecs. The Saiva
Siddhantin sees twenty two kinds of nigrahasthana
which are all semilogical or illogical. They are as
follows :—

1. Pratijiahdani or the chincher of hurting the
proposition arises when one fails to establish
completely his own proposition, but argues in a
mapner ranning counter to its truth, e.g.

When a disputant who asserts that sound

js non—eternal on the ground that it is perceptible

by the senses like a pot, is confronted by his
opponent who urges that the given reason of
perceptibility pervades eternals such as jati (class)
also, and if he admits the force and of the argument
of the opponent and argues in the same line as
the opponent, he commits this fallacy. He is then
forced to abandon his initial proposition that

‘gound is non-eternal’, and admit that sound may

be eternal or non-—eternal.

7 Pratijiantara or the clincher of shifting the

proposition arises when one, on being pointed
the flaws in his proposition, proceeds to correct
himself by adding a qualification to his original
proposition e.g. When a-disputant argues,

1A p il
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“Letters are non—eternal,
for they are perceptible by the ear, like
the jati of sound”,

and if his opponent objects pointing out the
fault of vyabhicara (irregularity) on account
of the invariable concomitance of them with
gsounds, and if he changes from his initial
unqualified proposition to a qualified one as,

“The letters with their corresponding
sounds are non-eternal”,

the disputant commits this point of defeat.

proposition arises when one gives a reason
which is opposed to his own proposition, e.g.

“Substance is distinct from quality,
for it is perceived te be non-different from
1ts colour.

In this argument, the reason that substance is
non—different from its colour which constitutes
the quality of the substance contradicts the
proposition ‘substance is distinet from quality’.

Pratijia-samnyasa or the clincher of renouncing
the proposition occurs if one gives up his
proposition when opposed, e.g. When one who
asserts that, -

“Sound is eternal,
for it is produced by an effort, like ether’,
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is questioned for the wisdom of the view ‘what
is produced by an effort is eternal’, and if he
retracts from his initial assertion and cries out
‘Who says that sound is eternal?’, than he is
guilty of the above fallacy.

Hetvantara or the clincher of shifting the reason
occurs when one, on being shown the flaws in his
reason, attempts to validitate it by adding to
it a qualification, e. g. Suppose when a disputant
asserts that

‘Sound 1is eternal,
for it is perceptible by the senses’,

‘his opponent refutes that the reason ‘perceptibility’
is not a sufficient ground to establish that
gound is non-eternal, for there is universal
concomitance between perceptibility and the
jati sound which is eternal; if the disputant
then revises the argument with a qualified reason
thus,

‘Sound is non-—eternal,
' for it is a genus and is perceptible by the

senses’
he commits this fallacy.

Arthiantara or the clincher of shifting the topic
occurs when one in order to shield his defeat
in argument sets aside the actual topic and
brings instead an irrelevant one, e. g. When a

disputant puts forward the argument that

‘Sonnd is non-eternal,
for it is perceptible by the senses’

’
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and is opposed on the ground that ‘perceptibility
is not a sufficient ground to prove that sound
is non—eternal, as it is also found with eternals
such as the genus of sound’, and if the disputant
then begins to argue thus

“Sound is a quality of ether,
there is the relation of inherence between
sound and ether,

and this relation of inherence too is non-eteraal,’”
he is irrelevant, and hence guilty of this fallacy.

Nirarthaka or the clincher of senseless argument
is one that contains statements which convey no
meaning. One who desires to prove that a
‘pot is nou—sternal’ argues thus:

““A pot is eternal,
for the sounds of the forms a, K, ¥, R cannot

denote the sounds that are their causes.”
7

In the above argument there is the presumption
that the sounds of the forms of ‘A, K, Y, R’ can
denote something, though not the sounds which
are their causes. The presumption is ill-founded,
for sounds have no denotation. Hence the
argument 1s meaningless,

argument is one that contains words not clear
in meaning, e.g,. When a disputant who is
cornered by his opponent in argument resorts
to absolute and ambiguous words in order to
baffle the opponent and the listeners, he is said
to commit this fallacy.
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Aparthaka or the clincher of the incoherent
argument is one that has words and sentences
of no connected meaning for lack of expectancy,
consistency and contiguity among themselves, e.g.
If a disputant who, is unable to stand the
argument of his opponent utters ‘10 pomegranates,

“6-cakes, a hole in the ground, goatskin, a lamp

of flesh, etc.” he is charged with the above
fallacy, for the expressions given vent to do not
convey a coherent meaning when pieced together.

Aprapta-kala or the clinther of the inconsequentia]
argument is one whose members of the process

of reasoning are not in the generally accepted
order, e.g.

When a disputant who wants to establish that
the hill he sees before hiwm is fiery proceeds
to argue thus.

Pratijna The hill is fiery,

Udaharana what is smoky is fiery, like
the kitchen,

Hetu because the hill is smoky,

Nigamana the hill is fiery,

Upanaya the hill is smoky,

he is said to commit this fallacy.

In any process of reasoning the order in
which the members should be arranged is of
vital importance to facilitate the determination

. of the exact meaning of the argument. In the

_above reasoning the usual order—pratijha, hetu,
udiharana, upanaya and nigamana-is so badly
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violated that the trend of the thought of the
argument is not kept up in its continuity; as
a result the argument itself falls flat and is
of no coasequence.

Nyiina or the clincher of the incomplete argument
is one where all the members of the process
of reasoning are not given, e.g.

A disputant reasons as follows :—

*The hill is fiery,
for it is smoky,

whatever is smoky is fiery, like the kitchen”.

An advocate of the five-membered form of
reasoning will contest this argument as it lacks
two members-upanaya and nigamana. To him
the argument is nylina or incomplete. But to
the Siddhantin who believes in a three—-membered
form, the argument is proper and is correct in
form.. On the contrary if some one contends
‘the hill is fiery’ on the only ground that it
is smoky, the Ffiddhantin will charge him of
the fallacy of nyina for omission of the
uddaharana (example).

Adhika or the clincher of superfluous members
of an argument is one that has more than one
reason or example, e.g. In the argument.”

“The hill is fiery,
for 1t is smoky and luminous, like the
kitchen and a

smithy” we have an instance of adhika. The
second reason, luminous nature and the second
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instance ‘smithy’ are unnecessary for affirming
the proposition, the hill is fiery.

Sabda—punarukta or the clincher of the repetition
of a word in an argument is one in which
there is repetition of words, e.g.

“Sound is non-eternal,
Scund is non-eternal’.

Here a complete sentence has been repeated.
To do so is to commit this fallacy.

Artha—punarukta or the clincher of the repetition
of an idea is an argument where there is
repetition of an idea, e.g. N

“Sound is non—eternal and
echo is liable to be destroyed’.

The idea of ‘sound’” has been repeated by
another word ‘echo’ which conveys the same
idea. Echo is but a species of sound. Again,
in the term ‘non-eternal’ the idea is the same
as in the phrase ‘liable to be destroyed’.

Ananubhasana or clincher of non-reproduction
of an argument occurs when a disputant is
unable to reproduce what has been clearly
stated by his opponent and duly understood
by the- spectators of the disputation (vada).
It is necessary that a disputant should restate
what his opponent says before he starts to
meet his argument. In this case he fails to
understand the import of his opponent’s statements.
Yet he does not admit it. If he does, it will
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be a case of ajiidna (incomprehension).  Nor
does he evade disputation. If he does so, it
will be an instance of viksepa (evasion). He

simply remains silent as it were. -

e

Ajfidna or the clincher of incomprehension of
an argument occurs when a disputant who has
fully understood the implication of his opponent’s
argument pretends incomprehension and questions
his opponent as if to elucidate certain points.

Although his opponent has clearly stated
his arguments which are fully understood by
the disputant and by the spectators or listeners,

the disputant who sees no way of meeting the
argument of the opponent gains time only by

pretending incomprehension of the course of the
argument. If the disputant persists in his attitude
beyond a reasonable limit, it is a ground of
defeat for him.

Apratibha or the clincher ef embarrassment in
an argument arises when a disputant who 18
unable to give a fitting reply to his opponent
looks inattentive conmsequent on- embarrassment.
If a disputant who understands the full import
of his opponent’s argument is unable to proceed
with the discussion for want of ingenuity he
is caught in an embarrassing situation. He is
seemingly inattentive and does not openly own
defeat. This is a ground of defeat.

Viksepa or the clincher of evasion in an
argument occurs when a disputant evades a
full discussion on the topic in question by
willfully ocecupying the time in digression. = When
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a disputant who has opened up a discusssion
finds, in the midst of & disputation, that
he could not establish his position however

long he might continue, he resorts to the device

of evasion. Instead of proceeding with the

_discussion to the end, he takes up time by

indulging in irrelevant talks, and leaves the
hall on the pretext of urgent business elsewhere.

Evasion is also the device adopted by a
disputant who realises in the midst of his
disputation that he would have to meet with sure
defeat, if the disputation were carried through.

Matanujia or the clincher of admizsion of a
contrary opinion in one’s argument consists in
charging the opponent with the same faults as

thrown against one’s self without vitiating the

charges of the opponent, and also removing
flaws from his own arguments. If a disputant
is charged with fallacious reasoning by his
opponent, it behoves the former to remove the
charges brought sagainst him by the latter.
Instead, if he points out to his opponent that
the same fallacy is found in his argument as

~well, he will be gravely committing himself to

his opponent’s charges; for in charging him in
this manner, the disputant is tacitly admitting
the said faults in his own argument.

Paryanuyojyapeksana or the clincher of
overlooking the censurable in an argument
consists in failing to censure a person who is
known to be defeated in arguments
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When one is defeated in arguments, it is but
proper for his opponent to openly charge him of
fallacious reasoning. If the latter does not bring

home this fact to the former, he himself is liable
to be charged by the audience of this clincher.

Niranuyojyanuyoga or the clincher of censuring
the uncensurable in an argument consists in

censuring a person who is not defeated in
arguments.

Even when one does not actually get
defeated 1n arguments, he is liable to be charged
by another as having subjected himself to a
clincher.  The latter who charges the former
does so for lack of understanding the true
character of the clincher in question, and is
censured on that score as defeated.

Apasiddhanta or the clincher of deviating from
one’s tenet in a disputation consists in establishing
his side with the help of tenets contray to his own.

In the case of a Buddhist who ecarries on

a discussion with a Saiva Siddhantin in consonance
with the tenets of Buddhism saying -

“What exists can cease to exist, and

what does not exist ean come into existence’,
is opposed by the Siddhantin urging that there
18 nothing to prevent the coming into being of
non-existents as horns in horses, sky-lotuses,
and if the Buddhist sets aside his own tenets
and bases his argument on that of the
Siddhantin and argues what is cannot cease to
be, and what is not cannot come to be, he is

~said to be inconsistent, and is said to commit

this clincher.
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CHAPTER 10
Truth and Error
(1) Validity of Knowledge.

As regards the validity or invalidity of cognitions
the Indian schools of philosophy hold two different
theories, The first is the svatastva—vada. According
to this vada the validity or invalidity of cognitions
is intrinsic or self-evident. In other words the very
conditions that bring forth valid or invalid knowledge
make known, as the case may be, the validity or
invalidity of that knowledge. The second is the
paratastva-vada, which says that the validity or
invalidity of cognitions is not self-evident but 1is
extrinsic. According to this vada the sum-total of
conditions that produces knowledge, whether valid or
invalid, does not manifest the validity or invalidity
of that knowledge. 'The Siddhantin along with
the Mimamsakas and the Advaitins hold the
svatastva—vada with respect to valid cognitions and
the paratastva-vada ss regards invalid cognitions.
For with him validity is inherent in cognitions
and is self-evident; and invalidity is something
extrinsic to cognitions and is but accidental to them.
The Buddhists hold an opposite view. They are
upholders of the theory of paratastva with regard to
validity of cognitions and svatastva as regards
invalidity. With them invalidity is an intrinsic
character of all cognitions; but validity is something
brought to bear on some cognitions from without.
It is not self-manifest but is other—dependent for
its ascertainment. The Sankhyas maintain and support

1. S.B.S.pp. 100—104.
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the theory of svatastva with respect to both valid
and invalid cognitions. They say that validity and
invalidity are inherent in cognitions and are intrinsic.
They are manifested by the same causal conditions
that produce the cognitions. As against the Sankhyas,
the Naiyayikas believe in the theory of paratastva
as regards both valid and invalid cognitions.

[f validity be. as the Siddhantin says, intrinsic
to all cognitions, how can we account for wrong
cognitions ? What is the criterion by which we can
distinguish a valid cognition from a wrong one?
1The Siddhantin answers that both valid and invalid
cognitions will be valid as cognitions. = When the
jlidna samagris (totality of conditions necessary to
generate knowledge) free from doubt and error function,
there arises a cognition attended by a belief in the
object made known. The very conditions that
generate the cognition produce as well the cognition
of its validity. No extraneous causes are required
to cognise its validity. If however the totality of
conditions necessary for the generation of the cogniton
is defective, no such cognition arises as the grounds
for doubt and error are not eliminated. Even in
the case of a delusive cognition made by one who
mistaking a rope for a snake exclaims ‘This is a
snake’, the totality of conditions that are responsible
for the cognition of the snake is the same as what
gives the cognition of its validity qua cognition.
A subsequent investigation may dispel the delusion
and the °‘this’ element may then be identified with
a rope and not with a snake. Yet the cognitions
of both the snake and the rope are valid as

1 S.B. pp 341 and 304




cognitions; their validity too are guaranteed by the
very conditions that generate the cognitions in each
case. The conditions that produce the cognitions
of the snake is something other than what generaten
the cognition of the rope. Consequently the Siddhantin
holds that the invalidity of the cogunition in which
a rope is apprehended as 8 snake, is something
brought from without. It is extrinsic to the cognition
of the snake. Yet all cognitions as cognitions are
characterised by intrinsic validity. In the case of
wrong cognitions, however, the invalidity attaches
itself to them from without, brought forth by
extraneous causes.

"10f the Mimamsakas the Prabhakaras are
supporters of the doctrine known as triputi samvit.
According to this doctrine there is in every act of
cognition a presentation and an apprehension of the
knower, the known and knowledge. The knower
and knowledge are both apprehended by the same
causal conditions that manifest the known ; and the
validity of the cognition too *is apprehended along
with the cognition itself and is self-manifest. Murari
Midra holds the view that in every case of cognition
there is an apprehension of an after-cognition that
gives the validity of the cognition. But the Bhattas
differ from Murari MiSra in holding the view that
the after—cognition that gives the validity of the
cognition is inferred. Yet both. Murari Misra and
the Bhatta school believe in the self-validity of
of cognitions. For according to both, validity is
ascertained—perceptually in the one case and
inferentially in the other—by the same causal

9D D Mok
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conditions that generate the cognition. The Siddhantin
seems to favour the school of the Bhattas. !For
he says that the dtman cannot be cognized in the
way in which either the sat or the asat is cognized.
It is known to exist by virtue of its cognition of
the sat and the asat. 2To the Siddhantin knowledge
which is non—different from the &atman 1is both
svayam-prakada ( self-manifest ) ‘and paraprakasa
(other-manifest). The causal conditions that manifest
the pot, which is the known, manifest at the same
time knowledge, which is non-different from the
knower. The validity of the knowledge which is
inherent in it, is inferred from the same causal
conditions that manifest the knowledge.

3The Bauddhas hold the theory of extrinsic
validity of knowledge- According to them knowledge
is intrinsically invalid. It becomes valid when it
stands the test of arthakriyakaritva (practical
efficiency). A pot perceptually present is vivid,
clear and definite and the knowledge of it is valid.
But a pot imagined is neither vivid nor clear. It
is indefinite and the knowledge of it is invalid,
as it fails to fulfil any practical need. An analysis
of the process of knowledge will show the
inherent invalidity of knowledge. Knowledge starts
with perceptual presentations followed wup by
memory-revivals and ends with synthetic constructions
of the elements of presentation and memory. What
are presented to the senses are the sensuous which

1. S.B p. 344
9. 8. Bup. 263,
3. S.P.D.pp. 88-93.
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are objective; but the elements of memory are
non-sensuous and subjective. Knowledge arises when
the non-sensuous elements are integrated with the
gensuous. But the non-sensuous such as class-concept
etc. have no objective counterparts: they are mere
mental creations or figments of the mind. Consequently
knowledge which involves such non-sensuous elements
are intrinsically invalid. Yet in the empirical
world though not in the transcendental world,
particular cases of knowledge can be said to be
valid if they have the character of workability.
Tests for the workability or practical efficiency of
a particular cognition are extraneous to the causal
conditions that give rise to knowledge. Thus the
Buddhists establish their theory of paratastva
with respect to the validity of cognitions

The Siddhantin at first is unable to accept
the theory of the Buddhists that knowledge which
is determinate is intrinsically invalid. Determinate
knowledge is conceptual knowledge. If conceptual
knowledge were invalid by its very nature, it
cannot be made valid by extraneous conditions,
whatever the number of conditions may be. Again
workability cannot be the cause of validity. It is
true a knowledge 1s workable because it is valid.
There are cases of valid knowledge relating to past
and future events, to heaven, hell ete., that are
not woikable. They would become non-valid in
the view of the Buddhists. Consequently the Buddhists
will be debarred from claiming validity to inferential
knowledge and knowledge obtained through verbal
testimony of the kinds mentioned above. They will
be left with perception of svalaksanas (particulars)
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which alone will be valid with them. Their theory
of knowledge too, as it involves conceptual forms
of knowledge will be invalid. Thus the Buddhists
if they want to have a consistent theory of
knowledge would do well by abandoning their position
of intrinsic invalidity of knowledge and their
paratastva—vada of validity.

The Sankhyas believe in the theory of svatastva
of both the pramanas and the apramanas. Validity
and invalidity are both inherent in knowledge.
The purusa (self) is an inactive seer and knowledge
is the result of reflection of - consciousness in a
modification of buddhi. Valid knowledge consists
in cognizing things as they really are and invalid
knowledge is the result of cognition of objects not
in their true nature. True to their doctrine of
satkarya-vada, the Sankhyas insist that whatever
appears exists. The validity and inavlidity of
knowledge that are manifested as belon’ging to
knowledge pre—exist in knowledge in a suksma
(subtle) state. They are not things brought to bear
on knowledge from without.

The Siddhantin objects to the Sankhya conception
of the inherent natures of validity and invalidity
of knowledge If knowledge were inherently both
valid and invalid, then the causal conditions that
manifest knowledge would have to reveal together
both validity and invalidity that are inherent in
it. Consequently no knowledge can be termed as
either valid or invalid; and knowledge will be both
valid and invalid at the same time. This would
land the Sankhyas into a ridiculous position. If the
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Sankhyas hold the view ‘that the same set of
causal conditions that manifest knowledge reveals
also one of the two, the validity or invalidity
which is inherent in it and that the other 18
manifested by a different set, they will have to
admit with the Siddhantin that invalidity is extrinsic
cognitions.

1The Naiyayikas are supporters of the theory
of paratastva of both validity and invalidity of
knowledge. The causal conditions that produce
knowledge guarantee neither the validity nor the
invalidity of knowledge. Knowledge is produced by
the sense—object contact. Such of them in which
there is a correspondence of ideas with objects
constitute valid knowledge. The cases where ideas
do not tally with objects give rise to invalid
knowledge. The presence or absence of correspondence
of ideas with objects is determined by the successful
activity test. If a particular knowledge is valid
there will be a correspondence of ideas with objects
and such knowledge will lead the knower to successful
action. In invalid knowledge there is no such
correspoadence and the knower will not be led to
successful action. Hence it is the Naiyayikas hold
that the Validity or invalidity of a cognition 18
inferred from the success or the failure of the
attempt on the part of the knower. The causal
aggregate that establishes either the validity or
the invalidity of a cognition is something other than
what produces the cognition. Thus mneither the
validity of a cogaition nor its invalidity is
self-manifest. ;

1. H.LL, pp. 408 and 409.
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The Siddhantin finds fault with the'Naiydyikas
for their view of extrinsic validity of cognitions,
though he fully agrees with them that invalidity
is extrinsic to all cognitions. Validity cannot but
be intrinsic to all cognitions If it were a fact that the
validity of a cognition is to be’ inferred from
conditions other than those that produce the cognition,
the conditions themselves would have to be proved
valid. This would mean that the validity of each
of these conditions involves another inference
requiring another set of conditions which in turn
requires a third set and so on leading up to an
infinite regress. The Siddhantin believes that his
theory of self-validity of cognitions is free from

the fault of infinite regress and consequently is
the right view.

(i) Theories of Error.

Any system of philosophy, to be worthy of the
name of philosophy must have a view of error as
distinguished from truth; the various schools of
Indian philosophy have taken this fact into
consideration and have formulated different theories
of error. The Siddbantin too has given a theory
of his own known as the anyathakhyati; the merits .
of his theory over the others can be gauged only by
an examination of the rival theories. Hence it
is proposed to consider the .latter theories first,
before the Siddhantin’s theory is finally established.

The theories of the different schools can be,
broadly speaking, grouped into the three classes
viz., (1) the asat-khyati (2) the anirvacaniya-khyati
and (3) the sat—khyati. Of these the asat-khyati view
is propounded by the Madhyamikas. According to
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this view, error consists in the cognition of the
asat as real. The anirvacaniya-khyati view belongs
to the Advaitins. [n this view there is error if we
consider a thing presented as real or wunreal. It
is really anirvacaniya or indeterminable.  The
sat=khyati view is adopted by the ViSistadvaitins
and most of the remaining Indian schools of thought.
This view stresses the fact that it is the sat or
the real that 1s cognized in error. It has three
sub divisions viz., (a) the atma-khyati, (b) the
akhyati and (c) the anyatha-khyati. Of these the
atma—khyati view i3 held by the Yogacaras who
are subjectivisits. According to this view error
consists in mistaking the atman or the self which
is no other than a series of cognitions that are
all real as external objects. The akhyati view
is countenaanced by the Prabhakaras. In this view
error is due to the want of discrimination between
the thing presented and the thing cognized. The
anyathakhyati view has its protogomists in the
Naiyayikas the Jainas, the Bhattas and the
Siddhantin. In this view error lies in the cognition
of a thing as anyatha or otherwise than it really is.

(i) Asat-khyati.

1The view of error as countenanced by the
Madhyamikas, is called the asat-khyati. In this
view error consists in mistaking the non-real as
real. According to the Madbyamikas there is
nothing in this phenomenal world that can be
called real. In the delusive cognition of a shell

i © I P.pp. 165 168
1 0. p 190
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as a piece of silver neither the shell nor the piece
of silver is real. Were silver real the sublating
cognition cannot sublate it. But it is a fact that
silver is sublated at the destruction of the delusion,
So it cannot be real. Fucther sublation cannot
destroy what is real. [t can only destroy or
annihilate what is uareal. So silver in the delusive
cognition is unreal. Again the shell too is unreal.
For the shell is but one factor of the sublating
cognition of which silver and the connection between
shell and silver are the other factors. If ome or
more of these factors are unreal it will ensue that
all are unreal. !The Madhyamikas believe in an
ultimate principle which is a void emancipated
from four alternatives, viz, from reality, from
unreality, from both reality and unreality and from
neither. According to them real existence cannot
be the nature of a thing such as the pot and the
like, as it would make the activity of the potter
a superfluity. Non—existence too cannot be its
pature. For "no potter is efficacious enough to
produce a non-existent effect, the pot. The two
remaining alternatives are inadmissible as they are
_self-contradictory. It has accordingly been said
in the Lankdvatara Siitras.
‘Of things discriminated by intellect, no nature
: is ascertained
‘those things are therefore shown to be
inexplicable and natureless’.
‘This matter perforce results, which the wise
declare, no sooner
are objects thought than they are dissipated.’

1; - S-B. 8. p. 23
1.°LP. p. 166,
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That is to say roane of the four alternatives can
determine an object. Things have an apparent
existence; real nature is indeterminable. They cannot
be determined as either real or unreal, or both real
and unreal, or neither real nor unreal. Siinyata or
voidness is the name given for this indeterminate
real nature of things. In delusion error consists
in the cognition of the void as of the form of
the real.

The Saiva Siddhantin is not satisfied with the
theory of error as coantenanced by the Madhyamikas.
If everything be void, how does the void appear in
valid cognition as shell and in invalid cognition as
silver? The Madhyamikas do not appear to have a
satisfactory answer to the above question. If the
shell-nature be natural to the void and the
silver—nature adventitous to it, it would be improper
to call the void as characterless and indescribable.
If both were adventitious it would have to be
admitted that the shell and silver present elsewhere
appear adventitiously in the void. But this is
against the view of the Madhyamikas that the void
alone is the real. Further it cannot be said that
the shell-nature is adventitious of the void and
.gilver—nature natural to it. Consequeuntly the
Madhyamikas cannot be said to have a satisfactory
theory of error.

(2) Anirvacaniyakhyati.
1The Advaitin’s theory of error is known a8
anirvacaniyakhyati. In this view there is error if

LB A ipp DS 99.
¥. B. D.'p- o.
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what is presented is treated as either real or
unreal. In the delusive cognition of a shell as
silver neither the shell nor the silver can be
ascertainnd to be either real or uoreal. Were silver
real its cognition can naver be sublated; for the
real can have no sublation. But the sablating
cognition ‘This is not silver’ denies the presence
of silver in all the three times in the locus where
it appears or appears to exist. So silver cannot be
real. if it is unreal, it caanot be cognised. Nor
can it be real and unreal at the same time, as it
is a contradiction to say so. It is really anirvacaniya
or indeterminate. The shell too can be neither real
nor unreal, [f it is real, there cannot be any
delusion. If it is unreal, it cannot be a
content of the cognition after sublation. It
cannot be said to bs both real and wunreal; for
two contradictory attributes cannot belong to the
same object. Thus the shell’ too is anirvacaniya or
indeterminable. Yet there is a difference in the
cognitions of shell and silver. Though from the
ultimate  stand—point Brahman alone can be
said to be real as everything else can be
sublated, yet the shell apprehended, on the
destruction of the illusion has an empirical
reality as it can stand a pragmatic test. Bat the
silver of the delusive cognition cannot satisfy any
demand of practical life and hence cannot claim
to have empirical reality. Further the delusive
cognition is a unification of presentative and
representative elements. The shell is the thing
presented, but the representative element silver,
which is super—imposed on the shell is similar to
but not the sam> as the silver given by memory-
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revivals; it has its origin in avidyd or nescience
that is agitated by a defect in the sense-organs.
Since the silver apprehended in a delusive cognition
is neither real nor unreal nor real and unreal at
the same time bubt anirvacaniva, its ‘material cause
avidya (nescience) too should be anirvacaniya. If
avidya were real, its effect silver cannot but be

real. If it were unreal, the effect too would be unreal.
But it has been shown already that the silver
apprehended in delusion is neither real nor unreal but
anirvacaniya. Consequently _avidya, which is the
material cause of the object of delusion must itself
be regarded as anirvacaniya. Thus error, according
to the Advaitin, is indescribable. It is anirvacaniya
or indeterminable.

The Siddbantin at first runs a tirade against
the adhydsa vada (theory of super-imposition) of
the Advaitins. According to him the theory of
super-imposition is scorred and abandoned by all
philosophers alike as it is a weapon of the helpless.
Further he points out that it is not true that if
silver is real, its cognition cannot be sublated. = For
the real may exist in a siksma state or in a
sthiila state; and the sublating cognition merely
sublates the existence of the real in a sthiila state.
Again it cannot be said that the unreal cannot be
cognized. Unreality does not mean bare non—existence
as is the case of a sky-lotus or the son of a
barren woman. [t signifies an object that does not
persist for all the three times in a manifest condition.
The empirical world is constituted of unreal objects,
which soonmer or later at least at the time of
dissolution pass into their siiksma (subtle) state.

\
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Consequently it is evident that the ubreal can be
cognized. The view of the Advaitins that error is
inexplicable or indeterminable shows their helpless
position in the field of speculation. In error it is
real shell that is cognized as real silver owing to a
defective sense. It is untrue that the indeterminable
shell is cognized as the indeterminable silver.

(3) Satkhyati

1The Satkhyativada is the view of error accepted
by Ramanuja. = According to this view. it is the
real that is cognized in error. There can be no
knowledge without a corresponding object of which
it is a knowledge. Even the so-called appearances
forming objects of knowledge are objectively valid
entities. Knowledge divorced from objective implication
is an impossibility. All knowledges whether true or
false are valid as cognitions referring to real
objectives. In the delusive cognition of silver for
shell, the object cognised, silver, is a part and
partial of the object presented though only to a
very limited extent. I'he question arises that if
the element of silver in the object presented is too
little, how is it that there is a cognition of silver
in preference to the preponderating substance, the
shell in 1t. Ramanuja answers that it is due to
omissions and not comnissions that the shell is
apprehended as silver. But omissions seem to hold
their sway- even in valid cognitions; for the whole
of what is given is never cognized. There is much
left quite unapprehended; for example the inside
and back-side of the object perceived are not

1. S. P.D. pp. 263—271.
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cognized. In the delusive cognition there is omission
of the shell-element though it is the preponderant
part of the object presented.  The silver element
present therein to a small extent is the one cognized
giving rise to an erroneous cognition. If valid and
invalid cognitions are both of the real how is it
possible to distinguish the one from the other ?
Ramanuja says that the difference between the two
can be ascertained by the pragmatic test. A valid
cognition is not only yathartha (agreeing with external
objects) but also vyavaharanuguna (conforming to
practical needs.) As the silver of the delusive
cognition and objects of dream do not conform to
vyavahara or practical needs, they are held to be
invalid cognitions. Ramanuja has a difficulty in
proving objective reality for dream-objects. In
dreams, to all seeming purposes, we have experience
without any corresponding objects present over
there. Ramanuja proposes to remedy this defect
in his theory by citing scriptural evidence to prove
that there are in dream-—cognitions special objects of
unique existences created by Divinity in accordance
with one’s merits and demerits to correspond to every
such cognition. Consequently even dream-cognitions
are not mere subjective phenomena but have

objective reference.

The Saiva Siddhantin admits with Ramanuja
that it is the real that is apprehended both in
error and in dream-cognitions. But he cannot bring
himself to believe that in the delusive cognition
of silver for shell there is silver element present in
a small extent in the object presented. Even if it
were granted that there is silver-element, it is
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difficult to understand how it is overlooked in
ordinary perception. It is still more difficalt to
explain how it becomes cognized in erroneous
cognitions. If Ramdnuja were to say that there
is silver in the object presented in a siksma
(subtle) state, the Saiva Siddhantin has no cause
to differ with him. But then the silver existing
in a siksma state cannot be an object of perception.
So the theory of the existence of silver in a
siksma state is of no use to Ramaauja to explain
error According to the Siddhantin, the silver
cognized in delusion is real silver as apprehended -
at another time and place. On account of its
similarity in lustre, this silver is falsely attributed
by the defective sense to the object presented the
shell. RAminuja’s dream-objects which are unique .
creations by Divinity for particular individuals for
the time being are mysterious and inexplicable.
His theory of error too is not above mystification.

tAtma—khyati is the theory of error held by the
Yogacaras who are vijiana-vadins. According to0
them, there is nothing external to vijhdna or
consciousness, which is a continual flux. The external
world is but a series of cognitions-which are all
real but momentary. There is no justification
what—so-ever for positing a world of objects external
to consciousness. In the cognitive act, it is the
vijiidna or consciousness that differentiates itself
owing to a beginningless desire in it into the knower,

1...1. L P..pp: :169-172.
S. D. pp. 53 & a4.
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kaowledge and kaowa. If a cognition be different
from its object, it must arise either before the
object or after it or simultaneously with it. Evidently
a cognition cannot precede its object. Nor can it be
after the object. For the object of the cognition
disappears at the instant when the cognition arises
leaving no object ‘to be cognized. If a cognition
and its object are simultaneous there should be
non-difference between the two. Were they different,
the object cannot be manifest in the cognition.
But it is a fact that we have cognitions of objects.

So it is inferred that a coganition is not different
from its objects.

1Further an extra-mental reality cannot be
established either by perception or by inference.
If it be held that perception gives us an external
world of objects, we would be led into" a blind
alley. For perception cannot be ‘of atoms which
are parcless, as atoms are too small to be perceived.

Nor can it be of a composite object which is
constituted of parts, since the sides, the inside and

the back-side of the object cannot be simultaneously
perceived,  Consequently the  phenomenon  of
perception cannot be explained on the admission of

an external world. If the world of objects be
considered as non-different from consciousness, no

such difficulty is experienced in explaining perception;
for the question of parts and whole is not applicable
in the case of consciousness. Even inference which
depends on a knowledge of vyapti (universal
concomitance) between the middle and major terms of
a syllogistic form of reasoning is of no avail to posit
an external world. Therefore it has been said -

"9. S.D.S. pp 2 & 2.
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‘ There is naught to be objectified by intellect;
there is no cognition ulterior thereto,’

‘There being no distinction between percept and
percipient. intellect shines forth of itself alone’.

Again it cannot be maintained that consciousness
requires something external to it for purposes of
cognition. For in dream-cognitions and illusion, there
is nothing but consciousness. Yet we are said to have
cognitions.  Consequently it cannot be held to be
incorrect to say that the world of objects i1s nothing
different from alaya-vijiana or consciousness, which
alone is real though a momentary flux. Empirica!
knowledge and illusion are mere forms of consciousness,
There is a difference between the two. The former
satisfies a practical need, whereas the latter does not
doso. In the mistaken apprehension of a shell as
silver, both the shell and silver are real as forms or
modifications of consciousness. But what ic unreal is
the externality of silver.

'Sivajidna Yogi questions the vijfidna—vadins
what is the nature of alaya—-vijidna or consciousness,
that can exist without an object to be cognized. He is
unable to accept the view that external objects are
forms of consciousness. With him every object of
cognition is something other than consciousness. A
cognition and the object of the cognition are two
different things, the former having an inward
reference while the latter an outward one. In the
erroneous perception of a shell as silver, the very
denial of externality to silver by the Yogicaras

1. S.B.p. 263.
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presuppo3es the existence of somathing external to
consciousness. Hence the Yogacaras cannot be said to
be consistent in their views that dlaya-vijidna alone
exists and that error consists in the affirmation of
externality to the objects of cognition.

Akhyati

1 The theory of error held by the Prabhikaras is
known as akhyati-vada. According to this vada,
error is due to the want of discrimination between two
cognitions. When a person looks at a piece of shell
lying in front of him and gives vent to the judgment
¢ This is silver,” neither the ¢tognition of the ‘this’
element nor that of the ‘silver’ element is erroneous.
What is presented to the senses is the shell. There is
contact of the senses with the shell. But no such
contact can be claimed in respect of silver, which is
a mere idea or a representative cognition. Even as
the cognition of the ‘this’ element is valid, the
cognition of ‘silver’ too is valid as cognition. The
shell by virtue of its lustre which it. has in common
with silver revives in the case of persons of defective
senses the memory of silver as seen before. Owing to
smrti-pramosa  (obscuration of memory), the
representative character of the silver cognition is lost
sight of and the ‘silver’ element attains, as it were,
a character as presentative as the ‘this’ element
apparently giving rise to a synthesised unit of
knowledge ¢ This is-silver’. In fact there is absence
of relation between the presentative element *this’
and the representative element ‘silver’. The two
elements cannot be synthesised. The failure on the

1. S.P.D. pp. 273-2T6.
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part of a person to cngnise this absence of relation
between the two cognitions of shell and silver which
are both valid gives rise to error. Truth and error are
distinguished from each other by the test of practical
efficiency. Every cognition incites us to activity,
Such of them that answer the fruitful activity test are
true; and others that fail to satisfy the test are
erroneous. The sublating cognition ‘ This is not silver’
does not negate the earliar cognition ‘This is silver .’
What is sublated is the desire and the activity
consequent thereon.

The Siddhantin feels that the akhyati view of
error does not give a satisfactory explanation of
delusion. If delusion were a succession of two
cognitions mistaken as one, the activity to which it
incites cannot be intelligibly explained In the
shell-silver cognition mere want of discrimination
between the two cognitions cannot be the real cause
of an error. The want of discrimination is due to the
apprehension of some generic character which is
common to both the cognitions. This want must
necessarily result in a doubtful cognition of the form
“ This is either a shell or silver’. It is really the
apprehension of some character common to both shell
and silver together with that of some specific character
of silver that is - responsible for the erroneous
cognition In other words, some specific character of
silver is believed to be seen in the shell by the
defective eye. Herein the shell appears as if it were
silver, which it is really not. As the shell is cognized
as something else, it is a case of anyatha-khyati. The
akhyati-vada is an erroneous theory as the result of a
condition is mistaken therein for the cause which is a
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sum—total of conditions. Nor can the akhyati vada
give us a clear explanation of sublation. If the
sublating cognition ¢ This is not silver ’ be held not to
negate the earlier cognition ‘This is silver’, the two
cognitions which are of two contradictories would both
be valid; and there will be no scope for delusion.
Further if it be said that the failure of the atman to
apprehend silver as a representative element is the
cause of delusion, it would be a case of anyatha—
khyati and not akhyasi. For the remembered element
silver appears as anyatha (otherwise) i, e., as if it were
a presented one.

Anyatha-khyati

Anyatha-khyati is the view of error in which one
thing is apprehended as anyatha or otherwise than it
really is. In the shell-silver cognition, the cognition of
silver is due to the fact that the lustre of the shell, on
account of its similarity to the lustre of silver excites
in the mind of the percipient the samskara or residual
impressions of silver. Lhe revival of these impressions
gives us the perception of silver in the way in which
an apprehension of the qualities of an object gives
rise to the percepticn of the object that is invariably
associated with the qualities. There is sense-object
contact in the case of the shell. In other words, the
shell is presented to the senses. But silver cannot be
said to be so. Yet it is an object of knowledge
of the self connected with the mind and the
senses. The shell and silver are both realities
presented to the self, the former existing in front
of the percipient and the latter having its being
elsawhere. It is only the relation of tadatmya or
identity between them that is false. The mistaken
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identitly 13 due to some dosa or defect in the
senses. The sublating cognition ‘This is not silver’
merely negates this relation of identity between
the ‘this’ element ie. the shell and the ‘silver’
element. Sublation neither destroys nor annihilates
silver altogether. It simply denies the existence
of silver in the shell. ‘According to the Bhattas,
the relata-the shell and silver—are both presentations
but not the relation. With the Bhasyakara of the
Pauskara dgama and the Naiyayikas, however, the
relation too is a presentation. 2*These latter differ
with the former in advancing the theory of
jhana—laksana —sannikarasa -some knowledge doing
the duty of sense contact to explain the perception
of illusory objects. According to this theory, when
a person who has a previous perceptive knowledge
that a peculiar lustre belongs to silver sess a similar
lustre presented by a shell, this previous knowledge
officiates for sense—object contact causing the
illusory perception of silver.

The Naiyayikas see a second type of jiiiaa
laksana in such cases as their so-called perception
of fragrance in a distant flower. It is a fact that
the sight of a flower at a distance often prompts
one to say f‘There is a fragrant flower’ even though
he does not smell the fragrance. There is no
contact between the senses and fragrance to account
for the immediacy of the cognition. Yet it is

1. S.D. pp. 38 and 59.

2. P.B p. 519 ‘Jnanalaksana sannikarsasya dosa-
viSesarupa sannikarsasya va kal.
panat.
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supposed that his knowledge that ‘Flowers are fragrant’

functions in the place of sense-object contact for
the presentation of fragrance.

The Siddbantin admits with the Naiyayikas
that the theory of of jiana laksana explains illusion.
He says that the immediacy of illusory cognition may
also be explained as due to dosa—viSesariipasannikarsa.

Yet he cannot agree to the second type of
jiana—laksana advanced by the Naiyayikas. It is .

really a species of inference—drsta-’numana. In
judging the fragrance of a distant flower we are
really inferring it from the fact that it is invariably
associated with flowers. If the perception of a
flower and the previous knowledge that flowers are
fragrant can be thought of as yielding perceptive
knowledge of the unsensed fragrance, there 1is

nothing to deter us in claiming the same with
respect to the inferential knowledge of fire based

on the perception of smoke and on the previous
knowledge that smoke is invariably associated with
fire. Then there will be no place left for inference
as an independent means of cognition. The Naiyayikas
themselves recognize anumana or inference as an
independent source of knowledge. Consequently the
theory of jhana laksana can be considered as
useless and unsatisfactory for explaining the cognition
of the unsensed fragrance of a distant flower as
a case of perception. The Bhasyakara of the
Pauskara Agama too seems to admit this when
he says that in the cognition ‘The hill is fiery’,
the applicability of the doctrine of jhana-laksana
is to be rejected as of the two samagris Viz.
anumitasamagris and alaukikasaimagris, the former

is the more cogent.
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(iii) Atma-jidna or True knowledge

The term jhana or knowledge is used 1in
text-books dealing with the Indian schools of
philosophy to stand for all kinds of cognition
irrespective of truth or falsehood. If true
knowledge consists in knowing a thing as it really
is, it can never be had in the empirical world.
For ordinarily when I say I have cognition of
sn object, say a book, I donot see the whole of the
book. If it is a case of perception, I merely apprehend
the front surface and some of the sides. The inside,
the backside and the remaining sides are left unsensed.
Were the cognition inferential, I am said to have
knowledge of the book either by one or both of its
tatastha and svariipa laksanas. The remaining
characters go unapprehended. It is immaterial
whether the object is cognized in a perceptional way
or by an inferential method; the whole of the object
can never be known. The knowledge obtained by
verbal testimony too is limited to what is given in the
Agamas. Consequently it is inferred that all

knowledge that we can have in the empirical world is
imperfect.

The Siddhantin takes things as they are and
believes in an infinity of atmans (souls) each of which
possesses the quality of jiana (knowledge). If every
atman has the character of jidna, there is no reason
for it to know a thing imperfectly. Besides why

should it ounce having known a thing forget it? The
solutions of these problems make the 8iddhantin to

recognice the two fetters, namely - 3nava and maya.
1The Siddhantin posits the existence of anava mala

1. S.B.p. 86.
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(root—evil) possessing an infinite number of Saktis,
each of which is believed to cloud one atman from
eternity rendering its iccha, jfiana and kriya Saktis
in-operative. To have knowledge, however imperfect
it may be, the jidna Sakti of the atman must be
manifested. So it is presumed that the atman isin
beginningless association with the products of :aSuddha
miys (imperprimordial matter) which it makes use of
as accessories of knowledge. It is the conjunction of
the atman with the products of aSuddha maya that is
responsible for the imperfect knowledge which it has
of the objects of the empirical world. The pasa-
jfidnas-perception, inference and verbal testimony—
are all forms of imperfect knowledge.

?Again knowledge is the fore-runner of activities.
So the Siddhantin believes in a third fetter called
karma (action in the form of either merit or demerit),
which too is said to be in association with each atman
from eternity. The three fetters namely-anava,
karma and maya—are upadhis to the atman and are
together responsible for the empirical life of the
atman. It is on account of these upadhis that the
dtman knows a thing at one time and forgets it at
another. As the fetters are jada (inert) they cannot
by themselves disentangle their grip on each atman,
nor can the atman liberate itself from their hold, as
it is in association with them from eternity;
Consequently a Supreme Being, Siva who is of the
nature of sat (reality), cit (intelligence) and anands
(bliss) is posited to control the destinies and
destinations of each atman. Though the atman has

1. Ibid p. 116
% 5 B d
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the potency to know a thing it cannot have cognition
of any object unless illumined by Siva—$akti. 11t is
paratantra (other dependent) with respect to Siva,
who is svatantra (self-dependent). Yet is has a free
will since it is free to know, act and earn its deserts
according to its merits and demerits. It is svatantra
(self-dependent) in its own field of knowledge and
activities. In its petta-nilai (embodied state) it is
given up to empirical knowledge which is relational
and imperfect. But Siva has no empirical knowledge*
It is not a dosa (fault) for Siva who is omniscient not
to have relational knowledge which is imperfect In
truth it raises Him aloft as a Supreme Being.

In. the mukti-nilai, the atman’s empirical
knowledge due to its accidental association with the
products of aSuddha maya remains unmanifest; and
it is said to have transcendental knowledge of Siva
who is of the nature of cit (intelligence). Thus the
atman appears to have two qualities-one in its
petta-nilai in the form of relational knowledge,
and another in the from of transcendental knowledge
in its mukti-nilai. This is faulty as it is against
the doctrine fof guna-guni-bhava (attribute-substance
relation), which states that the guna is inseparable
from its gunin. The Siddhantin escapes from this
fault by positing the character of the atman (soul)
to be of such a nature that when illumined by
Siva-$akti it has cognition of an object by itself
acquiring the character of the .object of cognitior.
This is true of the atman both in its petta-nilai
(embodied state) and in its mukti-nilai (state of
release). Though the atman has in its mukti-nilai

1. 1bid p. 112.
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perfect knowledge of Siva, it is considered imperfect
in respect of the immanent cognition of objects by
Siva who cognizes all objects including Himself
in a general way. It is only in its mukti-nilai
when the atman is free from fetters that atma
jhdna dawns upon the dtman (soul). It is perfect
knowledge. 1t is what is called true knowledge
as it lasts for ever to eternity. Relational knowledge
is held to be false as it is an accidental characteristic
of the 'dtman in its petta—nilai. It is limited
knowledge that is not manifest in the mukti—nilai
of the atman. Once the cause of limiiation — the
fetters—are removed atma—jhana or true knowledge
shines by itself. Knowledge obtained by the
methods of perception, inference and verbal testimony
are essentially false. Yet they are useful to the
seeker after truth as leading him towards true

knowledge.
(iv) Conclusion

What is the epistemological position of the
Saiva Siddhdnta? What bearing has it to the modern
schools of HKuropean thought? In considering these
questions we must note the fact that the
epistemological position of any school of philosop'hy
depends to a very great extent upon what view
it has about the origin of knowledge. These
views according to European philosophy fall into
six main groups, namely—rationalism. sensationalism,
innatism, intuitionism, pragmatism and realism. Each
of these theories may be examined in turn with

a view to assign a proper place for the Saiva

Siddhanta.
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1. Rationalism

Rationalism {is the doctrine that reason is the
source of all true knowledge. Anything that goes
counter to reason, the highest faculty in man, is false
knowledge. Even revelation and sense-perception
cannot have validity unless they harmonize with the
principles of rational thought which is autonomous
and self sufficient. Thought can by its own strength
discover a system of eternal truths. "It requires no
support from a supernatural revelatioa. It need not
call for an appeal to sense—perception either Among
the early Greeks, Plato may be cited as a good
example of a rationalist. He drew a sharp opposition
between sense and reason. According to him,
sense-perception is deceptive; for it deals with the
changing and the illusory. But reason is trustworthy,
since it leads up to the real and permanent. Coming
down to modern philosophers, we find Descartes’
philosophy as a typical example of rationalism. By
an appeal to reason he arrived at certain fundamental
principles which he was unable to doubt. With
these principles as basis he proceeded to deduce
his conclusions by the geometrical method. Descartes
was not alone in professing rationalism. Almost
all the thinkers of the mainland of Europe, such
as Leibntz and Spinoza were rationalists, while the
British philosophers such as Locke, Berkeley and

Hume were sensationalists.

If rationalism is examined from the stand-point of
modern logic, we cannot fail to notice that the
mistake of rationalism lies in isolating reason from the
sensuous conditions on which its applicability depends.
The rationalists have failed to understand that all
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human concepts grow out of the level of perception
and that reason is only an abstraction. If empiricism
has erred by overlooking the intellectual factor,
rationalism can be said to have done #s0 in
over—estimating the factor. Sensation cannot be
dismissed as worthless knowledge on the ground that it
contains a few 1llusions; and reason 1tself is not a sure
guide. The student of philosophy must bear in mind
that the two, if free from error etec., are means of
valid knowledge.

2. Sensationalism or Sensism

Sensationalism is the system of thought,
which holds that all knowledge is derived from
sense—experience. As a doctrine accounting for the
origin and growth of knowledge it is called
associationism. When it explains the nature of reality
saying that nothing can exist except what appear to
the senses, it is known as positivism. If it asserts
that the sensible alone can be known it merges with
phenomenalism. When it attempts to account for
the validity of our knowledge by an appeal to
sense-experience it is called empiricism. Francis
Bacon is the typical example of sensationalism. James
Mill of associationism, and Auguste Comte of
positivism. Immanuel Kant is a phenomenolist when
he says that we can never know the noumena behind
the phenomena, which alone we can cognize. Locke
and Hume are known as empiricists.

The main point :on which all the sensationalistg
agree is that all our convictions arise from sense-

experience, There is no source of knowledge higher

than the senses.
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Our convictions retain their sensile character even
when we deal with abstract objects. The sensationalists
are opposed to the theory of rationalism which hoids
that besides sense—perception, there is a non-sensory

source of knowledge called reason which reveals much
more than what sense— perceptlon does. The sensistic

theory is also at variance with innatism and
intuitionism and holds that the mind is originally an
absolute blank on which sense—impressions are as it

were recorded, without any action on the part of the
mind. Recurrences of similar events give rice to the

conception of laws which are merely statements of
experience gathered together by association. Strictly
speaking, there cannot be any causation according to
this theory. One thing may be observed to follow
another but cannot [be said to be the cause of the
other; for observations do not assert that latter is
caused by the former. The idea of necessary connection
between the two things is purely mental and
observations of empirical data take no part therein.

The fundamental objection to sensationalism is
that it fails to give an adequate explanation of
experience. We have experience not only of individual
concrete obj=cts but also of concepts which eare
abstract. Again the sensationalisu theory that mental
activity consists in mere receptivity of sense-
impressions cannot, be vouchsafed to be consonant
with experience, since we know for certain that in
forming a coherent body of knowledge out of
Individual sense-impressions which are momentary,
there is a mental activity which is quite distinct from
mere receptivity. Further 1t may be pointed out that
sensationalism on account of its mechanical view of

knowledge fails to impress us as a system worthy of
doptlon
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3. Innatism

Innatism is the theory which holds that we are
ushered into the world with pre—formed convictions.
According to this view, the process of learning by
which we come across new truths and beliefs is not
one of accretion but one of explicitation. Whatever
is implicit in the mind becomes explicit by this
process. Plato and Leibniz are good examples of
innatism. With Plato “Our birth was but a sleep
and a forgetting of the ideas we had in a former
period of our existence.” Leibniz took to this doctrine
of innatism as he with his theory of windowless
movrads, was vnable to concede that the world could
act on the mind and arouse representations of itself
therein.

The theory of innatism is charged by the modern
European thinkers that it is an unecessary and
gratuitous assumption on the ground that it has no
empirical basis. No proof can be adduced, they say,
that we have ready—made :concepts at our birth.
According to them, the joint functioning of the senses
and the intellect can suffice to account for all
knowledge. It we can have a really scientific view of
things. we can see that the objections raised by the
modern thinkers against innatism are nobt sound. If
knowledge is not assumed to be inhering in the mind
as a quality or activity which gets manifested under
appropriate conditions, we have to adopt the position
that it is produced anew out of nothing. This is
against science which upholds the theory of
conservation of things. Instead of getting trapped.
into a pitfall of unscientific attitude is it not safe to
take up the attitude of innatism and get over the
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difficulty? It may be really safe to do so. But
this might land wus into another difficulty more
insurmountable than the former. If knowledge consists
“in the manifestation of the known only, then there
will be no new knowledge. This difficulty is got over
by the Siddhaatin, who is the Asiatic counterpart of
the Buaropean innatist by postulating that the newness
of a knowledge coasists in the newness of manifestation

or explicitation of what was implicit in the mind or

the soul. According to the Siddhantin each soul is
characterized by the qualities of knowledge of objects
both concerete and abstract which are all Implicit in the
soul from enternity. In the act of knowing a thing
concrete or abstract, what was implicit in the soul as a
quality becomes explicit, The Siddhantin is, however,
at variance with Plato who opines that *‘Oar birth
was but a sleep and a forgetting of the ideas we had in
the past”. He feels that Plato herein confuses
recollection with kaowing. Thus the theory of innatism
with the particular interpretation which the Siddhaatin
gives, m1y be expected to appeal to the future
generation of philosophers both Western and Hastern.

4. Intuitionism

The word intuitionism has no fixed connotation in
European philosophy. All philosophers are agreed
that it i1s a kind of direct or immediate apprehension
and that it excludes inference and discursive reasoning
which are all indirect. Some such as Berkeley would
restrict the use of the term to sense—intuition only,
thereby making it equivalent to perception. Some
such as Descartes would include under intuition both
sense—intuition and thought—intuition. There are
others such as Plotinus and St. Theresa who have

1

nonatind
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taken the stand-point of intuitionism as regards the
knowledge of God. Spinoza who holds the view that
knowledge is a continum which could be considered as
constituted of the three stages—the empirical, the
scientific and the intuitional—gives the highest place
to intuitive knowledge as it gives an immediate insight
into reality. According to him empirical knowledge is
the lowest stage of knowledge and does not go beyond
sense—perception of particulars. The next stage is
scientific knowledge, which is no longer confined to
particulars but comprises the laws connecting them.
The Lighest stage is intuitive knowledge of the whole
universe as one inter—connected self-dependent system.
This stage of konowledge though higher than both
empirical and scientific knowledges. grows out of them
and is their culmination point. Bergson too asserts
that the knowledge of the universe obtained through
intuition is far superior to that got at through the
intellect. According to him the intellect by its very
constitution is unsuited to comprehend reality as a
whole. It can at its very best isolate parts of reality
and know thom. As a knowledge of individual parts
does not constitute a comprehension of reality as a
whole. the intellect may be said to distort or falsify
reality. Further it misrepresents reality which is
dynamic as static .and motion which is a continuous
flow as s succession of points. It gives a false picture
of reality which is a constant flow by reading in it the
notions of cause and substance. Reality is neither
cause nor substance. Thus the intellect can in no way
give us an adequate knowledge of reality. Therefore
Bergson argues against the use of the intellect for
understandig reality and urges that intuition alone
can give us a true knowledge of reality.
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The chief objection that can be raised by the
Saiva Siddhantin againss intuitionism is that it is not
an infallible source of knowledge. It may not be quite
liable to error in practical life. But in the case of
philosophical questions it can never claim to be a sure
guide to truth. If it could claim so, we would not
have contrary opinions on the same questions by the
different philosophers who all claim intuition as the
source of their opinions. But we have not only
contrary but contradictery opinions as well. So
intuition can never be accepted as a source of truth
unless it can stand successfully the tests of inteliectual
scrutiny. Again Bergson’s disparagement of the
validity of intellectual thought undermines his very
system of philosophy. If the intellect is not
trustworthy. how can Bergson’s philosophy which is a
product of the intellect be true?

S. Pragmatism

Pragmatism is not a definitely articulated system
of philosophy. Rather it is a philosophic attitude
which arose partly as a protest against intellectual
speculations of some schools of modern philosophy. The
pragmatists hold the view that the traditional
epistemology must be revised in the light of modern
researches in the fields of psychology and biology.
With them knowledge is the experience of a mental
being which reacts to its environment. The mind
with 1ts experience can control and ‘dominate its
-environment. They opine that all truths are human
and relative. There is no such thing as absolute
truth. The test of a truth is determined by the
value of its practical consequences. What tallies with
the purpose thai demanded it is true and what
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thwarts that purpose is false. C. S Pierce and William
James are the chief exponents of pragmatism.
John Dewey's philosophy of instrumentalism too
has a pragmatic trend. According to him, knowledge
is an instrument to be used essentially in the
control and -domination of our environment. F.C.S.
Schiller as well follows the pragmatic lines of thought
in his philosopby of humanism. He asserts that
it is our interests that govern our convictions.
We do not sense objects other than what are
conductive to our welfare. As our knowledge of the
world is arrived at through the medium of our
human interests, our world is ‘humanized’ - as it
were. In spite of minor divergences all the
pragmatists are of opinion that knowledge is not
an end in itself It exists because it is useful to
man leading him to practical results. :

- The pragmatists fare ill in their doctrine of
knowledge as it cannot stand criticism. Knowledge
is not a mere means to an end. It can be an
end in itself. It is not wholly practical. It is
contemplative ‘as well. For it cannot be denied
that we have positive enjoyment that enriches our
Jives in . contemplative thinking. The pragmatists
fare no better in their view of truth. What 1is
held as truth-today will, according to them, .turn
out to be untruth tomorrow in the light of further
researches. Thus truths will be continually made
and remade. There will be no end to such fleeting
truths. The pragmatists would do better if only
they had an idea of an absolute truth, which the
Siddhantin has. In insisting upon the teleological
‘character of experience the pragmatists deserve
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applause from the Siddhantin. But what the
Siddhantin cannot tolerate in the school of pragmatism
i8 its narrow view of teleology.

6 Realism

Realism in ancient philosophy stands for the
scholastic doctrine that universals are more real than
individual things. In this sense it is opposed to
nominalism which denies the existence of universals
beyond the individuals which make up them. For
the extreme nominalists of the type of Roscellinus,
the universal is nothing but a name that can be
applied to 2 number of individual things. The
Saiva Siddhantin is no realist in this sense. He
is no nominalist either. For him the universal
or class is as real as the individuals which constitute
the class and is non-different from them. The
class—name according to him stands for the essential
attributes and the individual name for both the
essential and accidental attributes. An object is
really constituted of attributes, which are as material
as the object itself and not as science would have
it, immaterial imponderable appendages of the
object. The attributes collectively viwed go as the
object, individually viewed remain as attributes,
Coming down to modern philosophy we find that
the word realism is applied to the doctrine that
there exists a reality independent of the thinking
mind. In this sense realism is oppsed to idealism
which affirms that everything known is mental and
denies that anything exists which is not experienced
by some mind. The Saiva Siddhantin is a realist
oppossd to idealism both subjective and objective,
Strict subjective idealism asserts that reality is
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mental and is not different from the thinker’s own
consciousness. Even other thinkers are objects of
his thought and have no existence apart from
his consciousness. If what are known exist only
in the oonsciousness of the thinker, it follows that
the thinker can know only the contents of his own
consciousness. This is pure solipsism. No men
of thought would subscribe to this view, the least
among them being the Siddhantin. The less logical
forms of subjective idealism merely deny the existence
of a physical world outside the consciousness.
The Saiva Siddhantin feels that subjective idealism in
any from is dogmatic in character and is inadequte to
explain the facts of experience. Objective idealism is
the doctrine that asserts that reality is consciousness
itself without giving an indication as to who possesses
this consciousness. According to the objective idealists
the world we know is one and we are its parts. The
Saiva Siddhantin sees in objective idealism a mere
compromise between realism and subjective idealism,
which are doctrines opposed to each other.

Even in realism itself many different forms have
sprung up in recent times. We have to classify them
and assign a suitable position to the Saiva Siddhantin.
The classification is not easy and rendered more
difficult on account of the various views of knowledge
entertained. However all of them may be grouped
under the two types, namely—presentative realism
and representative realism. ‘Of these presentative
realism is the doctrine that the knower has a direct
apprehension of the object known, which 1s
independent of the thinking mind. Representative
realism is the view that knowledge is an indirect
apprehension of reality by means of concepts which
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are but signs or symbols of reality. This is a copy
view of knowledge championed by Locke. The chief
exponents of presentative realism are Reid and
Hamilton. According §to these thinkers knowledge is a
perception of an extra-mental reality conditioned by
the interaction of the knower and the known.
Bertrand Russell and G. E. Moore adopted this
attitude of presentative realism even to objects other
than those of sense—perception. According to them
we can have immediate apprehension of conceptual
objects, which are independent of the thinking mind.
A similar view is held by the American New Realists.
These thinkers have adopted a form of presentative
realism, while the Critical Realists a form of
representative realism.

The Saive Siddhantin is ® presentative realist of
the type of Bertrand Russell. According to him we
can directly apprehend not only physical objects but
also conceptual objects. He cannot accept the copy
view of representative realism that a concept which is
the mental object can be a representative of a physical
object which is non—mental.
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Jada, 104, 138, 143, 355

Jagadisa, 294

Jains or Jainas, 101,
165, 166, 244

James, William, 76

Janya jhana, 91

Jati 116, 130 213. 253, 254,
257, 291, 293, 295, 821-323

Jati-visista-vyakti, 294

Jiva, 198, 306

Jivaka Cintamani, 56

Jivan-mukta, 38

Jiidna-'abhiva, 219

Jhana-diksa, 35

JAiana-karanas. 154

Jiiina kanda, 285, 287, 288

Jnana laksana sannikarsa,
352

Jhiana, 61, 82, 124, 154,
209, 353, 354, 355

Jhanamrta 58,

Jhdnaripa 287

Jfidna-sadhanas, 154

164,

Jhana-Saksi, 59 65, 68, 102,
106, 184, 185, 204, 206-
208, 241, 355

JHidna-samagris, 332

Jnanendriyas, 84, 205, 208,
210

Jnani, 208

Jiiipaka hetu, 158, 159

Jnapasakti, 272 276,281, 295

Jnatr, 61,124 . 129

Jiieya 61, 88, 124, 129, 142,
153

Johnson, 240

Jubdla upanishad 22

K

Kaivalya upanishad. 22

Kala.tattva, 208. 210

Kala-tattva, 151, 208 219

Kalaviyal, 11

Kalvttara Agama, 15

Kalpa 8, 20

Kamika Agama, 15

Kanada, 97. 98

Kant, Immanuel, 62, 359

Kantali, 10

Kapila 308, 319

Karaka hetu, 158. 159

Karaka sakti, 267, 269

Karana, 154, 156

Karana, 215, 269

Karana Agama, 15

Karanadosarahita, 150

Karana-karya-bhava, 109

Karanartpa, 58

Karma, 17, 18 35, 36, 92
132, 208, 350

Karmakanda 286, 288



Karpiyal, 11

Kartta, 59, 148, 165

Karya, 258, 269

Karyariipa 99

Katavul, 8 -

Katha upanishad, 3

Kausitaki upanishad, 2

Kena upanishad, 2

Kesava MiSra, 191

Kevala, 127, 196

Kevala pramana, 154, 155

Kevala Vyatireki anu.
mana, 264

Kiraina Agama, 15

Korravai 3, 9

Kotikkavi. 28, 41

Kriya, 286

Kriya-Sakti,
208, 353

Ksanika, 70

Kumara-Guru - Para Swami
57

Kumarila Bhatta, 101, 150,
152

Kural, 11, 12

Kurma purana, ,23

/

59, 65, 68

>

L

Laksana, 130, 228
Laksanaviyal, 32
Laksmi-jiana, 154
Lalita Agama, 151
Lankavatara Sitras, 340
Laukika Pratyaksa, 186
Laukika Vakyas, 144
Leibnitz, 358, 361
Linga, 36, 244

Linga Purana, 23

Locke, 71,
368

Lokayata, 19, 22, 32, 72

Lokayatas, 73, 168, 281

M

171, 358, 349,

Madafiga Agama, 17
Madhava, 144
Madhvites, 118, 183, 135
Madhyama Vak, 273
Madhyamikas, 32, 69, 70,
338, 340, 341
Mahabharata, 17
Maitreyani, 3
Maitreyani upanishad, 3
Makuta Agama, 15, 16
Mala, 386, 208
Manahparyaya, 186, 197
Manana, 124
Manas, 124, 125, 177, 207,
210
‘Manasa pratyaksa. 209, 207,
208
Manavacakam Katantar, 28
Mandikya upanishad. 3
Manikya Nandi, 163, 197
Mamkkavacakar, 29, 46, 82,

53
Mantra, 269-271, 277, 286
Mantra igama pramana, 286
288
Manvantara, 23
Marai Jhana Desikar,
914, 240, 249, 301
Marai Jidana Sambanthar
36
Marai-malai-atikal, 10, 13,
14

33,




Markandeya purana, 23

Maruts, 9

Matanujna, 329

Materialist, 43

Mati, 165, 196

Matsya purana 23

Maya 17, 18, 43. 72, 78, 110,
123, 127, 132,143,166, 202,
204, 219, 244, 245 354, 356

Miya, asuddhs, 17, 136,207,
272, 273, 281

Maya, Suddha, 17, 20, 136,
2000 =279 973" M6 - 281
291, 296

Maya vada, 33, 43. 136

Mayavadin, 43, 109, 110,
112194 = 1995186

Miyﬁl_l, 3) 4: 5;

Mey. 8

Meykanda Sastram, 27, 28

Meykanda Thevar, 27, 28,
31

Meyppattiyal, 11

Mill, James, 359

Mill, Johu Stuart, 228, 258

Mimansa, 85

Mimansakas, 153, 158, 193,
195, 234, 244, 265 290,
291, 293, 316, 318, 331,
333

Mitra, 2

Moksa, 198

Moore, G. E. 76, 171, 368

Mrgendra Agama, 18, 19,
26

Mukhabimba Agama, 15

Mukhya Laksana, 241, 243,

Mukhyartha, 284

Mukhya-vibhrama, 197

Mukti-nilai,
123, 127,
167, 430;
300, 356, 357

Maladhara, 273

Murari Misra, 333

Muttaiyapillai, T., 34

N

Naccinarkkiniyar, 3, 9, 10
Nada, 272, 276, 278, 280,
281. 2935, 296
Naiyayikas, 165, 70, 85, 88,
90, 92, 96, 122, 125, 168,
186, 191, 195, 213. 214,
218, 283, 254, 236, 265,
270, 272, 275, 276, 288,
289, 290, 291, 294, 306,
332, 337-339, 352, 353
Namacciviya Tambiran, 40
Naradiya purana, 23
Narayana, 24
Natarajah 30
Nayanars, 56, a7
Nencu-vitu-tGtu, 28, 42
Neo-Realists, 76
Nididhyasana, 124
Nikanda-vada 383
Nigamana, 234,
240, 325
Nigamantha maha Desika,
203
Nigrahasthana 302, 321
Nihilists, 69
Nimittakarana-vada, 45
Niralambanavadins, 77
Nirambavalakiyar, 83, 249

18, 84, 107,
129, 135, 140,
904, 211, 245,

238, 239,

Niranujojyanujoga, 330



Nirarthaka 324

Nirvikalpa 82, 83, 95, 107,
108, 111, 114, 120, 184.
187,205 209, 211 " 214;

282
Nistha, 288
Nisvdsa Agama, 15
Niyati, 208 219
Nominalism, 366
Nyasa, 286
Nyaya Bindu, 199
Nyaya PariSuddhi, 203
Nyaya Sitras, 145 189, 244,
Nyiina, 326

O
Observation, 214
P

Padma purana, 23

Paksa, 229-238, 243, 245,
246, 259, 260, 302-305,
309-312

Paksibhasa, 302, 303
Paksa -dharmata, 233, 243,
245, 259
Paksa-sapaksaikadesavrtti-
vipaksa-vyapaka 311
Paksa-sapaksa-vyapaka-
vipaksai—kadesa-vrtti
310
Paksa-trayaikadesa -vrtti
311
Paksa-traya-vyapaka-
anaikdnthika 309
Paksa-vipaksaikadesa-
viruddha 309

Paksa-vipaksaikadesa-vrtti-
sapasa-vyapaka, 312
Paksa-vipaksa-vyapaka-
sapaksaikadesa-vrtti, 310
Paksa-vipaksa—-vyapaka-
viruddha, 308
Paksa-vyapaka-sapaksa-
vipaksaikadesa vrtti, 310
Pilai nilam, 104 -
Pancakarani, 257
Pafcaksaras, 36, 42
Pafcaratra agamas, 14, 19
Pafncaratras, 14, 19, 33, 66
Pantipperumal Vrtti, 31
Papah, 219
Parakya agama, 18
Paraloka, 281
Paramarthika, 197
Paramarthika Pratyaksa,
197, 198
Paramesvara agama, 15
Parapaksa, 82
Paraprakasa. 334
Paratantra, 356
Paratastva-vada,
336
Parinama-vada, 33, 45
Pari$esa, 169, 264, 265
Paroksa, 196-198, 241, 242
Partha Sarathi MiSra, 193
Paryanuyojyapeksana, 339
Pasa-jhana, 127, 143, 187
168. 170, 204, 355
Pasa, 8, 18. 20, 22, 25, 32,
35. 81, 107, 132-136, 220,
983, 287, 288, 295
Pasinavada, 49
Pasanavada Saivas, 139

331, 335,
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107, 132-136, 220, 283
987, 295

Pasu jnana, 127, 128, 143
167
Pasupata, 19
Pasutva, 128
Pasyanti vak 273
Patala-loka, 281
Patafjalas 126
Pati: 8288253281~ 107
132-136, 220, 283, 287, 295
Patikam, 48
Pattison, Pringle, 368
Pauranikas, 169, 266, 301

Pauskara Agama, 17, 38
§655298 T428E 15D405158;
185, 186, 209 - 214, 241-

244, 352, 353
Payaniyal 32
Perarivu, 65
Perception, 145, 146, 150,
159, 171, 173, 178, 184
Perceptual, 214-218, 220-
225, 242, 252-255, 264
301, 303, 347, 348
Perceptual assarance, 177
Perceptual disposition, 177
Periyapuranam, 47
Perran Sampan, 387
Patta-nilai, 18, 67, 123, 140
143, 153, 167, 170, 204,
211, 245, 301, 3568, 357
Phala-parmana vadins, 150
Plato, 358, 361, 362
Parrippahrottai, 28, 40
Porulatikaram, 11
Poruliyal, 11

Prabhakaras, 33, 85, 90, 93,
130, 121, 148, 144, 153,
168, 194, 195, 214, 219,
297, 333, 339, 349

Pradhvamsabhava, 218, 219 .
" | Pragabhava, 218, 219

Pragmatism, 357, 364, 366

Pragmatist, 75, 365

Prakrt, 5

Prakrti, 164, 307

Pralaya, 8. 21

Pralayakalar, 132

Prama, 154, 155, 160-162,
195, 203 242

Prama karana,
160

144, 156,

Pramana, 124 133, 141-165,
168-170, 186, 196, 213,
244, 265, 273, 281, 283.

284, 288 289, 289, 336
Pramana caitanya, 201
Pramanya. 131, 151 152
Prama:adhakatama, 162
Pramasaksi, 163
Prama samagris, 146 147

Pramatr, 88, 134, 135, 137,
138, 141, 145-147, 154,
161, 166

Pramatr caitanya 201

Prameya, 124, 133, 133
141, 144, 147, 154, 161,
166

Prameya Sangraha, 234

Pramiti, 133 141, 144-147,
155, 166, 195

Prana, .141, 160, 210

Prana atmavadins,

Prapanea, 20

i Prasastapada 190, 191, 244

74
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Pratibhasiki bhranti, 199
Pratijna, 235, 237-239, 261-
265, 302, 325
Pratijiabhasa, 303
Pratijnahani, 321
Pratijiantara, 321
Pratijia-samnvyasa 322
Pratijia-virodha, 322
Pratisarga, 23
Pratyabhijna, 90, 148, 156,
158, 197
Pratyaksa, 140, 143, 154,
156, 168, 169, 196-200,
203-211, 214, 244, 245
263, 285, See also Percep-
tion
Pratyaksabhasa, 303
Presentationists, 70, 71
Presumption, 185
Price, H. H. 172, 175
Probandum, 194, 241-244,
255 :
Probans, 194, 241-244, 255
Prodgita Agama, 15
Proprium, 130
Prehvi, 284
Pukalentippulavar, 31

Puranas, 23, 24, 25
Purattinaiyiyal, 11
Purusa, 68, 69, 86, 162,
163, 207, 336
Pasan, 9
Q

Qualities, Primary, 176
Qualities, Secondary 176

R

Raga tattva, 207

Rajas, 215

Ramalinga Swamikal, o7
Ramanuja, 116-118, 344-346,
Rasa, 205, 206, 285
Rationalism, 358, 3359

Raurava Agama, 15, 18,
19, 26, 27, 31
Realism, 357, 366, 367

Realism, Critical 368
Realism, New 368
Realism, Representative,
367, 368

Realists, Critical 76
Realists, naive, 172, 179
Reid, 75, 368 :
Representationists, 70,71
Reproduction, 83
Revelation, 26, 358
Rigveda, 2, 4, 15

Roscellinus, 3866

Rsi. 286

Riipa, 116, 205, 206, 210,
285

Russel, Bertrand, 76, 171,
174, 175, 368

S

Sabda 205, 206, 242, 244,

945,985, 286, 291

Brahma Vada 33
prapafca, 20, 291
Sabda punarukta 327
Sabda samarthya, 286

Sabdikas, 117

Sabda
Sabda
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Sadhana, 154, 255, 288, 313,
317, 318

Sadhana vikala 313

Sadhanaviyal. 32

Sadhanavyatireki, 317

Sadharana Laksana, 130-134

- Sadhya, 229, 231. 238, 241,
243, 244, 246, 247, 248,
251, 255, 259-261, 303,
313, 314

Sadhya Vikala, 813

Saguna Brahman, 20

Sahaja Agama, 19

Sahaja hetu, 248

Saiva Agamas, 14, 25, 61

Saiva puranas, 23

Saiva Siddhanta, 1, 5, 6,
G 10996 935 255007,
32-34, 39-41, 60, 61, 63,
64, 66, 76, 77, 81, 83,
92, 1027°107, . 131, 167,
185, 213, 218, 258, 268,
21255302, 357

Saiva Siddhantin, 6, 15,
21, 82. 87, 108, 113, 115,
117. 130, 133-140, 147,
166, 173, 176, 177, 200-
206, 215-220, 245.247,
252-254, 257-259, 261, 262,
267-269, 281, 284, 29].
295, 299, 301, 305, 306,
320, 321, 331-338, 341,
345, 348, 350, 352, 354-
306, 362, 364-369

Saiva Vina Vitai, 57

Saivism, 24

Saiyoga, 109, 110

Sakala, 197

Sakalar, 132

Sakha Marga, 51

Saksatkariprama, 157

Sakta Agamas, 14

Sakti 183, 215, 248, 257,
269, 270, 273,:275, 27
282, 286, 296, 335

Saktiman, 257, 280

Saktism, 14

Samanya Laksana, 242

Samanya Laksana
Pratyaksa, 253, 254

Samavaya, 109, 110,
217, 288

Sama Veda, 15

Samaveta, 212

Samaveta Samsvaya, 213

212,

Samaya Kuravar, 29, 41,
49. 52, 53, 54 5

Sambanthar, 49

Sambhava, 169, 196, 264,

266
Samdigdhobhaya vikala, 314
Samdigdha-sadhana, 313
Samdigdha-sadhana—viyati-
reki, 250
Samdigdha—sadhya, 285
Samdigdha-sadhya-viyati-
reki, 289
Samdigdhasiddha, 281
Samdigdha-viSesyanasiddha
281
Samdigdha-viSesyasiddha,
281
Samdigdhaobhaya-vyati-
reki, 291
Samketa, 289
Sammugdha jhdna. 119
Samsaya, 81, 82, 94, 150
Samsara, 29, 161

-
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Samskara. 156, 203, 351
Samyag jhana, 157, 165
Samyoga, 211, 212, 288
Samgukta—samavaya, 212,
21
Samyukta.samaveta-
samavaya, 212, 213
Sangam, 6
Samkalpa, 95, 97
Sankara, 78, 79
SaEkarpanirﬁkaranam,
D
Sankhya Karika, 191
Sankhyas 33, 43, 68, 69,
85, 86, 101, 118, 137, 162,
15 e [Tts B s iR s
244, 291, 292, 306, 331,
332, 336
Sankhya Sttras, 192
Sankranta-vada, 45
Sankrantavadin, 137
Sanmarga, 52
Sautana Kuravar, 28
Sapaksa 230-233, 237, 238,
245, 260, 305, 309-312
Sapaksasatva, 233, 234
Sarga, 23
Sarvajhanottara Agama,
18, 19
Sarvokta Agama, 15
Sastras, 318
Sat, 56, 124, 126, 133-136.
140, 141, 170, 334, 339,
355
Satasat, 135 141
Satkaryavada, 66, 249, 336
Satkaryavadin, 249, 257
Satkhyati, 338, 344
Satputra marga, 48

28,

Sattva, 207, 215

Sautrantikas, 33, 70-72

Savikalpa, 82, 83,95, 96,
107-109, 111-113, 115, 116,
118-122, 158, 185, 187,
207, 209, 211,214

Savitr, 2

Scepticism, 116

Schiller, F.C.S-, 228, 363,
368

Schoolmen, 171

Schweitzer, Albert, 11

Sellers, F. W. 368

Sensationalism, 359, 360

Sense data, 171-174, 176-
180, 182-184

Sensibilia, 175, 180, 183

Sensing, 173, 174-176

Sensism, 171

Siddha Agama, 15

Siddhanta (final view) 160
See also Saiva Siddhantin

Siddhantin, 197

Siddhasena 165, 196, 197

Simplicitar 182, 183

Siva, 2-4, 10, 15-18, 20-23,
29, 30, 38.44, 53-57, 82-
85, 107, 123-129, 132, 134-
139, 143, 170, 211, 285,
287

Siva Bhoga, 44

Siva-darSana, 44

Sivadvaita Saivas or
Sivadvaitins 128, 135, 136

Sivagra Bhasya, 34

Sivagra yogi, 33, 34, 88, 96,
149, 151, 152, 158, 159,
185, 187, 188, .- 207 241

214, 233, 243,249, 287, 310
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Sivajiana Bhasya, 31, 32

Siva.nana Bodha® 27, 31

Sivajiana Bodha Cirrurai
31

Sivajidna Bsdham, 26-28,
31-33, 37,- 40

Sivajiiana, 44 125,
129, 140, 143, 170

Sivajidna Sidhiyar, 27, 28,
32, 84, 40, 132, 187, 210,
214. 240 283

Sivajiiana Yogi, 18-26 31-
34, 64-69, 70-73, 78, 88,
89, 93. 96. 102, 103, 105.
110, 114, 184-188, 206, 207,

128,

213, 241, 249, 231, 234,
239, 275, 279, 283, 286
290, 302, 348

Sivananda, 210 21T

Sivanubhava jidna, 83, 126,
129

Sivaprakisam, 28, 36, 37,
40

Sivaprakasanar, 29

Sivartipa, 44

Siva-sakti,
356

Sivasamavadains or
Sivasamavada Saivas 127.

131

Sivasankrantavadin, [37

Siva-svarupa, 287

Siva-vada, 45

Skanda, 4

Skanda Purina, 33

Skandhas, 72

Slater, Gilbert 10

Smarana 197

Smrti, 127, 203

138, 210, 219

Smrti kramosa, 349
Solipsism, 267
Sparsa, 205, 208
Sphota, 281
Spinoza, 363
Sravana, 124
Srinivasa, 203
Srotra 212, 213
Sruta, 196
Sruti, 117, 136,
284, 285, 301
Sthala, 128, 215, 218, 267,
273, 343
Sthila sarira, 92
Sthiila Vaikhari Vak, 273
Subramanya Desikar, 33,
34
Suddha kala, 209
Suddha maya, 17, 20, 136,
209, 272, 273, 276, 281,
291, 296
Suddha Saivas, 140
Suddha Siddhanta,
Sukha, 143
Sukhadi pratyaksa, 201
Siksma, 21, 111, 128, 215,
218, 219, 250, 336, 343
Stiksma Agama. 15
Siksma Deha, 74, 75
Sﬁ?sma Deha atmavadins,
4
Stiksma sarira, 67, 92
Siksma Vaikhari Vak 273
Sundaramurthy, or Sun-
darar, 51
Staya, 129, 136, 140
Stinyata, 341

137, 283,

19

|Supaksam, 33

Supra bheda agama 15, 16,
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Siirya, 5

Stta Samhita, 15
Svabhava-linga,
" 266

Svabhava hetu, 2956

169, 264,

Svalaksanas 114, 119, 835

Svarlipa laksana, 80, S8I,
123, 134, 135, 137, 181,
183, 354

Svariipasiddha, 305

Svatantra, 356

Svatastva vada 331, 332,

336

Svavedana Pratyaksa, 203,
208

Svayam Prakasa, 125, 334

Svayambhuva Aoama, 15,
19

Svetambaras, 196

Svetasvetara upanishad, 3
22, 26

Symbolism, 9

Syncretists or The
Syweretist  School,
191

190,

T
Tadatmya, 109, 110, 167,
180, 205, 214, 248, 254,

256, 257, 269,
Taittriya upanishad,

284
Tamas, 215
Tamil Vedas,
Taninilai, 8
Tanmatras, 205,
Tantra, 7, 15

280, 351
2)

47

208, 285

Tantra—agama—pramana,
286, 288

Tarka, 197

Tarka-vads, 321

Tarkikas, 144 147, 168, 240,

302
Tatstha Laksasa, 80, 81,
123, 135, 181, 354

Tatparya 300
Tatparyartha, 284
Tattva—darSana, 44
Tattva-natar, 28, 35, 43
Tattva-ripa, 44
Tattvas, 44, 207, 208
Tattva-suddhi, 44
Tattvarthadhigana Sitras,
196
Tayumanavar, 57
Tévaram, 46, 47, 53,
Teyu, 284
Third Sangam, 2
Tirujhana Sambanthar or
Sambanthar, 47-52
Tirukkalrrrupatiyar,
Tirukkovaiyar, a3

57

27, 30

Tirukkurul, 39
Tirumantram, 46, 54
Tirumdlar, 15, 16, 46, 94,

55

Tirumurai, 46, 47, 51, 55,
a7

Tirundvukkarasu or Appar,
46, 47, 50-52
Tiruppallantu, 46
Tirappukal &
Tiruttantakam, 51
Tiruvacakam, 46, 47, 52, 57
Tiravallavar; 11
Tiruvarutpaysn. 28, 38, 39
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Tiruvicaippa, 46
Tiruvilankam, M. 34, 37
Tiruvurtiyar, 27, 29, 30
Tissie, 94

Tolkappiyam, 8-11
Tolkappiyanar, 9
Triputi, 2

Triputi samvit, 332

U

Ubhaya-vikala, 314
Ubhaya—vyatireki, 318
Udaharana, 234, 235, 237,
240, 302, 312
Udaharana Ceyyul, 31
Umapati Sivacariyar,
36, 37, 38, 39, 40-46
Umasvati, 196, 198
Umaswami, 164

28’

Unmai neri vilakkam, 28,
43
Unmai vilakkam, 28, 35,

36
Unti, 29
Upadesa—agama—pramana,
287, 288
Upadhi, 273, 291 296, 355
U%st‘léﬁraka Laksana, 241,
Upalabdhi sadhanam, 144
Upamana, 168, 169, 198,
264
Upanaya, 234, 237, 240
Upanishads, 12, 13, 21, 99
Upasana Kanta, 285, 986
Usas, 2
Ustralagudanyaya, 73
Uyir, Sg &

Uyyavanta Teva nayanar,
27-30

Vv

Vacanabhasa, 303, 304

Vacaspati MiSra, 103, 163,
192

Vada, 227, 331

Vaibasikas, 33, 70-72

Vaikhari Vak, 273

Vaisesikas, 1. 65, 122, 168,
191, 262, 282, 288, 289

Vaisesika Sttras, 93, 96

Vaisnavism, 14, 24

Vak, 273

Vakya, 274

Vakya bhodah, 300

Vamana purana, 23

Vamsa, 23

Vamsamuecaritam, 23

Vana Durga, 3

Vannan, 4

Varaha Purana, 23
Varna, 272, 276, 280
Varuna or Varunan, 2-5
Vastu sakti, 286

Vatsyayana, 96-101, 145—
148, 189, 190, 244, 294

Vatu Agama, 15

Vayu 284

Vedas, 6, 16, 21 61

Veda-vakyartha-jfiana, 149

Ventan, 3-5

Verbal Testimony, 131, 154
169, 186, 191,
281-283, 3854

s

252, 267,



i

Vidya Tattva, 208
Vijaya Agama, 15
Vjnana, 77, 348
Vijiana Bkiksu. 163, 192
Vijianakalar, 132
Vijhaonavada, 77
Vijhanavadins, 348
Vikala, 197 :
Viksepa, 328
Vimala Agama, 19
Vina Venpa, 28, 39
Vipaksa, 230, 233,
238. 260, 305, 309
Vipaksa satva, 235
Viparitanvaya, 316
Viparita vyatireki. 220
Viparyaya 82, 83. 95, 96, 102
Vira Agama. 15
Viruddha, 304, 308
Visaya Caitanya. 201
Visaya-visayi-bhava, 77
Visesana, 306
Visesanasiddha, 306
Visesana—visesyata, 212
Visesyasiddha, 305
Visista, 129
Visistadvaitin, 101. 116-118
156, 157, 208, 204, 339
Visnu 4.9, 23
Visnu Purana, 23
Vivarta, 78
Vriti, 20
Vyabhicara, 322 ¢
Vyakti, 213, 214, 215, 253,
272, 28, 281, 291-294
Vyamala Agama, 15
Vyanjaka, 128, 140-144,
153, 166-170, 195, 198,
211, 301

934,

Vyapaks, 248, 287,

Vyapti, 84, 109, 243-255,
258-261, 261, 266, 287,
347

Vyapya, 135
Vyarthavisesyasiddha, 307
Vyarthavisesanasiddha, 308
Vysa, Veda, 24
Vyadhikaranasiddha, 305
Vyatireki anumana, 262
Vyavaharaka, 196
Vyavaharanuguna, 345

Vyavaharika Pratyaksa,
197

W
Weygandt, 94

Whitehead, 181
Wundt, 94

X

Yajur - Veda, 2, 15
Yathartha, 81, 82, 107, 153,
155, 345

Yatharthatva, 242
Yatindramata Dipika, 203
Yogacaras 77, 78, 118, 839
348, 349

Yogaja Agama, 15

Yogi jhana, 154

Yogi - pratyaksa. 205, 208,
310

Yogyata, 299, 300




LIST OF PROMINENT

ERRORS AND CORRECTIONS

Page. Line. Error. Correction.
18 21 aspeccts aspects
27 phenomanal phenominal
24 9 depositraies depositaries
26 10 suambhuva svayambhuva
27 4 Bdham Bodham
20 treatiese - treatises
29 4 bnlky bulky
11 redeen redeem
19 massage message
32 27 pillar-stone the  pillar-stone of the
33 8 cammentary commentary
29 siddhatin siddhantin
35 20 against, His against his
36 8 question questions
37 28 apperars appears
38 10 to bettr to be better
39 10 also sense also a sense
22 Seddhaa Siddhanta
26 gurce; who guru, who
41 3 both and both pain and
49 2 harted hatred
a0 24 poems poems,
5l 11 his His
52 25 appers appears
53 24 more mere
54 1 akappourl akapporul
GF) 15 vsrse verse
56 5 indirtetly indirectly



il

Page. Line. Error. Correction.
58 7 Sivadha- Sivadhar-
smottara mottara
18 is high time it is high time
58 27 due the due to the
59 1 affective of affective faculties of
16 semething something
; 17 cit—Srkti cit—Sakti
60 3 volitional; volitional,
61 25 known knows
64 .28 paychie psychic
31 evtend extend
66 11 cardina cardinal
19 propuce produce
68 3 inactiv inactive
69 20 soulution solution
73 27 expression expressions
29 philosophle philosophic
31 ustralagudanyay ustralagudanyaya
74 20 as of
30 of to
79 2 Braman Brahman
20 knewledge knowledge
29 substrate substrate
Is If \
81 16 thougt thought
20 jhanu - jhana
84 26 new now
29 not all not for all
85 13 avinabhiv avinabhiva
23 sence sense
86 3 nct act
8 consclonsness consciousness



iii

Page. Line. Error. Correction.

11 apperance appearance
13 unexplaine unexplained
87 4 Saiva The saiva
14 non-defferent non-different
88 2 insrinsie intrinsic
6 of nature of the nature
22 arses arises
-25 casses cases
89 6 momery memory
: 7 sixajiidna sivajiana
12 syllogitic syllogistic
30 nec no
31 regcarding regarding
90 4 nct not
] Prabhakars Prabhakaras
19 - 1hem them
20 ealse false
22 reonition recognition
31 vaild valid
91 15 mrmory memory
17 ezperience experience
21 produc(ng producing
26 presentative  presentative
Character
92 9 ar or
22 defecture defective
93 9 wrongeess wrongness
94 2 hts has
29 deterusned determined
95 2 a evaluate to evaluate
21 accsrding according

32 dos ordos not does or does not



v

Page. Line. Error. Correction.
96 7 howerver however
10 It it It is
16 fal seperce- false perceptions
ptions
20 objet object
20 yngi yogi
98 2 Kanada Kanadag
100 7 disjuuctien disjunction
18 cegnition cognition
25 either either
102 28 appaehended apprehended
103 14 peeception perception
21 obscurce obscures
104 2 eertain certain
106 8 lurkinig lurking
108 7 objects of objects is of
109 30 tadatmy tadatmya
110 9 effcct effect
111 o rlse else
14 cegnition coguition
17 nirvi alpa nirvikalpa
rops rope
26 eommon common
AH) 26 reason reasoning
113 5 bo be
114 10 svalaksans svalaksanas
115 1 verbaiised verbalised
2 from form
» 6 cssentially essentially
116 i aecept accept
117 5 jaiina jhana



v

Page. Line. Error. Correction.
119 8 tne the
14 charactar character
20 nirvikalya nirvikalpa
2 thre there
120 6 jiidnas jliana
8 presentep presented
121 8 therc there
29 other other
122 2 jiane jhiana
4 relating relation
20 whsch - which
27 VaiSesigas VaiSesikas
123 17 objeot object
124 11 iimited limited
18 docs does
24 whieh which
125 19 Barhman Brahman
be be
128 23 gunni gunin
27 estabiishes establishes
130 7 laksvna laksana
9 othee other
25 baasts beasts
28 deuied denied
131 1 beosts beasts
134 1 pramitr pramatr
5 Pramat and Pramatr and
Prameyar Prameya
135 3 ag as
11 0s of
137 8 rclational relational
20 intellinence intelligence



vi

Page. Line. Error. Correction.
139 6 Vikare Vikara
15 illnmined illumined
141 18 annithilation  annihilation
142 6 knewledge knowledge
20 premeyas prameyas
143 7 prducing an evolute
21 conceptien conception
30 vpanjaka vyaijaka
143 31 nnmanifest unmanifest
144 5) Vyaya nyaya
11 upaskare upaskara
21 instrumont Instrument
27 thers is there is agreement
agrcements
147 10 beieves believes
148 3 perception perception
155 18 terma terms
168 18 tt to
19 admio admit
171 ) sayiug saying
174 12 kuow know
179 20 microscopie macroscopic
25 = o
186 33 in 18
187 8 saye says
26 an escaps to be an escape
190 26 he the
191 19. gnowledge knowledge
31 Saankhya Sankhya
199 11,16  partyaksa pratyaksa
200 4 fo to



vii

Page. Line. Error. Correction.
207 15 pratyksa pratyaksa
208 16 psychosies psychosis
210 19 paatyaksa pratyaksa
213 17 (individuality) (individual)
214 15 observatian observation
218 2 condized cognized
23 anyonva-'bhava anyonya-'bhava
220 12 genearlly generally
226 17 niinor minor, the major
231" 12 eharector character
24 the fire fiery as it is smoky,
the sidhya is the
fire
233 19 is it
234 19 the hetu in the hetu
235 8 astrue as true
238 1 pakssa paksa
239 14 hill hill is
242 29 specfic specific
31 yathartihatva yatharthatva
244 15 gangasa gangesa
245 14 ampirical empirical
247 2 is 18 a
249 28 maraijnda maraijiana
253 8 it to
958 =1 cacse cause
260 21 preceds precedes
263 2 vyatirekanumaan vyatirekanumana
264 8 Bhatts Bhattas
979 95 fiind find
980 4 where where there



viil

Page. Line. Error. Correction.
297 16 moanings meanings
316 21 heteroogue heterologue
323 4 than then

336 18 inavlidity invalidity
337 6 eatriasie ecstinsic to

Page 80, line 29, after ‘house’ insert ‘may be
given to the enquirer to distinguish the house of
his friend from all other houses’

Page 81, line 8, ofter ‘with’ ‘insert’ the svariipa
laksana and with the tatastha laksana of’

Page 92, line 10, replace of subjects of such
cognitions will be untrue’ by ‘such cognitions may
be. If on the other hand the grip is strong the
cognitions will be untrue’.



