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A PROBLEM CONCERNING NYAYA THEORY OF
NIRVIKALPAKA PRATYAKSA

1

¢ There is no substitute for this thing ’ this type of usage is
very common in language of advertisement of an object. From
this it is understood that the necessity of this particular object can-
not be met by some other objects. That is, there are some essential
features (of this object) that are not common in others. The term
¢ essential * implies its inherent uncommon properties which can
be expressed as © essence ", If theérs is any opportunity to express
the salient features of an object by language etc., it is Savikalpaka
(or determinate). There are two types of awareness ! the perce-
ptual awareness being purely private cannot be communicated
to others and perceptual awareness though' not wholly manife-
sted to us cannot be denied totally. In other words, there is an
awarcness, which is not capaole of being expressed with the help
of any word. Such a type of knowledge is technically 'known as
Avyapadesys. Though there is an awareness yet it cannot be
expressed in as much as the nature of it is not wholly manife-
sted to one. If it is asked the reason for it, the answer is that
there is no substitute ( Vikalpa ), The *concept’ (in the sense
of mental construction ) of an object becomes a substitute for
expressing it. The mental constructions that are borne by ‘ pure
object * are called concepts. Namés, “colours, universals etc, are
borne by an object and, hence, they are called ‘ concepts’
( Dh@ran@ )- The ‘ pure objeet’ is called substratum ( gdh@ra )
while the ‘ concepts * are called superstrata ( Gdheya ). The con-
cepts serve as substitutes for expressing that ‘ pure object *. The
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knowledge having substitute is calied  Savikalpaka while the
knowledge bearing no substitute is called Nirvikalpaka. The
Naiyayikas accept such type of Niryikalpaka Pratyaksa. The
present paper deals with a problem arising out of the Pr@amanya
of such type of perception and its probable solution that could
have been forwarded from the, Nysaya point of view.

I

The Naiyayikuas accept the theory of extrinsic truth ( Paratal
Pramanya ) of knowledge According to them, the truth of our
knowledge is determined through the successful inclination
( Saphala Savivadipravt tti janakatva ) of the knowledge. 1f our
knowledge leads us to the successful inclination, it is to be taken
as acceptable. There, the argument that is involved can be expressed
as follows : “ The perceptual cognition is acceptable if it leads us
to the successful inclination ( Praiyaks@Gnubhit tih Pram@ Saphal-
pravy ttijanakatvat ),’ The knowledge of water would be taken
as tenable if it really quenches our thirst. In the like manner,
the untenability of our knowledge is determined by the unsuccess-
ful inclination of the same (asuphala Visariwa@dipravy ttijanakatvat).
If the knowledge of water does not quench our thirst, it is taken
to be untenable. In this way, the truth of each and every know-
ledge is determined.

Now the problem is how the Pra@manya {tenability or truth )
of Nirvikalpaka knowledge can be determined. It is true that
inderterminate knowledge is a kind of sensation having no name,
universal etc., and hence, there is no relation between qualifier
and qualificand. These is no means through which the tenability
of such type of knowledge can be dctermined as the two criteris,
viz, Saphalapravrttijanakatva and  Visamv@dipvavy ttijanakatva of
determining Pr@md@nya are not appliceble here. The knowledge
which does not cognise the characteristic features of an object is
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empty and hence the search for its empirical necessity or other-
wise does not arise at all.

It may be argued how an object can exist without being
endowed with its characteristic features. What is the proof for
the existence of such a type of object? In reply it can be said
that as indeterminate knowledge is a knowledge, it must have
some object, since there is no knowledge which does not have an
object (a|-‘f§ayuka). As it is said that indeterminate knowledge
is knowledge, it is already accepted that it has some object.
According to some Nuiyayikas, the object of knowledge is three-
fold : Prakarata, Visayat@ and Samsargald. In the case of
Nirvikalpakajiidgna (indeterminate knowledge) there is a special
type of Visayatd called Turiyavigsayard (i e., fourth Visavatd)
which is inexplicable in nature.” Hence a problem arises how the
extrinsic truth oi’ the object can be determined. Keeping this
problem in view perhaps, Visvanatha does not admit the perce-
ptuality of the indeterminate knowledge. The perceptuality of an
object having no relation with qualiticand and qualifier is, as
observed by Visvanitha, not possible at all.®

If it is argued that the indeterminate perception may be taken
as self-evidently true ( Svatah Pramana ) just as the truth of the
truth of the injunctions like * Svargak@mo yajeta’ (i.e., one
should perform sacrifice as a means to attain heaven) are taken
as self—evidently true, it would go against the Nafya‘yika_g’ posi-
tion since they do not believe in this type of truth. Naiy@yikas
have accepted the existence of the indeterminate perception, but
they have not given any solution of the problem which lies in
determinate perception.

In

One solution of this problem 1 think, can be given from the
Nydya stand point if all of their views are critically reviewed.
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They have pointed out that a man's ‘action is of three types.
When one forsakes some object, it is due to one’s desire of reje-
ction ¢ Hanabuddhi ). In the case of the acceptance of something,
it is the result of his desire of acceptance (up@danabuddhi) - ‘An
action existing between accepltance and rejection comes into
being due to the result of the desirc of being indiflerent
( upc,g»:g@budd};f)“. Let us try to spell it out. The knowledge of
the conduciveness of an object {i:g;a_ya'd/-;am;ajﬁmm) generates
the desire of acceptance. The knowledge in the form ‘The orange
is good for health ” is known as thc knowledge of the conducive-
ness of the desired object. 1f the attainment of good health
is desired, the observqtion of an orange will give rise to the
knowledge in the form : < This is conducive to its being desired’
( idar madf:g_[,a_ga_dhanam). So the knowledge of the conduciveness
of being desired gives rise to the knowledge of acceptance from
which eflort comes into being. That which “does not seem to be
conducive to my being desired is rejected. This rejection occurs
due to the desire for the same. -

The above view is put torth by the traditional Nyayﬁ philo-
sophers. In the case of acceptance and rejection 1 accept their
view. So far as upeksa-buddhi is concerned, I beg to differ from
them. An object, | think, is cither accepted or rgjected but there
is no scope for being 'indifferent. The indifferent state of mind
which is claimed as upeks@buddhi would fall under the category
of rejection. That is to say, ‘being indifferent’ is also a kind of
rejection in as. much as this phenomenon also depends on the
knowledge ol ‘the non-conducivenss of the object. In favour of
this argument the following form of Tarka (Reductio-ad-absu-
rdum) may be put forward : "If it would have been conducive to
us, it would be accepted. As it seems to us to be non-conducive,
it may be' ignored, which is' also a kind of rejection.
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That in the casc of ypeksabuddhi there is a sense of rejection
is evidenced by the fact that a snake is rejected due to having
the sense of Anistas@dhana (i.e., which is capable of doing harm).
It may be argued that Anistas@dhanat @jiana is ol two types:
the knowledge of an object. which is capale of doing harm and
the knowledge of the zbsence of the usefulness of an object. In
the case of the former, the Nuiy@yikas have accepted the know-
ledge of H@na (rejection) but in the latter case there is upeksa-
buddhi as the object does not serve our purpose nor does it any
harm to us.

The above—mentioned notion of upeks@buddhi, 1 think, is aot
at all upeksd in as much as it is in our awareness that the ob-
ject does not serve our purpose and hence it ‘may be ignored.
This ignorance (in the sense of indifference) is not at all upeks@
in the true sense of the term. but it is also rejection as it 'is
done keeping the knowledge of the absense of ils conduciveness
in view. upeks@, in the true sense of the term, is possible in the
case of an objcct il there is absolute negation of the sense of
conduciveness or non-conduciveness. If an individual be in-
different towards an object as it does not suit him, it is a rejec-
tion (which is put in the name of upeks@). The real upeksa
emerges when we have no consideration of such isfa or anista
which is determined in terms of our attachment. To a seer the
whole world is not at all the object of attachment and = hence he
becomes indifferent. Moreover, an object is not manifested as
such to a seer, but it is manifested as the Divine. The true
nature of the object is beyond his awarencss as his mind is
connected (yukta) with the Divine on account of which the in-
different state is possible. This indifferent attitude is #peks@ in
the true sense of the term in as much as this state does not
arise out of the sense of Laukika istas@dhana (conducive to the
desire for an ordinary object.)
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From the above discussion it is concluded that there is no
scope for upeks@buddhi without having the knowledge of the
absence of istas@dhanat@. How did the Naiy@yikas insert it as
one of the three types of Buddhi ? What is the exact state of
mind when there is upeks@buddhi ? In response to this one
solution can be given in the following manner. It may be said
that when an object is not endowed with name, universal, defini-
tion etc., there does not arise any question of accepting or
rejecting it. In this situation alone, upeksa@buddhi arises. The
acceptibility or rejectibility of a particular object is not deter-
mined due to the lack of its determinator i.e., knowledge of
conduciveness or otherwise which depends on the Savikalpaka
knowledge of it. At this stage upeks@budiihi comes into being.
This type of knowledge which is known as Avyapadesya or
Nirvikalpaka is the producer of upeksd buddhi.

Another argument may be forwarded in favour of the accepta-
bilily or tenability of erw'ka]paka pra{yaktga‘ The Naiyayikas
are of the opinion that an object, just after its coming into being
remains attributeless and actionless for a moment. If substance
(Dravya) and attribute (Guna) are produced simultaneously,
substance cannot be antecedent and hence, it cannot be inherent
cause ( Samav@vi Kdmg_w) of the attribute (Gnqe.a ). That is
why, attribute and action are accepted to be produced just after
a moment of the origination of prgvya. Let us see whether the
indifferent attitutde towards an object is possible for a moment.
It is true that an object may remain without attribute and
action. An object may be described as effect { K@rya) by virtne
of the fuct that it is produced. That which is K@rya must exist
in as much as on Nyaya view object is produced means the
prior-absence ( Pr@gabh@va) of it is lost and hence, it becomes
a counterpositive of its prior-ahsence (Prdgabhtivapraﬁyogi).
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So it is shown that an object exists, but due to its attributeless-
ness it does not come to our direct awareness and hence, it can-

not be rejected or accepted.

In this context it would not be irrclevant to point out that
each and every object is recognised through the impression of
the previous experience. In order to recognise an object at least
one moment is essential. In order to recognise a jar as such the
previous experience of it is to be recollected. The recollection
needs at least one moment and through this a jar is recognised
or known as such. During one moment the jar is not known as
such and hence, it remains indeterminate to us. As the object is
indeterminate only for this small period of time, the upeksdbuddhi
towards this object arises. Through the experience of upekgdbuddhi
the tenability of indeterminate perception can be determined and
this is the extrinsic way of determining its truth (Pararah pra
mﬁrnya). The form of the argument leading to it would be as
follows : ‘The indeterminate perceptual knowledge is tenable as
it can produce the indifferent knowledge towards it’ ( Nirvikal-
pakapratyaks@nubhit tik pramd@ upeksabuddhijanakatva t). Here the
Sadhya i.c., the acceptability of indeterminate perceptual know-
ledge is inferred on the strength of the Hegy i.c., being the pro-
ducer of upkes@buddhi (Upeksa@buddhijanakatva).
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NOTES

1. Siddhintamuktiivali on verse No, 133,

2. % Nanu trividhii ceha ,:n‘rnav:~amtmpmkuf‘Iffwse‘éym??’\ammrga!ubhedm
Tatra jhdnamitrasya svavisavakatvenanirvikalpakepi kicid visayati-
peksiteticet.  Turivavisayatiiyd eva tatriibhvupagamiit *°.  Siddhanta-
muktavali, ( Edited by Pr. Pancanan Bhattacharya), p. "80 !

3. * Tathii ca prathamatoe rhatagharatvayorvaisistyinavagiihyeva jiinai
Jivate tadeva nirvikalpakai. Tacca na pratyaksain, Tathii  hi vais-
istyitnavagihijidnasya prafyvaksam na bhavati, Siddhanatamuktavali on
Verse No, 58,

4, “ Yada jadnam tadi hitnopadiinopeksiihuddhavak phm‘mn
Vittsvii vanabhiisva on vyilyasutras 1.1.3.

5. ¢ Dravvasva gunakviyi samaviyvikiragatyviit gunakriviiyorutpattelh prr‘ik
rarsartvaiv. Ata evorpannam drayyan ksanamagunam 1is1hquivi niy amalh’™”
Siddhantamuktavali on Verse No. 14,
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