H-y

131

CHAPTER IV

EPISTEMOLOGICAL VIEWS

This chapter embodies Anandabodha's epistemological
views, in two sections. In the first section, topics, viz.,
empirical validity of means of knowledge (éramggas).
validity of the vedic scripture in obtaining the knowledge

of the Brahman, an established entity (siddha vastu), import

of the Upanigadic stétements, and Pravartaka (inducer or the
motivator); in the second, the problem of avidya, nature of

avidya, the theories of error have been discussed.

SECTION I

Emperical Validity of Pramdpas

In the Nyayamakaranda and Pramggamglﬁ Anandabodha like

his predecessors expounds Advaitic view that the Pramégas

(means of knowledge), viz., Pratyaksa (perception), anumana

(inference), upamana (anology), arthapatti (presumption) and

anupalabdhi or abh3va (negation) except the sruti or sabda

(scripture or valid verbal testimony) are false because they
form a part of this illusory empirical world. These asbove said

Pramapas including the perception (pratyaksa) which is
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considered to be the supreme important means of Eﬂ%wledge on
which other Pramagés depend for their val;dity, according to
Enandabodha, are products of indefinable and beginningless
avidya and eventually valid only in the limited sphere of the
phenomenal world in a restricted sense; These Pramagas based

on avidya possessing the limited empirical validity cannot

generate the highest knowledge of the trans-empirical reality

called Brahmen or Atman. Hence the scripture (8ruti or Veda)

is the only means of knowledge (pramapa) enabling a seeker
after the knowledge (mumuksu) of the Suﬁreme Reality called
Brahman not being originated'from the avidya and so not limited

te the false phenomenal world, (NM. p.l45; PM. p.16).

In the Pramapamala Anandabodha at some length explains

the reasons why the vedic scripture (&ruti pramana) is the

only valid means in comparision with the direct perception
(pratyaksa) etc. about the knowledge of the Brahman, the
Supreme Reality. He points out that the validity (Prﬁmapya):
of any means of knowledge (Pramapa) is determined by its
cognition of an object which is absolutely unsublated
(abadhita) by any other later cognition belonging to the

present, past and future times. But the Pramagas like

perception etc. apart from the scripture, are not capable
of generating the cognition of an absolutely unsublated
object (atyanta abadhita vigaya) either by themselves
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(svatah) or Paratah (depending on other dbjects):QQThough

perception and other Pramﬁgas are self-valid in connection
with their origination (utpatti) and cognition (jRapti)
nevertheless these are not valid means for the knowledge of
the absolute reality, Brahman, It is because without proving

the Brahman which is totally beyond sublation (atyantabadha)

a Praméga cannot prove its validity. (sva samvedana paksepi

svarthasyatyantikambadha managamya ta katham tadupahitamarye

datmanah Pramapya madhyavaset (PM. p.12), Moreover, absolute

nonsublation of an worldly object cannot be grasped by the
limited direct perception (Pratyakga) because the sublation

(badha) which might occur in the future cannot be the object

of the’present perception (k§1§gtarabﬁévino‘bédhasyedanimayogya

tvenanupalamba sambhabat , NM. p.12) . And in case of a

series of direct perceptions succeeding ones cannot prove the
validity of preceeding ones as the latter contain the same
potency as the former and aultimately fail in generating the
cognition of the Supreme Reality, Brahman., As the direct
perception (pratyakga) is mot capable of giving the knowledge
of the Reality, other'Praminas such as anumana (inference)
etc, cannot also be authoritative means of knowing the Suﬁreme

Reality because all of them depend on the perception and
without Perception they cannot function independently (yada

tu Pratyaksasya eva etadrsigatistada kaivakatha tadgocaravya-

ptyupajivino varaksyanumanadeh (PM. p.12). ZAnandabodha further
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points out that the validity of perception and other Pramanas

cannot be ascertained by Paratal (depending on other object)

also as it will lead to the obvious fault of anavasthd
(infinite regress) because the validity of the first percep-
tion will depend on the second, and the second om the third
and so on and thus the cycle would not come to an end,
Anandabodha proves that the validity of perception and other
pramapas neither by svatah (independently) nor by parathh

(depending on other objects) cannot generate the supreme
intuition ef the transcendental reality called Brahman or

Ztman.

To preove the validity of the scripture (érutipramﬁga)

regarding the brahmejhana Anandabodha maintains that the

objects (XE§323) of the Vedic scriptufe are beyond the
limits of time, i.e, past, present and future and therefore
the scripture can generate the cognition of the objects
which are unlike that of the perception etc. umsublated
(abadhita) by any succeeding sublating knewledge (PM. p.4).
The validity ef sriptural means as the only means of the

brahmajhana can be verified from the positive and negative

concomittance (anvyayavyatireka) as the Brahmen is knewn

from the Vedic scripture only and not by any other means,

as specified by the Upanisadic statement like satyam jhanam

anantam brahma'(Téit. Up. 2.1.1),




In the Pramﬁgamélﬁ Enandabedha refutes the.@gima facie

view which holds that the scripture (érutipramgna) belonging

to the phenomenal world cannot generate the knowledge of
the transcendemtal reality., Anandabodha maintains thét as
the unreal reflection (pratibimba) is considered as the
means for the proof of real original object (bimba)
similarly the vedic scripture though belonging to the
empirical world is capablg of illuminating the supreme ’
reality i.e, Brahman, To substantiate his view Anandabedha

quotes the antherity ef Badarayapa's Brahmasutra : sucakasca

hi'érutericasksate ca tadvidah (3.2.4) (the dream is

indicative of future events according to the '§;g§i,'those
wellversed in the science of dreams declare so). Safkara
comments this text that notwithstanding the illusory nature
ef dreams, they are indicative ef future events. The sight
of a woman in a dream is considered as a sign ef success in

the work undertaken. (Cha, Up. V.2.8; PM. p.16):

Yatha karmagu k§mye§u striyam svapﬁégu Pasyati/

éamgdhim tatra janiyat tasmin svapna nidarsane //

Just as‘a dream is suggestive of the good or bad events in
future;similarly the Sruti leads to the realisation of the
Brahman, It cannet be argued that the knowledge of the
reflection (pratibimba) is real amd that real knowledge
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serves as the source of knowledge of the real pr%?%—type
and not the unreal reflection itself. ZAnandabodha asks
whether the knowledge in general becomes the source, or

the knowledge that is limited by its object becomes the
source? Both the alternatives, accerding to Anandabodha,
are not temable, for in the first alternative any knowledge,
even of the jar, would be the cause of the knowledge of the
Proto-type (grltibimba) which really is not the case., In
the second eption, knowledge, limited by object is accepted
to be the source of the knowledge of proto-type (prdtibimba)
the unreal reflection which is also part of that original
bimba, Thus, according to Anandabodha false means like
Vedic scripture can become the source of the knowledge of
real entity called Brahman. Anandabedha explains this point

following another instance in his Nyayamakaramda in a clear

manner. He maintains that the nonsentient vewels alse

denote same real worldly objects. The momentary longness

(dirgha) or shortmess (harsva) of vowels which are superimposed-

on them become the cause of the knowledge of the real objects
as the word gégg clearly conveys the meaning of a serpent and
the word naga of a mountain. Im the same way the unreal
reflections or the Pramapas which are the products of avidya
can produce the real cognitions and those pognitions which
are in conformity with the obJects are valid and those which

are not, are invalid. To substantiate Enandabodha quotes

4
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from the Pramapavarttika of Dharmakirti as follows:-~

mani pradipa prabhayeh magibudhy;bhidh;vatag /

mithyajhéna videsepi vifegdrtha kriyém prati //

(NM, p.148; pv. II.58)

In the Nyayamakarande Anandabodha sets aside the prima

facie view which holds that the scripture is weaker than
perception (pratyaksa) when there arises any conflict
between the scripture and the perception (NM. p.149) and
that is why perception is the first and the strongeét of
all Pramigas. Enandabodha maintains that there is ne

conflict between the scripture (Sruti pramapa) and perception

(pratyakga). The scripture is not weaker than the perception
since the validity of the perception is only confined to the
realm of the phenemenal world. On the contrary, the scripture,
being able to give the knowledge of the tramsempirical objects
is different from the perception and other means of knowledge.
The scripture is authoratative and strongest of all Pramﬁgas
since it deals with the highest and faultless Reality, Brahman,

The indicatery marksl

, i.e. (upakrama (beginning), upasathara

1, Upakramepasatharabhyaso-purvata phalam /

arthavadopapatti ca lingam tatparya nirpaye //

Sharma, Hardutta, Brahmasutra Catuh sutri, p.98;
Radhakrishnan, S. Brahmasutra, Introductien.
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(conclusion), abhasya (repetition, apurvata (newness), phala

(result) and arthavada (Praise or censure and upapatti (logic)
indicate the import of the Vedanta texts as non-dual Brahman
which is real (sat) as it is not sublated (abhadhita). In

. s ees

the Chandogya Up; we see the upakrama when Uddalaka teaches

his son - sadeva saumyedamagra asit (6.2.9). Starting the

teaching of Brahman the father concludes (upasamharati) =

etadatmymidam sarvam (Cha. Up. 6-8-7-16), Tatvamasi repeated

nine times there which is abhasya. The apurvata lies in this
that Brahman who is devoid of form etc, is to be known only
by means of the Vedanta and by any well-established means of

knowledge like pratyakga etc. The phala of Brahmajhana is

laid down in tasya tavadeva ciram yavanna vimokge atha

sampatsye - The only delay in his becoming Brahman is due to
his body. As soon as the body is destroyed he will become

- - /
Brahman. The arthavada is illustrated in yenasrutam Srutam

bhavatl etc, - that by means of which even-unheard-of thing
is heard, is Brahman. Upapatti is illustrated in Yathaikena
a———————————— I

mrutpindena sarvam mranmayam vijfiatam bhavati, etc., This

Upapattl proves that Brahman is changeless and it is only the
Prakrti which is changing (Satvik§r§). On ;he contrary, the
objects of direct perception and other pramagas are sublated,

by the posterior real cognition, i.e. "this is not a serpent"



uttered by a trustworthy person (apta). Thus, the latter, i.e.
"this is not a snake, is stronger than the former i.e. "this
is a snake". To substantiate Enandabodha quotes the Jaiminji-

sutra i.e. Purva parve purvadurbalyam prakrtivat (JS.6.5.59;

NM. p.150). (Among the preceeding and succeeding causes, the
preceeding is the weaker, A&nandabodha also quotes Kumarila

Bhatta's Tantravartika (2.18; NM. p.151):

Purvatparabaliyatva tatranama Pratiyatam, /

anyonyanirapeksanam yatra janma dhIyam bhavet //

(Among the cognitions which are independent in respect of their
knowledge, the latter one is stronger than the former one.)

3

According to Enandabodha, the éruti or Egama is self-valid

(svagam siddha) and divine. Hence it does not depend on other

means of knowledge like direct perception etc., for the
origination (utpatti) and cognition (jhapti) of the objects and
therefore it is stronger than the perception, Moreover,

according to Anandabodha Vaidika wgamas are different from

the baudha-agamas as these latter are the human creations and

so are defective and prene to deception and to invaliditye.

But unlike these baudha-agamas the scripture i.e. Veda being

divine in nature is completely devoid of defects., But all
the statements of the scripture are not rélevant because those

statements which deal with action (kriya) and recommend same
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(karmak3nda) are meant for the ignorant ones who are eligible
to perform these rituals.2 But these injunctive sentences are
of no use to the persons who have realised the supreme Reazlity

Brahman as ennunciated in jhanakapda following the direct method

of the srvana (hearing), manama (meditation) and nididhyasana

(contemplation) and winning over the evils like anger, (Krodha)
desire (kama) and so on. Thus there is no opposition between
these two sentences as they are meant for two different types

of persons, i.e. atmavid and anatmavid.,

According to Znandabodha, the activify based on

mithyajhana (false knowledge) continues upto the realisation

of the Supreme Reality called Brahman as a person being
affected by the disease called bile (pitta) though very well
knows the sweetness of sugar experiences it as bitter and
therefore throws it away. In the same way, the persons very
well knowing the false nature of the Pramapas carry on their
worldly activities and realising the essentiél nature of the
reality by means of the Vedic scripture only set them aside

after realising the supreme nature of the Reality i.e. Brahman,

Import of the Upanigadic Statements *

7
Like his Predecessors Safikara, Suresvara and others

Znandabodha in his works, mainly in the Nyayamakaranda

2. BSSB l.l.4.5
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(p. 155-179) and Pram3pamal3 (p.17-19) makes an attempt in

expousing the Advaitic view i.e. the import of the Upanigadic

statements (Vedanta vakya or agamavakyas) as an established

éﬁtify (siddha or Parinispanna Vastu), which is the supreme

Reality called Brahman. In this connection Anandabodha puts
forth the Prima facie view of S3likan3tha (700-750 A.D.) as

expounded in his Prakaranapancika (p. 239-241), He argues

that the import of the Upanigadic statement can only be

action (karya or niyoga); but not any siddhavastu like

Brahman as the Upanigadic statements cannot have any safgati

(connection or relation) with the Siddhavastu like Brahman.
This view of églikanétha has been completely refuted by -
Enandabodha and he has established succintly the Advaita view

with sound logical reasonings.

S8likan3tha in his Prakaranapaficika adduces the

[

following arguments j=

The Upanigadic statements cannot denote a siddhavastu

(an established entity) like the Brahman since the sangati
(connection or relation) of the Upanisgadic statements with
reference to an estgblished entity (siddhavastu) is not
possible. People learn the meaning of words only by watching
the usage and activity of older people. When a set of words

is addressed by one persén t0o another - whereupon the latter
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person acts in a certain manner, it is clear tdvzﬁe obgerver
that the meaning of the words pronounced must have been in
the form of an injunction (vidhi) to do what the other perscn
has done in the case of words where such an interpretation

related to an activity is not possible, (sarvapuruganam

tavadvpdhavyavahire eva prathama Sabd3nZmvyutpattirangi-

karaniya, na khalu vyavaharamantarena siddharthanvakhyane

vyutpatti ravakalpyate (PP. p.240). Comprehension of the

meaning must depend upon something indirectly connected with
the terminations like imperative3 (1in) express the injunction
&irectly,4 while other words denote thingé related to that
injunction (vidhi) as the name of the act enjoined, the person
enjoined and se on. Thus, the direct denotation of the veda
must lie in the enjoining of something to be done (karya).

As laid down by Jaimini. viz. amnayasya kriyartha tvadanare

thakyamata darthanam (I.2.1), the purposeé of the veda lying

in the enjoining of actions, those parts of the veda which

do not serve that purpose are useless,

3. Vidhinimantrapamaptranadhigtasamprasna Parthanesu

lin. Asta, 3.3.161,

4, éabdgntaraqi svarthesu vyutpatyante yathevati /

avapodvapabhedena tath3 karye lifigadaysh //
VM, I1.10:12,
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The safigati of the sentences is understood only

through actions of elderss. e.g. A teacher address his

student - "mapavaka samidham anaya" (Mapavaka bring fuel

sticks) and Mapavaka immediately attempts to fetch the
samidhas (fuelsticks). A child who stands nearby and hears

the sentence of the preceptor and observes the action (karya)

of Mapavaka, also acts similarly following the action of
Mggavaka. Thus, the injunctive power in the wverbal form
EEEZE motivates a person for doing any kind of action (E§£z§).
This karya is expressed by the injunctive affix lin in the
verbk gnazpna (bring) and other words in the sentence like
Mégavaka, sSamidha and others which express their own meanings

being related to karya i.e. Manavaka as the agent of the

aharanakarya and samidha as the object (karma) of it.

It cannot be said that when a person hears a sentence,

putraste jata, he becomes happy and his happiness can be

inferred from the beaming expression of his face etc. As
the cause of hisz happiness is the knowledge about the
attainment of a desired object i.e. a son which is

expressed by the sentence putraste jata. And thus the

sentence itself that has been heard is the cause of this

5, Vyavaharesubrudhanam vakyasravanabhavisul avapodvara/

bhedena Padanam saktiniscayah/lvekyarthamatria // VM, I.6.
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knowledge., As the listener is having a keen degzge for the
birth of a son, the happiness of the listener, therefore is
the result of the knowledge or undérstanding of the sentence

putra ste jata which simply states the fact and does not

denote any karya, and each and every word in a sentence would
express its own individual meaning and nothing else (NM.p.147-
148).

Though the cause of the happiness of the person who

hears the sentence putraste jata is the sentence itself,

nevertheless the very sentence i.e. putraste jata does

not express the particular cause of the happiness, viz.

6
As there are numerous causes of

the birth of a son,
happiness belonging to the past, present and future, at

hand and at distance Pariéega—anumina (remnant inference)

l- L4
cannot prove a particular cause in this case, Salikanatha

quotes the definition of the Pariée§§-anum3na from the

Nyéyabh§§ya s Prasaktapratigedhe sati anyatra aprasafgat

éi§yamgge satpratyayah Pari§e§ab. (Nya.bha on NS 11.5;

NM, pP.230). (Other possible things being denied and another
different thing being impossible, the definite understanding

about the remaining one is called Pariéesa). Since a number

6. Yadyapimukhaprasadadi ..... atyantaduskaratvat,
PP. p. 2405
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of causes of happiness of the listener are possible, the

paribega anumana cannot determine the particular cause i.e.

birth of a son.

Verbal communication (vyavahara) can alsc denote
particular connotation of the particular words. Since the
verbal communication (vyavahara) could be understood only
after the knowledge of 55523, all words in a sentence shouldd

express the karya only. When common usage of words is found

refering to the established entities (siddhavastu) it should

be understood in the secondary sense (laksanikartha), as the

principal meaning is incompatible with the rest of the
sentence’ and it should express karya. (PP. 241)., Aand the

karya indicated by the sentence 'Putraste jatah® is that of

seeing the child born and would be equivalent to ‘*beholding
it'. When a person uses any word for the established entity

(siddha vastu), he uses it in the secondary semse (l3ksani-

kartha) understanding the relation of words to actions

(kEryai. Thus, in the verbal communication also the safigati

(connection) of the sentences is found with reference to

karya onlye.

7. rmukhyarthabadhe tadyukto yayanyorthah Pratiyatef
rudheh Prayojanadvasou laksanasakti rarpita"
Visvanatha, SD, II.O.
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The Upanisadic statements like satyam jf3nam

anahtam Brahma (Tait. Up.2.1.1) should either denote the

karya or should be related to the karya (action) of knowing
the Brahman. In the injunctive sentence (vidhivakya) i.e.

atmava are drasgtavyah sSrotavyo mantavyo nididhyasitavyo

majtreyatmano va are darsanena sravanena matya

vijnanenedam sarva viditam (Brh. Up. 2.4.5; 4.5,6) the reward

(phala) of the k3rya is knowledge of the Atman which is

expressed by the sentence‘etévat'are khalu amgtatvam

(Bgh. Up. 4.5.15), Applying the maxim of ratrisastra

) .
Salikanatha maintains that as the phala (reward) of the

ratrisastra is not mentioned in the injunctive sentence viz.

shrmasena ratrim pivasamspe Yusena ghrtam rasena (rai.S.5.7.20)

and is taken from the nearly subordinate sentence i.e.

Pratitisthanati ha va yva ete ya eta Upavanti; brahmavarchasvino-

nnadi bhavati ya eta Upayanti8 (those who have recourse to

these sacrifices become famous; those who have recourse to
these become endowed with Brahmic glery and also partake

rich food) where ‘'Pratistha is pointed out as the phala.

In the above case also no phala (reward) is expressed in the

8. %Ebarabhﬁgya on Jaiminisutra IV-III.1l7, 18,
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sense i.e. 3tma vare Srotavyah (Brh. Up. 4.5.6)-it should
be taken from the nearby subordinate sentence i.e. etavad

are khalu amrtatvam where amrtatva (imortality) as the phala

is expressed, which one obtains after the realisation of the

Brahman,

The Upanigadic statements cannot prove the reality
of the non-dual Brahman with its nature of supreme bliss
as they are in conflict with other means of knowledge such
as perception (Pratyaksa). And the Brahman or Atman shines
in all perceptual cognitions and memory as the subject of
the notion of l-consciousness (ahahpratyaya). The Brahman
being self~luminous cannot be veiled by any other object by
which it would not shine in its essential nature, Thus, the

Brahmavadins creating a grand confusien regarding the

Upanigadic texts as the means of the knowledge of Brahman

(NM, p.161-162). ZAnandabodha rejects all these arguments of

&31ikan3tha as follows:-

It is incorrect to say that the Parifega anumafia

cannot prove the particular cause of the happiness of the

person who hears the sentence Putraste jata since the Parisesa
R ]

anumana can very well prove the particular cause i.e. the

birth of a son. Gautama in his Nyayasutras speaks of three

types of anumdna’ (inference): viz., Purvavat, sesavat and

9. atha tatpurvakam trividhamanumanam Pirvavat %e§asvat

samﬁnyatod;ggaéchg,myg. Bu.l.,1.5; see Sk.4.
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samanyato drsta. Explaining it Vatsyayana says that Posterior

(éeqavat) is Pari§e§a10: when cause is inferred looking at
oTReET IS

its effect as inference of rain from the swelling of a river.ll

In case of the person who becomesg happy hearing the statement

Putra ste jata the effects like vadanavikasanadi indicate

very well the putrajanma which is the cause of happiness by

Parisesa anumana (Posterior effect).

It is not correct to imagine in t@is context the objects
belonging to the past, present and future which are not seen
as the cause of the happiness of the listener especially when
the particular cause of happiness i.e. the birth of a son is
very clearly known. A person after hearing the statement -

putrastejata feels happy on account of the birth of a son.

Hence only putrajanma is the cause of his happiness and nothing

else., Quating from Vacaspati's Brahmatattvasamiksa, a

commentary on the Brahmasiddhi of Mandana Anandabodha severely

criticises this attitude of the MIm3hsakas like S3likan3tha
who do not accept the visible cause directly perceived.
Vacaspati maintains that those who ehtertain doubts about
the meaning of the scriptual statements may also entertain

doubts about the chastity of their mothers and therefore about

10. Segavatnama Parisegah; Sa ca Pasakta-Pratisedheanyatra

7 - P -
Prasangat Sigyamane sampratyayah, Nya.bha, on l.1.5.

11, Yatra karyeya kﬁraganumiyate. Ibid;
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their parantage and family lineage. They thus agabting their
own priestly class would not be eligible for the duties
prescribed for them and so they would better leave the study
‘of MImathsa (NM. p.163). Though there is possibility of other
causes as a person never loves only one thing like birth of

a son, but he may love and desire many other things like safe
delivery of his beloved wife and others, as argued by
Bhavan§£ha (780 A.D.) in his Nayaviveka (p.44; NM. p.l64),
still these other causes of the happiness i.e. safe delivery

etc. negated by anvayavyatireka and by avapodpabhyam the

meaning of the word putraastanaya becomes clear. Thus, the

pariéega anumana explicitly suggests the particular cause of

the happiness of the listener which is birth of a son expressed

by the sentence Putraste jata.

In sentences (vakyas) which are a collection of words
possessing compatibility, expectancy proximity énd mutual

relationl2

exists between Padas (words) and Padarthas
(meanings), but Padas do not have relation with karya (action).

There are so many sentences like putrah te sukhi where the

word Putra not being related to any action (kriya) serves as

the cause of happiness since the father becomes happy when

12, Vakyamsat Yogatakanksa sattiyuktah Padoccayah. SD.2.2.
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he knows the son to be happy. Herice it is reégznable to hold
relation, between Pada and Padartha (meaning) and not
necessarily between Pada (word) and karya (action). The
denotative power of words is related to an appropriate word
and not necessarily to the k3rya. ZAnandabodha employs the

following syllogism:

Vivadapadani na karyanvita svartha niyata

samarthyani Padavat

Karyapadavat (NM., p.168; PM, p.l7).

As the very word karya (action) conveys the sense of action
and expresses its own meaning only, without a relation with
any other particular action, similarly the power of all words
should be related to objects in a general manner, not being

related with any particular karya (NM. p.170).

It is not proper to say that all the Vedanta texts

are injunctive (vidhi-vakyas) and therefore lay down the action
of knowing Brahman, since the laying down of the knowledge
of the Brahman iz of three types, viz. sabdi (verbal),

bhavanatmika (contemplative) and sakgatkarartpa (direct

realisation); and injunction is not necessary for these three
kinds of the knowledge of the Brahman, Firstly, there is no

need of any injunction (vidhi) for the verbal understanding
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of the Brahman (éEbdipratipatti). for a person who knows the

meaning of the words properly and the power of the words in
denoting particular meanings, could understand the import
of sentences from the words themselves without any injunction

(vidhi). Secendly, there is no need of any injunction for

the bhavanatmika pratipatti (contemplative knowledge) as
repeated meditation and thinking of the subject of the study

is the cause of excellent knowledge (jRanaprakasa) of the

soul since no such excellence takes place in its absence.

Thirdly, injunction (vidhi) is not necessary for Saksatk3ra-

rupapratipatti (direct realisation) since the saksatkara

(direct realisation) means either becoming the nature of

Brahman (Brahma-svabhava) or attainment of a complete state

of supreme bliss and infinite peace by transformation of

heart (antakarapa). The first i.e. brahmasvabhiava (the

nature of Brahman), is eternal and naturally cannot be a

karya (action); The second i.e. antahkarapaparinati is a

reward (phala), which attracts a person by its natural
excellence i.e, purification of mind, without any injunction

(NM, Pe 170).

There would not be any kind of difficulty in knowing
the essential nature of the Brahman as Supreme bliss and

conscicusness since the Upanisadic statements directly

denote the established entity (siddhavastu) i.e. Brahman.
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The Upanigadic statements cannot command somethiné other

than sidhavastu or direct any action (karya), as their
relation or connection (safigati) is with reference to the
established entity like Brahman, but not with the k3rya

as wrongly pointed out by Salikam3tha (NM. p.171).

Following Sahkara, Suresvara and Sarvajnatman Anandabodha in

his Pramapamala (p.19) and Nyayamakaranda (PP.257-269) points

out that the Upanigadic statements like Vijh3nam anandam

Brahma (Brh. Up.3.9.34) and tat tvam asi (cha. Up.ﬁ.Bi?f

denote the impartite or unitary sense (akhag?ﬁrﬁha). He

maintains that the import derived from the Upanigadic

statements - vijf3nam 3nandam brahma and the like is akhapdartha

(homogeneous), that is, free from all differences and relations
and above all distinctions of subject and predicate or generic

and particular etc. ZAnandabodha sets forth the Purvapaksa

view as fellowsi-

The words VijAana 3nd Enanda is the Upanisadic

statement vijnanam anandam brahma (Brh. Up. 3.9.34) cannot

denote homogeneous meaning (akhandartha) since vijRana

and ananda cannot have the same primary meaning. If both
the words would denote the same meaning tﬁey would be synonyms
and being so they could not be used simultaneously in the same

sentence, As the synonyms only express the individual



153

meanings one after the other in a sentenee and do -flot give
collective sense, they are called the synonyms and hence
the simultaneous use of the synonyms is not logical (NM.p.258;

PM.p.19).

The faculty of implication (1ak§ag§)13 cannot also

give the secondary meaning of the words vijnana (conscious-
ness) and ananda (bliss) since in the case of implication

(1akgana) one word either vijnana or ananda would suffice

to denote the desired object i.e. Brahman following the
literary rule i.e. if a thing is produced by one cause, then
the other cause, not contributing and acting in a distinct
manner from that first cause, becomes unnecessary.

(nispaditakriya karmane avisesabhidhayinah sadhanasya

sadgababtatatuoatag NM. 259). Thus the words vijRana and

ananda would denoté the attributes of the Brahman instead of

the homogeneous meaning (akhaggartha), i.e. Partless,

non-dual Brahman,

The locus-attribute relationship (gupa-gupibhava) is

neither possible between two mutually altogether different
objects, for instance, cow and horse, nor two identical

objects, like the relation of a locus and its nature,

13, Mukhyarthavadhe tadyoge ruditotha anyortha laksyate/
yat sa Proyojamat Laksandropita kriya //

Mammata, KP, II. 4,
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therefore, to prove the logical tenability of the relation

i.e. gugagugibhgva (locus=attribute relation) existing

between the Brahman i.e. gugi (locus) and vijfana or Enanda

as gupa (attribute), some sort of difference (Bheda)

is to be admitted. And thus, the appropriation of difference
(bheda) will lead to the sublation of the doctrine of absolute
identity promulgated by the Upani§adic statements like

eka!ﬂev‘a-.dVitiyam (cha‘UPo 6.201)0

Enandabodha sets aside this prima facie as follows:i=

The words vijfana and ananda in the statement vijn3nam

anandam brahma denote the akhapdartha (homogeneous meaning)

since though there is no difference (bheda) between the

indicated meanings (lak§y3rthas) of the words ananda and

vijnana nevertheless there is difference (bheda) as to what

they intend to exclude (lakgarthabhedabhavepi vyavacchedya

vibhedatah / vijfananandapadayoh paryayavyarthata kutal

(NM. p.260) ®

Although in the said statement vijA3na 3nd ananda have

only one indicated sense (lakgErtha) i.e., Brshman, nevertheless

they are useful as they differ in their ‘!exclusive capacity

(vyavachedya) and required for negating different objects.
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The word vijnana {consciousness) excludes the objects which
are different from itself (vijnanetara) and similsrly the
word ananda from that which are snendetara (differont from

3nanda). Anandsbodha explains this fact by an Prakestoprakasalh

candrah {that iz which is resplendent with light is moon),.
When a porson is asked whichi ls the moon among the luminaries
in the sky he ansvers, the one which is having protracted
raesplendont light is moon. In this sontenge there is neither
reforence to eny quality of the moon nor thoe relation of the
moon £o that quality except an identity of the moon with the
profuse light, It is known from this identification that
though shining 49 comron 0 all other lights gtill the moon
is differont from them since it 1s having supsrior brightnes.
And protractive (pxakg@%g) alone csnnot be proper éuswer o
abovs question for the identification of the moon since the
protractive tpzaggaga) is possible in a place with dense
darkness. Similariy, brightness (Erakﬁsa) alone cannct

be an sppropriste answer, for it is in the2 sun vhich has

not the same aature or characteristic as that of the moon.

The answsr 1.9, Prakgﬁgapxakas&gaaﬁézaQ saims at showing

particularity and thus, there ig the difference between

implisd sonse of the words 'Prakrsts ond Prekase® as well
Buodinde At 1

as the identity between them and moon's own definition. Hence

the word Prakgsta (resplendent) is not irrelevant in so



far as it Sispels the doubt thet it is the glowworm which
is not full of bright lighty the 'word* light {(prakasa)

iz not irrelevant as it also dispels the Jfoubt that it is
pitched darkness., (MM, pe.261l)}, Thus, although the implied
meaning (laks3rtha) is one s2till the different words have
gach 2 distinet purpose in ewxcluding this or that thing. In
wigw of this fact it cannot Do argued that the words becoma
mare synonyms and therefore redundent in a sentence,

fnandabodhs employs the following syllogism:

Vi jninddivEkyamakhapgdarthaparam

lekgapavakyatvad

vadittham tattathd

yothe prakrstaprakSseh cendrsh

vatha va pgthvbughnaﬁ&rgkgta kumbhizh

(1M, 02637 FM. p.19)

anandabodhs here also quotes from the Pancapadikd Vivarana

of prakBsdtman who asgerts that each of the words in the

statenment vijin@nam snandsm brahma though has a distinct

meaning of its own, still they, on aceount of their one

content, denote a homogenscus mesning (akhaq?%rtha). The

words vijnina, ananda and sat denote the FParas (higher)

. A ————
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apara (lower) and highest samanya {(generallty) respectively.,

The word sat (existé&nce) conveys the highest generality since
it is ommipresent pertaining to all objects but the meaning
of the word vijfiana comparatively limited as it is seen in
the lesser number of objects and the same of the word ananda
is still further restricted because it is almost non-existent
apart from the Brahman., But all these three words are used in

the same samanadhi-karapa (same case-relation or same

location or predicament or apposition) and therefore they

express their own samanya or jati (generality) in a general

sense and the Brahman, which is bliss in a particular sense

(NM. p.249; PV.415).

Anandabodha further maintains that in the statements of

definitions or definitives (lakgapavakyas) like gendhavatl

Prthivi words never occur for exclusion directly, but denote
particular qualities of an object and by themselves exclude
the opposite entities. Thus, the exclusion is not the

meaning of any word in a lak§a§av3kya but a secondary function.

The laksanavakyas only describe the nature of the objects

and therefore they impart akhag@Ertha; Quoting from
14

Vacaspati's Brahmatattvasamikgg Anandabodha points out that

in case of the bahubrihi sam3sal® (the attributive compounds)

14, NM, p.264,

15, anekamanyapadarthe, Ast. 2.2.24; anekam Prathamantamanya-
padarthe vartamanam va samasyate sa bahubrihi.

Si.ke2.2.24,
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two or more words ending in the first case affix form a
compound, denote another new thing not connoted by those

words individually, for example, dandi kamaggalu and

vaisvadevy 5mik§§. In the bahubrihi samasa the word dandi

denotes the person who carries the stick and not the stick

itself; similarly in the other case vaiivadevl denotes Emikgﬁ

(curd of milk and whey, a mixture of boiled and coagulated

milk) that is offerred to Vaisvadevas. Thus, though there

are twe words having distinct meanings still in bahubrihi

both of them impart an unitary meaning (akhagqgrtha).

Anandabodha maintains that the theory of akhandartha

has been accepted not only by the Advaitins but by other

systems of philosophy also. The vaikaranas (Grammarians)

accept the akhag?%rtha (one single meaning) of the Prgtipadikals

(the crude form of a substantive; a noun in its uninflected

state before receiving the case-terminations) and

17

Prathamavibhakti~ ' (first case affix). For example, the

word pot in the statement "Pot is black" (krgnah ghatah) and

nominative case signifies the same pot also,.

16, arthavaddh3turapratyah Pratipadikam, Ast. 1.2.45,

17, Pratipadikarthalihgaparimanavacanamatre Prathama
>

Agt.2.3.46,
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The Buddhists admit a}dua{u}'a'rtha with regards to the

words vijAana and bhinna (different) when they say vijfana
is different. Everything being a form of cognition
(vijfana) for the Buddhist vijRanavadins there is no
difference anywherele apart from the vi jfiana by which one
could determine the meaning of the word difference. The

prabhakara mIimathsakas also admit akhagggrtha as they admit

difference (bheda) as the very nature of objects and hence
the word denoting the object and the word bhinna (different)
have the same meaning. The Naiyayikas and Bhatta MImamsakas

also admit akhaggértha. Thus the statement vijnana manandam

brahma/denotes the unitive Brahman and not ananda (Bliss)
and vijfiana (consciousness) as the attributes of the Brahman

as wrongly pointed out by the Purvapakgae

Anandabodha further points out that all sort of difference

i.e. sajatiya (homogeneous), vijatiya (dissimalar) and

svagata (belonging to one's self) are negated by the Upani§adic

statements like ekavemadvitiyam (Cha.Up. 6.2.1) and

nehananasti kincana (Brh.Up.4.4.19) etc. Therefore the

18, Drsyam na vidyate b3hyam cittam citram hi drsyate/
Deha-bhoga-pratisth8nam cittamatram badamysham.//
Lamkavatarasutra, cittamatra, verse 23,

b) Vijhana-parinamoyam vikalpo yad vikalpyate/

Tenatannasti tenedam sarvam vijRaptimatrakam//
Trimsika-vi jlapti-verse 17,
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locus-attribute relation (guna-gunibhava) based on difference
& »

is not possible for the Brahman., The identity that implies
an absence of difference (bheda) and the locus-attribute

relation (gupa-gupi sambandha) which implies a difference

cannot go together because of the obvious flaw of the contra-

dition as found in case of a jar*(ghaga) and the absence of

it which is not possible in one and the same substratum,

Since the gugagugibhgva iz impossible in the case of the

Brahman it is established that vijhana and ananda denote

homogenecus meaning (NM. p.267).

ZAnandabodha maintains that the statement Tat tvam asi

(That thou art) (Cha. Up. VI.8.7) indicates the identity of
jIva (the individual self) and the Brahman (Supreme self),

The above mazhavakya signifies the partless ultimate reality
when viewed under three relations as has béen postulated by

Suresvaracarya in his famous work Naiskarmyasiddhi. The

three relations are that of apposition (samingdhikaragzg)

between the terms, that of substance and attribute (Visesana
viéegya) and that of the implied and the imploying between

5
the deeper self and what is denoted by the two terms

(lakgalakgaga safibandha).. Of these the appositional

relation (saman3dhikaranya) is as in the proposition 'That

is this Devadatta' (Sah ayam Devadattah) where that (sah)




signifying Devadatta as related to past time, and ‘'this'
(ayam) signifying Devadatta as related to present time
are both intended to refer to one and the same individual,

So also in the case of the present mahavakya 'Tat tavam asi,

it is the intended reference to one and the game spirit in
'that' (tat) signifying spirit characterised by mediacy

(paroksatvavisista), etc. and in ‘thou (tvam) signifying

spirit characterised by immediacy (aparokgatvgdivisigﬁa).etc. The

relation of substance and attribute (Viéegaga vi§e§ya) is as

in the statement 'This is that Devadatta® the relation of
substance and attribute is between Devadatta as related to

past time which is the primary meaning (vacyartha) of *that!?

and Devadatta as related to present time which is the primary
meaning of 'this'!, excluding the difference between the two;

8o in the tat tvam asi the relation of substance and attribute

is between self characterised by mediacy, etc. which is the
Primary sense of Tat and self characterised by immediacy, etc.
which is the primary sense of Tvam excluding the difference
between the two. Thirdly, the relation of the implied and

the implying (lakgalakgana) is between the words that (Sah)

and this (ayam) or between their meanings and the identical
Devadatta, divested of conflicting attributes viz., being

related to past and present time; so in the Tat tvam asi

also the relation of the implied and the implying is between
the terms Tat and Tvam or their meanings and the identical
self, bereft of conflicting attributes such as mediacy and

immediacy etc,
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Anandabodha maintains that one has to understand the

sentence Mahavakya Tat tvam asi in the same way as the

sentence 'This is that Devadatta®!, e.g. two persons have

seen one Devadatta at some place and time and that later the
same two people have come across the same Devadatta at
another place and time, Of the two, one may recognise him

to be Devadatta, while the other may not., Then the first
would tell the second, 'This is that Devadatta'. Here the
informer does not mean that the two places and times are the
same, nor does he mean that the two Devadattas under those

two cenditions are not in some respects different. Devadat;a
when previously seen may have been very stout while Devadatta
as seen later might be lean., The statement does not mean
that the stout Devadatta is in all respects the same as the
lean Devadatta; but what is recognised by stoutness or leanness.
So when it is said 'This is that Devadatta', no identity is
posited between the leanness of Devadatta and the stoutness
of Devadatta., Omitting these accidental qualities, viz.
leanness, stoutness, etc., what isg qualifiéd by them is
asserted to be the same, Similarly, when the individual self,
the ego, to which agency and enjoyment belongs, is distinguished
from pure being, and the latter alone is asserted to be
identical with Brahman. Thus Part of the usual meaning of
'Individual self or 'Thou' is abandoned and part of it is

retained, while by ‘*That'® also is not meant as usual the pure
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. consciousness, which is remote (Parokga). By *That' pure

consciousness alone is meant, and by *Thou', the pure self,
free from agency etc, is meant. So Anandabodha assertes,

the sentence expresses apposition (samanadhikarapa) between

the two, Brahman and individual soul,

The meaning of the sentence is understood by means of

the (jahadajahallak§a§§) (exclusive-non-exclusive implication)

which is defined as 'when part of the priéary sense of a word

g+.19

is discarded and part of it accepte This type of

implication is also called 'bh3gatyaga laksama'. As in the

above said sentence differences in the accidental qualities
of Devadatta are ignored, and Devadatta in himself is taken

as the referent. ‘Anandabodha employs the syllogisms

Tatvamasivakyamakhandarthanigtham

akaryakarapadravyavarttitve sati

- Samandhikaranatvat

S'oyam devadatta iti vakyavat

(NM, p.269; PM. p.19)

Anandabodha further states that the statement ‘tat tvam
asi is to be interpretated in a different way unlike the

statement ﬁilamutpalam and mrnamayaghatah since the former i.e.

19, Yatra Vacyaikadesatyagenaikedesanvayastatra jahadajahati
laksan3a., Nya. K. p.290.
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nTlamutpalam is a statement of a substance (dravya),

characterised by the property of Utgalatvé and a quality

characterised by the property of mIlatva (blue~ness).

The later sentence i.e. mrpmayam ghatah is having two

substances, i.e. mrt and ghata in karya kgragasambaqdha

(cause and effect relation). In the first sentence i.e.

nilam utpalam though saman@dhikaranyajfiana (despite their

difference in connotation they are inténded to denote the

same thing) and viSesanavifesyata jASna (the knowledge of

a certain thing which while being characterised by utpalatva

has also the characteristic of nIlatva viz. nIlabhinnamutpalam

nevertheless the Tat tvam asi cannot be interpreted in the

similar way. In case of nflamutpalam, the relation of the

meanings of the two words as visegana and visegya presents no

logical difficulty but it does so in the case of Tat tvam asi.

For the primary meaning (vicyarth) of Tvam is aporoksatva-

divisistacaitanya and that of Tat Paroksatvadiviista

caitanya which cannot be related in the abhedasamsarga way
on account of their inherent opposition. To avoid this
logical impasse the lakgapa is recoursed. In other words,
the meaning of abheda (identity) being impossible taking the

vacyartha, the lakgértha viz. aporoksatvEdyupalaksitacaitanya‘

and parokgatvgdyupalak§itacaitanya is accepted, This removes




the contradiction and it is proved that the identity conveyed
by the proposition is that between these two., This stage is

called as iak§alak§anabh§vajﬁ§na, the visista being the

lakgaka and the upalakgita the lakga. Thus abheda is not a

sathsarga type as in nilamutpalam which involves duality,

but what i1s known as svarupabheda. In other words the ultimate

logical significance of Tat tvam asi is the ultimate Reality

which discards all adjectives or Predicates as incompatible

with its nature the suddhacaitanya not a samsg§;§rtha but on

akhandartha,

Secondly, in case of the statement mromayam ghatah

there is karya-karapa relation but the conditions in the Tat

tvam as]i is different as there is no cause and effect relation

between Tat and Tvam, Hence Tat tvam asi cannot be inter-

preted on par with the sentence mypmayam ghatah, maintains

Anandabodhae.

The Pravartaka (motivating force)

S3likan3tha in his Prakarapapalcik3 (PP.428-433) to

prove kgrya (what ought to be done or work) as the Pravartaka

(motivator) argues as follows:

I. The karya (work or act) is Pravartaka (motivating force)

which includes all the orders and prescriptions in Practical



life urging a person to act. In the verbal expression,

55513 is regarded as the Pravartaka which repeats itself in
prais3@s (an order, command or invitation) and the like, When
an action is ordained by a senior to a junior it is called

praisa, the action is called 5mantraga when it 1s agreed by

two equal people and it is named adhyesana when it is requested

by a junior person (PP. 430; NM, p.187).

II, Karya (work) is the chief thing (pradhana) to be achieved

through various actions playing the role of motivating forces

(kgptisadhyam Pradhanam). It is the karya which is kept in

view and with reference to which action is directed (NM., p.187).
There are two factors in this definition of kggza. viz. krti-
Pradh@nata (the chief thing to be achieved through acticn) is

krti-prayojanata (the aim of that actiom) which is known by

the mental cognition (M%nasgvaseya) while krti-sadhyata (the

possibility of being accomplished through action) is realised
by inference (anumana). In this way the karya is known by two
Pramggas, viz. mental cognition and inference (anumana).

There is no conflict between these two pram§9as as found in
case of the rice which is cognised directly but its cooking
turning it into odana is initially inferred by a person. When
the 55523 is properly grasped then it motivates a person to

accomplish it e.g. a child after knowing 'this is my karya

undertakes the activity which can accomplish it. The activity
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of a baby towards breast-feeding is also due to the grasping
of karya (pp.266; NM. p.187-188),

IIT. K3ryata cannot be identical with the igtasadhanat3

since former is always of the nature of kpti » sadhata

(possibility of achievement through the action). Karyata
always takes the form of an incomplete action, involving a
process and therefore it is seen neither in past, nor in

present but always related to future. But i§§as§dhanat§ is

instrumentality with regard to the desired result (EEEE)

and hence can be realised in connection with any object and
therefore is not always related the future since it can be
connected with the past or the present objects also (ppr.428),
2.ge. @ tired person considers the moon as the instrument
(sadhana) of his delight but never thinks it as obtainable
by his effort., Thus, in the moon there is sadhanata but not
karyatd as both are distinctly different from each other
like fire and ice, and therefore are not symonyms, and thus

karyata cannot be defined as igtasadhanata (NM. p.188-189).

v, In the practical life the command O, caitra, bring

water (caitra jalam anaya) urges caitra to the activity of

bringing water., All the words in such sentences, other than
the injunctive ‘*affix (vidhi 1ifl) express their own meanings.

Then, by the process of inclusion and exclusion (avapodharabhyam)

the imjunctive affix (1id) expresses this karya (work) and the



other words in the sentences express their own meanings as
¢onnected with this karya. In the vedic texts also, the

injunctive sentences like agnihotram juhuyat swargakamah

express kggza (something to be brought about). The import
of all words therefore should be karya (ppe. p.430; NM.p.190-

191).

Ve In the vedic texts the injunctive affix (1lifd) in the
verbal form guhuxgt on account of its relation to the word

swargakama in agnihotram juhuyat swargakamah indicates the

apurva since the person for whom the directive is meant

being gqualified on account of his desire for heaven would

not be enthusiastic to undertake the activity, the consequent
impossibility of its use towards the production of reward
(phala) which is everlasting. And this element which is
useful for the production of phala is to be determined by

the law of presence and absence i.e, activity being present
the reward is produced and not otherwise, The agﬁrva created
by the process of the ritual leads a person to the attainment
of heaven and merely the action which is in process (PP.441;

NM. p.l19l1).

VI. In the sentence agnihotram juhuyat swargakamal the word

swargakimag expresses neither the reward (phala)'ine. heaven

nor the agent of that action, (kart3a) but indicates the
person, directed for that karya. A person who recognises
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the kﬁgza as his own is called nivojva or enjoined to do that

karya (PP. p.433). A person becomes niyogya when karya
expressed by that sentence is realised by him as his owne.

This karya is named as niyoga since it provides an incentive

that person, motivates him for leading to that activity

(PP. p.441). It is niyoga that lasts till the phala takes
place. Thus, apﬁrva is of a link between the action performed
in the present and the phala obtainmed in future., Niyoga is
related to niyojya (the person directed for that action)

being the sourcé of his desired object and is related to

phala being the immediate cause of it (NM. p.193).

VII. Since niyoga is supposed to produce the result (Phala)

it is not regarded as subordinate to Phala. Niyoga cannot be

a true niyoga unless there is a niyojya (the person directed
for that activity who infact, undertakes the activity which

is the source for his desired end (phala). Niyoga thus needs
BEEEE only as the end of the actions of the agent with whom it
is directly connected. This relation between niyoga and gﬁz&g
cén be compared to the relation between the master and the
servant., Without the servant the master cannot be a true
master and yet it is the master that is more important persen
of the two. Similarly phalas like swarga and others though
oblige niyoga being the end of the action, niyoga is more

important than swarga like the master (PP. 443). Niyoga
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therefore, is accepted as the import of the sentence as a

whole (NM., 190).

VIII. Following the practice in the worldly life, the sahgati
of the sentence is understood in karya. When there is a
doubt about the meanings of words, they are settled from the

context or from the words of sentences e.g. Yavamayah caruly;

In this sentence the meaning of the word yava is doubtful

and is settled from the nearby sentences like athanya

ausadhavo mlEyante. In the same way, the meaning of the

injunctive affix in vedic sentences like agnihotram juhuyat

3

S

swargakﬁmab and others is settled from the words occuring

nearby, viz. swargakamsh. The word swargakamah has a double

purpose as it indicates the person eligible to undertake the
activity as well as the reward (phala) of that activity.

Thus, it proves the existence of apurva or niyoga which is

the link joining the two ends i.e. the activity and the
phala. Thus, apurva is accepted as the meaning of injunctive

sentences in the vedic texts.

Znandabodha in his NySyamakaranda refutes the arguments

of S3likan3tha as followss-

Ie Anandabodha questions the significance of the word

Pradhanya in the definition of kirya viz. krtisadhya Pradhanam
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karyam. Anandabodha argues that Pradh3nya with reference to

krti would be applicable only to either phala (reward) or to
» -_‘___,——_

its sadhana (instrument). The mind also does not grasp
anything as Pradhana besides these two., If Pradh3na would

mean as being the cause of both phala and its sadhana then it

would eventually result in the acceptance of Igta-sadhanata

as the Pravartaka (NM. pp.203-205),

II, 'This is my karya' is not at all a notion, but a desire

to act. This is grasped by the mental cognition (Manasavaseya)

and therefore is the object of the knower's cognition only.
Being so, it does not establish any concrete object, Though
the rise of the moon is desired for ccoolness no activity is
expected because the moon is not attainable by any effort.

The desire to act (cikir§5) is a desire and yet is different
from all other ordinary desires and therefore it has an unique

distinct import (NM. p.208).

III. Karyata over and above ista-sadhanata is not realised

as no one acts without understanding it as ista-sadhana.

Prajgas (command) lead to action only when it is realised
that they are the means (sadhana) for the desired reward.

(Phala). Citing the words from the Prakarapapafcika

Znandabodha proves that S3likanZtha himself does admit the



necessity of i§ta~sgdhanat§ for creating the activity, when

S31likan3tha says ‘karma which by itself is of a painful
nature becomes a kdrya (a thing to be done). The cause of
this is the state of being an instrument for phala through
which k5ryat§ is attained. By their very nature, actions
are the causes that produce misery, but the knowledge of
their being §§£z§ (necessarily to be done) depends on the
knowledge of their instrumentality towards phala. (pp.p.429).
Bhavanatha (740 A.D,) also supports this view when he says
in his Nayaviveka (p,38) that a rational being undertakes an
activity thinking *this is my 3%523‘ only when he realises
it to be the means of his desired end (p.39). Thus EEEE:
sadhanata includes karyata also and thus karyata is not

different from i§§a~sadhanat5. (NM, p.205),

IV. Karyata cannot be accepted as the Pravartaka for karyata

by itself does not lead to any activity. If karyata were

to mean the principal end of effort, it would result in being
of the nature of phala and thus would not be Pravartaka.

If it be said that karyata related to phala creates the
activity towards sadhana, then that would be absurd.

Karyata meant for one objective cannot create (kriya) for

the diffent., Moreover, in the injunctive sentence there

is no word which expresses this karya and the sangati
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(synthesis) of all words in the injunctive sentence cannot

denote the karya also., Thus the injunctive affix (1if)

does not necessarily denote karya (NM, p.210).

Ve There is no possibility of the productien of apurva
(not known before), Anandabodha argues that the MImafsakas
are simply making a very simple proposition unnecessarily
very difficult and complicated. He takes up the illustration

2 - oeg T £3 x
of dasapurpamasa sacrifices which themselves consist of a

number of subsidiary sacrifices. Z2nandabodha points out that
subordinate sacrifices performed earlier and on specific days,
cannot be reasonably supposed to contribute to the apurva
created by the entire sacrifice. Thus, sccording to the
Mimathsakas also the apurva generated by an action does not
directly produce the phalapurva but instead produces only
intermediate apurvas, which later produce the phal3purva. In
other words, this would mean that action releases a chain of
apurvas mutually connected with earliest and ultimately
related to EEEEE or f£inal reward. According to 3nandabodha,
it would be much easier, and reasonable also to understand
k3rya (action) itself directly related to reward by doing

away with the hypothetical apurvas (NM. p.221).

Anandabodha further maintains that if aplirva would be
action itself it would be the object of other Pramanas and

therefore would loose the very nature of being apurva (not
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known before). If apurva is something beyond karya, then it

would not be known through the statements for the sangati
(synthesis) of sentences denotes only karya. Aand without

being the object of other Pramapas, the relation of apurva

also could not be understoed because, for the knowledge of
relation, knowledge of the related is a necessary prerequisite,
It cannot be said also that injunctive affix (1if) in the
vedic texts has a specific power by virtue of which it
generates the apurva, Even when its relations with other
words are not understood it possesses knowledge about an
unique subject., For it is not proper to do away with this
expectancy of relation, which as a rule resides in words,

(NM, 90217) .

Vi, The word swargakama specifically mentions the person
addressed and does not necessarily indicate niyoga. Anandabodha
asserts that it would be too narrow a view to admit that a
person only undertakes the activity which proves to be an
instrument for his desired object, a person desiring to

exclude others from the group utters the words gramakKama
bhunkse where the word gramakama being qualification
distinguishes the persons from others. It is clear that the

bhojana is by no means a gramasadhana. The word swargaki@ma

in the same manner distinguishes the person from the common



175

people, by laying down a specific qualification of the desire

for attainment (MM, p.217).

vVII. The illustration of a master and a servant, given for

proving the Principal nature (pradhanya) of niyoga is not a

suitable one., There are two kinds of efforts intimately
related to a sentient subject; The master makes efforts for
himself to oblige the servant because of his own ends.
Similarly the niyojva performs actions to fulfil his own
desires, His actions thus are guided by his desires and not

by niyoga, Niyoga can be compared to a master in the said

example but it is not pravartaka and consequently cannot be
be the pradhana, Further, there is not any sentient persen
to play the role of a master, to whose interests the Pradhana
would belong. Again, it is absurd to accept that niyoga
itself refers to heaven (swarga) as its own meaning, for the
fwo are by their nature distinct from each other and a
desired object of the effort of a sentient being refers to
others as its instruments. In the present case the heaven
iz the desired object and aim of the efforts of a sentient
person, who is desirous of heaven and the heaven refers to
niyoga as its instrument. The heaven therefore, which is

the phala with reference to niyoga cannot be its instrument

(sadhana) (NM. p.218).



VIII. The words like yava are used in practical life for
dirghasuka etc. (a kind of rice). When they occur in the
veda their meaning could be determined from the concluding

portion of the sentence (VEkya§e§a). The apurva cannot be

—z

taken to be indicated by the injunctive affix (1if). If

apurva is accepted to be known by some other pram§pa then

the vedic sentences would be anuvadakas only. Therefore
though there is simultaneous utterence of the injunctive
affix with the word Egﬁrgakgma the injunctive affix cannot

be accepted as indicating the apurva (something new not known

before)., Thus the sangati of the vedic sentences should not

be understood the apurva (NM. p.220).

l‘ act -
Refuting completely Salikanatha's view Anandabodha

maintains that igta-sadhanata is the motivator (pravartaka).,

To substantiate his view Anandabodha cites the words of

VgcaSPati Miéra who, in his commentary on Mandana's

Vidhiviveka observes = "The injunction conveys i§§a-s§dhanat§

as intimately connected with the prominent meaning of an

action to be performed" (kartavyata ekarthasamavayini samihita

sadhanata viddhi (NM. p.197). Anandabodha maintains that

being the object of krti (kgti-uddeéyatﬁ) need not be accepted

as something over and above krti-sadhyatd. In the above said

definition there are two factors, viz. krti-sadhyata and




177

ekarthasamavayita. The first one i.e. kgti-sgdhyétg excludes

the objects, already accomplished, e.g. the rain on a dry 1land,
which is the result of k3ririgti performed by the sacrificer,

is also desirable to the farmers. But not who are not enjoined
to perform the isti as it is not sure (krtisadhya) by them. The

other word ek3rthasamavayini (intimately connected with

kartavyata) limits the field of }_iza-»sgdhanat'a', because the

objects in future such as the final reward etc., are krtisgdhxa
(obtainable by efforts) nevertheless are not intimately

connected with kartavyata. Thus igta-sadhanat@ is Pravartaka

(vhich prompts a person to act).

Anandabodha further says that mere desire cannot be
pravartaka for desire is seen also with reference to the final
reward (Phals). This desire for phala is unable to urge anyone
to any activity, if the knowledge of instrumentality is absent,
Besides the desire for Eéiiﬁ cannot be accepted as the cause of
the activity towards its sadhana, for then, the desire of
anything, say a jar, would lead to activity towards any other
thing like cloth and others, and the result would be a chaos
(¥m. p.198). Hence mere desire, like the mere knowledge of

i§§a~s§dhanat§ cannot become Pravartaka., So, the knowledge of

igta~-sadhanata should be accompanied by desire for act as a

Pravartaka.
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.4 SECTION II

4.5 The Problem of Avidya :

Anandabodha in his two works, viz., Pramggamélg

(p.10-~11) and Nyayamakaranda (pp.114-126) expounds the

nature of avidya or maya (nescience) as it is propounded

20 and the texts of his predecessors.z1

in the Prasthanatraya

He maintains that avidya cannot become the material cause of

illusion if it is understood as false knowledge (mithyajhana)

or the negation of knowledge (vidyabhava). Avidya being the

material cause (upadana kEraga) of world-illusion is supposed

to be a dravya (substance) and in neither of these two senses
avidya can be regarded as a substance., Further, avidya is

beginningless (anadi) and indefinable (anirvacanIya). According

to Anandabodha, the iAdefinable nature of avidyd is determined
following the nature of the effects ( karya ) of the avidya

which is not something (apramggika), because the occasional
happening of an effect (karya) necessarily requires the
operation of a cause and without a material cause (ugadgna

k§ra§a) no effect (karya) can be produced merely by the

20,  Brh. Up. IV.3.20, IV.4.3; IV.4.10; I8a.Up.10.11 Katha,
J4
UP0204; 5: Mu.l‘l(li. Up. 102.8; 9: Swet, 5.1,

]
2].' BSSB' 104.3, II.Z.Z‘; 1.2.23' IV.3¢14’I 1101033' 103019:

Bhamati I.2.7; PP, p.98,
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instrumental cause (nimittakarapa). All effects (kKaryas)

except dhvathsa (destruction) are produced by material cause
(NM. p.122). 2An unreal effect cannot be a creation of a
real material cause, The object which has no existence, no

efficacy (Bakti) to produce k3ryas cannot be a material

cause also. As neither that which exists (sat) nor non-existent
(asat) can be the substratum (38raya) of the illusory object,

a cause (karaga), therefore, which is neither sat (existent)

nor asat (non-existent) is to be admitted as the cause of
illusion (bhrama) or world-appearance., The world-appearance

is unreal, so it cannot be the effect of a real substance and

it cannot also emerge ocut of an unreal substance which cannot

be the cause of any existing thing. Hence the cause must be
avidya which is neither real (sat) nor unreal (asat)

'NM. p.123; PM. p.10). 1In his Pramégamélé Anandabodha rightly

quotes from Vacaspati's Brahmatattvasamikgg which is a

commentary on the Brahmasiddhi of Mandana Misra (670-720 A.D,)

that Avidya is called anirvacaniya because it is a hypothecatal

category which cannot be described as real, unreal, both or

neither and is therefore indescribable (anirvacanizg) {ata eva

uktam acarya Vacaspatina Brahmatattvasamikg3yam sadosadubha

yanubhayadi PrakEréiranirvacanIyatvoamevahyavidthEmavidygtvamiti

(PM, p.10). ‘Thus, by the nature of its effects, viz., illusion

as anirvacya or anirvacaniya is the nature of avidya as
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anirvacya is determined. Avidya is regarded to be anadi

(beginningless) because if some other cause of avidya is
admitted it will lead to the fault of infinite regress
(anavastha) (NM. p.123-124). In this way the beginningless
and indescribable avidya is the cause of the worldly illusion,

(yat tat anadi anirvacyam rajatadi upadana sa eva sathkaram

avidya siddhyanti (NM. p.124).

According to ZAnandabodha the acceptance of such a category
is merely the logical consequence of indicating some possible
cause for the illusion of the world. For, considering the
nature of the illusion as it is existent, its cause can only
be something which is neither real nor unreal. As the nature
of such a categery which is neither real nor unreal cannot be

specified hence it is indefinable (anirvacaniva) (PM. p.10).

Anandabodha points out that avidy3 is proved through
arthdpatti (presumption) (PM. p.l1l; NM. p. ). As without
avidya there would not be the appearance of the utterly nons
existent objects like horn of a human being; and there would

not be sublation (badha) of the real objects,

The locus of Avidya :

Only in the Nyayamakaranda Anandabodha has elaborately

dealt with the problem of the locus of avidya but not in his
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other works viz., Pramanamala, Nyayadipavali and Nyayadipiks.

The two theories viz. Branmadrita avidyavada (the theory

upholding Brahman as the locus of avidya) and JIvasSrita
avidyavada (the theory which upholds jIvatman as the locus

of avidya) which are evolved and developed by Pre-ZAnandabodha
Advaita philosophers are systematically analysed and examined
by Anandabodha. That the Brahman is the locus advocated by

22 23

F4
Satkara, Sureévara and his followers but Nag@ana and his

follower Vaeaspati propound the theory of Jivasrita avidya in

their celebrated works like Brahmasftra Safkarabhi3sya,

Nai§karmyasiddhi, Brahmasid.d‘ni24 and Bhgmatizs regpectively,

The Upholders of the theory, viz., Jivasrita avidya advocate

that the Brahman cannot be the locus of avidya for the

following reasonss:=-

Firstly, Brahman is pure consciousness (visudha cit),

Self-luminous (svayam prakasa) and of the nature of light

(Prakasasvabhava) whereas avidya is of the nature of darkness

22, BSSB, 1.4.3, Paramebvaridrays maydmayi Mahdsususuptih.

23, NS. PP.105-106, Brhad.,Var.Part I, PP.55 to 58, verses
175 to 182; Part II, P.675 to 677, Verses 1215-1227.

24. BS. PP.lO-‘ll, Part I.

25, Bhamati, Adhyasabh3mati, TI.l.4, 1.2.1, 1.4.1, 1.46,
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(aprakasa)., Hence there is contrariety between Brahman and
avidya like light and darkness. Because of the contradictory

nature avidya cannot exist in the Brshman (NM. p.309).

Secondly, the Brahman being omniscient (sarvajfa) is

completely devoid of avidya. It will cease to be omniscient

if it would be considered as endowed with avidya. The

existence of avidya, therefore is not logically possible in

the Brahman (EM. p.313).

Thirdly, the Brahman cannot be the locus of avidya, for
in that case the system of bondage and emancipation (bandha

mokga vyavastha) cannot be logically explained; bondage,

according to the Vedanta, is avidya itself and mokga is

nothing but the absolute cessation of avidya which veils the
Atman and projects it as something else and the realisation
of one's own essential nature. One cannot achieve emancipa=
tion as long as avidzE is not completely perished. Hence by
providing Brahman as the locus of avidx§ the whole system of
bondage and salvation will collapse since avidya will be
located eternally in the Brahman and consequently ESEEE would

not be achieved, (NM, p.314),

Fourthly, there cannot be the order of the teacher and
taught if the Brahman is accepted to be the locus of avidya.
Az he becomes a teacher who is completely devoid of avidzﬁ

as it is said brahmaveda Brahmaiva bhavati (Mun. Up.III.2.9)




and a taught is always with avidya. If avidya exists in the

Brahman no such teacher and taught relation is possible,

Anandabodha refutes all these arguments of the Qﬁrvapakga

advanced against Brahmasrita avidyavada as followsi=

Firstly, Znandabodha argues that the Brahman can be the
locus of avidya since the opposition between the Brahman and
avidya because of their nature of light and darkness respectively
as pointed out by the Pﬁrvapak§a is baseless. There is no such
opposition between Brahman and avidya, since avidya is not
negative (abhavartpa) like darkness. It is not the absence

of light (Prakasa), but indefinable (anirvacaniya) as it

is not sat (real) nor asat (unreal) nor both sadasat
(real-cum-unreal) nor scmething else different from sat, asat,

sadasatbhinna. Hence there is no harm, says Knandabodha, in

considering Brahman to be the locus of avidya.

According to ZAnandabodha, an object which is not of the

nature of light (prakasa) is not inert (jada) and therefore
would not be opposed to any entity whose_;;;ure is light.
For insentient worldly objects are cognised by light and the
entire non-sentient world is illumined by the supreme

consciousness (cit) identified with the self-luminous Brahman26

26, Katha Up. V.15; éwet. Up.6.14; Mund, Up.2.2.10

B];'h. Up. IV.3.9.
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itself, Therefore the relation of the location an&rhhe

object located (2érayasrayl bhava) between the Brahman and

avidya is logically tenable (NM. pp.318-328),

It cannot be argued that if avidya which is of the
nature of darkness, would ke located in the Brahman whose
nature is Prakasa, then there would not be any other light
to remove avidygg because the transformation of mind (antakaraga

Paripatibhedartpam Prakasantaram) caused by the constant

practice of %ravaga (hearing), manana (reflection) and

ninidhyésana27 {(contemplation) taking the form of intuitive

supreme light dispells avidya in toto, says Znandabodha, He
illustrates the point by giving the following examples, As the

sunrays fallen on the glass mirror (da:paga) are capable

of burning the grassblades similarly the supreme light arising
out of constant meditation on the self destroys avidya

(drsyate hi darpanasshakrtirka Prabhaya dagdrtvam NM. p.321).
2 .2 » »

‘Just as the katakaraja (the dust or powder made of kataka
plant) planed in muddy water causes the mud to settle down and

it itself gettles down thereby cleaning the water clear like

crystal (yatha khalu katakarajah Prakgiptam Pathasi rajontaravile

rajontarani samharan svyamapi samhriyamapamanavilam pathal

27, Brh. Up. II.4.5; IV.5.6.
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kurute) similarly the constant meditation on the Supreme self
destroys all the impurities like avidya etc. residing in mind.
Further, as the bamboo fire destroys itself without any

support in the similar way antakaragaparinati (mental

transformation) destroys all the aspects of avidya (evamiyam

aikatmyavidyapyasesa Pramatradi bhedanivartaka niraSraya sati

samyati (NM, p.322) and finally vanishes with its effects.,

Secondly, about the objection, viz. &s the Brahman is

omniscient (sarvajﬁa) avidya cannot exist im the Brahman,

Anandabodha argues that Brahman, though omniscient {(sarvajna)

can be the locus of avidya since the omniscience (sarvajhatva)
of the Brahman is not opposed to its being the locus of Avidya

which is admitted to be its cause (avidyavatttaya eva

sarvajhatva iti brumsh NM, p.323) Omniscience of the Brahman

is possible in three ways I) valid means of knowledge
(Pramana)II) through illusion (bhranti) or III) innate
T - :

intelligence (svabhavasiddhya va prajBaya). Since all the

valid means of knowledge belong to the world of bheda
(difference) they cannot express the supreme Reality and its

omniscience in a valid manner,

Secondly, the illusion cannot exist for one whe does not

have avidya. And thirdly, even innate intelligence (svabhava
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sidhi or Prajna) cannot know the whole of the universe without

avidya, for the purusa or the Atman by nature, has neither
28

attachment nor any relation®" based on avidya with world
objects. In this way avidya implies Paramatman and does not

negate it (NM, p.324).

Thirdly, as to the prima facie argument regarding the
impossibility of the existence of bondage and emancipation

(bandamokgavyavasthanupapatii), Anandabodha points out

that these two conditions caused by avidya are on par

with the objects seen in a dream. When avidya itself is
removed, these conditions of bondage and emancipation are
neither expected nor logically desirable in the Brahman and

without avidya, these two conditions cannot properly be

explained also (NM. p,325),

Fifthly, Znandabodha counteracts the argument, viz.
impossibility of the teacher and taught relation of Pﬁrvapakga

that arrangement of teacher and taught (guru sigyavyavastha)

is possible because the difference between teacher and the
taught takes place only in the realm of avidx§ and would cease

to exist on its removal (gurnéi%yavyava§th5pi Samanayagae~

ksamaiva) (NM, p.325).

2nandabodha refutes the theory known as Jivasrita

avidyavada upheld by Mandana Midra and his follower Vacaspati
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Misra in their works Brahmasiddhi and Bhamati respectively,

Znandabodha argues that JIv3tman (individual self) cannot

be the locus of avidya since JIvatman is not a separate entity.

The unity of Brahman and Jivatman is proclaimed by the

Upani§adic authority i.e. anema Jivena 3tmana anupravesa

(cha, Up. 6.3.7; 2.3). Those who advocate Jivasritaavidyavada

argue that Brahman cannot be the locus of avidya for Brahman

is of the nature of light and avidya is of the nature of
darkness and therefore both EZiQZé and Brahman are opposed to
each other, This logic is also applicable in case of Jivasrita

avidya vada, As jIvatmen is not separate from the self-luminous

Brahman and avidya is of the nature of darkness. Thus the
opposition which is supposed in case of Brahman as the locus
is unavoidable in the case of JIv3tman as the locus of avidy3.

(NM. p.309).

It cannot be said that though unity of Brahman and
Jivatman is real (t3ttvika) still the difference (bheda)
between Brahman and Jivatman is the creation of avidya and
hence it does not go against the authority of the égggi
(scripture), and thus Jivatman can be considered to be the

locus (asraya) of avidya., According to Anandabodha this view

is baseless since it leads to parasPargéraya (interdependence)

JIvatman would depend on avidya for its difference and avidya

would depend on JIvatman for its locus (3&raya).
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It is argued that there is nothing illogical in case
of avidya and it can possibly reside in a liberated person.
Znandabodha rejects this view since as long as avidya is

not fully dispelled one cannot be a mukta or liberated

person.

Thus, according to Anandabodha a person gets bound
to this illusory world due to his avidya and dispelling the

same completely he attains the mokga i.e. the Supreme Brahman.,

Theories of Error (Khyativada) :

The concept of bhrama (illusion) or viparyaya {(error)
has been accepted as a form of invalid knowledge (aprama)
by almost all schools of Indian philosophy.30 Moreover,
error is an erroneous cognition of one thing as another
thing or an illusory perception of one thing as another,
Valid knowledge (Prama) is the apprehension of an object
as it is while error is the cognition of an object as it is
not, The sanskrit term for error is ‘khyati! (cognition)
derived from the root E§z§ meaning, ‘to perceive'! or ‘to
manifest®. Among the Indian philosophers the ways of
explaining error widely differ as they advocate a theory

of error suited to their respective metaphysical views.,

30. Singh, B.N, Indian legic, pP.26,
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There are five prominent theories of bhrama (error)
propounded by the schools of Indian philosophy, viz., the
theory of self-apprehension (atmakhyati), the theory of
non-being's apprehension (asatkhzgti), the theory of none
apprehension (akhg§ti), the theory of misapprehension

(anyathakhyati) and the theory of indefinables apprehension

(anirvacaniyakhyEti)3l. All these theories of error have

been classified into two groups viz, satkthti and asat
khyati. According to the former, an error is the cognition
of the existent (sat). There are three theories under

sat khyati, viz. anyath3khy3ti, Stmakhyati and akhyati.

According to the theory of asatkhyati, an error is non-

32

existent being. Anandabodha explains all these theories

in his three works - Pramapamala, Nyayadipavali and

Nyayamakaranda. Apart from the anirvacanIyakhyati

advocated by the Advaitins Anandabodha like Sankara®>

refutes all these theories pointing out duly the leogical
fallacies and finally establishes the validity of the

Advaita theory called anirvacaniya khyati.

31. Sastri, S.Kuppuswami, A Primer of Indian logic, p.l23.
32, Singh, B.,N., Indian Logic, p.26.

33, BSSB, 2dhy3sabhasya.



Atmakhyati (Self-apprehension) :

The theory of error called atmakhyati (self~

apprehension) is advocated by the Yogacara school of Buddhist

philosophy otherwise known as VijAanayvadins. Error

(bhrama) according to this school, is the external manifestaw

tion of the internal cognition (jAanakarasyeva vahiravabhasa)

(NM. p.99). The Yogacara idealist school advocates that the
entire world is an illusion, a reflex or a thought~image.

Nothing is real except consciousness (vijAaptimatra) or mind

(cittamatra). Just as a man with defective eyesight sees
the vision of double moon, or floating hairtuft before his
eves, or a moving circle in a firebrand, .or the fatamorgana
in a desert, or takes bubbles for crystals, in the same way
the ignorant man who has not attained the absolute wisdom

(samyag-jnana) sees the vision of diverse colours and forms

and acts on the presumption that they are real. They are

34 35

the projections of thmind and appear as something external.

34, Vijhaptimatramevaitad asadarthavabhasanat, yatha
taimirikasyasat Kebacandradi darfanam, Vimsatika

of Dharmakirti.

35, Yadantar-jheyarGpam tu bhirvad avabhgsate/ﬁlambanaparik§§,6.

64



The diversity of things and the plurality of innumerable

Persons, in short, the whole universe and its inhabjitants

36

are creation of the mind, In the nacre-silver illusion

191

the subjective silver-form of cognition appears as the form

of an external object. The 'silver (rajata) is not
absolutely umreal., It is real as a form of the internal
cognition, but the mistake consists in taking it to be the
form of an external object. The ‘silver (rajata)' is a
mental fact whereas in the illusion it is taken for an
extramental fact. The Yogacara school does not recognise
any cogniser other than the momentary idea. So, according
to this school, in illusion a momentary ldea cognises
itself as external. As utterly non-existent object like
ether-lotus (Zkasapadma) does not appear, there must be a
vitiation of the general rule, viz. ‘It is, as it appears®

(yad yatha pratibhasate tat tatha eva iti autsargika

anyathatvam), (NM. p.99). The cognition, viz. ‘this is not

silver' must be accepted as sublating 'thisness'. It
involves the flaw of gaurava (prolixity) in assuming the
denial of both silver, the locus (asraya), and ‘thisness’

can be sublated being external. The silver, thus remains

36, D;éyam na vidyate bahyam - cittam citram hi dgéyate.
Dehabhoga-pratisthanam cittamatra vadamyaham.

Latkavatarasitra/cittamatra of Dharmakirti,verse 23,
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internal as of the nature of cognition. The Yogacara
school also argues that the sublation (badha) of thisness
negates the existence of silver in front as well as
anywhere at distance, perception being impossible of a
thing at a long distance. Thus, one has to accept that

the silver is identical with perception (NM. p.100).

ZAnandabodha sets aside the view of Yogacira by arguing
that when the silver aspect is accepted as internal, the
appearance of externality, though unreal, has to be accepted.
Besides, 1f objects are accepted as internal then in the
case of the superimposition of fire on a heap of gunjas
(a small shrub of that name bearing a red black berry)
there would be the possibility of perceiver's body being on
flame (PM. 9). If that existence in cognition also is
unreal, then the superimposed thing would be completely
non-existent or indescribable, It cannot be said that
the thing existing in cognition is not unreal, but only
does not create any effect (PM. p.10), since there would
not be any action of a person, desirous of fire towards
that object. To avoid this contingency, the Yogacara
school has to admit that the objects though actually
existing internally appear as external, and thus external
appearance causes the activity of a person. ZAnandabodha

maintains that the object itself externally causes the action
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and it is needless to imagine any internal object which is
incapable of creating any effect externally (PM. p.10).
The fallacy of gaurava (Prolixity) is defect only in
presumption. Here the sublative cognition is not imagined,
by any one but is a self-evident experience of all. So
the acceptance of internality of the external object is

untenable, maintains Anandabodha,.

Asatkhyati (theory of non-being®s apprehension) :

The theory of error called asatkhziti is advocated by
the Madhyamika school of the Buddhist Philosophy. According
to this school, error is the cognition of an absolute

non-existent object (atyanta asantamartham avabh@sayanti

samvid eva vibhrama) (NM. p.l1l02). This school advocates

that an absolute non-existent object (atyanta asat padartha)

appears in error, for instance, in shell-silver illusion,

an absolute non-existent object appears externally. The
appearance of an absolute non-existent object in illusion

is proved by the sublating cognition i.e.‘'this is not silver?
after understanding the error, *this is silver'. When the
sublating cognition (badhakadhi) i.e. 'this is not silver®
arises, the silver which appears in illusion gets negated
and thus, the non~existence nature of silver is proved.

Since the object of error i.e. silver is sublated it is

not sat (existent object) but only asat (non-existent)



object which can appear in an illusion. Cognition itself
has illuminating special power acquired by its previous
cognition, which is called nescience (avidya). The power
is called nescience (avidya). In the place where shell-
silver error occurs, there is no silver and consequently
there is no sense-object contact, still there arises the
silver-cognition because of internally differentiated

residual impressions (samskara vasana) (NM. p.110):

PM,8, ND p.5).,

It is further argued that if there is no appearance
of the absolute non-existent object in error there cannot
be the sublating congnition, i.e. "this is not silver"
after its real cognition. The object of the sublative
cognition, for instance, *this is not silver!, is the non-
existent object. The non-existent cobject appears by its

own nature, not as real (NM. p.11l).

The sublative cognition shows the unreal nature of
the silver that appears as real in error. As the existence
of objects is to be accepted as they appear, and as there
is conflict between the illusory cognition and the sublative
cognition, it is sound to admit the appearance of non-

existent object in illusory cognition.

Anandabodha refutes all these above said arguments.

He criticises the view by arguing that the sublating cognition
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(badhakadhi) which negates the illusory cognition. "this
is silver, “"does not prove the non~existent object supposed
to appear as object of illusory cognition., Even if the
illusory cognition becomes devoid of object, there is no
harm since there is one type of cognition known as vikalpa
which is also devoid of object., It is said by Patafijali in

his Yogasutra (sabdajfananupati vastisunyo vikalpah)

(Y.S. 1.9; NM. p.109). As illusory cognition is objectless
similarly Vikalpa cognition is objectless., Hence there is

no validity of admitting appearance of a non-existent object
in illusery cognition, for the suppliment of an object to

the sublative cognition. Secondly., the so-called 'appearance

of asat' never becomes an object of immediate cognition.

Anandabodha illustrates this point quoting from the

Istasidhi of Vimuktatman i.e. na hi nari srngam bhati gaviva.

According to Anandabodha, an asat (non-existent object) cannot
be an object of direct cognition as a horn is not seen in

case of a man as in case of a cow.

Further, Anandabodha questions the object of the
capacity. If the object of the capacity (samarthya) is said
to be non-existent, is it then produced (karya) by the capacity

or indicated (jhapya)? The non-existent object cannot be a
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karya (produced). Again, if the capacity of a cognition
produces it who else will be there to manifest it? It

also cannot be indicated by the capacity (jBanasamarthya).

Thus, the view of Madhyamika is untenable,

Akhyati (The theory of non-approhension)

EAnandabodha in his Pramapamala, Nyayadipavali and

Nyayamakaranda thoroughly criticises the theory of non-

apprehension (akhyati) propeunded by the Prabhakara school

of purva Mimamsa in the following way.

The followers of the Prabhakara School propogate the

doctrine of the self-validity (svatah pramapya) of samvid

(knowledge)37 and reduces all error and doubt to simply,an

absence of knowledge, All knowledge, according to this

38

school, is valid™  which prompts us to activity. According

to this school, what is called error or illusion (viBaryaya)

37. Kinca svata eva yadupapdyate --- mitau ca kacidanupa-

pattanar stiti svayamprakasaiva yukta, PP. p.173.

38. Yathartha sarvamebeha vijndnamitisiddhaye Prabh3kara

gurorbhava ssamiumah Prakasyate. PP.V.53, p.d.



is not false knowledge. If all cognition is self-luminous
(svaprakasa) and therefore true (Xathgrtha), the consciousness
expressed in the judgement "this is silver" cannot be
erroneous., When one mistakes a piece of shell for silver,
the error is due to the fajlure to distinguish the two
different elements in it, i.e. the idea of silver and the
impression of "this". One mixes up the perceived and the
remembered elements in one single psychosis. The object of
a cognition is the thing which is presented to consciousness,
In "this is silver" what is presented to consclousness is"
"silver" and not "shell". One does not cognise the shell
as silver, for the shell never enters into consciousness.
The idea which is remembered does not agree with the fact,
since the judgement "this is silver" is superseded by the
judgment "this is only a piece of shell" when the knower
picks up the piece. The error is due to akhy§ti Or NOonN=
apprehension, of the difference between the given and the
remembered elements. The perceived element, "this", and
the remembered element, "silver", are true; only there is
non~-discrimination(Akhyati) of the two factors as distinct,
This non-discrimination is due to certain defects of the
sense-organs and to the suggestion of the similarity
between shell and silver, which rouses the mental residum

(samskara) of the silver previously cognised., This



198

This unconsciousness of the distinction between the given
and the remembered elements leads to action. In actual
experience there is no difference between the valid and
the invalid cognitions of silver, since both give rise to
the same kind of activity on the part of the agent. Thus,
an error is not a unitary cegnition but a composite of two
cognitions whose distinction is not apprehended, and not

a positive misapprehension but a negative non-apprehension,

According to the prabhakaras, the recollective nature
of the cognition of silver is proved by Pari§e§a39 (elimina-
tion) or remainder (NM. p.58). The cognition of silver
arises by means of a direct contact between the silver and
the eyes, The shell (sukti) cannot be accepted as the content
(lambana) of the silver cognition because that which appears
in the cognitien can be only its content, and it goes against
the experience, Due to non-discrimination the illusory
cognition of silver appears as similar to the cognition of a
real silver, and this prompts some practical activity which
is similar to that prompted by the real silver. Consequently
one bends down to pick the 'silver! and is disappointed to
find merely a piece of shell., Then it is realised that 'this'
is not silver. The Prabhakara sets forth the syllogism as

follows:

39.  ‘SBlikendtha, Prakarapepaficikd, pp.51-52.



Idam smaranam

An3kalita rajetasyanutpadyam@natvat

Yadittham tattatha

yathobhayavadyavivadaspadam rajatasmavanath

(NM. p.62)

(The silver-cognition is memory, because it does not arise

in a person, who haé not seen silver earlier, which is like
this, is like that:~ the cognition which does not arise in a
person, who has not seen the object before, is memory =~ like

the common cognition of silver.)

In a dream the memory of past experience is revived by

some unseen agency(adystakarapa) and appears like cognition

because that which is recollected is forgotten.

In the error of a yellow conch (Pitagsankhag) there are

really two cognitions, one apprehending the yellowness of the
bile, and the other apprehending the substance of the conch
without apprehending its whiteness., Then, because a
substance and a quality always stand in mutual expectancy
(5k5nk§§), the two apprehensions cannot remain unrelated,

and conséquency the manifestation appears as similar to the
manifestation of a real yellow conch. In the illusion of
the double moon the rays issuing from the two eyes give rise
to two different cognitions of the moon which is one and the

illusion persists inspite of the fact that the oneness of the



moon is not forgotten., This is not a case of memory-
obscuration. Here as in the 'yellow conch', illusion there

is a non-discrimination between two cognitions and not
between one cognition and one memory image as in the shell—
silver illusion. In all these illusions the non-discrimination
is caused by defects, Defects simply disturb the normal
functioning of a cause; they cannot give rise to a different
effect. A defective seed of wheat results either in a
deficient growth or in no growth, but it cannot produce a
barley-plant. Similarly, the defect of the sense produce
either an incomplete cognition of the nacre or no cognition,
but they canmmot produce the cognition of an entirely different

object, viz. the silver.

Enandabodha sets aside the theory of akhyati as

follows:

The prabhakara defines error as vivekagraha (non-cognition

of difference between cognitions and their objects).

Anandabodha asks a question: what does the term vivekagraha

denote? In the Nyayadipavaeli (p.9) Enandabodha suggests four

possible alternative answers and discards them viz. bhedagraha

(non-cognition of difference), bhedakagraha (non-cognition

of the maker of difference), paraspara bhavagraha (mutual

non-cognition) and asamsargagraha. Bhedagraha means

[d
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non~-cognition of difference either between the two cognitions
or between the cognition and the object. The difference
between the cognitions cannot be said to be non-cognised, as

cognitions are self-luminous (svayamprakésa). The objects

also are manifested through this cognition. Moreover,
difference is accepted by the prabhakaras as the very nature
of objects. Hence the words conveying non-cognition

(vivekEgraha) cannot be proper with difference when objects

are manifested. Two contradictory attributes i.e. the

appearance of nature (svapratibhasa) and the non-appearance

of difference (sva-svabhavabhutabhedapratibhasa) cannot be

accepted to be residing in one object.

Secondly, the word bhedaka in the bhedakagraha would

either mean bhedotpadaka (producer of the difference) or

bhedajfapaka (indicator of difference). As difference is

nothing but the object itself, producer of difference would

mean producer of object. Thus, the word bhedakagraha would

imply that without understanding the jar-meker (ghatakarta)

one cannot know the jar (ghata) which is not teneble. The

other alternative i.e. bhedajRapaka is similarly absurd, as

the word bhedaka cennot meam any sense and without the awareness
of sense, activities are seen to be undertaken (ND. p.9). By

the indicator of difference one cannot take differentiating
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qualities or special qualities of the object (bhedya@
dharmap). If they are known difference also would be known,

if they are unknown, there would not be any activity. If

it is said that some of the qualities are known and some like
shellness etc, are unknown, then the person desiring silver
may proceed towards a stone whose stoneness is not known,

The cognition of similarity also cannot be accepted as the
cause of activity as activity is seen in the case of yellow

conch (Pitah sankhah) though it is not similar to the vhite

one,

Thirdly, Parasparabhavagraha means non-apprehension

of the absence of one into or from the other is also untenable,
when the word 'this' (idam) denotes the object in front and
when 'silver' (rajata) is remembered both the objects are
known and the difference which is of the nature of either of
them also must be known. There is no non~apprehension of
difference. When difference (bheda) is accepted as the

nature of positive entity (bhavarupa) and so non-apprehension

of difference becomes impossible,

Fourthly, asamsargagraha is the a-tadatmyasya a-samavya-

syavaagraha, The non-association implies absence of association

which, ultimately would not be different from the objects
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appearing either as 'this' or as 'silver'. As absence of

a jar is not different from the ground (bhutala) so also

the absence of association is not different from that which
is related 'this’ (iggg) or 'silver', Therefore, non-associa=-
tion (atédétmya) should be accepted as non~different from the

positive entities bhavapadarthas which appear in the cognition,

IT) In the shell-silver illusion, the silver (rajata) cannot
be accepted as an object of memory since the cogniser can
point out the object in front by finger as silver (NM, p.75).
And the defects in the sense organs cannot alsoc prevent the
capacity of producing effect as there are some cases of

defects where altogether a new effect results.

II1I) It is untenable to say that the untrustworthy nature is
because of inconsistency of cognitions with their objects
because self-validity of cognitions is due to their being
cognitions and not because of being non-contradictory

(avyabhicarepa), (NM. p.75)

V) The inference put forth to prove the recollective
nature of silver-cognition is illogical since the perceptive

nature of silver-cognition is proved.
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V) In the instance "conch is yellow" (Pital sanklgh)

non~-cognition of non~relation cannot be accepted when yellowness
and conch are cognised. It is unnecessary also since the case
can be well explained by superimpoesition as in the case of

shell=-silver,

V1) The theory of akhyati fails to explain the activity of
a person desirous of silver towards the object in front. The
activity of the sentient is produced only by cognition and
never by a non-cognition. The cognition of similarity is
present there in the non-cognition accepted by Prabhakara but

it is contradictory to the experience., The cognition 'gavaya

is similar to cow (go sadrso gavayag) cannot be the cause of

the activity towards a a gavaya of a person desirous of a cow,

Besides, the non-cognition of non-silver may result in negligence.
The activity for a person desiring silver towards 'this' is
reasonably due to desire of that object (silver), otherwise

there would be mutual conflict as a person desires one and

acts towards towards another (NM. p.71). The silver cognition
has for its content the object in fromnt as it inveriably

causes the effort for a person desirous of that.

VII) The sublative nature of 'This is not silver' does not
lie in the non-cognition of difference. The statement i.e.all
cognitions are true does not stand to reason. So the theory of

akhyati is untenable, maintains Enandabodha,



Anyathakhyati (Theory of misapprehension)

Enandabodha also criticises the Bhatta theory of error

and pointing out logical flaws adeguately sets aside it in

his works. The theory of error which is known as anyathakhyati

or viparitakhyati has been propounded by the Bhatta school of

the plrva MimamsZ, However, the theory of error postulated

by the term anyathakhyati which slitely differs from that of

Bhattas.

According to the Bhggga school error is an appearance
of an object in the form of another, for instance, in shell-
silver error, shell (sukti) appears in the form of silver
(rajata) which is an apprehension of another object i.e.
shell, Hence illusory cognition arises in the form -~ This

is silver (iyam sukti) in the substratum of real shell. An

error manifests a real object in the form, of a different
object which too is real.éo In all cases of illusory
perception it is only the relation between the subject and
predicate elements, e.g. 'this' and silver', which is unreal
and appears to be real. The related object) however are always

real.

40, Tatrasuktikarajatadi jnanam suktik@akhyam bhavam
suktikarupena sadrupam bhavantarasya rajatasya yat
sadrupam rajatarUpam tena rupena grunlad bhrantam
bhavati. NR or SV, Niralambana p.ll1l7.



Accordingly an illusion is a positive mis-apprehension
in which the mistake consists in identifying two unrelated
real objects under the influence of vicious subjective and

objective conditions,

The Bhattas argue that an absolute non-existent entity
cannot appear in error and also an existent object cannot
appear in error since the sublating congition arising in the
form of 'this is not silver' after the error, proves that
since the object of erroneous perception i.e. silver (rajata)
gets sublated by the object of real cognition i.e. of shell,

it is not sat (existent) because sat padartha cannot have

sublation (badha). The object of erroneous perception, is

not asat (unreal) for its appearance (atyantasatah arthasya

pratibhasasambhavat NM. p.8l). Thus, the object of error

not being asat and not being sat (real), is to be accepted
as appearing in form of another object, for instance, it is
the piece of shell that appears as a silver. The term

anyatha (otherwise) in the term anyathakhyati, according to

Bhﬁpgas, refers to the appearance of the object, i.e. it is
an cognition (khyati) of an object as what it is not
(anyath3a). As the silver witnessed in the locus of shell
is not absolutely unreal, for the sublating cognition which
cancels it in form of ‘this' is not silver' proves its

reality, for the time being. The sublating cognition only

o)
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sublates the identity of silver with the object infront
i.e. shell, and implies the existence of silver in another
place or some other place, but not absclute non-existence

of silver (anyathavabhasahidamkaraspada tadatmyanisedhatma

NM. p082.).

The Bhattas uphold the view that abhava or asat

(non-existence) is not complete absence like sky-flower

(@kasa kusuma), but absence of another positive entitye.

Hence, Kumarila, the propounder of the Bhatta school of

Mitasa philosophy contends in his celebrated work

'§lokavartika.*t

Abhava is another positive entity, in
respect of other objects, and not something else as that

which is impossible to be explained.

Absolute non-existent object (atyanta asat padartha)

cannot be an object of cognition, but the non-existent
object, which is expressible in the form of an existent
object, can become the object of cognition, for instance, in
shellesilver illusion, since shell, though non-existent,
being expressible in the form of existent object becomes

the object of erroneous cognition "this is silver®™., And
shell invariably becomes the object of effort for a person

desirous of silver, This proves that shell (sukti) itself

41. bhavantara abhavanyo na kaschid vyapeksaya. SV, 3.23;
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appears in the form of silver (rajata). Further, the

Pratyabhijna (recognition) in the form of "this appeared

as silver so far that takes place after the rise of the
sublating cognition (badhakadhi) proves that shell appears

otherwise i.e. in the form of silver,

Znandabodha criticises the Bhatta theory of anyatha-

khyati as follows:

He argues that a cognition cannot arise without a’
corresponding object. If in the shelle-silver illusion,
silver is supposed to be existing elsewhere then the

cognition of silver cannot take place.

As Bhattas contend that non-existent object cannot
have appearance in perception, Znandabodha questions the
appearance of an object denoted by 'this' as silver. As a
matter of fact, shell exists in its own nature, but the
nature, identical with silver, is not real, by which it can
become the object of cognition, the silver can not be real,
for the sublating cognition would not have any object

(badhadhiyah niralambanapatat) (NM. p.85) as a real cannot

be sublated., The validity of the sublation "“this is not
silver" is an all=accepted truth. The assertion of the
reality of silver would reverse it and would make the first

cognition i.e. *‘this is silver' as valid. Even through the



non-existence of silver does not resemble the sky-lotus,
silver being existent elsewhere still the silver existing
elsewhere cannot be the object of cognition. The existence
of one object, i.e. of shell cannot deny the absolute
non-existence of the other object. The relation of identity
of silver with shell does not explain the cognition because
if the sowcalled identity is present here it cannot be
sublated, and if absent cannot be the object of cognition.
This mutual identity should either be real (sat) or unreal
(asat). It could not be of a third category. The two
objects, which are regarded as of the nature of mutual

negation (anyonyabhava), are accepted as acquiring the

forms of each other. But according to Anandabodha, this
acquireness of the form of each other is inexplicable, If
it is the same as the object denoted by fthis', then there
would not be cognition of ’silver'. If it is of silver
only, it would be cognised at any place as on the wrist of
a beloved, and not here as ‘'this' (idam). If it is a
third entity like a jar, transcending both the idam and

the rajata then the cognition as 'silver' would certainly
be impossible. So this explicability, contends ZAnandabodha

is the same as indescribability of the object of error,

Apart from this, the non-existence (asat) is common
t0 both the silver and its identity. Hence there is no

harm in admitting the non~existence of silver itself,
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though a non-existent object cannot be an object of
illusory cognition, The existence of silver can be
accepted as the shell itself, It would not be opposite to
the experience (anubhava), since the opposition cannot be
proved, There cannot be opposition between two cognitions
since cognitions can have the object like colour, taste
etc, The opposition (virodha) cannot be nature of conflict
between existence (bhava) and non-existence (abhava) in

one positive entity as these two aspects are not seen in
one entity. It cannot be argued that as in an eunuch, where
two bhava and abhava are seen, hence there can be existence
and non-existence in one positive entity, for abovesaid
example of emnuch is not an appropriate one on the strength
of which there would be contingency of appearing both the
shell and the silver together, Thus, silver existing

elsewhere cannot be logical proved by the Bhattas, contends

Anandabodha,

Anirvacaniyakhyati {(the theory of indefinables apprehension)

The Advaita school expounds the view that so long as
the illusion of a snake or silver lasts there comes into
being the corresponding object which is logically indefinable,
The Advaita school maintains that in the rope-snake illusion

the snake must actually be present where it is seen, though
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it enjoys merely a temporary existence so long as the
1llusion lasts, and because it can be neither absolutely
real, nor absoclutely unreal, nor both together, it must be

indefinable.

Anandabodha maintains that the term anirvacanlya is

used in order to explain that the object of error is not

existent (sat), or non-existent (asat) or existent cum non-

existent (sadasat). However, anirvacaniyata (inexplicability)
does not mean inability of expression at all since there

would be a contingency of keeping mum., (NM, p.119),

But the term anirvacanIyata means sadasadvilaksana

(distinct from existent and non-existent). Anandabodha

defines sadaasadvilaksanata as distinction from both the

aspects defined (avacchinna) by distinction of every aspect

(ekaikaprakaravilaksanya vavacchinnobhayaprakaravilaksanam

lak@apam'gériyate (NM, p.112). To prove this, Anandabodha

in his Pramapamala employs the syllogism as follows:

Vivadapadam anirvacyam

bhadhyatvat

Yad uktasadyamam na bhavati na tat Uktasadhanam

Yatha atma



Further in Nyayamakaranda Anandabodha points out that

the object of illusory cognition like silver is sadasade

vilaksana is proved by the means of knowledge (Praméga)

called arthapatti (Presumption).

The object of error is not virifiable and may therefore
appear to be unreal but no knowledge without a corresponding
object is conceivable. Hence the reality with which knowledge
acquaints us is not always of the same kind, and that the
objects of error are of a type which is ontologically different
from that of the common objects. The cognition of the objects
of error can be explained only by admitting their distinct

nature from both the existent and the non-existent,

They being distinct from asat are perceived and being

distinct from sat are sublated (NM, p.113).

In this connection Anandabodha puts forth the view of

prakasatman who in his Paﬁcapgdika vivaraga defines

anirvacya as distinct from the absolute and the empirical
reality. According to him sublation (b3dha) is a negation
on account of the upadhi (adjunct) of the object. anirvacya
(indefinability) therefore is defined as that which becomes

the subject matter for the cognition of sublation and which



arises on account of the cognition that sublates (NM. p.126).
Zivarapakﬁra accepts three types of reality (EEEE§) viz.,

the absolute reality of the Brahman, the empirical reality

of ether etc, (akasadi) which is characterised by the adjunct
of Eéié and the phenomenal reality of silver etc. characterised
by the adjunct of Avidya. Thus, there is no contradiction
between the former gognition i.e. *this is silver' and the
latter one i.e. *this is not silver'., The silver experienced
in the former cognition is produced by avidya and latter
cognition gives the absence of the absolute and the empirical

reality and proves the unreality of silver (rajata).

Anandabodha maintains that as in the view of anyath3-

khygti the silver existing in some other place appears as

being in front similarly in the view of anirvacaniyakhyati

silver (rajata) though distinct from existent object appears
as existent., In the later cognition also, the existence of
silver never appears, on the contrary, it sublates it.

Thus, there is no contradiction in the experience by accepting
silver as distinct from both the existent and non-existento\

The latter cognition sublates the empirical reality of

silver, since the silver is created by the avidya which is

sublated when its substratum i,e. the shell is realised,

The silver in illusion which is unreal appears as empirically
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real. It is the appearance which is sublated by the later
congition, since what is cognised there cannot be refuted
there only. Otherwise the shell also would be refuted like
the silver. One cognition in this way cannot sublate the
other one, it can only indicate its otherwiseness

(anyathabhava). Thus, the sublation would take the fomm

as 'upto this time it appeared as silver, not now'. And
the sublation cannot be admitted in the same phase since
it would be contradictory to the previous cognition.
Further, one cognitien cannot disprove the content of other
cognition so far as cognitions are limited te their own
contents (NM. p.l121). To admit a contentless cognition
would mean to accept the Madhyamika Bauddhist view, which

negates the external existence of contents (NM, p.121).

Anandabodha is his Nyayamakaranda puts forth the

definttion of anirvacya as jh3nanivartyatva (that which can

be sublated by knowledge) from the Istasidhi (p.3) of
Vimuktatman (NM. p.124). ZAnandabodha proves that the
definition of Vimuktatman is not inconsistent since the
describable Atman is never sublated and the sublative silver
etc, are indescribable. But the nature of sublation cannot
be proved since cognitions restricted to their contents cannot

sublate the content of other cognition. ZAnandabodha supports
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the definition of anirvacyata as the objectivity of sublation

which means the complete cessation of Avidya along with its

effects (savilasa avidya nivrttih eva badhah tadgocarata

anirvacyata (NM, p.25). Thus the theory of anirvacaniyakhyati

is logically sound, maintains Anandabodha,

Further, Anandabodha examines the interpretation of the

term anyatha given by the Bhattas. He refutes the concept of

anyatha by arguing that this this another (anyatha) can exist

neither in the substratum of shell-silver cognition, nor any
where else, For its existence elsewhere cannot be proved
neither by anubhava (experience) nor by anupapatti
(impossibility of otherwise explanation). Three kinds of
cognitions which arise in connection with shell-silver
illusion are (a) cognition of silver itself (b) cognition

of sublation of silver and (c) recognition of silver. These
cognitions cannot prove the existence of sgilver alse where
(anyatra). The cognition of silver shows silver as aspect
of "this", The cognition of sublation determines the
absence of silver in front. Thus Anandabodha points out
that the object of erroneous cognition cannot be anywhere

else like that of eating other in dream {svaphe nabhobhaksana)

vhich has no existence in waking state. (NM. p.92). Further,
the existence else where of the object of erroneous cognition
cannot be proved by anupatti (impossibility of otherwise

explanation),
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Enandabodha examines the nature of sublation
(badhadhi) i.e. This is not silver. According to him,
the sublating cognition does not consist in the denial of
identity (tadatmya); it recounts the silver on the object
*this! and denies that aspect alone and not all the identities.
After the denial of the cognition of two different objects
between which identity (tadatmya) is supposed to be existing
arises as the two trees appear identical from a long distance,
but when the identity is denied, there is no appearance of
two trees distinct from each other. The sublating
cognition "This is not silver denies the nature of silver

but not the identity of silver with shell,



