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Pramāṇa is the instrument by which the reality of essence of anything is ascertained (प्रमीयते परिच्छिद्यते वस्तुतत्त्वं येन तत्प्रमाणम् – माङ् माने or डुमिञ् प्रक्षेपणे – करणे ल्युट् – करणाधिकरणयोश्च पा० ३-३-११७, प्रमाकरणं प्रमाणम्). Under ‘उपमानानि सामान्यवचनैः’ (पा० २-१-५५), Patañjali explains – मानं हि नाम तद् येनानिर्ज्ञातमर्थं ज्ञास्यामि, उप समीपे यन्नात्यन्ताय मिमीते तदुपमानम् (Māna is that whereby I will know a thing that is not completely known, the one, which nearby, but not completely, measures / ascertains, is called Upamāna). By the term ‘अत्यन्ताय’, Patañjali implies ‘completely’ (साकल्येन) and without sublated (अबाधित) and by the qualifier ‘अनिर्ज्ञात’ he wanted to exclude स्मृति. Mīmāṃsakas also propose a similar definition – निर्दुष्टकारणजन्यम्, अबाधितम्, अनुपलब्धम्, स्मृतिभिन्नं ज्ञानं प्रमाणत्वमिति (the cognition borne of an impeccable (instrument) reason, without falsehood, not attained earlier and other than Recollection is Pramāṇa) – says Kumārilabhaṭṭa in Ślokavārtika – 


औत्पत्तिकगिरादोषः कारणस्य निवार्यते ।

अबाधो व्यतिरेकेण स्वतस्तेन प्रमाणता ॥

सर्वस्यानुपलब्धेऽर्थे प्रामाण्यं स्मृतिरन्यथा । (श्लो०वा० औत्पत्तिकसू० श्लो० १०-११)


Vātsyāyana, author of Nyāyabhāṣya and Vācaspatimiśra, author of Tātparyaṭīkā, a commentary on the Nyāyabhāṣya, suggest that अबाधितार्थ and स्मृत्यन्यत्व are the parameters of Pramāṇa – उपलब्धिसाधनानि प्रमाणानि – इति समाख्यानिर्वचनसामर्थ्यात् बोद्धव्यं, प्रमीयतेऽनेनेति करणार्थाभिधानशब्दो हि प्रमाणशब्दः (न्या० भा० १-१-३), उपलब्धिमात्रस्य अर्थाव्यभिचारिणः स्मृतेरन्यस्य प्रमाशब्देनाभिधानात् (तात्पर्यटीका पृ० २१). Annambhaṭṭa of Tarkasaṅgraha clearly states that the ज्ञानम् useful for any transaction is called बुद्धि, it is of two types – Yathārtha (real) and Ayathārtha (unreal). The former, i.e. Yathārthānubhava, is called Pramā. If one looks at a pot and says ‘this is a pot’ (ayam ghaṭaḥ) it is called Pramā (the opposite is Bhramā – illusion – looking at a pearl, if one says ‘this is silver’ – it is called Bhramā).


Guru (Prabhākara) advocates Akhyātivāda. Khyāti means jñānam (cognition). In the false sentence, इदं (शुक्तिः) रजतम्, argues Guru, in the first part, ‘इदम्’ it is Pratyakṣa
 and in the second part ‘रजतम्’, it is Smaraṇam – two cognitions. In the second part one has to resort to Smṛti because there is no चक्षुरादिसन्निकर्षः (proximity of sense-organ such as the eye). The result is that विषय and ज्ञान are non-different in अख्यातिवाद and since every cognition is taken as real or यथार्थ there cannot be any place with cognition related to false-thing (बाधितार्थज्ञानस्थलम्).


Dharmakīrti, a Bauddhācārya and the author of Pramāṇavārtika offered the following definition for Pramāṇa – प्रमाणमविसंवादिज्ञानमर्थक्रियास्थितिः अविसंवादनं शाब्दे व्यभिप्रायनिवेदनात् (प्र०वा० २-१) (the cognition that confirms to Pramāṇa, the existence of things and actions, avisaṃvādanam as the idea is expressed through Śabdapramāṇa also). Finally the अविसंवादिज्ञानम्  is the one that संवादिप्रवृत्तिजन-कत्वम्, i.e. what urges the man to act.


Akalaṅka, a Jainācārya and the author of Aṣṭaśatī defined a Pramāṇa thus – प्रमाणमविसंवादिज्ञानम्, अनधिगताधिगमलक्षणत्वात् (अष्टशती पृ० १७५) (the cognition that confirms to Pramāṇa as it is defined as attaining the one not attained earlier).


In Upaskāra, a commentary on the Vaiśeṣikasūtras, the author Śaṅkaramiśra, explains the Kaṇādasūtra ‘अदुष्टं विद्या ’ – करणे इन्द्रियादौ दोषराहित्यं प्राशस्त्यम् तादृशकरणजन्यत्वं प्रमारूपायां विद्यायां प्रकृष्टत्वम् (commendability is the impeccability in the instruments – sense-organs etc., emanating from such an instrument is superiority in the cognition called प्रमा). Therefore, as is suggested by other systemists it is the ‘superiority’ (of cognition) that matters.


Sāṅkhyas had their own definition – असन्दिग्धाविपरीतानधिगतविषयकचित्त-वृतितः प्रमा (the continuous course of thoughts related to a thing that is non-ambiguous, non-illusory and non-attained). Rather the gist of the above sentence is akin to the ones of other Systemists.


So far as Vedāntins are concerned, there is some confusion. Vedāntaparibhāṣā of Dharmarājādhvarīndra has the following to say in terms of Pramā – तत्र प्रमाकरणं प्रमाणम्। तत्र स्मृतिव्यावृत्तं प्रमात्वमनधिगताबाधितार्थविषयकज्ञानत्वम्। स्मृतिसाधारणं तु अबाधितार्थविषयकज्ञानम् (the instrument in creating cognition is Pramāṇa, therein excluding Smṛti, the cognition related to a thing, which was non-attained, non-falsified, the Pramāṇa common to Recollection is the cognition related to a thing that is non-falsified only). Here the bone of contention is whether cognition of Smṛti is acceptable to Vedāntins as Pramā or not. In other words, whether there are two definitions of Pramā - one for non-Smṛti and the other for Smṛti or only one said by the former sentence and the other is just an explanation. In his commentary, Vedāntaśikhāmaṇi, Rāmakṛṣṇadīkṣita, son and disciple of Dharmarājādhvari, says that in the first sentence in the above paragraph is the definition of Pramā whereas the second one is a definition of Smṛti meant for those who accept (Jainas and some Vedāntins?) Smṛti also as a Pramāṇa. Nyāyakośa  of Bhīmācārya registers that – अत्र वेदान्तिन आहुः स्मृतिरपि (प्रमाजन्यापि) प्रमाणमेव (प्रमा) (प्रमाणपद्धतिः of Jayatīrthārya), अयं भावः स्मृतेः प्रमारूपत्वेन प्रमाकरणत्वरूपप्रमाणलक्षणाक्रान्तत्वा-दनुभवस्याऽपि प्रत्यक्षादिचतुष्टयस्येव प्रमाणान्तरत्वमिष्टमेव इति (here in this regard Vedāntins held that Smṛti is also a Pramāṇa – the import is that since Smṛti is in the form of Pramā, and since it conforms to the definition of Pramāṇa, like the popular four, viz., Pratyakṣa etc., a different Pramāṇa, i.e., Anubhava is also acceptable. Another scholar, Vāraṇāsi Gaṅgādharaśāstri, who translated Vedāntaparibhāṣā into Telugu puts forth his understanding differently - Smṛti is also Pramā, as there also we have non-illusory cognition and in order to avoid Smṛti only the term स्मृतिव्यावृत्तम् is incorporated in the definition.


On the other hand, in Brahmasūtrabhāṣya on the first sūtra, जन्माद्यस्य यतः, Śaṅkarācārya comments thus – न धर्मजिज्ञासायामिव श्रुत्यादय एव प्रमाणं ब्रह्मजिज्ञासायां किन्तु श्रुत्यादयोऽनुभवादयश्च यथासम्भवमिह प्रमाणम्, अनुभवावसानत्वात् भूतवस्तुविषयत्वाच्च (in the case of dharmajijñāsā, Śruti, liṅga etc. are Pramāṇa and in Brahmajijñāsā Anubhava etc. along with Śruti etc. are Pramāṇa as per the possibility as here, it, the purpose of Mokṣa, concludes with Anubhava or Brahmasākṣātkāra and it has certainly got to do with the past things).

The author of Ratnāpaṇa, while commenting on the above lines says – अनुभवो ब्रह्मसाक्षात्काराख्यो विद्वदनुभवः (Anubhava means the experience of a scholar called Brahmasākṣātkāra).


Dr. Rāmaprasād Tripāṭhī, the author of पाणिनीयव्याकरणे प्रमाणसमीक्षा, thinks that there are two definitions. 

On the other hand, there also arises a question –  धारावाहिकज्ञान (continuous-thought-process), wherein - घटोऽयं घटोऽयम् (this is a pot, this is a pot) – type of uninterrupted, and non-different (having the same form), perceptional knowledge, called धारावाहिकम् (stream-like) is there, cannot be called प्रमा as in second, third and fourth moments there cannot be a knowledge which is ‘anirjñāta’ (not earlier known). The answer is as follows – on one hand, we accept that the ‘वृत्ति’ (process) that is there is ‘नित्या’ (eternal). On the other hand, the sense-organ, eye, is described as having form of ‘तेजः’ (light) and the same is different at each moment and therefore different knowledge is produced at every moment. This aspect is clarified by Patañjali, Kaiyaṭa and Nāgeśa in Mahābhāṣya, Pradīpa and Udyota respectively, under अपादाने पञ्चमी (पा० २-३-२८) – तत्तर्हि इदं बहु वक्तव्यम् ? न वक्तव्यम्, अपादाने इत्येव सिद्धम्। इह तावत् प्रासादात् प्रेक्षते, शयनात् प्रेक्षते इति। अपक्रामति तत्तस्माद्दर्शनम्। यद्यपक्रामति किं नात्यन्तायापक्रामति ? सन्ततत्वात। अथवा अन्यान्यप्रादुर्भावात्, अन्या चान्या च प्रादुर्भवति (म०भा०), क्षणिकपक्षावष्टम्भेन भेदमाश्रित्याह – अथवा अन्यान्यप्रादुर्भावादिति। अन्यस्यान्यस्य तेजोरूपस्येन्द्रियस्योत्पादादित्यर्थः (प्रदीपः), भाष्ये अन्या चान्या च दर्शनक्रियेत्यर्थः। अपक्रामति तस्माद्दर्शनमिति दर्शनपदेन वृत्तिरेवाभिमता। कैयटोक्तव्याख्याने तु चक्षुर्व्यक्तिरिति विशेष्यं बोध्यम्। वृत्तिपरत्वेन व्याख्याने चिरं ज्ञानानुभवानापत्तिरिति पूर्वपक्षः तावत्कालं स्थिरत्वे नाद्यमुत्तरम्, द्वितीयं तु स्पष्टमेवेति ध्येयम् (उद्योतः). (Then a lot of this has to be mentioned? Need not be mentioned, it is implied by the term ‘apādāna’ itself, here are examples – looking from the tall building and looking from the bed, each ‘looking’ parts from that, if it parts doesn’t it part completely, as it is eternal, otherwise, due to the birth of different and different, different and different vṛtti is borne (Mahābhāṣyam), ‘otherwise, due to the birth of different and different’ says so following difference due to the ‘momentary argument’, the import is that due to the birth of different and different sense-organ, which is in the form of ‘light’ (Pradīpa), in Bhāṣya – different and different means the act of looking, the ‘looking’ is parting from that – here by the word looking, ‘Vṛtti’ only is meant, in Kaiyaṭa’s commentary the qualified – ‘eye individual’ – is to be supplied, it may be noted that in the commentary relating to Vṛtti, ‘there cannot be the experience of knowledge for longer’ – is the objection, it is static for that much time in the first answer, the second answer is clear (Udyota).

Means of Knowledge, or Pramāṇas – is a subject that is widely discussed in all the texts of Indian Philosophy, including Vyākaraṇa. In order to obtain first hand knowledge of objects of knowledge or Meya different Systemists had advocated different number of Pramāṇas and argued that the rest (i.e. enumerated by others) if any, would be covered by those which are accepted.

Pratyakṣa (Perception) only is acceptable to Cārvākas. Buddhists and Vaiśeṣikas accept only two, i.e. Pratyakṣa and Anumāna (Inference). Followers of Sāṅkhya and Yoga Darśanas and Bhāsarvajña support only three - Pratyakṣa,  Anumāna and Śabda (Statement). Nyāyadarśana enumerates four - Pratyakṣa,  Anumāna, Upamāna (Analogy) and Śabda. Between the two sides of Mīmāṃsakas, Prābhākaras accept Arthāpatti (Presumption) in addition to the four accepted by Naiyāyikas whereas Bhāṭṭa school adds Anupalabdhi (non-perception) or Abhāva (Negation) to the above said five and Vedāntins follow the Bhāṭṭa school. Jainācāryas follow a different path - Pramāṇa is of two types - Pratyakṣa and Parokṣa (super-sensual). Parokṣa is of five types - Smṛti (Recollection), Pratyabhijñā (Recollection), Ūhā (Modification), Anumāna and Āgama (Statement). Paurāṇikas accept eight Pramāṇas - Pratyakṣa, Anumānam, Upamānam, Śabda, Arthāpatti, Anupalabdhi, Sambhava (Inclusion) and Aitihyam (Tradition). Followers of Tantra add Ceṣṭa (Action) to the above eight Pramāṇas. Vaiyākaraṇas accept four Pramāṇas –  Pratyakṣa, Anumānam, Arthāpatti and Śabda. In Mānameyodaya at the end of Pramāṇakhaṇḍa, Nārāyaṇa, who vowed to establish Kumārila’s theory, quotes Rāmāyaṇa – राम षड्युक्तयो लोके सर्वोऽनुदृश्यते (Rāmāyaṇa 3-72-8). (Oh Rāma, there are six means / devices by which everything is known), in support of the number of Pramāṇas
.

In Manusmṛti three Pramāṇas are mentioned – 

प्रत्यक्षमनुमानं च शास्त्रं च विविधागमम्।

त्रयं सुविदितं कायं धर्मसिद्धिमभीप्सता ॥ १२-१०५ ॥
(Who desires to attain Dharma should well understand the three - Pratyakṣa, Anumāna and Śabda). On the other hand, in the beginning of Kṛṣṇayajurvedāraṇyaka (called Aruṇaprapāṭhaka) four Pramāṇas are enumerated and these are useful in measuring the Sun’s orbit – स्मृतिः प्रत्यक्षमैतिह्यम्। अनुमानश्चतुष्टयम्। एतैरादित्यमण्डलम्। सर्वैरेव विधास्यते (Smṛti, Pratyakṣa, Aitihya and Anumāna – by all these four means the Sun’s orbit / circle is measured). Smṛti  literally means recollection. Amarakośa says ‘Smṛtistu dharmasaṃhitā’ (Dharmaśāstra and Smṛti are synonyms)
. Kālidāsa in Raghuvaṃśa (2-2) uses the word Smṛti in the sense of Dharmaśāstra – श्रुतेरिवार्थं स्मृतिरन्वगच्छत् (Dilīpa followed the cow just like Smṛti follows the meaning of Veda). Most of the systemists do not touch the above Vedic sentences regarding the Pramāṇas. The author of Bhāṭṭacintāmaṇi, Vāñceśvarayajvā, an erudite scholar, at the beginning of his commentary (p4) on Bhāṭṭadīpikā quoted the above Vedic sentences. Rather he took the word ‘Smṛti’ in the sense of Upamānapramāṇa – अतिदेशवाक्यार्थस्मृतिः। तेनोपमानप्रमाणमुक्तं भवति (recollection of the meaning of attributive sentence, by that it can be said that Upamānapramāṇa is mentioned). On the other hand, Sāyaṇamādhava comments ‘Smṛti’ as अनुमेयश्रुतिमूलं मन्वादिशास्त्रम् (Manusmṛti etc. which has its roots in Veda, that has got the objects of valid knowledge). It is difficult to support Bhāṭṭadīpikā. Further Sāyaṇa comments – प्रत्यक्षं सर्वपुरुषाणां श्रोत्रेण ग्राह्यं वेदवाक्यं च (Perception is what is heard by all people and the Vedic text), ऐतिह्यं इतिहासपुराणमहाभारतब्राह्मणादिकम् (Tradition means epics, Purāṇas, Mahābhārata, the Brāhmaṇa etc.). Mahābhārata or Jayam is considered to be the fifth Veda, so it is separately mentioned and Rāmāyaṇa and Mahābhārata are called epics / itihāsas. अनुमानः शिष्टाचारः तेन हि मूलभूतं श्रुतिस्मृतिलक्षणं प्रमाणमनुमीयते (the tradition / behaviour of Śiṣṭas, by that the Pramāṇa defined in श्रुति and स्मृति is inferred). Here with regard to the gender of the word अनुमानः, the author of Bhāṭṭacintāmaṇi says लिङ्गव्यत्ययः छान्दसः (the occurrence of masculine gender instead of the popular neuter gender, अनुमानम्, is due to the immunity of Vedic Literature, i.e. सर्वे विधयः विकल्प्यन्ते – all the injunctions related to gender, number, case ending etc. that are mentioned in Vyākaraṇa are optional in terms of Vedic literature. But this is not correct. Under भूवादयो धातवः (पा० १-३-१) Patañjali uses the word ‘अनुमानः’ in the same sense and in masculine gender - कोऽसौ अनुमानः? (What is this अनुमानः?), while commenting on the statement Kaiyaṭa, the author of Pradīpa says that अनुमानम् is भावे ल्युट् and in Udyota, Nāgeśa clarifies that ‘it means, अनुमानः is a word with करणे ल्युट् ’. Bhāṭṭacintāmaṇi in विरोधाधिकरण (1-3-2, p72) says that ‘अनुमानम्’ is भावे ल्युट्. The conclusion is that भावे ल्युट् - is in neuter gender whereas करणे ल्युट्  is in masculine gender. Rather, ‘ अनुमितिः ’ and ‘ अनुमानम् ’ are popular while ‘अनुमानः’ is known only to those who are familiar with महाभाष्यम्. However प्रमादो धीमतामपि (even scholars would have a slip). Under वर्तमाने लट् (पा० ३-१-१२३) Patañjali uses another form ‘अनुमितम्’
 which is ‘नपुंसके भावे क्तः’. ‘अनुमा ’ is also used in philosophical works.

Validity – Intrinsic or Extrinsic


Further, the Systemists had held divergent views regarding the question as to whether the validity (प्रामाण्यम्) of cognition (ज्ञानम्) is intrinsic (स्वतः) or extrinsic (परतः) and same is the case with invalidity (अप्रामाण्यम्) also. Both are intrinsic – opine Sāṅkhyas (as was quoted by Kumārila in Ślokavārtika - सू० २ – केचिदाहुर्द्वयं स्वतः and by Mādhavācārya in Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha जैमिनिदर्शनम् (१२) – प्रमाणत्वाप्रमाणत्वं स्वतः साङ्ख्याः समाश्रिताः). Sāṅkhyas are Satkāryavādins ​– they uphold the prior existence of the product – Validity or Invalidity, which are present in all cognitions as intrinsic and extrinsic, are manifested by merits and defects in the causes, because it is impossible to produce a thing that does not simply exist. In case it is possible then things like sky-flower can also be produced. That’s why we accept the existence of pot etc., which are made of clay, even earlier. The function of causal (कारणव्यापारः) is simply manifestation of things. Similarly, there will be the manifestation of Validity and Invalidity through merits and defects. So both are intrinsic. Mīmāṃsakas (Mānameyodaya, Part II  of Nārāyaṇapaṇḍita) refute the Sāṅkhyamatam by questioning the very co-existence of Validity and Invalidity in a single entity called cognition. Further how come a thing that is ‘asat’ does not exist but the manifestation (अभिव्यक्ति) of the same is considered as ‘production’ (उत्पत्ति) ?

Here is an account of different Pramāṇas as they are advocated by different systemists across Indian Philosophy.

1. Pratyakṣapramāṇa (Perception)


Both the words akṣi and akṣa denote an indriya (sense-organ); when they are used in vṛtti (Mahābhāṣya - परोक्षे लि़ट् पा० ३-२-११५ and Pradeepa and Udyota thereupon). Therefore any cognition, that is achieved through any one of the sense-organs, is called Pratyakṣam (प्रति + अक्षि + अच्/टच् or प्रति + अक्ष) – I see / hear / smell / touch / taste. The cognition that is not borne out of sense-organs is called Parokṣam (पर + अक्षि + अच्/टच् or पर + अक्ष). 


According to Pāṇini, the jñāna (cognition) is of two types – परोक्ष and अपरोक्ष. The latter is popularly referred to by the term – प्रत्यक्ष. On the other hand, the knowledge borne out of the direct contact between the sense-organ and the thing is called प्रत्यक्ष (मनस् or mind plays an important role in the process and this aspect will be dealt with later). 


The jñāna borne out of other Pramāṇas, such as – अनुमान, उपमान, शब्द, अर्थापत्ति, आभास, अदृष्ट, प्रतिभा, अनुपलब्धि, प्रत्यभिज्ञा and कोश, is called परोक्षज्ञान. 

Nāgeśa in Laghumañjūṣa offers two explanations for Pratyakṣa – इन्द्रियार्थसन्निकर्षजन्या या बुद्धिवृत्तिः (चित्तवृत्तिः) स, तत्प्रतिबिम्बितं चैतन्यं वा प्रत्यक्षप्रमा, तत्करणं प्रत्यक्षं प्रमाणम्। (the intellectual process borne out of the contact between sense-organ and the thing or the reflecting the above process is called Pratyakṣapramāṇa). In the first explanation, it is the sense-organ whereas in the latter one it is vṛtti that is called Pratyakṣapramāṇa. 

Vṛtti  is explained in Vedāntaparibhāṣa – The mind (चित्तम्) undergoes transformation called vṛtti that is akin to liquid – that water at a pond comes out through the hole, enters the field through canal and takes the shape of a quadrangle. Similarly, the चित्तम् / अन्तःकरणम् / mind, which is in the form of light, travels to the thing (like pot etc.) through the pipe-like-organ (eye etc.), gets united with the thing and due to the connection with the thing in minute form; gets transformed as the thing. This kind of transformation is called Vṛtti. This परिणाम / transformation is internal as the things such as the pot are imaginary / बौद्ध (in terms of cognition). The  connection with the outside thing is the cause in the transformation in the form of imaginary thing, which has got identity with the outside thing. In case the outside thing is absent then the transformation is in the form of imaginary thing only. This is supported by the fact that during sleep etc. the respective transformation is seen though the outside thing is absent.


In the case of illusion (भ्रमा), such as ‘this is silver,’ also there will be attribution of silver, which is in the form of cognition only in a shell etc. – and the same also results in transformation (परिणाम) only.


Vedāntins describe the अन्तःकरणम् as four fold due to the difference in Vṛtti, i.e., संशय (doubt), निश्चय (decision), गर्व (pride) and स्मरण (recollection). If the Vṛtti is संशय then the अन्तःकरण is called मनस् , if निश्चय then बुद्धि, if गर्व then अहङ्कार, and in case of स्मरण, it is चित्तम् – 



मनो बुद्धिरहङ्कारश्चित्तं करणमान्तरम्। 


संशयो निश्चयो गर्वः स्मरणं विषया इमे ॥वेदान्तपरिभाषाटीका पृ० ८५॥
As far as Sāṅkhyas are concerned, three are only three अन्तःकरणs – बुद्धि, its transformation अहङ्कार and its transformation मनस्. Therefore चित्तम् means मनस् in Sāṅkhya.
Bauddhārtha is Authoritative

The Bauddhārtha (imaginary thing) is acceptable to Vyākaraṇa, Nyāya, Vedānta etc. Under उपदेशेऽजनुनासिक इत् (पा० १-३-२) Patañjali, while offering an answer to the question “who is Devadatta”, says अङ्गदी, कुण्डली, व्युढोरस्को वृत्तबाहुरीदृशो देवदत्तः (The man with bracelets in the upper arm, ear-rings, wide chest and round-shaped hands, such a man is Devadatta.) Here the term ईदृश, according to Pradīpa of Kaiyaṭa and Udyota of Nāgeśa means the thing which slashes through the mind and an outside thing similar to that. Under  हेतुमति च (पा ० ३-१-२६), Patañjali says सतो बुद्धिविषयान् प्रकाशयन्ति (they express things that are there in the mind) which clearly supports ‘बौद्धार्थ’. ‘बुद्धौ कृत्वा सर्वाश्चेष्टाः कर्ता धीरस्तन्वन्नीतिः’ (the scholar, who has got an intellect that spreads, would imagine all the process, i.e. related to prior and latter, the relation etc. in the intellect) etc. is the statement of Patañjali which also establishes the सिद्धान्त of बौद्धार्थ. A glance at Mahābhāṣya under स्थानिवत् (पा० १-१-५६), पङ्क्तिर्विंशति (पा० ५-१-५९), तदस्यास्त्यस्मिन् (पा० ५-२-९४) would substantiate the concept.


So far as Pāṇini is concerned, two sūtras are pronounced for प्रातिपदिक – अर्थवदधातुरप्रत्यः प्रातिपदिकम् (पा० १-२-४५) and कृत्तद्धितसमासाश्च (पा० १-२-४६). The word समास in the second sūtra, while it is already covered by the first sūtra is meant to include words like शशशृङ्गम्, गगनकुसुमम् etc. which express things that are बौद्ध (imaginary) rather than real. This is also discussed under स्त्रियाम् (पा० ४-१-३). Since शृङ्गम् is there, the image of the thing denoted by the word शशशृङ्गम् can be had – explain Kaiyaṭa and Haradatta under स्त्रियाम्. Therefore, unless the image of a thing is there in the बुद्धि (mind), it is not possible to have it outside and even when the thing is not available outside one can have the image in बुद्धि.

The author of Nyāyasūtras, Gautama, compiled a sūtra to explain the above point – बुद्धिसिद्धं तु तदसत् (न्या०सू० ४-१-५०) – the thing that is not available outside (such as a rabbit’s horn) is there in the mind
. 

Vācaspatimiśra, the author of Bhāmatī, a commentary on Brahmasūtraśāṅkarabhāṣya, also advocates the above concept under जन्माद्यस्य यतः (ब्र०सू० १-१-२) – चेतनो हि नामरूपे बुद्धावालिख्य घट इति नाम्ना कम्बुग्रीवादिना रूपेण च बाह्यं घटं निष्पादयति (the mind having made the impressions of name and form in the intellect produces the outside pot by the name घट and its shell-necked form).


Vedāntins use the word तुच्छम् (अप्रामाणिकम्) (literally ‘mean’) to denote शशशृङ्गम्, कूर्मरोम (hair of a tortoise) etc. (Nāgeśa in Udyota under स्त्रियाम् (पा० ४-१-३) quotes Vedāntins using this word). The followers of Madhvācārya call it (शशशृङ्ग ​etc.) असत् (कालसामान्यासम्बन्धि – which has no relation in terms of time, i.e., present, past and future, i.e. does not exist at all).


Laugākṣibhāskara, the author of Nyāyasiddhāntamañjarīprakāśa explains the argument of Nāstikas and refutes the same – नास्तिकमते शशशृङ्गाद्यलीकम् असत्ख्यात्या सिद्ध्यति। सा चासत्ख्यातिः नोपपद्यते। ज्ञानविषयस्यास्तित्वव्याप्यतया असत्ख्यातिविषयत्वस्य सन्निकृष्टभेदप्रतियोगितावच्छेदकत्वासिद्धेरित्याहुः (p17) (As far as the Nāstikas are concerned the falsehood of शशशृङ्ग etc. is secured through असत्ख्याति (the cognition from non-existence); the same is not possible. Since the subject of cognition is pervaded by existence the objectivity of non-cognition does not have the co-relative distinction of the nearest opposite).

[image: image1.jpg]




Bauddhārtha was clearly mentioned by Pāṇini in Śikṣā – आत्मा बुद्ध्या समेत्यार्थान् मनो युङ्ते विवक्षया (Ātmā (antaḥkaraṇam) conjoins the things with intellect and injects the desire to speak into the mind). ‘शब्द इति चेन्नातः प्रभवात् प्रत्यक्षानुमानाभ्याम्’ (ब्र० सू० १-३-२८) is a sūtra which establishes the theory of creation from Vedas. Brahmā pronounced ‘bhūḥ’ and created the Earth (स भूरिति व्याहरत्स भूमिमसृजत, तै० ब्रा० २-२-४२) – such Vedic sentences support Bauddhārtha. Here is Śāṅkarabhāśyam after quoting the above Śruti – इत्येवमादिका भूरादिशब्देभ्य एव मनसि प्रादुर्भूतेभ्यो भूरादिलोकान् सृष्टान् दर्शयति (sentences such as this etc. denote the worlds like bhūloka are created after they were borne in the mind through the Śabdas such as bhū etc. Śruti is pratyakṣa, whereas Smṛti is anumāna – declares Bhāṣyakāra under the above sūtra. Śaṅkarācārya quotes Smṛti also in support of the above Śruti – 


नाम रूपं च भूतानां कर्मणां च प्रवर्तनम्।

वेदशब्देभ्य एवादौ निर्ममे स महेश्वरः॥

सर्वेषां तु स नामानि कर्माणि च पृथक् पृथक्।

वेदशब्देभ्य एवादौ पृथक् संस्थाश्च निर्ममे ॥ मनुस्मृतिः १-२१ ॥

Nyāyarakṣāmaṇi supports Bauddhārtha of the above Śruti by explaining – शिल्पी यथा शिल्पशास्त्रवचनेभ्यो मरुत्वताम् ​(it is how an architect through the description in the Śilpaśāstra . . . of Gods) etc. Navyanaiyāyikas had had difficulty in explaining their position in terms of शशशृङ्गम् etc. Udayanācārya of Nyāyamañjariī concluded that the (only) शशशृङपदम् is unmeaningful (अपार्थकम्)
.  

There is a norm in Nyāya – if the Śābdabodha is related to अत्यन्ताभाव (complete non-existence) then one word, accompanying the other, should be in locative case and the same is the cause of such Śābdabodha. (अत्यन्ताभावविषयक-शाब्दबोधे सप्तम्यन्तानुयोगिवाचकपदसमभिव्यवहारः कारणम्). In the present case the word शश is not in locative case (शशस्य शृङ्गम् – genitive case). In order to overcome this problem, Gadādharabhaṭṭācārya (मणिविवरणावसरे) proposes a different and strange path – even if there is no सप्तम्यन्त there will be the cognition in the mind in the form of शशे शृङ्गाभावः (the non-existence of horn in a hare) and scholars employ sentences like शशशृङ्गं नास्ति, to create such cognition. Gadādhara in व्यधिकरणधर्मावच्छिन्नाभावखण्डन suggests the above argument by the statement ‘शशशृङ्गं नास्तीति च शशे शृङ्गाभाव इत्यर्थः।’ Another norm accepted by Naiyāyikas is that ‘a thing is the cause of cognition’ (ज्ञाने विषयः कारणम्). Since the thing, i.e. hare’s horn, is not there, there cannot be any cognition. For those who resort to बौद्धार्थ there is no problem. Rather, the Naiyāyikas (Śābdatarangiṇī, p 89) interpret the above norm differently – the cognition is produced by a thing that really exists.


Further Nāgeśabhaṭṭa in his commentary styled Gurumarmaprakāśa on Rasagaṅgādhara (in द्वितीयाननम् – रूपकम् ) refutes Jagannāthapaṇḍitarāja’s contention that there cannot be any cognition from a sentence devoid of योग्यता (सति च बाधनिश्चये तद्वत्ताशाब्दबुद्धेरनुत्पादे योग्यताज्ञानविरहात् ). The former says – this is debatable, Śābdabodha would certainly be there, that’s why the person who employs a sentence like ‘he is watering with fire’ is ridiculed thus – how come you talk of watering with fire, which is a non-liquid? In case there is no Śābdabodha, the listener should be dumb just like a Westerner does after hearing such a sentence in a Dravidian language. (इदं तु चिन्त्यम्, शाब्दबोधो हि भवत्येव। अत एव वह्निना सिञ्चतीतिवाक्यप्रयोक्तुरद्रव्येण वह्निना कथं सेकं ब्रवीषीत्युपहासः सङ्गच्छते। अबोधे हि एतदर्थकद्रविडभाषाश्रवणोत्तरं पाश्चात्यस्येव मूकता स्यात्।) The same stance is taken by some Naiyāyikas like Jagadīśa, the author of Śābdaśaktiprakāśikā, who says (in sārthakaśabdavibhāganirūpaṇam) that the śabde śaśaviṣāṇa etc. is सार्थक (meaningful) in expressing the thing of similar objectivity as it carries the वाक्यार्थज्ञान of the horn related to hare (शशविषाणादिकः शब्दोऽपि शशीयत्वादिना विषाणादेरन्वयबोधमादधानस्तादृशविषयताकबोधने सार्थक एव, परन्त्वयोग्यः). He discusses आद्यर्थज्ञान also under वाक्यनिरूपणम्। 

There is another problem with regard to Navyanyāya – an अभाव should have its प्रतियोगी, i.e., भाव; घट is the प्रतियोगी of घटाभाव (and vice versa). In such a case the अभाव of शशशृङ्गम्  is difficult to even explain. अभाव ​is accepted by Naiyāyikas as a separate पदार्थ. 


Pārthasārathimiśra, the author of the commentary Nyāyaratnākara on श्लोकवार्त्तिकम् of Kumārilabhaṭṭa asserts that अभाव is not independent, all अभाव is based on भाव. Everything in the Universe has got two sides – सत् and असत् – न तावदभावः, तस्य स्वातन्त्र्याभावात्, भावान्तराश्रितो हि सर्वोऽभावः (निरालम्बनवादः श्लो० ११२), सर्वं हि वस्तु सदसदात्मकम् (श्लो० ११८). In this context Kumārila says that every अभाव would have a भावज्ञान as its base and Pārthasārathimiśra elaborates this thesis – भावान्तरमभावोऽन्यो न कश्चिदनिरूपणात् (श्लोकवार्त्तिकम्, निरालम्बनवादः, श्लो० ११८), रजतादेर्भावस्य यदभावाख्यं रूपं तन्न स्वतन्त्रमनिरूपणात्, किन्तु भावान्तरमेव तत्तद्धर्म इत्यर्थः। तेनाभावज्ञानस्यापि शुक्तिकादिभावान्तरं बाह्यमेवालम्बनमिति (न्यायरत्नाकरः).


While defining the fourth असत् (अभाव) i.e. अत्यन्ताभाव, Kaṇāda (वै० सू० ९-१-५) reads an aphorism – यच्चान्यदसदतस्तदसत् (the असत् different from earlier said three, i.e. प्रागभाव, सदसत् and सच्चासत् is असत्). He compiles another sūtra (वै० सू० ९-१-९) अभूतं नास्तीत्यनर्थान्तरम् (the terms अभूतम् and नास्ति are synonyms). The commentator Desikatirumalaitātācāryaśiromaṇi explains the above sūtra यत्र क्वापि यदा कदापि यन्न भवति तदभूतम्, शशशृङ्गवत् तुच्छम्, अप्रामाणिकम्, अवस्तु इत्यर्थः (the one which exists nowhere and never that is non-existent, like a hare’s horn, is mean, non-authoritative, non-thing – is the purport). 


The author of Nyāyakandalī  (a commentary on Praśastapādabhāṣyam), Śrīdharabhaṭṭa, while explicating the enumeration of only six things remarks thus – तेषामेव भावात्, तदन्येषामभावाच्च, तदभावस्य सर्वैः प्रमाणैरनुपलभ्यमानत्वाच्छश-विषाणवत् (since the six only do exist, the rest don’t exist, just like a hare’s horn by all means of cognition they are not available and hence the non-existence). Therefore we can conclude that Vaiśeṣikas consider शशशृङ्ग etc. as अभाव
. 

According to Sāṅkhyadarśana, शशशृङ्गम् is not available (अनुपलब्धि) due to अत्यन्ताभाव. This is explained in Māṭharavṛtti. A thing that is असत् is unavailable (अनुपलब्धि) due to four defects (दोषाः), viz., प्रागभाव, प्रध्वंसाभाव, इतरेतराभाव and अत्यन्ताभाव. A thing that is सत् is not available due to eight defects (दोषाः) and the same are mentioned by Patañjali under स्त्रियाम् (पा० ४-१-३). Sāṅkhyatattvakaumudī (verse 7) enumerates the above defects. ‘नासतः ख्यातिः नृशृङ्गवत्’ (there won’t be any cognition from असत्  just like in the case of man’s horns) – is a साङ्ख्यसूत्र relevant here.


In Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika a कार्य (thing) that was असत् before creation and सत् after creation is generated through limbs in the form of भाव. Therefore with regard to the अत्यन्तासत् (the thing that does not exist at all), like a barren woman’s son and hare’s horns (वन्ध्यापुत्र and शशशृङ्ग) etc., there is no chance of the doubt as to whether they are created or not.


Finally, Patañjali shows the way out to get out of the impasse – he offers a third category, i.e., other than प्रमा and भ्रम, called विकल्प. प्रमा is यथार्थज्ञान (authoritative cognition) achieved through Pramāṇas whereas भ्रम or विपर्यय is the usage (and the connected cognition) that is borne from the usage and the cognition that follows but without the existence of the thing in question – शब्दज्ञानानुपाती वस्तुशून्यो विकल्पः (यौ० सू० १-९) is the sūtra of Patañjali. शशशृङ्गम् etc. are examples. Such a cognition is possible when there is बौद्धार्थ. There is no बाह्यार्थ (outside / real thing) but due to the capacity of Śabda the cognition is generated. The same is expressed by Kumārila in श्लोकवार्त्तिकम् (चोदनासूत्रम् – ६) -- अत्यन्तासत्यपि ज्ञानमर्थे शब्दः करोति हि। (even if the real thing is absolutely absent Śabda generates the cognition). Hence अत्यन्तासत् means अत्यन्ताभाव।

Bhartṛhari in Brahmakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīyam asserts that in cases like alātacakra (the illusory wheel we get while rotating a firebrand at high speeds), śaśaviṣāṇa, gaganakususma etc. the real thing is not there at all, outside, but following the capacity of Śabda such a thing is envisaged.


अत्यन्तमतथाभूते निमित्ते श्रुत्युपाश्रयात्।

दृश्यतेऽलातचक्रादौ वस्त्वाकारनिरूपणा ॥ १३० ॥
In निरालम्बनवाद (श्लो० १०७-११३) of श्लोकवार्त्तिक Kumārila clearly states that अलातचक्र etc. is बौद्धार्थ – 

स्वप्नादिप्रत्यये बाह्यं सर्वथा न हि नेष्यते ॥ १०७ ॥

सर्वत्रालम्बनं बाह्यं देशकालान्यथात्मकम् ।

जन्मन्येकत्र भिन्ने वा तथा कालान्तरेऽपि वा ॥ १०८ ॥

तद्देशो वान्यदेशो वा स्वप्नज्ञानस्य गोचरः । 

अलातचक्रेऽलातं स्याच्छीघ्रभ्रमणसंस्कृतम् ॥ १०९ ॥

गन्धर्वनगरेऽभ्राणि पूर्वदृष्टं गृहादि च ।

पूर्वानुभूततोयं च रश्मितप्तोषरं तथा ॥ ११० ॥ 

मृगतोयस्य विज्ञाने कारणत्वेन कल्प्यते ।

द्रव्यान्तरे विषाणं च शशस्यत्मा च कारणम् ॥ १११ ॥

शशशृङ्गधियो मौण्ड्यं निषेधे शिरसोऽस्य च ।

वस्त्वन्तरैरसंसृष्टः पदार्थः शून्यताधियः ॥ ११२ ॥

कारणत्वं पदार्थानामसद्वाक्यार्थकल्पने ।

अत्यन्ताननुभूतोऽपि बुद्ध्या योऽर्थः प्रकल्प्यते ॥ ११३ ॥
Here is Pārthasārathimiśra - अङ्गुल्यग्रादिवाक्यार्थज्ञानेऽप्यङ्गुल्यग्रादिपदार्था विद्यमाना एव पदसन्निधिदोषवशात् परस्परसंसृष्टतयाऽवगम्यमाना आलम्बनम्। 


In his commentary on the above योगसूत्र (शब्दज्ञानानुपाती वस्तुशून्यो विकल्पः), Nāgeśa remarks thus – वैशेषिकाणां त्वसौ आहार्यज्ञानविशेषरूप इति दिक् (for Vaiśeṣikas this विकल्प  is a kind of decorative / unreal cognition). Rather in his Gurumarmaprakāśa, a commentary on Paṇḍitarāja’s Rasagaṅgādhara, Nāgeśa, seems to be upon the horns of dilemma as to the meaning of the word आहार्य in ancient works – sublated cognition is not a deterrent to Śābdajñāna and the decided non-compatibility. The cognition can be आहार्य either. In the ancient terminology the term आहार्य is secondary in the thing that is borne at the time of sublative cognition, whereas, in case, another word such as द्रव्य etc. is employed along with the term there cannot be an identical cognition as a thing similar to the one inherently different is expressed – it seems to me (प्राचीनव्यवहारे बाधबुद्धिकालिकत्वमात्रे आहार्यपदं लाक्षणिकम्, द्रव्यशब्दादिसमभिव्याहारे तु तेन भेदगर्भसदृशस्यैव उपस्थानात् नाभेदप्रतीतिरिति मम प्रतिभाति). In other words, such an आहार्यज्ञान, according to Naiyāyikas
 is nothing but प्रत्यक्षम् only (Nyāyakośa p. 134).


आहार्यज्ञान  is the cognition that is not true but accepted for some purpose or the other. पूर्वत्रासिद्धम् (पा० ८-२-१) is an example in this regard (लघुशब्देन्दुशेखरः सञ्ज्ञाप्रकरणम्). This is called अतिदेशसूत्र, a sūtra ordaining super-imposition. This sūtra divides अष्टाध्यायी into two – सपादसप्ताध्यायी and त्रिपादी and ordains that the शास्त्र (not कार्य) from त्रिपादी disappears if one wants to apply शास्त्र from सपादसप्ताध्यायी and in त्रिपादी also the former शास्त्र  prevails upon the latter. It has to be noted that this norm does not apply to this sūtra – just like in the case of सर्वं मिथ्या ब्रवीमि (all that I speak is myth / false). If this norm is applied to this sentence then it does not make sense. Here is Hari – 

सर्वं मिथ्या ब्रवीमि नैतद्वाक्यं विविक्ष्यते।

तस्य मिथ्याभिधाने हि प्रक्रान्तोऽर्थो न गम्यते ॥ वा०प० पद० सम्बन्ध० २५ ॥
(In the sentence “all that I speak is false” the sentence itself is not meant [to be included in ‘all’], otherwise it is not possible to denote that whatever the speaker says  is false.) In Aṣṭādhyāyī  no sūtra disappears under any circumstances, so saying that some सूत्र disappears is embracing false cognition. Nevertheless Pāṇini wants it to carry out some grammatical applications. This is called आहार्यज्ञान, i.e. accepting a false cognition as authoritative deliberately. The same is the case with all the अतिदेशसूत्रs, i.e., स्थानिवदादेशोऽनल्विधौ (पा० १-१-५६) etc. In Vedas also sentences such as अन्नं ब्रह्मेत्युपासीत (worship cooked-rice as Brahman), with superimposition are taken as authoritative.

The following verse from Śrīharṣa’s Naiṣadhīyacaritam (12-106) lists out six things that simply do not exist at all – a number beyond परार्ध (the highest number, i.e.. 1,00,000 billions or the number of mortal days corresponding to 50 years of Creator Brahma’s life), a blind person’s capacity to see, darkness that is perceivable, the eighth svara (there are only seven svaras / notes
 in Saṅgītaśāstra), a barren woman’s son, the milk of a female tortoise (it is believed that a female tortoise nurses its offspring not with milk but with looks). The purport of the verse is that Emperor Nala did not have any non-popularity (अकीर्तिः)
अस्य क्षोणिपतेः परार्धपरया लक्षीकृताः सङ्ख्यया
प्रज्ञाचक्षुरवेक्ष्यमाणतिमिरप्रख्याः किलाकीर्तयः ।
गीयन्ते स्वरमष्टमं कलयता जातेन वन्ध्योदरा-
न्मूकानां प्रकरेण कूर्मरमणीदुग्धोदधे रोधसि ॥ १२-१०६ ॥

As has already been discussed in the beginning of this chapter on Bauddhārtha, Vyākaraṇam stands at the forefront and this point needs elaboration. Patañjali moots the question as to what is the purpose of the term ‘अस्ति’ in the sūtra – तदस्यास्त्यस्मिन्निति मतुप् (पा० ५-२-९४) and rules (it cannot be said that the word is required to express existence) that there cannot be a thing devoid of existence (सत्ता or existence is inherent in all the six भावविकाराs, जायते, अस्ति etc., enumerated by Vārṣyāyaṇi Yāska in his Nirukta) – न हि पदार्थः सत्तां व्यभिचरति। सत्ता is of two types – उपचारसत्ता and बाह्यसत्ता. The former refers to the existence of a thing in बुद्धि (intellect/mind), whereas the latter refers to वस्तु / अर्थः (the real thing). The speaker cannot use a word unless and until he makes the ‘thing’ a subject of बुद्धि or conceptualize (यावत् बुद्ध्या पदार्थो न विषयीकृसस्तावत् पदस्य प्रयोगाभावः - प्रदीपः)
. Therefore the term ‘सत्ताम्’ refers to बुद्धिसत्ता only. The thing that is बौद्ध only would get connection with अस्ति, नास्ति, जायते (is, is not there, being borne) etc. – वृक्षः अस्ति (there is a tree), वृक्षो नास्ति (there is no tree), अङ्कुरो जायते (the leaf-sprout is sprouting). The same applies in the case of things that are totally non-existent, such as शशविषाणम् (a hare’s horn), गगनकुसुमम् (sky-flower) etc. and that’s how such words are used. Therefore the said norm means that since it has got शब्दप्रयोग (usage) as its resort the बुद्धिसत्ता is concommitant with पदार्थ (thing). Rather for both the speaker and the listener the same बुद्धिसत्ता transforms as बाह्यसत्ता. On the other hand, if a thing with actual existence (बाह्यसत्ता) is the meaning of words like वृक्ष then, since the existence is already implied by the word वृक्ष, the use of the word ‘अस्ति’ (does exist) cannot be there, i.e. the usage should have been वृक्षः rather than वृक्षः अस्ति. Further, one cannot use a sentence like वृक्षः नास्ति as the first word denotes existence of a tree while the latter asserts the non-existence of the same, i.e., the sentence is paradoxical. अङ्कुरो जायते becomes a wrong usage as sprouting of a leaf-shoot that already exists is unmeaningful. If we accept उपचारसत्ता (secondary existence) or बुद्धिसत्ता then we can obviate the above defects. In order to denote the outer existence (बाह्यसत्ता) of a thing that already exists in mind (बुद्धिसत्ता) one recognizes the word अस्ति, for non-existence नास्ति and for sprouting जायते.

The result of the above discussion is that since Pāṇini wanted to institute the suffix मतुप् in the sense of बाह्यसत्ता only he incorporated the word अस्ति in the said sūtra. The one who is having wealth is धनवान् but not either the one who had had wealth in the past or the one who is going to have wealth in future. In the last two cases one has to use a sentences like धनवान् आसीत् and आनवान् भविष्यति, respectively.


In सम्बन्धसमुद्देश of  पदकाण्ड of  वाक्यपदीय, Bhartṛhari elaborates this concept – 


अथोपचारसत्तैवं विधेयास्तत्र लादयः।


जन्मना तु विरोधित्वान्मुख्या सत्ता न विद्यते ॥ ३-३-४६ ॥
The lakāra etc., i.e., अङ्कुरो जायते (कर्तरि लकारः, the word जायते), जातवान् (क्तवतु) etc. have to be instituted in उपचारसत्ता, i.e., the artificial existence and it has to be accepted. Since there is contradiction (when a thing like tree or leaf-shoot already exists why and how to use words like अस्ति, नास्ति and जायते) in terms of बाह्यसत्ता the same will not do for lakāra etc.


प्राक् च सत्ताभिसम्बन्धान्मुख्या सत्ता तथं भवेत्।


असंश्च नास्तेः कर्ता स्यादुपचारस्तु पूर्ववत् ॥ ३-३-४८ ॥
Before a thing gets relation with उपचारसत्ता how can there be बाह्यसत्ता ? A thing that does not exist at all cannot be a resort of the verb अस्ति (is) but it is possible in the case of उपचारसत्ता.

तस्माद्भिन्नेषु धर्मेषु विरोधिष्वविरोधिनीम् । 
विरोधिख्यापनायैव शब्दैस्तैस्तैरुपाश्रिताम् ॥वा०प० पद० सम्बन्ध०३-३-४९॥
अभिन्नकालामर्थेषु भिन्नकालेष्ववस्थिताम् ।
प्रवृत्तिहेतुं सर्वेषां शब्दानामौपचारिकीम् ॥ ३-३-५० ॥
एतां सत्तां पदार्थो हि न कश्चिदतिवर्तते । 
सा च सम्प्रतिसत्तायाः पृथग्भाष्ये निदर्शिता ॥ ३-३-५१ ॥
Since usages like अस्ति नास्ति जायते etc. cannot be carried out with बाह्यसत्ता (सम्प्रतिसत्ता - Patañjali), the उपचारसत्ता, which is non-contradictory in terms of contradictory properties like अस्ति-नास्ति-जायते, which is resorted to by Śabdas in order to denote contradictory things, which is there in all the tenses and which is the cause of behaviour of all Śabdas that denote things that are there in all times is the one which a ‘thing’ cannot dissociate itself from. In Mahābhāṣya this उपचारसत्ता is exhibited as different from बाह्यसत्ता. Hari asserts that the क्रिया is considered as बुद्धिसत्ता (क्रियासमुद्देशः, पदकाण्डः. २४ – this is called सत्ताद्वयम्)


बुद्धिं तज्जातिमन्ये तु बुद्धिस्तामथापरे ।

प्रत्यस्तरूपां भावेषु क्रियेति प्रतिजानते ॥ ३-८-२४ ॥
(Some people argue that क्रिया is nothing but the intellect (बुद्धि) that has got its superimposed form in things (पदार्थाः) or the जाति in बुद्धि, whereas others opine that the बुद्धिसत्ता (महासत्ता) itself is क्रिया.)

In case the बुद्धिसत्ता is not accepted then the entire अलङ्कारशास्त्र and the history of Nala, Dharmarāja etc. would be rendered unmeaningful. As has already been discussed in the beginning of this chapter (बौद्धार्थ) Patañjali under हेतुमति च (पा० ३-१-२६) elaborated this aspect. Hari explains in Sādhanasamuddeśa of Padakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīya - 


शब्दोपहितरूपांश्च बुद्धेर्विषयतां गतान्।

प्रत्यक्षमिव कंसादीन् साधनत्वेन मन्यते ॥ ३-७-५ ॥
(Kaṃsa etc., whose form is arranged by Śabda and therefore became the subject of intellect (बुद्धि), is perceptible and hence as a karma-kāraka eligible to receive the suffix णिच्, considers Patañjali).

‘Kaṃsavadha’ is being enacted. Since the real people like Kaṃsa, Kṛṣṇa etc. are not present at the time of the drama, the words denoting the said people cannot become साधन (कारक) by which the verb हन् cannot receive णिच्. Therefore Kātyāyana feels that an amendment in the form of ‘आख्यानात्कृतस्तदाचष्टे’ is required. Patañjali refutes this proposition and says that Śabdas such as कंसः, कृष्णः would help the audience to have the form of different people in their बुद्धि. So there is no need for an amendment.


This theory of बौद्धार्थ applies to all Kāvyas and other similar works wherein different Bhāvas (विभावानुभावसञ्चारिभावव्यभिचारिभावाः) are described. In the absence of बौद्धार्थ it is simply impossible to defend different aspects of Alaṅkāraśāstra. This is the insinuation of Patañjali’s words under हेतुमति च (पा० ३-१-२६).


Under भूवादयो धातवः (पा० १-३-१) Nāgeśa clearly says that क्रिया (activity), which is described as a subject of Inference (as it cannot be shown in a concrete form) by Patañjali is like, for people like us, विकल्प (शब्दज्ञानानुपाती वस्तुशून्यो विकल्पः यो० सू० १-१९) and people use verbs like पचति with such a cognition. Therefore बौद्धार्थ is vital to account for क्रिया. It is also clearly explained under वर्तमाने लट् (पा० ३-२-१२३) also by Kaiyaṭa and Nāgeśa. In Mañjūṣā under स्फोटभेदनिरूपणम्, Nāgeśa, while discussing प्रतिभा वाक्यार्थः, asserts that वाक्यार्थ is combined with प्रतिभा only and the latter is borne out of संस्कार of earlier birth also. It is just like the call of a cuckoo in pañcamasvara during spring. That’s why one would get वाक्यार्थ from a sentence (when the real outer thing does not exist but only imaginary) like शशशृङ्गम् अस्ति (there is a hare’s horn). The usage प्रतिभा वाक्यार्थे is also due to the said reason (वाक्यार्थस्य प्रतिभामात्रविषयः। प्रतिभा च जन्मान्तरसंस्कारजापि। यथा मधौ पिकस्य पञ्चमस्वरविरावो जन्मान्तरसंस्कारः। अत एव शशशृङ्गमस्तीत्यादि-तोऽपि सः प्रतिभामात्रविषयत्वाच्च प्रतिभा वाक्यार्थ इति व्यवहार इत्युक्तम्).

For Bauddhas and Jainas everything is विज्ञानम् (imaginary) and the existence of outside/exterior things is simply a myth (सर्वं विज्ञानं विज्ञानमिति सर्वे पदार्था विज्ञानाकारा एव, न बाह्याः). As such there is gulf of difference between Bauddhas and the above said systematists, i.e. the former accept only imaginary whereas the latter conceded both.

Under परोक्षे लिट् (पा० ३-२-११५) Patañjali offers an example and concludes that the sense-organs coupled with मनस् (mind) cause perception – “On the other hand, it is possible, that one, even if he is awake, does not get (take cognizance of) a thing that was present. For example, the grammarian, Śākaṭāyana, while sitting on the chariot-path did not perceive the passing caravan of carts; what is the reason even while awake one does not perceive the thing that is present? The sense-organs coupled with mind cause the perception, it is due to non-proximity of mind.” (अथवा भवति वै कश्चिज्जाग्रदपि वर्तमानकालं नोपलभते, तद्यथा वैयाकरणानां शाकटायनो रथमार्गे आसीनः शकटसार्थं यान्तं नोपलेभे। किं पुनः कारणं जाग्रदपि वर्तमानकालं नोपलभ्यते? मनसा संयुक्तानीन्द्रियाण्युपलब्धौ कारणानि भवन्ति, मनसोऽसान्निध्यात् – म०भा० ३-२-११५).

The Ṭīkā, विद्वत्तोषिणी, on साङ्ख्यतत्त्वकौमुदी, कारिका २७ of वाचस्पतिमिश्र quotes श्रुति in this regard – अन्यमना अभूतं नादर्शम् (I was inadvertent and therefore did not see).

The combine of मनस् and आत्मा is the general cause of all types of cognitions – आत्मा बुद्ध्या समेत्यार्थान् मनो युङ्क्ते विवक्षया (पाणिनीयशिक्षा). (The आत्मा (antaḥkaraṇam) connects things with बुद्धि and employs the mind with a desire to speak).
  The contact of इन्द्रिय with वस्तु is also another cause in the generation of cognition. While Kaiyaṭa clearly mentions that the word अक्षि stands as a synonym of इन्द्रिय and does not simply mean an ‘eye’ (परोक्षे लिट् , पा० ३-२-११५, प्रदीपः). Hemacandrārya, a Jaina scholar and author of Pramāṇamīmāṃsā, offers a similar meaning to the word ‘अक्ष’ – अश्नुते विषयमिति अक्षमिन्द्रियम्। अश्नुते अक्ष्णोति व्याप्नोति सकलद्रव्यक्षेत्रकालभावानिति अक्षो जीवः। प्रतिः प्रतिगतार्थः, अक्षं प्रतिगतं तदाश्रितम् अक्षाणि चेन्द्रियाणि, तानि प्रतिगतम्, इन्द्रियाण्याश्रित्योज्जिहीते यज्ज्ञानं तत्प्रत्यक्षम्। (अक्षम् means the one that permeates the thing, i.e. the इन्द्रिय or sense-organ. Akṣaḥ is the one that permeates all things, places, time and positions and that that is जीव / आत्मा / soul. Prati means the thing that has resorted to; the one that has resorted to अक्षम्, अक्षाणि are sense-organs, the one that has resorted to those (sense-organs), the cognition that emerged through restoring to sense-organs is प्रत्यक्षम् ).

Bhartṛhari in Sambandhasamuddeśa in Padakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīya states that the योग्यता of sense-organs in different things has been there since time immemorial –  
इन्द्रियाणां स्वविषयेष्वनादिर्योग्यता यथा ।
अनादिरर्थैश्शब्दानां सम्बन्धो योग्यता तथा ॥
(Just like the sense-organs have got the capacity in terms of their respective things since time immemorial, the relation and capacity of meanings with Śabdas has also been there since time immemorial.)

अस्मदो द्वयोश्च (पा० १-२-५९) is a sūtra that registers the usage of plural number in the sense of singleness and dualness (एकत्वे द्वित्वे च विवक्षिते – कौमुदी ) – वयं ब्रूमः (we are saying). Due to च in the  sūtra – अहं ब्रवीमि (I am saying) and आवां ब्रूवः (we both are saying) are also possible. With reference to the aforestated statement of Patañjali under परोक्षे लिट् , i.e., मनसा संयुक्तानि इन्द्रियाणि उपलब्धौ कारणानि भवन्ति (the sense-organs coupled with mind are the cause of cognition), it is to be clarified whether only one sense-organ is the cause of cognition or all the sense-organs. This is so because Patañjali in the above sentence used singular number for cognition (उपलब्धौ) and plural number for sense-organs (इन्द्रियाणि), which are the cause. The fact is that even though a single sense-organ only acts (in the generation of a particular cognition) the rest of the sense-organs, due to their indifference, are considered (विवक्षा) as assistant agents (सहकारित्वलक्षणं संविज्ञातृत्वरूपं कर्तृत्वं विवक्ष्यते). When there is the विवक्षा of independence of sense-organs, in the activity of generation of cognition of a thing, there, since the gamut of sense-organs becomes the cause in the form of agency (कर्तृत्वरूप), there will be the usage – वयं पश्यामः (we are looking). Just like the body in the case of sense-organs also one would have the अहंबुद्धि (concept of individuality) and therefore the word वयम् refers to the sense-organs.

On the other hand, when dependence (पारतन्त्र्यम्) in the form of instrumentality (कारणत्वम्) is meant (विवक्षित) then – अहं चक्षुषा पश्यामि (I am looking with an eye, i.e., with singular number) – is the usage. This aspect is discussed in Bhāṣya, Pradīpa and Udyota under the above sūtra.
According to Vedāntins the cognition in the form of vṛtti is said to be a धर्म (phenomenon) of मनस् and the following श्रुति (Veda) is an authority in their construction – “कामः सङ्कल्पो विचिकित्सा श्रद्धाऽश्रद्धा धृतिरधृतिर्ह्रीर्धीर्भीरित्येतत्सर्वं मनः” (बृ०उ० 1-5-3). (desire, initiation, doubt, devotion, negligence, boldness, cowardice, shyness, cognition, fear – all this is मनस् (mind)). In this system the अन्तःकरण is of four types – 

मनो बुद्धिरहङ्कारश्चित्तं करणमान्तरम्। 

संशयो निश्चयो गर्वः स्मरणं विषया इमे ॥वेदान्तपरिभाषाटीका पृ० ८५॥
The मनस् (mind) is in the form of a doubt, बुद्धि is in the form of decision, अहङ्कार is in the form of ego, and चित्तम् is in the form of recollection. 


Pāṇini defined the term इन्द्रिय ​thus – इन्द्रियमिन्द्रलिङ्गमिन्द्रदृष्टमिन्द्रसृष्ट-मिन्द्रजुष्टमिन्द्रदत्तमिति वा (पा० 5-2-93). इन्द्र means आत्मा, following the श्रुति – स एवमेव पुरुषं ब्रह्म ततममपश्यदिदमदर्शमिति। तस्मादिदन्द्रो नामेदन्द्रो ह वै नाम तमिदन्द्रं सन्तमिन्द्र इत्याचक्षते। Therefore – the sign of आत्मा, the thing that is known by आत्मा, the thing that is generated by आत्मा, the thing that is served or satisfied, the thing given by आत्मा etc. – are the descriptions through which the word इन्द्रियम् (इन्द्र + घच्) is analysed.


सेन्द्रियं चेतनं द्रव्यं निरिन्द्रियमचेतनमिति वदन् चराकाचार्यः इन्द्रियस्यानुमा-पकत्वे पाणिनिना संवदते। A thing with इन्द्रिय is living and the one without इन्द्रिय is non-living says Carakacārya which is a replica of Pāṇini’s view. Nose, tongue, eye, skin and ear are called ज्ञानेन्द्रियाणि (sense-organs of cognition) and the other five, i.e., speech, hands, legs, reproductive organ and anus are called कर्मेन्द्रियाणि. Mind (मनस्) is counted as a sense-organ in both the above lists. Vaiyākaraṇas, just like Sāṅkhyas accept the eleven sense-organs. (यत्तत्स्नेहेन मधुरेण च जडीकृतानामिन्द्रि-याणां स्वस्मिन्नात्मनि व्यवस्थापनं सा रागः – महाभाष्यम्। जिह्वाया जडीभावनिराकर-णेन रसो व्यज्यते इत्यर्थः – उद्योतः, (पा० 8-2-48); साङ्ख्यतत्त्वकौमुदी, का० २६, (पृ० १७९). It becomes clear from Tātparyaṭīkā (पृ० ५३१) and Nyāyamañjarī (second part, p. 54) that there are no karmendriyas as far as Naiyāyikas are concerned. Bauddhas enumerated twenty two sense-organs (स्फुटार्थाभिधर्मकोशः, पृ० ९५, विशुद्धिमग्गाः, पृ० ४९१). In Vedānta, Vedāntaparibhāṣā refutes इन्द्रियत्व to मनस्. The compound in मनष्षष्ठानीन्द्रियाणि of Bhagavadgītā is taken as अतद्गुणसंविज्ञानबहुव्रीहि, i.e. to which sense-organs मनस् is the sixth one. On the other hand, Citsukhācārya of the same school, holds the view that is quite contrary.

मनसस्त्विन्द्रियत्वेन प्रत्यक्षा धीः सुखादिषु।
मनसा सम्प्रयुक्तो हि तान्यात्मा प्रतिपद्यते॥ (श्लोकवार्त्तिकम्, प्रत्यक्षसूत्रम्, श्लो०८३ पृ०१६०)
While refuting the स्वसंवित्ति (also in शून्यवाद) of सौत्रान्तिक and योगाचार, Kumārila declares that since मनस् is an इन्द्रिय one feels comfort etc. as perception and since आत्मा gets सुख etc. coupled with मनस्, सुख etc. cannot be a matter of स्वसंवित्ति. Here is न्यायरत्नाकर of शालिकनाथमिश्र – मनसा मनःसञ्ज्ञकेनेन्द्रियेण संयुक्त आत्मा स्वसमवेतान् सुखादीन् संयुक्तसमवायसन्निकर्षेण प्रतिपद्यत इति नास्ति तेषामपि स्वसंवित्तिरिति।

Bauddhas do not subscribe to अनुव्यवसाय of Naiyāyikas, i.e. बुद्धि in the first place takes cognizance of घट etc. and gets घटज्ञानम्। Then there will be अनुव्यवसाय (cognition that follows) in the form of घटमहं जानामि। They (Bauddhas) argue that बाह्यपदार्थ is not बुद्धिगोचर. Rather, बुद्धि itself takes the form of घट and shines just like a lamp – तस्मात् स्वव्यतिरिक्त ग्राह्यविरहात् तदात्मिका बुद्धिः स्वयमेव स्वात्मरूपप्रकाशिका, प्रकाशवदिति सिद्धम्। तदुक्तम् – 
नान्योऽनुभाव्यो बुद्ध्यास्ति तस्या नानुभवोऽपरः। 
ग्राह्यग्राहकवैधुर्यात् स्वयं सैव प्रकाशते ॥ इति (सर्वदर्शनसङ्ग्रहः, बौद्धदर्शनम्)
स्वतः – परतः – मीमांसकाः 

While asserting that all Pramāṇas are स्वतः प्रमाण Kumārilabhaṭṭa in Ślokavārtika wonders as to how can the capability that is not there inherently be injected by another one – 


स्वतः सर्वप्रमाणानां प्रामाण्यमिति गम्यताम्।

न हि स्वतोऽसती शक्तिः कर्तुमन्येन शक्यते ॥ (चोदना – ४७)
The author of न्यायरत्नाकर the commentary on Ślokavārtika, Pārthasārathimiśra elaborates by saying that in case the ज्ञान does not have स्वतः शक्ति then it is not possible to get it by another one and as a result no meaning can be ever decided for any thing and the entire world would plunge into darkness – यदि ज्ञानस्य स्वविषयतथात्वावधारणे स्वतः शक्तिर्न स्यात् तदा नान्येनापि शक्यते सम्पादयितुम्, अतो न कदाचित् कस्यचित् कश्चिदप्यर्थोऽवधार्यतेत्यान्ध्यमेवाशेषस्य जगतः प्रसज्येत। Also Kumārila clarifies that अप्रामाण्य is of three types – मिथ्यात्व (illusion), अज्ञान (non-cognition) and संशय (doubt) – अप्रामाण्यं त्रिधा भिन्नं मिथ्यात्वाज्ञानसंशयैः (श्लोक०वा० चोदना-५४).
प्राप्यकारित्व of Sense-organs.

The question is whether the sense-organ goes to the thing, gets associated with it and illuminates it or the thing comes to the sense-organ, gets associated, and the thing is illuminated. The former process is called प्राप्यकारित्व and the latter is called अप्राप्यकारित्व (in both the cases it is the बुद्धि or intellect rather than the sense-organs or real thing that moves). The former is authenticated by Veda, i.e., Taittirīyopaniṣad – यतो वाचो निवर्तन्ते अप्राप्य मनसा सह (from which, i.e. Brahman, the speech, having not reached, along with mind, returns).


Patañjali under अपादाने पञ्चमी (पा० 2-3-28) clearly states that one of the sense-organs, eye, goes to the thing – अपक्रामति तत्तस्माद्दर्शनमिति. Kaiyaṭa explains the cryptic meaning – the sense-organ, eye, having attained the form of light, due to its receptive nature to things, travels out of the palace and reaches the thing – is the meaning (दर्शनं चक्षुरिन्द्रियं तेजोरूपं प्राप्य विषयग्राहित्वात् प्रासाददेशादपक्रम्य विषयं गच्छतीत्यर्थः - प्रदीपः). Nāgeśa elaborates the concept. Bhartṛhari in Brahmakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīyam explains that प्राप्यकारित्व is the cause of संस्कार to the eye through light – 



चक्षुषः प्राप्यकारित्वे तेजसा तु द्वयोरपि।


विषयेन्द्रिययोरिष्टः संस्कारः स क्रमो ध्वनेः॥ १-८१ ॥
A man in darkness can see a thing in light and this is not possible if the eye is not प्राप्यकारि as the eye is not in light. The thing too gets संस्कार as a person in light cannot see a thing in darkness.


Rather, the rest of the sense-organs, i.e., ear, tongue, nose and skin are treated as अप्राप्यकारिणि​ in Vyākaraṇa system. The following discussion is pertinent – Nāgeśa in Mañjūṣa argues that all the sense-organs are प्राप्यकारीणि. Śrotrendriya, he elaborates, is a kind of धर्म that has अहङ्कार as its origin and ākāśa as its base (अधिष्ठानम्). For similarity the other sense-organs, i.e. nose, skin, ear and eye are also āhankārika and stemmed from the elements, i.e., earth, water, fire and air. But it may be noted that all this is said following Sāṅkhyadarśana. (लाघवेन नभोऽधिष्ठानकधर्म-विशेषस्यैवाहङ्कारिकस्य श्रोत्रत्वौचित्यात्। एवमन्यत्राऽपि घ्राणादीनि तदैकरूप्याय पृथिवीजलवायुतेजोऽधिष्ठानकान्येव। ... एवं च श्रोत्रमेव चित्तवृत्तिसहकृतं स्ववृत्तिपरम्परया शब्ददेशमागतं शब्दं गृह्णाति। अत एव तत्तद्देशवृत्तित्वेन प्रतीतिः।)

Nāgeśa also registers a different theory, but in support of प्राप्यकारित्व, i.e. atomic in nature – atoms (तन्मात्राणि) which are the abode of the entire capacity, spread all around and when there is the contact between sense-organ and thing, they  change themselves into respective sense-organ. For example, the atoms of space change into ear and so on. (यद्वा अणूनां सर्वशक्तीनां सर्वदेशव्यापितया तेजो नभ आदिपरमाणूनां विषयदेशपर्यन्तं तत्तदिन्द्रियस्य तत्तद्विषयौन्मुख्ये तत्तदिन्द्रियरूपेण परिणामात्तत्तद्देशे प्रत्यक्षमिति वदन्ति।) Bhartṛhari also stated this theory – अणवः सर्वशक्तित्वाद्भेदसंसर्गवृत्तयः (वा०प० १-११०).

On the other hand Nāgeśa, on a number of occasions in the Mañjūṣa (p 201), advocated Patañjali’s version as an irrefutable theory – ear (श्रोत्रम्) is nothing but the space (नभस्) coupled with the orifice and the same is capable of taking the sounds (कर्णशष्कुल्यवच्छिन्ननभस एव श्रत्रत्वेन . . .). Under the Māheśvarasūtra, अइउण्, Patañjali defines śabda thus – श्रोत्रोपलब्धिः बुद्धिनिर्ग्राह्यः प्रयोगेणाभिज्वलितः आकाशदेशः शब्दः, एकं च पुनराकाशम् (the space taken by ear as well as the intellect having the total sum of the sounds and illuminated by the articulated sound, is śabda, space is only one). By assimilation of śabda with nabhas, Patañjali implies that the five sense-organs are related to five elements. This is what is said by Sāṅkhyas – आहङ्कारिकाणीन्द्रियाणि, and this aspect is discussed by Nāgeśa under the above sūtra. In this context space includes directions (दिशः) also. In Puruṣasūkta (both in Ṛgveda and Kṛṣṇayajurveda) we come across the mantra – पद्भ्यां भूमिः दिशः श्रोत्रात् (from the feet of Puruṣa emerged the earth and from his ear the directions).

Bauddhas held that since it is due to the गोलक (pupil / a round thing) that the eye is able to see a pot etc. गोलक only is the इन्द्रिय (sense-organ). Sāṅkhyas counter by saying that गोलक is not the इन्द्रिय as it cannot go to a घट, rather something other than that. Also it is not from elements’ entity. An eye which is so small cannot take a huge thing. Therefore, आहङ्कारिकाणीन्द्रियाणि. Mīmāṃsakas, on the other hand, held that the capacity that is there in the गोलक is इन्द्रिय। But this is not proper as serpents, which are without गोलक feel शब्द. The atomic theory is also untenable as coolness etc. is felt throughout the body. In case we accept इन्द्रिय as विभु (all-pervading) then there will be problem of being able to take all things simultaneously. Therefore इन्द्रिय is of medium-size (Kuñjikā, pp 204, 205).


In both Nyāya and Vaiśeṣika Darśanas प्राप्यकारित्व of all sense-organs was established. There it means that the cognition is produced by the sense-organ after getting connection with the thing (प्राप्यविषयेण संयुज्य इन्द्रियेण ज्ञानं क्रियते न तत्र विषयदेशगमनम्, न्यायमञ्जरी, अष्टमाह्निके, पृ० ४९; न्यायसूत्रम् ३-१-३३-५३, न्यायवार्तिकतात्पर्यटीका पृ० ३६; कन्दली पृ० २३).

In Sāṅkhyadarśana प्राप्यकारित्व is proposed, but all the sense-organs reach the thing and then generate the cognition. अत्रेयं प्रक्रिया – इन्द्रियप्रणालिकयाऽर्थसन्नि-कर्षेण लिङ्गज्ञानादिना वा आदौ बुद्धौ अर्थाकारा वृत्तिर्जायते (सा० १-८७-३; साङ्ख्यप्रवचनभाष्यम् पृ० ४७). Yogadarśanam follows the path of Sāṅkhya in the present matter (इन्द्रियप्रणालिकया बाह्यवस्तूपरागात् सामान्यविशेषात्मनोऽर्थस्य विशेषावधारणप्रधाना वृत्तिः प्रत्यक्षम्, योगदर्शनम्, व्यसभाष्यम्, पृ० २७).

Pūrvamīmāṃsā as well as Vedānta (शाबरभाष्यम् १-१-१३; वेदान्तपरिभाषा पृ० ४९) follow the above path. Rather Sāṅkhya (साङ्ख्यतत्त्वकौमुदी पृ० ५१-५२), Yoga (योगभाष्यम् १-७) and Vedānta (वेदान्तपरिभाषा पृ० ४९) schools hold that there is प्राप्यकारित्व to मनस् also.


In Jainadarśana (तत्त्वार्थसूत्रम् १-१९) four sense-organs, viz. nose, tongue, skin and ear, i.e. बाह्येन्द्रियाणि are considered as प्राप्यकारीणि whereas मनस् is अप्राप्यकारि। Ācārya Hemcandra established अप्राप्यकारित्व to the eye as a thing even though placed behind a glass can be seen.


In Bauddhadarśana only three, i.e. nose, tongue and skin are accepted as प्राप्यकारीणि whereas eye, ear along with मनस् are अप्राप्यकारीणि (अप्राप्तान्यक्षिमनः श्रोत्राणि त्रयमन्यथा – अभिधर्मकोशः २-४३). Ācārya Diṅnāga in Pramāṇasamuccaya (p 41 & 101) substantiates this thesis – चक्षुःश्रोत्रे यदि विषयं प्राप्य गृह्णीतः, तदा यदिदं दूरे शब्दः, दूरेऽर्थ इति व्यवहितग्रहणं तन्न स्यात्, न स्याच्च अधिकपरिमाणानां पर्वतादीनां ग्रहणम्, प्राप्यकारिषु त्वग्रसनादिषु अस्य नियमस्यादर्शनादिति (if the eye and ear go to the thing and get it then the sound and thing that are far away with some obstacle in between cannot be perceived, nor can there be perception of huge things like mountains, whereas this rule does not apply in the case of skin and tongue which are prāpyakāri).


On the other hand, Vaiyākaraṇas refute the above argument of Diṅnāga – it is how the light of a lamp or the form of lamp illuminate a thing that is connected with the base in the form of lamp (a pot at a far away place). There apposition of light and illumination is necessary. The light of the lamp reaches the thing and then only illuminates as without apposition of cause and effect it is impossible for the instrument to produce the effect. Similarly, even if the thing is unconnected with the base in the form of ball and even if the thing is larger it shines due to the sight that has ejected out of the ball due to its larger face and the capacity to contract and expand.


While Jayantabhaṭṭa, the author of Nyāyamañjarī (आ०८ पृ०४९) substantiates the claim of prāpyakāritva of the sight, Sage Gautama (न्या० द० ३-१-५३) rules that neither injunction nor censure is possible in the case of things that are either perceived or inferred as there is Pramāṇa to that effect – दृष्टानुमितानां हि नियोगप्रतिषेधानुप-पत्तिः, प्रमाणस्य तत्त्वविषयत्वात्।
इन्द्रियार्थसन्निकर्षजन्यं ज्ञानं प्रत्यक्षम्
The cognition achieved through प्रत्यक्ष is possible when there is connection / relation / contact (सम्बन्धः) between the sense-organ and the thing. Vaiyākaraṇas hold that the सन्निकर्ष between इन्द्रिय and अर्थ is संयोग (मनसा संयुक्तानीन्द्रियाणि …). In Nyāya as well as Vyākaraṇa the same conclusion – there are only three sense-organs that can have contact with a thing, viz., eye, skin and mind, whereas the rest would perceive properties etc. (गुणादि). Eye and skin perceive pot, cloth etc. and mind is useful in perceiving आत्मन्.
So far as the क्रिया (activity) is concerned Patañjali under भूवादयो धातवः (पा० १-३-१) says that क्रिया can be inferred rather than perceived, it is not possible to exhibit क्रिया in a concrete form, just like the pregnancy aborted, it is to be understood through Inference. Kaiyaṭa explains that क्रिया is साध्य (to be achieved) – the opposite being सिद्ध, i.e. that can be seen in a concrete form, being denoted by a साधन / कारक or नाम (noun) and since there is no formation of atoms into a thing, क्रिया cannot be perceived. Bhartṛhari (क्रियासमुद्देशः, पदकाण्डः) explains that – a group of sequential and unimportant parts is considered as a single unit by intellect and the same is called क्रिया – 
गुणभूतैरवयवैः समूहः क्रमजन्मनाम्।

बुद्ध्या प्रकल्पिताभेदः क्रियेति व्यपदिश्यते ॥ ३-८-४ ॥
Rather Hari puts the aspect of क्रिया under बौद्धार्थ. Nāgeśa under the above sūtra says क्षणा एव च क्रियाधाराः (the moments only are the base of an activity). Both Kaiyaṭa and Nāgeśa commented that like मृगतृष्णा and शशशृङ्गम् (mirage and hare’s horn) the ज्ञान emanating from क्रिया such as पचति is unreal, i.e., does not have outside existence. The same is put as फलानुमेया क्रिया (activity has to be inferred through result) by Nāgeśa. He also asserts that yogis can perceive the parts of a verb and employ verbs like पचति whereas for people like us it is विकल्प (refers to शब्दज्ञानानुपाती वस्तुशून्यो विकल्पः – योगसूत्रम् १-९, discussed earlier under शशशृङ्गम्).
योगिप्रत्यतक्षम्
Under शास्त्रयोनित्वात् (ब्रह्मसूत्रम् १-१-३) Śaṅkarācārya remarks thus – it is how even though Vyākaraṇa etc. is meant for a part of the subject to be known of Pāṇini etc. they are famous in the world as more knowledgeable than they proved to be (यथा व्याकरणादि पाणिनादेः ज्ञेयैकदेशार्थमपि स ततोऽप्यधिकतरविज्ञान इति प्रसिद्धं लोके). Vyākaraṇa, Āyurveda etc. were compiled by Pāṇini, Suśruta etc. in an impeccable and incorrigible manner simply because they were yogis. They had had योगिप्रत्यक्ष (clairvoyance or the perception of Yogis). Under वर्तमाने लट् (पा० ३-२-१२३), Patañjali refers to the question raised by Kṣaṇikavādins (Bauddhas) that there is no वर्तमानकाल (present time) as it is evident that an activity that took place is भूत (past tense) and the one not yet happened is भविष्यत् (future tense). A Mīmāṃsaka who himself thinks to be a researcher, young and accepted by scholars was asking a crow – Oh! Crow what is your definition of falling? If not already fallen or if already fallen then you cannot be said to be falling. If it is used that you are falling now then there can be a usage like ‘the entire world is falling’, ‘Himalaya is going’, even if the क्रिया is for three moments it is not available and due to अनुपलब्धिप्रमाण it can be decided that it is not there. Then how come the usage, ‘going’? – 

मीमांसको मन्यमानः युवा मेधाविसम्मतः। 
काकं स्मेहानुपृच्छति ‘किं ते पतितलक्षणम्’? ॥
अनागते न पतसि अतिक्रान्ते च काक न।
यदि सम्प्रति पतसि सर्वो लोकः पतत्ययम् ॥
हिमवानपि गच्छति ॥
अनागतमतिक्रान्तं वर्तमानमिति त्रयम्।
सर्वत्र च गतिर्नास्ति गच्छतीति किमुच्यते? ॥
In this context Kaiyaṭa quotes a verse from Bhagavadgīta in support of Yogipratyakṣa - 
ज्ञानेन तु यदज्ञानं येषां नाशितमात्मनः।

तेषामादित्यवज्ज्ञानं प्रकाशयति तत्परम् ॥
(whose अज्ञान or illusion is destroyed by ज्ञान or cognition, their आत्मतत्त्वज्ञानम्, i.e., the cognition related to the philosophy of आत्मा, shines like the Sun.)

Patañjali responds: 


क्रियाप्रवृत्तौ यो हेतुस्तदर्थं यद्विचेष्टितम्।

तत्समीक्ष्य प्रयुञ्जीत गच्छतीत्यविचारयन् ॥
(In the initiation of the activity the one which is the result, which group of sub-activities - having imagined all that and having considered the said group as being in present tense - one should, without resorting to bad logic, use the verb in present tense – गच्छति).


In क्षणभङ्गवाद (Bauddhas argue that everything undergoes change at every moment) even the भूत and भविष्यत्  just like शशशृङ्ग ​etc. cannot happen due to the absense of बुद्धि. The प्रत्यभिज्ञान (the cognition that the same देवदत्त who was in अयोध्या is now being seen in पाटलिपुत्र) i.e. re-cognition demolishes the क्षणिकवाद and the अबाधितप्रत्यय (unchecked cognition) is the authority in the existence of वर्तमान (it is a common principle that the ‘unchecked-cognition’ or अबाधितज्ञान only is authoritative).


Patañjali in योगानुशासन (१-९) introduces विकल्प as a third dimension that is different from प्रमा (valid cognition) and भ्रम (illusion) – शब्दज्ञानानुपाती वस्तुशून्यो विकल्पः। Vikalpa is the one which happens due to Śabda and jñāna inspite of the non-existence of the thing. Nāgeśa under the above sūtra quotes and asserts that the ‘group of sub-activities’ are बौद्ध and वैकल्प while explaining that even in parts the क्रिया cannot be a subject of प्रत्यक्ष
.

Bhartṛhari explains योगिप्रत्यक्ष in clear words – 


आविर्भूतप्रकाशानाम् अनुपप्लुतचेतसाम्।

अतीतानागतज्ञानं प्रत्यक्षान्नविशिष्यते ॥ वा०प० १-३७ ॥
Whose minds are not overcome by रजस् and तमस् , whose cognition is not over-shadowed, the knowledge of past and future of such yogins is not different from the Pratyakṣa (perception) of people like us. Hari also clarifies that यौगिप्रत्यक्ष is not subject to अनुमान – 


अतीन्द्रियानसंवेद्यान् पश्यन्त्यार्षेण चक्षुषा ।

ये भावान् वचनं तेषां नानुमानेन बाध्यते ॥ वा०प० १-३८ ॥
(The yogins discern things that are super-sensual and non-cognizable through clairvoyance or the Yogipratyakṣa and hence their words should not be tested with inferential reasoning.)


The concept of योगिप्रत्यक्ष has got its roots in Veda itself. Patañjali in Paspaśāhnika, while elaborating the norm ‘आचारे नियमः’ (norm in the tradition) clarifies that during the course of यज्ञ etc. one should employ ‘शब्दः’, elsewhere he may use ‘अपशब्दः’. He quotes Veda in support of his ruling and the same passage is an authority in योगिप्रत्यक्ष –

यदप्युच्यते ‘आचारे नियमः’ इति। याज्ञे कर्मणि स नियमः, अन्यत्रानियमः। एवं हि श्रूयते – ‘यर्वाणस्तर्वाणो नाम ऋषयो बभूवुः प्रत्यक्षधर्माणः परापरज्ञा विदितवेदितव्या अधिगतयाथातथ्याः’। ते तत्रभवन्तः ‘यद्वा नः’ ‘तद्वा नः’ इति प्रयोक्तव्ये ‘यर्वाणः’ ‘तर्वाणः’ इति प्रयुञ्जते, याज्ञे पुनः कर्मणि नापभाषन्ते।
(आचारे नियमः – means the norm is applicable during the process of यज्ञकर्म, elsewhere: no norm. Here is Veda – there were Ṛṣis called यर्वाणः and तर्वाणः, who perceived धर्म through योगिप्रत्यक्ष, knew विद्या and अविद्या, had the wealth of श्रवणमनननिदिध्यासन and who discerned परब्रह्म through प्रत्यक्ष। Those great Ṛṣis used to say यर्वाणः and तर्वाणः instead of यद्वा नः and तद्वा नः (whatever it may be, what happens to us?) but during यज्ञकर्म they never employed imperfect śabdas. (See Śabdakaustubha). In Pradīpa, Kaiyaṭa comments – ‘योगिप्रत्यक्षेण सर्वं विदितवन्तः’.

योगिप्रत्यक्ष does not require any proof other than Pāṇini’s Aṣṭādhyāyī, Patañjali’s trio - Mahābhāṣya, Carakasūtra and Yogānuśāsanam, Suśruta’s samhita and other such unparalleled treatises. Hari, by अतीन्द्रियज्ञान and असंवेद्यान् meant atoms, action of atoms, Gods, the saṃskāra of Karma etc. It is, as a matter of fact, possible for a योगी like पाणिनि to offer such an amazing treatise with equally amazing accuracy and brevity, which even the most powerful computer on earth cannot do.


Bhartṛhari refers to Veda to establish योगिप्रत्यक्ष (पद० जातिसमुद्देशः, ४६) - 

ज्ञानमस्मद्विशिष्टानां सर्वं सर्वेन्द्रियं विदुः।

अभ्यासान्मणिरूप्यादि विशेषेष्वेव तद्विदाम्॥ ३-१-४६ ॥
The relation between śabda and artha, it can be argued, has been taught by a knowledgeable person and as a chain of teachings, it reached us. Then who was the first person in this teaching? It should be accepted that there was ईश्वर, who was the first to teach the same to Ṛṣis. On the other hand, there will be अन्धपरम्परा (a chain of blind people, i.e. who blindly believed in things they received from ‘someone’). Therefore, Hari, through शब्दप्रमाण and अनुमानप्रमाण offers the सिद्धान्त, that is mentioned above – 

For those who are superior to us, i.e. ईश्वर, ऋषि and योगीs, it is stated (in वेद) that the entire cognition is achieved through all the sense-organs (इन्द्रियाणि). They have more knowledge related to gems, silver etc. like the experts, and it is due to repeated exercise. 

Of course, ईश्वर has got the knowledge naturally. Here is the Vedic passage which Hari refers to –

नेदानीमिन्द्रियैरेव पश्यन्ति, घ्राणतः शब्दं शृणोति, पृष्ठतो रूपाणि पश्यति, अङ्गुल्यग्रेण सर्वेन्द्रियार्थानुपलभते। (now, it is not so that the Yogis see only with sense-organs, rather one can hear with nose, can see things behind, is able to have the things that are subject of all the sense-organs). People like us, are able to see with eyes only, can hear with ears only, smell with nose only etc. Rather all the sense-organs cannot perform all the duties, whereas in the case of Yogis it is possible.


The above discussion was required to prove that गोत्वम्, अश्वत्वम् etc. जाति does exist and consequently there is ईश्वर, who was the first teacher. Pāṇini suggested योगिप्रत्यक्ष by his sūtra, i.e., दृष्टं साम (४-२-७). Ḍhak-pratyaya (replaced by ‘eya’) has to be added to the प्रातिपदिक in the sense of ‘the Sāma (Ṛk) is discerned by him.’ अग्निना दृष्टं साम आग्नेयम् – is an example. Here in the sūtra दृष्टं and sāma are incompatible as sāma can be heard rather than discerned. Rather, it is possible to Yogins. Kaiyaṭa explains – यस्य साम्नो विशिष्टकार्यविषये विनियोगो ज्ञानातिशयसम्पत्त्या कलिनाऽज्ञायि तत्तेन दृष्टमित्युच्यते (the use of sāma in a specific rite was known by Kali through the wealth of exceptional cognition and this is said – दृष्टं साम). Kaiyaṭa was referring to the example – कलिना दृष्टं कालेयं साम।
Kaṭhopaniṣat discusses योगिप्रत्यक्षम् – 

तं दुर्दर्शं गूढमनुप्रविष्टं गुहाहितं गह्वरेष्ठं पुराणम्।

अध्यात्मयोगाधिगमेन देवं मत्वा धीरो हर्षशो कौ जहाति ॥ १-२-१२ ॥
A पण्डित would perceive the ancient आत्मा – who is in minute form and therefore difficult to perceive concealed by the cognition of mundane things, situated in बुद्धि, which is full of troubles – through अध्यात्मयोग, i.e., wherein the mind, मनस्, is pulled from mundane matters and fixed in आत्मा, and gives up both happiness and worry (Śāṅkarabhāṣyam).


मुण्डकोपनिषत् also touches योगिप्रत्यक्षम् – 

न चक्षुषा गृह्यते नाऽपि वचा नान्यैर्देवैस्तपसा कर्मणा वा ।

ज्ञानप्रसादेन विशुद्धसत्त्वस्ततस्तु तं पश्यते निष्कलं ध्यायमानः ॥ ३-८ ॥
आत्मा cannot be perceived with eyes as it is form-less, nor can it be comprehended through words as it cannot be described. By other sense-organs also it is not possible. तपः is a device in achieving anything but आत्मा is an exception. The vaidika-karmas such as अग्निहोत्रम् are popular as great but by that also आत्मा cannot be gotten. Then what is the device - one, who has got a mind purified by unblemished ज्ञान , while doing ध्यानं of the part-less, can get it (Śāṅkarabhāṣyam).


‘एषोऽणुरात्मा चेतसा वेदितव्यः’ (मुण्डकोपनिषत् ३-९). This आत्मा, which is like an atom in size should be known by मनस् only.  There are many references across Upaniṣads which support योगिप्रत्यक्षम् (or मानसप्रत्यक्षम्). Even Tantragranthas accept योगिप्रत्यक्षम् – प्रेक्षकाणीन्द्रियाणि (शिवसूत्रम् ३-११) – is a sūtra under which Kṣemarāja discusses this aspect in his commentary called शिवसूत्रविमर्शिनी, quoting कठोपनिषत् (२-४-१).


Nāgeśabhaṭṭa in तिङर्थनिरूपणम् in his magnum opus लघुमञ्जूषा strongly defends the concept of  योगि and  योगिप्रत्यक्ष  besides the existence of ईश्वर, quoting the above verse of Hari. Here is the full text – 

न च योगिसत्त्वे न मानम्। श्रुतेर्मानत्वात्। तदुक्तं हरिणा – 

ज्ञानमस्मद्विशिष्टानां सर्वं सर्वेन्द्रियं विदुः।

अभ्यासान्मणिरूप्यादि विशेषेष्वेव तद्विदाम्॥ इति।
अस्मद्विशिष्टानामीश्वरस्य योगसिद्धानां पतञ्जल्यादीनां च। ईश्वरसत्त्वे च त एव मुनयः प्रमाणम्। तत्र तेषां ज्ञानं सर्वं सर्वेन्द्रियसाध्यम्। ‘घ्राणतः शब्दं शृण्वन्ति, पृष्टतो रूपाणि पश्यन्ति’ इत्यादि श्रुतेः। यथा रूप्यपरीक्षकाणाम् अभ्यासातिशयान्मणिरूप्यातिशयप्र-काशः तद्वत् योगाभ्यासबलात् योगिनाम्। ईश्वरस्य स्वत एवेति नान्धपरम्परेति तदर्थः।

Earlier in the same chapter (तिङर्थप्रकरणम्), Nāgeśa asserts that the cause of प्रत्यक्ष, i.e., सन्निकर्ष (contact between the sense-organ and the thing) is not applicable, otherwise, since there is no ‘proximity’ (प्रत्यासत्ति), perceiving at things that are at a far away place would not be possible. Nāgeśa during the discussion explains as to how a योगिमनस् catches the things. In the first place he quotes the definition of मनस् by Patañjali in चरक

लक्षणं मनसो ज्ञानस्याभावो भाव एव च ।
वैधृत्यान्मनसोऽज्ञानं सान्निध्यात्तच्च वर्तते ॥
अणुत्वमथ चैकत्वं द्वौ गुणौ मनसः स्मृतौ ।
(the definition of mind is non-existence and existence of cognition, non-cognition due to distance and cognition due to proximity. Mind is considered as having two properties - atomness and singleness.) Nāgeśa further explains that it is योगिप्रत्यक्ष only that can discern the things that are not available to the ordinary sense-organ of people like us - विकासस्तु योगिमनस एव। (reaching  far away places in possible only in case of a Yogi's mind; विकासो देशान्तरगमनम् – कुञ्जिका टीका). He also elaborates the concept of योगिप्रत्यक्ष by quoting the पातञ्जलसिद्धान्त – अन्तःकरणं विभु। अत एव तस्यानन्तवासनाधारतया सर्ववृत्तिनिरोधेन योगिनां सर्ववस्तुज्ञानमन्यथा सन्निकर्षभावान्न गृह्यते। (the अन्तःकरण, which is a different form of मनस्, is pervading, that's why as it is the base of the entire gamut of things, through arresting all the transactions Yogis get the cognition related to all the things, otherwise due to the absence of contact / proximity it cannot be possible).


Under स्त्रियाम् (पा० ४-१-३), while commenting upon Patañjali’s Mahābhāṣya,  “षड्भिः प्रकारैः सतां भावानामनुपलब्धिर्भवति – … इन्द्रियदौर्बल्यात् …” (due to six factors, things, that are very much existing, cannot be perceived ... due to lack of strength of sense-organs) Kaiyaṭa, the author of Pradīpa, remarked – दिव्यचक्षुःश्रोत्रा हि सूक्ष्ममप्यर्थमुपलभन्ते न तु दुर्बलेन्द्रियाः (those with divine eyes and ears perceive minute things also but not those with weak sense-organs). Here is उद्योत of Nāgeśabhaṭṭa – योगसामर्थ्येनेति भावः। एवं चास्मदादीनामिन्द्रियशक्त्यभावेन सूक्ष्मार्थसूक्ष्मकालावच्छिन्नार्थग्रहणायोग्यत्वमिति भावः। यद्यपि सर्वदर्शनशक्तिमत्सर्व-मिन्द्रियं तथाऽप्यस्मदादीनामिन्द्रियस्य बह्व्यः शक्तयस्तमसावृता इति न देशकालस्वभावविप्रकृष्टानां प्रत्यक्षम्, योगाभ्यासेन च तदपनये कॢप्तैः सन्निकर्षैः संयोगादिभिरेव सर्वं प्रत्यक्षम्, योगजधर्मस्य पृथक् प्रत्यासत्तित्वकल्पनस्य गुरुत्वादिति तात्पर्यम्। (it means through the capacity of योग. Therefore, in case of people like us the inability to perceive things that are minute and things that stand for a moment or so is due to lack of capacity in sense-organs. However, each sense-organ is capable to perceive each thing, even then many capacities of sense-organs of people like us are overshadowed by obscurity and as such the things which are away due to space, time and nature are not the subject of perception, whereas through योगाभ्यास the obscurity is overcome and the contact leading to perception is established, the purport is that creating a ‘separate contact’ in case of योगिप्रत्यक्ष, is burdensome).


In साङ्ख्यतत्त्वकौमुदी, while commenting on ‘पुरुषोऽस्ति कैवल्यार्थं प्रवृत्तेश्च ’ (साङ्ख्यकारिका १७), the author वाचस्पतिमिश्र, refers to योगिप्रत्यक्ष – ‘इतश्चास्ति पुरुष इत्याह – ‘ कैव्लयार्थं प्रवृत्तेश्च ’ शास्त्राणां महर्षीणां च दिव्यलोचनानां, कैवल्यं चात्यन्तिकदुःखत्रयप्रशमलक्षणं न बुद्ध्यादीनां सम्भवति, ... तस्मात् कैवल्यार्थं प्रवृत्तेरागमानां महाधियां चास्ति बुद्ध्यादिव्यतिरिक्त आत्मेति सिद्धम् ।’ (therefore, he says, आत्मा does exist – due to the efforts for attaining कैवल्य by Śāstras and the sages with divine eyes, here कैवल्य is to be defined as the total cessation of all the three ‘sorrows’, i.e. आध्यात्मिक, आधिभौतिक and आधिदैविक, and such a thing (कैवल्य) does not happen in case of बुद्धि etc. Therefore, since Āgamas and people of great intellect (योगिनः) try for कैवल्य it is the result that there is आत्मा that is quite different from बुद्धि etc.)


Under verse 34, i.e. बुद्धीन्द्रियाणि etc., वाचस्पतिमीश्र, the author of साङ्ख्यतत्त्वकौमुदी further explains the capacity of योगिप्रत्यक्ष – तत्रोर्ध्वस्रोतसां योगिनां च श्रोत्रं शब्दतन्मात्रविषयं स्थूलशब्दविषयं च, अस्मदादीनां तु स्थूलशब्दविषयमेव। एवं तेषां त्वक् स्थूलसूक्ष्मस्पर्शविषया, अस्मदादीनां तु स्थूलस्पर्शविषयैव। एवं चक्षुरादयोऽपि तेषामस्मदादीनां च रूपादिषु स्थूलसूक्ष्मविषयेषु द्रष्टव्याः। (there the ear of ascetic, life-long celibates, i.e. Sanaka, Sananda etc., and Yogis can perceive the rudimentary śabda as well as the general sound whereas that of people like us can perceive only the latter. Similarly, their skin can have both types of touch, but that of people like us can have the touch of the general things only. Like this, it is to be taken that the eyes etc. of those people and ours sense the minute and big form etc.)


As far as Bauddhas are concerned they hold that ज्ञान has got nothing to do with इन्द्रिय। कुमारिलभट्ट  refutes बौद्धसिद्धान्त vehemently in श्लोकवार्त्तिक –

सर्वज्ञोऽसाविति ह्येव तत्काले तु बुभुत्सुभिः।

तज्ज्ञानज्ञेयविज्ञानरहितैर्गम्यते कथम् ? ॥ चोदना० श्लोक० १३४ ॥

कल्पनीयाश्च सर्वज्ञा भवेयुर्बह्वस्तव।
य एव स्यादसर्वज्ञः स सर्वज्ञं न बुद्ध्यते ॥ १३५ ॥
सर्वज्ञोऽनवबुद्धश्च येनैव स्यान्न तं प्रति ।
तद्वाक्यानां प्रमाणत्वं मूलाज्ञानेऽन्यवाक्यवत् ॥ १३६ ॥
सान्निध्यमात्रतस्तस्य पुंसश्चिन्तामणेरिव ।
निःसरन्ति यथाकामं कुड्यादिभ्योऽपि देशनाः ॥ १३८ ॥
एवमाद्युच्यमानं तु श्रद्दधानस्य शोभते ।
कुड्यादिनिःसृतत्वाच्च नाश्वासो देशनासु नः ॥ १३९ ॥
किन्तु बुद्धप्रणीताः स्युः किमु कैश्चिद्दुरात्मभिः ।
अदृश्यैर्विप्रलम्भार्थं पिशाचादिभिरीरिताः ॥ १४० ॥
एवं यैः केवलं ज्ञानमिन्द्रियाद्यनपेक्षिणः ।
सूक्ष्मातीतादिविषयं जीवस्य परिकल्पितम् ॥ १४१ ॥
(how, during that time by some inquisitive people, who did not have the knowledge, through which they would know the entire ज्ञान, it was known that such a person is सर्वज्ञ, i.e. who knows everything? You have to create so many Sarvajñas. An असर्वज्ञ, i.e. who does not know everything, can not identify सर्वज्ञ and not known as such and his words just like that of a passer-by, are not authoritative as the real origin is not known. By his simple presence, just like in the case of चिन्तामणि, gospels emanate freely even from walls - such talk may look great to one who is interested. We do not believe in these things as they have emanated from walls. Are they prepared by Buddha (he was निर्व्यापार, i.e. without any activity) or by some wicked invisible ghosts etc. simply to deceive? As such it is proposed that – a पुरुष, without the help of इन्द्रिय etc. knows everything, the one with body knows much less through sense-organs and for one, who lost his body, natural सर्वज्ञत्व, i.e. knowing everything, emanates, even the minute and past things are known.)


कुमारिल under प्रत्यक्षसूत्र quotes and reflects the contention of the followers of बौद्ध and जैन scholars – 

अतीतानागतेऽप्यर्थे सूक्ष्मे व्यवहितेऽपि च।
प्रत्यक्षं योगिनामिष्टं कैश्चिन्मुक्तात्मनामपि ॥ २६ ॥
न लोकव्यतिरिक्तं हि प्रत्यक्षं योगिनामपि ॥ २८ ॥
Sāṅkhyas etc. think that Yogis have got a प्रत्यक्ष that is born out of the capacity of भावना and that योगिप्रत्यक्ष would make perceivable things that were in the past, will be in the future, are minute or hidden, including धर्म and अधर्म. Jainas hold that the same is the case with मुक्तात्मा, i.e. who are relieved of the veil of body (the crux of the problem is that Mīmāṃsakas hold that चोदना only is the प्रमाण in धर्म but not प्रत्यक्ष etc. here प्रत्यक्ष includes योगिप्रत्यक्ष also. चोदनालक्षणोऽर्थो धर्मः ..., is the Jaiminisūtra that is the base of such argument.) Even the प्रत्यक्ष of Yogis is not different from that of ordinary people (i.e. contact between things and sense-organs is essential).

सत्संप्रयोगे पुरुषस्येन्द्रियाणां बुद्धिजन्म तत् प्रत्यक्षम् अनिमित्तं विद्यमानोपलम्भात् (जै० सू० १-१-१-४) is the जैमिनिसूत्र that defines प्रत्यक्ष and asserts that प्रत्यक्ष cannot be a factor in the cognition of धर्म – ‘the cognition borne out of mind when there is contact between a human being’s sense-organs and an existing thing called प्रत्यक्षम्, this cannot be a cause in the cognition of धर्म as the sense-organs can perceive things that do exist, i.e., since धर्म does not exist at the time of ज्ञान it cannot be a subject of प्रत्यक्षम् ’ -- is the meaning of the above सूत्र.
पुरुषेन्द्रियाणां सति विद्यमाने विषये सम्प्रयोगे सति यद्बुद्ध्या ज्ञानस्य जन्म तत् प्रत्यक्षम्। ईदृशं यत्प्रत्यक्षं तद्धर्मज्ञानेऽनिमित्तं नोत्पादकम्। प्रत्यक्षप्रमासाधनीभूतानीन्द्रि-याणि धर्मप्रमां न साधयन्तीति फलितम्। तत्र हेतुमाह – विद्यमानस्य वर्तमानस्यैव वस्तुन इन्द्रियैरुपलम्भात्। धर्मस्य ज्ञानकालेऽसत्वेन इन्द्रियायोग्यत्वादिति भावः। (सुबोधिनी जैमिनिसूत्रवृत्तिः)

In निरालम्बनवाद (श्लो० ११४, ११५) of श्लोकवार्त्तिक, Kumārila explains the above सूत्र – 

एष प्रत्यक्षधर्मश्च वर्तमानार्थतैव या ॥ ११४ cd ॥

सन्निकर्षकृष्टार्थवृत्तिश्च न तु ज्ञानान्तरेष्वियम् । ११४ ab ॥
(सन्निहितवर्तमानत्वनियमे हि प्रत्यक्षस्य धर्मः न त्वाभासानाम् – न्यायरत्नाकरः ; प्रत्यक्षस्य इन्द्रियसन्निकृष्टवर्तमानार्थविषयकत्वनियमात् – भाट्टदीपिका, १-१-४). (प्रत्यक्ष takes place when the thing exists and there is contact between the sense-organs and the thing, this is not so in case of other (अनुमान etc.) cognitions). Khaṇḍadeva, the author of  भाट्टदीपिका (under the same सूत्र) asserts that योगिप्रत्यक्ष cannot be a tool in realising धर्म and अधर्म – नापि योगिनां प्रत्यक्षे तौ विषयौ, तेषामनङ्गीकारात्। Here in the above sentence अङ्गीकारात् means – since योगिप्रत्यक्ष is not accepted as a tool in realising धर्म and अधर्म and not ‘since योगिप्रत्यक्ष is not acceptable.’  The complete sentence with ellipses is – तेषां प्रत्यक्षस्य धर्माधर्मयोः प्रमाणत्वेन अनङ्गीकारात् मीमांसकैः। The author of भाट्टचिन्तामणि, वाञ्छेश्वरयज्वा discussed this aspect in detail (पू० मी० सू० १-१-३-४). 

In महाभाष्य, पतञ्जलि quotes ‘यर्वाणस्तर्वाणो नाम ऋषयो बभूवुः प्रत्यक्षधर्माणः ...’ etc. whereas जैमिनि rules प्रत्यक्षमनिमित्तं विद्यमानोपलम्भात् (पू० मी० सू० १-१-३-४). Here, according to कुमारिल and खण्डदेव (श्लोकवार्त्तिकम् and भाट्टदीपिका) the term प्रत्यक्षम् includes योगिप्रत्यक्षम्।

Yāska in Nirukta, while explaining the compilation of Veda and Vedāṅgas asserts that the Ṛṣis, who discerned Dharma were there, they preached Mantras to non-Ṛṣis, the latter, while toiling for preaching compiled this treatise for distinguishing, Vedas and Vedāṅgas too (साक्षात्कृतधर्माणः ऋषयो बभूवुः। ते अवरेभ्यः असाक्षात्कृतधर्मेभ्यः उपदेशेन मन्त्रानुपसम्प्रादुः। उपदेशाय ग्लायन्तः अवरे बिल्मग्रहणाय इमं ग्रन्थं समाम्नासिषुः। वेदं च वेदाङ्गानि च। (निरुक्तम् अ० १))
As such Vaiyākaraṇas and Mīmāṃsakas hold totally divergent views in this regard.

According to Sāṅkhyas  धर्म etc.  is बुद्धिकार्यम् (साङ्ख्यमते वृत्तिविशेषरूपौ धर्माधर्मौ – भाट्टदीपिका १-१-३-४) – महत्तत्त्वांशभूताया बुद्धेरनेकविधवृत्तिशीलाया निश्चयात्मकवृत्तिमत्त्वमसाधारणलक्षणम् अध्यवसायो बुद्धिः, तत्कार्यं धर्मादि, महदुपरागाद्विपरीतम् – इति द्वितीयाध्याये साङ्ख्यसूत्राणि। According to Sāṅkhyas धर्म, ज्ञान, वैराग्य and ऐश्वर्य are borne out of the performance of the rites that are ordained by Veda and as such they are a kind of mental processes flavoured with सत्त्वगुण।
So far as Tāntrikas are concerned, धर्म and अधर्म are the forms of अदृष्ट (तार्किकमते तु अदृष्टरूपौ – भाट्टदीपिका १-१-३-४). Therefore, in both the above cases, धर्म and अधर्म are अतीन्द्रिय, i.e. beyond the scope of sense-organs and as such are not subjects of प्रत्यक्ष etc.

In third adhyāya of  न्यायभाष्यम्, वात्स्यायन discussed योगिप्रत्यक्ष – while discussing whether ज्ञानम् is मनोगुण or not. अक्षपाद offered  the  following सूत्र –  युगपज्ज्ञेयानुपलब्धेश्च न मनसः। There can be a contact between the things to be perceived by sense-organs and sense-organs themselves on one side and आत्मा on the other simultaneously as आत्मा is विभु (all-pervading) but there cannot be the ज्ञान (cognition) of all the things (to be known) simultaneously and to facilitate the process मनस् is created. Besides it is also created that मनस् is the cause of प्रत्यक्ष which is in the form of contact between मनस् and इन्द्रियाणि. Consequently contact between मनस्, which is in the form of atom, and इन्द्रियाणि simultaneously is not possible. Therefore, the cognition of all the knowable things simultaneously does not take place and as such मनस् cannot be ज्ञानगुण – after all मनस् is created as an instrument and the same, obviously, cannot become ज्ञानगुण – this is the meaning of the above sūtra.
वात्स्यायन picked up the term च from the सूत्र and elaborated – युगपज्ज्ञेयानुपलब्धेश्चायोगिन इति चार्थः, योगी खलु ऋद्धौ प्रादुर्भूतायां विकरणधर्मा निर्माय सेन्द्रियाणि शरीरान्तराणि तेषु तेषु ज्ञेयान्युपलभते तच्चैतद्विभौ ज्ञातर्युपपद्यते नाणौ मनसीति।
‘ तारकं सर्वविषयं सर्वथाविषयमक्रमं चेति विवेकजं ज्ञानम् ’ – is the योगसूत्र (३-५२) which proposes even simultaneous cognition of all the things to be known for a योगी। “अक्रममित्येकक्षणोपारूढं सर्वं सर्वथा गृह्णातीत्यर्थः” is the योगभाष्यम्। The same is expressed by न्यायभाष्यम् – a योगी with अणिमादिसिद्धि  becomes free in terms of sense-organs and would have extraordinary capacity (of sense-organs) to perceive things that are there in different bodies simultaneously and this is possible if the ज्ञाता is विभु only but not in the case of अणु (मनस्).
तात्पर्यटीका explains the purport clearly – विकरणधर्मेतिभाष्यं विशिष्टं करणं धर्मो यस्य स विकरणधर्मा अस्मदादिकरणविलक्षणकरणो येन व्यवहितविप्रकृष्टसूक्ष्मा-दिवेदी भवतीत्यर्थः। Here it may be noted that अन्तःकरणं and मनस् are synonyms and some people may use आत्मा and मनस्  also as synonyms (तत्र यत् ज्ञानगुणं मनः स आत्मा, यत्तु सुखाद्युपलब्धिसाधनमन्तःकरणं मनस्तदिति सञ्ज्ञाभेदमात्रं नार्थभेद इति – न्यायभाष्यम्।). Finally ज्ञानम् is आत्मगुण and more details are available in the commentary, viz., प्रसन्नपदा।
So far as the Vaiśeṣikadarśana is concerned, Kaṇāda, in ninth chapter, discussed अलौकिकप्रत्यक्षम् (योगिप्रत्यक्षम्) with the name आत्मप्रत्यक्षम् – आत्मन्यात्ममनसोः संयोगविशेषादात्मप्रत्यक्षम् (वै० सू० ९-१-११).  After discussing the बाह्यपदार्थप्रत्यक्षम् in the form of भाव and अभाव
, Kaṇāda explains आत्मप्रत्यक्षम्. Since it is born in आत्मा, which is अधिकरण, it is called आत्मप्रत्यक्षम्. It is of two types – स्वविषयम् and द्रव्यान्तरविषयम्। The above sūtra  refers to the former. Tātācāryaśiromaṇi in his Vaiśeṣikasūtravṛtti  explains the concept thus – आत्मनि जायमानं यदात्मप्रत्यक्षं स्वप्रत्यक्षं तदात्ममनसोः संयोगविशेषात्। संयोगस्य विशेषः मनसः इन्द्रियसंयोगाप्रयोजनकत्वम्। ईदृशेनात्ममनस्संयोगेन आत्मनः स्वप्रत्यक्षं जायते। (The प्रत्यक्ष that is born in आत्मा is आत्मप्रत्यक्ष or  स्वप्रत्यक्ष and the same is due to a special combination of आत्मा and मनस् (स्वो ज्ञातावात्मनि स्वं त्रिष्वात्मीये स्वोऽस्त्रियां धने – is Amarakośa). The speciality of संयोग is the mind, coupled with sense-organs, will not be the cause. Through such a आत्ममनस्संयोग, स्वप्रत्यक्ष is born in आत्मा).
Now द्रव्यान्तरप्रत्यक्ष – तथा द्रव्यान्तरेषु (वै० सू० ९-१-१२) is the sūtra. Since आत्मा is ज्ञाता (the knower) this प्रत्यक्ष is also born in आत्मा only. The cause of this प्रत्यक्ष  is again आत्ममनसोः संयोगविशेष। Unlike in आत्मप्रत्यक्ष, the मनस् gets connected with इन्द्रिय in द्रव्यान्तरप्रत्यक्ष.
Who can have the above said two Pratyakṣas? – असमाहितान्तःकरणा उपसंहृतसमाधयस्तेषां च (वै० सू० ९-१-१३). There are two types of Yogins – सदासमाहितान्तःकरणाः and कादाचित्कसमाहितान्तःकरणाः। The former are those who always put themselves in समाधि whereas the latter go to the state at times. असमाहितान्तःकरणाः means कादाचित्कसमाहितान्तःकरणाः whereas उपसंहृतसमाधयः are the other type. 

When they are in समाधि, the Yogins, through the capacity of संयम can discern things that are ऐन्द्रियिक, i.e., that can be perceived through sense-organs, and अतीन्द्रिय, i.e. that are beyond the reach of sense-organs as well. The latter is called अलौकिकिप्रत्यक्षम्. On the other hand, when the Yogins are not in समाधि or when they come out of  समाधि then they are on a par with non-Yogins. In such a state they would have, just like others, लौकिकप्रत्यक्षम्, be it स्वप्रत्यक्ष or द्रव्यान्तरप्रत्यक्ष, following आत्ममनसोः सन्निकर्षविशेष।
Further the कर्म (activity) and गुण (property / phenomenon), सामान्य (class) etc., that are associated with द्रव्य that is connected with इन्द्रिय and मनस्, i.e., through संयुक्तसमवायसन्निकर्ष can be discerned by Yogins through प्रत्यक्ष. कर्मत्व, गुणत्व etc. can also be had through संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायसन्निकर्ष – तत्समवायात् कर्मगुणेषु (वै० सू० ९-१-१४). Here is the sequence of सम्बन्ध – 
1. द्रव्यप्रत्यक्षम् – संयोगसन्निकर्षः
2. द्रव्याश्रितगुणकर्मादिपत्यक्षम् – संयुक्तसमवायसन्निकर्षः
3. तदाश्रितगुणत्वकर्मत्वादिप्रत्यक्षम् – संयुक्तसमवेतसमवायसन्निकर्षः
Kaṇāda also rules that the आत्मगुण such as सुख, दुःख etc. are also subjects of योगिप्रत्यक्ष due to आत्मसमवाय, i.e. मनस्संयुक्तात्मसमवायरूपसन्निकर्ष – आत्मसमवायादात्मगुणेषु (वै० सू० ९-१-१३).

Praśastapādācārya in his Bhāṣya on Vaiśeṣikasūtras summarised the above discussion – अस्मद्विशिष्टानां तु योगिनां युक्तानां योगजधर्मानुगृहीतेन मनसा स्वात्मान्तराकाशदिक्कालपरमाणुवायुमनस्सु तत्समवेतगुणकर्मसामान्यविशेषेषु समवाये चावितथं स्वरूपदर्शनमुत्पद्यते। वियुक्तानां पुनश्चतुष्टयसन्निकर्षाद् योगजधर्मानुग्रहसा-मर्थ्यात् सूक्ष्मव्यवहितविप्रकृष्टेषु प्रत्यक्षमुत्पद्यते (गुणे प्रत्यक्षप्रकरणम् पृ० ४६४-५). (Yogins are of two types युक्त and वियुक्त. The former, through योगाभ्यास attain a stronger mind that can perceive own आत्मा, आकाश, दिक्, काल, परमाणु, वायु and मनस् as well as the real form of गुण, कर्म, सामान्य, विशेष, समवाय etc. that are in the said things. On the other hand, the latter through the सन्निकर्ष of आत्मा, मनस्, इन्द्रिय and अर्थ, can perceive the minute, obstructed / concealed and remote things. While categorizing विद्या, i.e. प्रत्यक्षलैङ्गिकस्मृत्यार्षलक्षणा (p441), Praśastapāda discusses योगिप्रत्यक्ष under प्रत्यक्ष and the above passage vouches to that.


Again under आर्षविद्या Praśastapāda discusses a different ज्ञान – आम्नायविधातॄणामृषीणाम् अतीतानागतवर्तमानेष्वतीन्द्रियेष्वर्थेषु धर्मादिषु ग्रन्थोपनिबद्धेष्वनुपनिबद्धेषु चात्ममनसोः संयोगात् धर्मविशेषाच्च यत्प्रातिभं ज्ञानमुत्पद्यते तदार्षमित्याचक्षते। तत्तु प्रस्तरेण देवर्षीणाम्, कदाचिदेव लौकिकानाम्, यथा कन्यका ब्रवीति ‘श्वो मे भ्राता आगन्तेति हृदयं मे कथयति’ इति। (The ज्ञान emanating from प्रतिभा of Ṛṣis, who are the authors of Vedas, in the things – that are past, future and present and beyond the reach of sense-organs that are mentioned and not mentioned in scriptures as well, which is born due to the combination of आत्मा and मनस् and exceptional धर्म is called आर्षम्. That will be plenty in the case of Devarṣis, sometimes only to ordinary people like a virgin says “my mind says that my brother will be coming tomorrow”). 


सिद्धदर्शनम् – is the fifth विद्या accepted by some people. Praśastapāda does not accept this – सिद्धदर्शनं न ज्ञानान्तरम्, कस्मात् ?  प्रयत्नपूर्वकमञ्जनपादलेप-गुलिकादिसिद्धानां दृश्यद्रषष्ट्रूणां सूक्ष्मव्यवहितविप्रकृष्टेष्वर्थेषु यद्दर्शनं तत्प्रत्यक्षम्। (सिद्धदर्शनं is not a different ज्ञान, why? The दर्शनं of those who can prescribe the perceivable things, achieved the capacity through specific efforts, by eye-balm, foot-cream, (medical) balls, in terms of things that are minute, obstructed and distinct – is nothing but प्रत्यक्ष only). अथ लिङ्गानपेक्षं धर्मादिषु दर्शनमिष्टं तदपि प्रत्यक्षार्षयोरन्यतरश्मिन्नन्तर्भूतमित्येवं बुद्धिरिति – further the ज्ञान that is acceptable and does not require any cause (i.e. non-inferential) such as धर्म etc. is included under either प्रत्यक्ष or आर्ष, i.e. if supported by sense-organs then it is प्रत्यक्ष, if not आर्ष.

This can be compared with Bhartṛhari’s view – 

आविर्भूतप्रकाशानाम् अनुपप्लुतचेतसाम्।

अतीतानागतज्ञानं प्रत्यक्षान्नविशिष्यते ॥ वा०प० ब्रह्मकाण्डः १-३७ ॥

अतीन्द्रियानसंवेद्यान् पश्यन्त्यार्षेण चक्षुषा ।

ये भावान् वचनं तेषां नानुमानेन बाध्यते ॥ वा०प० ब्रह्मकाण्डः १-३८ ॥
- the knowledge of past and future, possessed by sages, whose minds are not polluted by Rajas and Tamas, and hence who are enlightened, is not different than the perceptual knowledge. The word of (sages) those, who can discern the super-sensual and non-cognisable objects, cannot be reflected by inferential reasoning. Hari (Vākya-padīyam 1-24) further rules that a conclusion inferred after great consideration even by logicians, with considerable scholarship, is decided otherwise by others more qualified - 


यत्नेनानुमितोऽप्यर्थः कुशलैरभिधातृभिः ।

अभियुक्ततरैरन्यैरन्यथैवोपपद्यते ॥

Śaṅkarācārya under तर्काप्रतिष्ठानादप्यन्यथानुमेयमिति चेदेवम्प्यविमोक्षप्रसङ्गः (२-१-३-११) in विलक्षणत्वाधिकरणम् endorses and elaborates Hari’s view – इतश्च नागमगम्येऽर्थे केवलेन तर्केण प्रत्यवस्थातव्यम्। यस्मिन्निरागमाः पुरुषोत्प्रेक्षामात्रनिब-न्धनास्तर्का अप्रतिष्ठिता भवन्ति। उत्प्रेक्षाया निरङ्कुशत्वात्। तथा हि कैश्चिदभियुक्तैर्यत्ने-नोत्प्रेक्षितास्तर्का अभियुक्तरैरन्यैराभास्यमाना दृश्यन्ते। तैरप्युत्प्रेक्षिताः सन्तस्ततोऽन्यै-राभास्यन्त इति न प्रतिष्ठितत्वं तर्काणां शक्यमाश्रयितुं, पुरुषमतिवैरूप्यात्। अथ कस्यचित्प्रसिद्धमाहात्म्यस्य कपिलस्य चान्यस्य वा सम्मतस्तर्कः प्रतिष्ठित इत्याश्रीयेत।
एवमप्यप्रतिष्ठितत्वमेव। प्रसिद्धमाहात्म्यानुमतानामपि तीर्थङ्कराणां कपिलकणभुक्प्र-भृतीनां परस्परविप्रतिपत्तिदर्शनात्। अथोच्येतान्यथा वयमनुमास्यामहे यथा नाप्रतिष्ठादोषो भविष्यति। नहि प्रतिष्ठितस्तर्क एव नास्तीति शक्यते वक्तुम्। एतदपि हि तर्काणामप्रति-ष्ठितत्वं तर्केणैव प्रतिष्ठाप्यते। केषाञ्चित्तर्काणामप्रतिष्ठितत्वदर्शनेनान्येषामपि तज्जाती-यकानां तर्काणामप्रतिष्ठितत्वकल्पनात्। सर्वतर्काप्रतिष्ठायां च लोकव्यवहारोच्छेदप्रसङ्गः। अतीतवर्तमानाध्वसाम्येन ह्यनागतेऽप्यध्वनि सुखदुःखप्राप्तिपरिहाराय प्रवर्तमानो लोको दृश्यते। श्रुत्यर्थविप्रतिपत्तौ चार्थाभासनिराकरणेन सम्यगर्थनिर्धारणं तर्केणैव वाक्यवृत्ति-निरूपणरूपेण क्रियते। मनुरपि चैवं मन्यते -
प्रत्यक्षमनुमानं च शास्त्रं च विविधागमम्।
त्रयं सुविदितं कार्यं धर्मशुद्धिमभीप्सिता ॥ इति।
आर्षं धर्मोपदेशं च वेदशास्त्राविरोधिना ।
यस्तर्केणानुसन्धत्ते स धर्मं वेद नेतरः ॥ इति च ब्रुवन् । (12-105, 106)

By this reason also, it is not proper to resist with pure logic / reasoning with regard to a thing that has to be decided through ‘Āgama’. Because the reasonings, which have not base in Āgamas and which have got the guess of humans only as the base will become unestablished. Also as the guess is unfettered. It is just like that – certain reasonings guessed by scholars with great effort are seen to have been stamped as unmeaningful by some scholars. And the ones guessed by the latter are ridiculed by still some others. As such it is not possible to resort to reasoning due to diversity of human intellect. Further, if a reasoning acceptable to certain Kapila or another whose greatness is well known, is resorted to then also there will be non-establishment. Because, mutual difference of opinion is visible among Systemists such as Kapila, Kaṇāda etc. also, whose greatness is widely accepted. Then, one may argue – we will effect Inference in such a way that there will not be the defect of non-establishment. It is not possible to rule that there cannot be a reasoning that is established
. The so called non-establishment of reasoning is also being established by reasoning only. It is due to the deduction of non-establishment of reasonings by exhibiting of non-establishment of some reasonings and effecting the same to similar cases. There will be the danger of the worldly transaction coming to a standstill in case all reasonings are considered as non-established. It is observed that in the world, people try for attaining comfort and thwarting the evils that are expected by comparing the same with the past and present things such as consumption of food and poison. In Pūrvamīmāṃsā and Uttaramīmāṃsā, when there is a clash of Vedic concepts then it is through reasoning in the form of behaviour of a sentence that the false concept is set aside and the right concept is being decided. Manu also opines thus – one who wants to distinguish between Dharma and Adharma should understand well the true things (Pramāṇas), i.e. Pratyakṣa, Anumāna and Veda, which is in so many forms. He, who construes the Vedic gospel with reasoning, that is positive to Veda and Sāśtra, only knows Dharma, no one else.

अयमेव तर्कस्यालङ्कारो यदप्रतिष्ठितत्वं नाम। एवं हि तावद्यत्तर्कपरित्यागेन निरवद्यस्तर्कः प्रतिपत्तव्यो भवति। न हि पूर्वजो मूढ आसीदित्यात्मनमपि मूढेन भवितव्यमिति किञ्चिदस्ति प्रमाणम्। तस्मान्न तर्काप्रतिष्ठानं दोष इति चेत्, एवमप्यविमोक्षप्रसङ्गः। यद्यपि क्वचिद्विषये तर्कस्य प्रतिष्ठितत्वमुपलक्ष्यते तथापि प्रकृते तावद्विषये प्रसज्यत एवाप्रतिष्ठितत्वदोषादनिर्मोक्षस्तर्कस्य। नहीदमतिगम्भीरं भावयाथात्म्यं मुक्तिनिबन्धनमागममन्तरेणोत्प्रेक्षितुमपि शक्यम्। रूपाद्यभावाद्धि नायमर्थः प्रत्यक्षगोचरः, लिङ्गाद्यभावाच्च नानुमानादीनामित्यवोचाम। अपि च सम्यज्ज्ञानान्मोक्ष इति सर्वेषां मोक्षवादिनामभ्युपगमः। तच्च सम्यज्ज्ञानमेकरूपं वस्तुतन्त्रत्वात्। एकरूपेण ह्यवस्थितो योऽर्थः स परमार्थः। लोके तद्विषयं ज्ञानं सम्यज्ज्ञानमित्युच्यते यथाग्निरुष्ण इति। तत्रैवं सति सम्यज्ज्ञाने पुरुषाणां विप्रतिपत्तिरनुपपन्ना। तर्कज्ञानानां त्वन्योन्यवि-रोधात् प्रसिद्धा विप्रतिपत्तिः। यद्धि केनचित्तार्किकेणेदमेव सम्यग्ज्ञानमिति प्रतिपादितं तदपरेण व्युत्थाप्यते, तेनापि प्रतिष्ठापितं ततोऽपरेण व्युत्थाप्यत इति प्रसिद्धं लोके।
कथमेकरूपानवस्थितविषयं तर्कप्रभवं सम्यग्ज्ञानं भवेत् ? न च प्रधानवादी तर्कविदाम् उत्तम इति सर्वैस्तार्किकैः परिगृहीतो येन तदीयं मतं सम्यग्ज्ञानमिति प्रतिपद्येमहि। न च शक्यन्तेऽतीतानागतवर्तमानास्तार्किका एकस्मिन्देशे काले च समाहर्तुं येन तन्मतिरेकरूपार्थैकविषया सम्यङ्मतिरिति स्यात्। वेदस्य तु नित्यत्वे विज्ञानोत्पत्तिहेतुत्वे च सति व्यवस्थितार्थविषयत्वोपपत्तेः। तज्जनितस्य ज्ञानस्य सम्यक्त्वमतीतानाग-तवर्तमानैः सर्वैरपि तार्किकैरपह्नोतुमशक्यम्। अतः सिद्धमस्यैवौपनिषदस्य ज्ञानस्य सम्यग्ज्ञानत्वम्। अतोऽन्यत्र सम्यग्ज्ञानत्वानुपपत्तेः संसाराविमोक्ष एव प्रसज्येत। अत आगमवशेनागमानुसारितर्कवशेन च चेतनं ब्रह्म जगतः कारणं प्रकृतिश्चेति स्थितम्।

The so called non-establishment is really an ornament to reasoning. Thus the defective reasoning is to be given up and the impeccable one has to be embraced. There is no any authority in deciding that oneself is also a fool as his elder brother is so. Therefore, if it is argued that non-establishment of reasoning is not a defect then also there will be the problem of non-establishment that is alive. However, in certain cases reasoning is seen with establishment, nevertheless in the present context reasoning is not out of defect of non-establishment. This highly profound singleness of the very cause, which is the base of Mokṣa, cannot be even guessed without Vedāntaśāstra. Since it is without form it cannot be a subject of Pratyakṣa and since there is no sign etc. it cannot be a subject of Anumāna etc. – we have already stated this. That particular ‘real cognition’ is in a single form, i.e. invariable, as the thing is taken there as important (in the case of ‘sthāṇurvā puruṣo vā’ it is puruṣatrantra not vastutantra). ‘Paramārtha’ (the real thing) is the one which is invariable, i.e. having a single form. People call the cognition related to such thing as ‘real cognition’, just like “fire is hot”. In such a situation difference of opinion among people in terms of ‘real cognition’ is improper. Whereas in the case of the cognitions, mutual difference of opinion is well known. A reasoning, that is proposed by a logician as ‘this only is the real cognition’ is being shot down by another and the one established by the latter is also being shot down by still another – this process is well known in the society. How come the one, which is related to a thing that has no invariable form and born out of reasoning becomes ‘real cognition’? The Pradhānavādi (Sāṅkhya) is not unanimously accepted by logicians as the best (of logicians) whereby we take his thesis as the ‘real cognition’. It is also not possible for the past, present and future logicians to get together at a single point of place and time whereby it will be possible to accept as the ‘real cognition’ that has got invariable form and based on a single thing. On the other hand, it is possible to conclude that Veda has got a thing that is established as it is immutable and the cause of the generation of cognition. It is impossible to conceal the authority of cognition born out of Veda even by the gamut of logicians of present, past and future. Thus the authority of the Upaniṣadic cognition is established. Elsewhere, since there is no authoritative cognition there will be the question of ‘avimokṣa’ of the Universe. Therefore, following Veda and the reasoning that follows Veda it stands that the Brahma that is conscious is the cause and base of the Universe.


In fact, there used to be a lot of nuisance from the so called śuṣkatārkikas. Hari in Vākyakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīyam (479) expressed dissatisfaction at such pseudo-logicians – 


बैजिसौरभहर्यक्षैः शुष्कतर्कानुसारिभिः।

आर्षे विप्लाविते ग्रन्थे सङ्ग्रहप्रतिकञ्चुके ॥
(The Mahābhāṣya, which was a shield of Saṅgraha of Vyāḍi, was destroyed by Baiji, Saurabha and Haryakṣa, who followed dry logic.)


The role of Tarka / Logic is widely discussed by Hari well before Śaṅkarācārya, in his magnum opus, Vākyapadīyam. Here are some verses from Brahmakāṇḍa –


न चागमादृते धर्मस्तर्केण व्यवतिष्ठते।

ऋषीणामपि यज्ज्ञानं तदप्यागमपूर्वकम् ॥ ३० ॥
Dharma is the result of the usage of Śabdas (sādhuśabdas). Rather, the provision for identifying Śabdas can be made through Tarka and a separate system called Vyākaraṇam is not required for that – अयं गौः शब्दः साधुः, शिष्टप्रयुक्तत्वात् (this Śabda ‘gauḥ’ is a perfect one, since it is employed by Śiṣṭas). Hari earmarks five views to refute the above argument –

“Hetuvāda  is a deciding factor that depends upon Pratyakṣa, which requires the involvement of Indriyas (sense-organs). Since Dharma and Adharma are beyond the reach of Indriyas, they are called अदृष्टम् (the one that cannot be perceived but its impact is felt) by systemists. Scuh things cannot be decided by Hetuvāda (reasoning). If one wants to achieve Dharma through the use of perfect śabdas then such perfection (साधुत्वम्) is possible only through व्याकरणस्मृति ​but not हेतुवाद. One may offer अनुमान such as अयं शब्दः साधुः शिष्टप्रयुक्तत्वात्, गौशब्दवत् in line with पर्वतो वह्निमान्, धूमात्, माहनसवत् and claim that this will do for शब्दसाधुत्व, no need for a separate system called व्याकरणम्. That is not true -- Ṛṣis learnt Vedas, performed the rites ordained therein like ब्रह्मचर्यम् etc., and as a result got the ज्ञानम् that penetrates into अतीन्द्रियार्थ. Thus their ज्ञानम् originated from वेद with the help of such ज्ञानम् they compiled स्मृतिs like व्याकरणम्. They did not compile anything on their own or with the help of अनुमान. Therefore हेतुवाद cannot decide धर्म.”


There is a further question raked up – it is not proper to argue that धर्म is आगममूलक. There are certain आगमs that preach वामाचार simply to deceive people – न काञ्चन परिहरेत् (no lady, who approaches, should be left) etc. Similarly, सुरापान etc. are proposed in वामाचार. In such a situation how come आगम is धर्मव्यस्थापक for us?


Further, as far as possible, तर्क can be helpful – नरकपालं शुचि प्राण्यङ्गत्वात् (the skull of a human being is sacred, because it is a limb of a being). धर्मव्यस्था is possible through such तर्क. Hari responds – 


धर्मस्य चाव्यवच्छिन्नाः पन्थानो ये व्यवस्थिताः।

न तान् लोकप्रसिद्धत्वात् कश्चित्तर्केण बाधते ॥ १-३१ ॥
There may be different आगमs in the world. Rather, the आगमs, which are meant for the prosperity of mankind, which are respected by शिष्टs, which are not contradicted by people, such आगमs should not be ridiculed by embracing शुष्कहेतुवाद. The स्मृतिs which preach वामाचार are not acceptable to शिष्टs and they cannot effect धर्मव्यवस्था. By resorting to such treatises one should not judge all other स्मृतिs. हेतुवाद is based on mundane things (पदार्थाः), their capacities and their association. It is a fact that such capacities (शक्तयः) are different but not in the same form. When तर्क cannot be capable with regard to लौकिकपदार्थs how can it be a deciding factor in an अलौकिकपदार्थ called धर्म ? Hari questions – 


अवस्थाकालदेशानां भेदाद्भिन्नासु शक्तिषु।

भावानामनुमानेन प्रसिद्धिरतिदुर्लभा ॥ १-३२ ॥
A person is not strong during childhood but he is, during youth. Raw pepper causes phlegm but the dry one kills phlegm. Water is cold in हिमाचल but hot in tropical places. The water of a well, shade of a Banyan tree (वटवृक्ष), betel leaves (ताम्बूलम्) and a young lady (her bosom) are warm during winter and cool during summer –


कूपोदकं वटच्छाया ताम्बूलं तरुणिकुचौ।

शीतकाले भवेदुष्णम् उष्णकाले तु शीतलम् ॥
Therefore, in the case of धर्म, which is अतीन्द्रिय, तर्क cannot be of any help. आगम only can decide.


Hari explains that not only due to देश and काल that there will be difference in the capacities of द्रव्यs, but also due to connection with another द्रव्य there will be difference in शक्ति of a द्रव्य –


निर्ज्ञातशक्तेर्द्रव्यस्य तां तामर्थक्रियां प्रति।

विशिष्टद्रव्यसम्बन्धे सा शक्तिः प्रतिबध्यते॥ १-३३ ॥
The capacity of a द्रव्य, which is fully known in effecting certain / action, is obstructed by the connection with another significant द्रव्य. 
Fire has got the capacity to burn. But when it comes in contact with चन्द्रकान्तशिला then the capacity to burn is not there. Therefore, simply by looking at a द्रव्य, one should not hasten to decide its capacity (शक्तिः) and apply तर्क based on it. Therefore, with regard to Dharma and Adharma, which are अतीन्द्रिय, आगम only is the प्रमाणम्. A महामेधावी may offer an impeccable तर्क and the same may be deciding factor in धर्माधर्मव्यवस्था. Then why to run after आगम?


यत्नेनानुमितोऽप्यर्थः कुशलैरनुमातृभिः।

अभियुक्ततरैरन्यैरन्यथैवोपपद्यते ॥ १-३४ ॥
This verse was explained earlier. आगम or आप्तोपदेश is stronger than श्रुति and स्मृति. (This verse is there in the beginning of Ślokavārtikam also. Commentators say that the author of this verse is Vyāsa) – 


इदं पुण्यमिदं पापमित्येतस्मिन् पदद्वये ।

आचण्डालं मनुष्याणामल्पं शास्त्रप्रयोजनम् ॥ १-४० ॥
With regard to पुण्य and पाप (sin), even for a चण्डाल
, शास्त्रम् is not very useful, i.e., even if one is not familiar with वेद and स्मृति, the आप्तोपदेश would be helpful. Such an आगम cannot be effected by हेतुवाद – 


चैतन्यमिव यश्चायमविच्छेदेन वर्तते।

आगमस्तमुपासीनः हेतुवादैर्न बाध्यते ॥ १-४१ ॥
आगम means शब्द and the same is stronger than अनुमानम्. Just like चैतन्यम्, which is self-shining and has been there uninterrupted, Śabda, i.e. आगम in the form of श्रुति and स्मृति, has been there spread all over and the same cannot be demolished by हेतुवाद. 
Having given up आगम, if one resorts to धर्म and अधर्म then he will be landing in trouble –

हस्तस्पर्शादिवान्धेन विषमे पथि धावता ।
अनुमानप्रधानेन विनिपातो न दुर्लभः ॥ १-४२ ॥
A तार्किक perceives a thing through a sense-organ and infers a related thing, which is imperceptible as existing. He offers an example in support of his claim. If it is in place, then he thinks another also as true. This is not the right way – for such a तार्किक downfall is not difficult, just like a blind man, who runs, on a hilly area with ups and downs, with the help of hand-touch.


तर्क, i.e. पूर्वमीमांसा and उत्तरमीमांसा, is not useless – even if we get the meaning of Vedic texts for those who cannot comprehend the meaning तर्क is useful. And without तर्क, by sheer form of वेद, it is not possible to decide the purport – asserts Hari – 


वेदशास्त्राविरोधी च तर्कश्चक्षुरपश्यताम्।

रूपमात्राद्धि वाक्यार्थः केवलान्नावतिष्ठते ॥ १-१३६ ॥
Hari illustrates the above concept, i.e., deciding वेदतात्पर्यम्  is within the purview of तर्क –


सतोऽविवक्षा पारार्थ्यं व्यक्तिरर्थस्य लैङ्गिकी ।

इति न्यायो बहुविधस्तर्केण प्रविभज्यते ॥ १-१३७ ॥
In some cases the meaning available through Śabda has to be given up, in some other cases one meaning is useful to another meaning, in still others the general meaning of a Śabda is shown differently following a related sentence. These nuances cannot be indentified easily. तर्क should be resorted to.


In the पाणिनिसूत्रम् – तस्यापत्यम् (४-१-९२), the लिङ्ग (gender) and वचनम् (number) of ‘तस्य’ and वचनम् of ‘अपत्यम्’ are not really meant. The word काकेभ्यः, in ‘ काकेभ्यः दधि रक्ष्यताम् ’ (let the curd be protected from crows), means ‘काकादिभ्यः’ (crow etc.).


‘अभिरूपाय कन्या देया’ (the girl is to be offered to a qualified person) – means one who has got education, wealth etc. should be offered the girl. The शब्दशक्ति is the base of तर्क that is being offered by people. Rather the तर्क that is offered by people devoid of आगम is called शुष्कतर्क and it is not useful in deciding the purport of वेद – 

शब्दानामेव सा शक्तिः तर्को यः पुरुषाश्रयः ।

शब्दाननुगतो न्यायोऽनागमेष्वनिबन्धनः ॥ १-१३८ ॥
योगिप्रत्यक्ष  has become essential for Vaiyākaraṇas in defending वर्तमान -  वर्तमाने लट् (३-२-१२३) is the sūtra offered by Pāṇini. Patañjali, while commenting on this sūtra, in Mahābhāṣya quotes the view point of certain scholars
 - अपर आहुः – नास्ति वर्तमानः काल इति। अपि चात्र श्लोकानुदाहरन्ति – 
मीमांसको मन्यमानो युवा मेधाविसम्मतः।
काकं स्मेहानुपृच्छति किं ते पतितलक्षणम् ॥
अनागते न पतसि अतिक्रान्ते च काक न ।
यदि सम्प्रति पतसि सर्वो लोकः पतत्ययम् ॥
हिमवानपि गच्छति ।
अनागतमतिक्रान्तं वर्तमानमिति त्रयम् ।

सर्वत्र च गतिर्नास्ति गच्छतीति किमुच्यते ॥
A young person who considers himself to be a critic and accepted by scholars was asking a crow – O! Crow! What is the principle of your flying? If you have not yet flown then there cannot be the usage – you are flying, nor when you have already flown. If the said usage is there then there can usages like – this entire Universe is flying, Himavān, the mountain is going. A single moment cannot go into past, present and future. Such a moment cannot be comprehended. How can one say ‘he is going’?


Then Patañjali registers another scholar’s response – अपर आह – अस्ति वर्तमानकालः। आदित्यगतिवन्नोपलभ्यत इति। अपि चात्र श्लोकमुदाहरन्ति – 

विसस्य वाला इव दध्यमाना न लक्ष्यते विकृतिः सन्निपाते ।

अस्तीति तां वेदयन्ते त्रिभावाः सूक्ष्मो हि भावोऽनुमितेन गम्यः ॥
- another scholar says – there is वर्तमानकाल, but not available just like आदित्यगति. Some scholars illustrated a verse in this regard – the क्रिया that is there with कारक is not seen through प्रत्यक्ष, just like the inner threads, which are burning while the lotus stalk is burnt, are not seen. But, योगिनः, who know all the three, i.e. past, present and future, decide that there is वर्तमानकाल. The ‘thing’ called क्रिया, which is a group of moments and denoted by धातु is very small and can be known only through अनुमान (अनुमा + क्त – नपुंसके भावे क्तः, पा० सू० ३-३-११४). Here Nāgeśa remarks – अनेन योगिप्रत्यक्षं प्रमाणं दर्शितम्। Nāgeśa elaborates – ननु अस्मदादिव्यवहारः कथम् अत आह – सूक्ष्मो हीति। समूहान्यथानुपपत्तिः, वर्तमाने लडिति शास्त्रं च तदनुमापकमिति भावः। . . . .  एवं च अवयवरूपा समुदायरूपा च क्रिया अनुमानगम्यैवेति तात्पर्यम्। (Then how come people like us, who are not Yogis, employ वर्तमानकालक्रिया ? Here is the answer – very small etc. – there is no other go than accepting a group of moments and there is the Śāstra, वर्तमाने लट् – both these are the base of Inference …. thus both in the form of अवयव and समुदाय, क्रिया is अनुमानगम्या – this is the purport.)


Under ‘ स्त्रियाम् ’ (४-१-३) and ‘ सरूपाणामेकशेष एकविभक्तौ ’ (१-२-६४), Patañjali resorted to योगिप्रत्यक्षम् – Since the definition that is generally offered, i.e., 


स्तनकेशवती नारी लोमशः पुरुषः स्मृतः ।

उभयोरन्तरं यच्च तदभावे नपुंसकम् ॥

is not tenable, the Vaiyākaraṇas have to have their own सिद्धान्त – 
तस्मान्न वैयाकरणैः शक्यं लौकिकं लिङ्गमास्थातुम्। अवश्यं च कश्चित्स्वकतृतान्त आस्थेयः। 
कोऽसौ स्वकृतान्तः? 

संस्त्यानप्रसवौ लिङ्गमास्थेयौ स्वकृतान्ततः। 
कस्य पुनः संस्त्यानं स्त्री प्रवृत्तिर्वा पुमान् ?

गुणानाम्।
केषाम् ?

शब्दस्पर्शरूपरसगन्धानाम्।
प्रवृत्तिः खल्वपि नित्या। न हीह कश्चिदपि स्वस्मिन्नात्मनि मुहूर्तमप्यवतिष्ठते, वर्धते वा यावदनेन वर्द्धितव्यम्, अपायेन वा युज्यते।
तच्चोभयं सर्वत्र।
यदुभयं सर्वत्र कुतो व्यवस्था ?

विवक्षातः।
संस्त्यानविवक्षायां स्त्री, प्रसवविवक्षायां पुमान्, उभयविवक्षायाम् नपुंसकम्।
Therefore (i.e. in words like तट there are all liṅgas), it is not possible for Vaiyākaraṇas to follow the लौकिकलिङ्गम्। Certainly, they should have their own सिद्धान्त.
What is the own सिद्धान्त ?

In the own सिद्धान्त, संस्त्यान and प्रसव have to be taken as लिङ्गम्।
Whose संस्त्यानं (तिरोभावः) is स्त्री and whose प्रवृत्ति (आविर्भाव) is पुमान्?

Of Guṇas.

Which Guṇas? (Is it सत्त्वरजस्तमसाम् or वातपित्तकफानाम्  or . . . ?)

Śabda, Sparśa, Rūpa, Rasa and Gandha (according to साङ्ख्यदर्शनम् Śabda etc. are the products of सत्त्व, रजस् and तमस्).

प्रवृत्ति, i.e. सत्त्वादीनाम् आविर्भावादिरूपः नित्यः परिणामः, is associated with all पदार्थs. No पदार्थ will be there without प्रवृत्ति even for a moment. If it has to, it would increase or decrease.

Both of them in every thing.

If both of them are in every thing, how to have लिङ्गव्यवस्था ?

Depending on विवक्षा (वक्तुमिच्छा – a desire to say).

In संस्त्यानविवक्षा it is स्त्री, प्रसवविवक्षा it is पुमान् and उभयविवक्षा it is नपुंसकम्।

Hari in Liṅgasamuddeśa of Padakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīyam summarizes the profound meaning of Mahābhāṣyam –


सन्निधाने निमित्तानां किञ्चिदेव प्रवर्तकम् ।

यथा तक्षादिशब्दानां लिङ्गेषु नियमस्तथा ॥ ३-१५-२० ॥

भावतत्त्वविदः शिष्टाः शब्दार्थेषु व्यवस्थिताः।

यद्यद्धर्मेऽङ्गतामेति लिङ्गं तत्तत्प्रचक्षते ॥ ३-१५-२१ ॥
In the case of ‘तक्षा’ (carpenter) etc. there can be many activities that can be taken as causes, such as तक्षण (carving), छेदन (cutting) etc., but following तक्षण only he is called तक्षा. A कुम्भकार (potter) makes different earthen vessels but following कुम्भ (pot) he is called कुम्भकार. Similarly, although all the three Liṅgas are there in an अर्थ in the form of उपाधि, only one of them is taken as base and that शब्द is used in that particular लिङ्ग.

Patañjali offered a guideline to know the Liṅga of शब्द – तस्योक्तौ लोकतो नाम – तस्योक्तौ वचने लोकतो नामैतद्भवति – स्त्री पुमान् नपुंसकमिति। प्रदीप of  कैयट – शिष्टलोकात्तस्य लिङ्गस्य प्रतिपादने व्यवस्था अनुगन्तव्या इत्यर्थः – the शिष्टलोक is the authority in the matter of लिङ्ग of a शब्द.
Earlier, नागेश in उद्योत says पृषोदरादिसूत्रोक्त शिष्टलोकेत्यर्थः।
The second verse of Hari quoted above explains the terse word ‘लोक’ that is employed in Mahābhāṣya – the शिष्टs, who could discuss the तत्त्वं (noumenon) of पदार्थs, know the लिङ्ग that is there in शब्द and अर्थ and is the अङ्ग of धर्म and they propose the same लिङ्ग. Here is नागेश (स्त्रियाम् ४-१-३) in उद्योत – 
भावतत्त्वविदः ब्रह्मतत्त्वसाक्षात्कारवन्तः, निरुपपदभावपदस्य ब्रह्मणिरूढेः। ते शिष्टाः, शब्दार्थेषु व्यवस्थिताः, प्रमाणत्वेनेति शेषः। तेषां प्रयोगे यद्यल्लिङ्गं धर्मे अङ्गताम् एति तत्तच्छब्दस्य लिङ्गमित्यन्वयः। एवं च येषां शब्दानां यल्लिङ्गमुपादाय शिष्टाः साधुत्वावगमपूर्वकं धर्मजनकत्वबुद्ध्या प्रयोगं कुर्वन्ति तेषां तदेव लिङ्गमिति नियमः सिद्धः इति भावः। भावतत्त्वविदः means those who had had ब्रह्मसाक्षात्कार, since the term ‘भाव’, ​without prefix, is popular in the sense of ‘ब्रह्मन्’, they means ‘शिष्टाः’ – are an authority in terms of शब्द and अर्थ. In the usage of those Śabdas, whichever will get अङ्गत्व that will be its लिङ्ग. Therefore, Śiṣṭas, having known the साधुभाव, employ Śabdas, with an aim at generating धर्म, in a लिङ्ग and the same is their लिङ्ग – this is the norm. (In the verse there is पाठान्तरम् – ‘व्यवस्थितम्’ – applicable to लिङ्गम्, Nāgeśa in मञ्जूषा etc. establishes that लिङ्गम् is associated with अर्थ rather than शब्द. In usages like ‘पुँल्लिङ्गः शब्दः’ etc., it means the शब्द, which has got its अर्थ in such and such a लिङ्ग. In other words it is अभेदोपचार between शब्द and अर्थ.)


Under तस्यापत्यम् (४-१-९२), कात्यायन, the वार्तिककार rules – लिङ्गमशिद्धं लोकाश्रयत्वाल्लिङ्गस्य – लिङ्गम् is not to be prescribed by पाणिनि or व्याकरणशास्त्र as it has शिष्टलोक as its authority. Pāṇini’s लिङ्गानुशासनम् is just a roadmap and not exhaustive.

प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षम्

Peri Veṅkaṭeśvaraśāstrī, the author of Guruprasādaśeṣa, a commentary on Laghuśabdenduśekhara of Nāgeśabhaṭṭa, in Strīpratyayaprakaraṇam, offers this Pramāṇam. Here is the text – 

कौमुदी – 
जातेरस्त्रीविषयादयोपधात् (४-१-६३) जातिवाचि यन्न च स्त्रियां नियतमयोपधं ततः स्त्रियां ङीष् स्यात्। 
लघुशब्देन्दुशेखरः – जातिशब्देन अर्थे कार्यासम्भवात् तद्वाचकग्रहणमित्याह – जातिवाचीति। अनन्यभावे विषयशब्दे इत्याह – न च स्त्रियां नियतमिति। भिन्नेष्वभिन्नाभिधानप्रत्ययनिमित्तं जातिः, नित्यमेकमनेकानुगतं सामान्यमित्यस्य च शुक्लादिगुणस्यैकत्वनित्यत्वपक्षे तत्रातिव्याप्तिः।
गुरुप्रसादशेषः – लक्षणान्तरमाह। नित्यमेकमनेकानुगतमिति। नित्यत्वे सति एकत्वे सति समवायेन अनेकवृत्तित्वमित्यर्थः। . . . अनेन च सामान्यसद्भावे प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षरूपं प्रमाणं दर्शितम्।
(गुरुप्रसाद०)
Nāgeśa offers another definition (that of Vaiśeṣikas and Naiyāyikas). While there is immutability and singleness being inherent in many individuals – is the meaning. . . . . By this a प्रमाण called प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षम् (प्रत्यभिज्ञा is a recollection of something of someone seen earlier. The example generally offered is सोऽयं देवदत्तः – that this Devadatta) in the existence of Jāti (सामान्यम्) is exhibited.


Pāṇini calls it अभिज्ञा – अभिज्ञावचने लृट् (३-२-११२) and the कृत्वसुच्प्रत्यय by सङ्ख्यायाः क्रियाभ्यावृत्तिगणने कृत्वसुच् (५-४-१७) denotes प्रत्यभिज्ञा. Under अइउण् (माहेश्वरसूत्राणि १), Kaiyaṭa remarks – तस्मात् भिन्ना एवानित्या एवाकाराः, प्रत्यभिज्ञात्वाकृतिर्नबन्धनेति जातिस्फोटपक्षोऽत्र स्थितः। Nāgeśa, under the same sūtra in his Udyota touches this aspect at another point. Under ऋऌक् (माहेश्वरसूत्राणि २), Kātyāyana rules एकदेशविकृतस्यानन्यत्वात् पॢत्यादयः। Patañjali comments एकदेशविकृतमन्यद्भवति इति पॢत्यादयोऽपि भविष्यति। Kaiyaṭa elaborates – ऋकारे रेफभागस्य लत्वे कृते स एव ऋकार इति प्रत्यभिज्ञानादिति भावः।

Rather, the origin of प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षम् is there in तर्कपाद of पूर्वमीमांसा – नित्यस्तु स्यात् दर्शनस्य परार्थत्वात् (जै० सू० १-१-१८) – Jaimini wants to exhibit सप्रत्यभिज्ञप्रत्यक्षस्य शब्दविषयता - here नित्य means कालान्तरावस्थापित्वम्, i.e., existence at another point of time. दर्शनम् means उच्चारणम्। परार्थम् means परमर्थं प्रत्याययितुम् - to make others understand the meaning. उच्चारणस्य परार्थत्वात् शब्दो नित्यः। कालान्तरावस्थिति can be possible with प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्ष only simultaneously (because आकृती is पदार्थ). Therefore, शब्द is नित्य. 
शाबरभाष्यम् – गोशब्दे उच्चरिते सर्वगवीषु युगपत् प्रत्ययो भवति, अत आकृतिवचनोऽयम्। . . . तस्मादपि नित्यः (शब्दः). This Sūtra is helpful in deciding कालान्तरावस्थायित्वम् (whichever is the base of प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षम्). Prabhākara in Bṛhatī on the above Bhāṣya remarks – अतः कालन्तरावस्थायिता सिद्ध्यति। कालन्तरावस्थितिश्च सप्रत्यभिज्ञसमाजिगमयेत्युक्तम्। 
Jaimini compiles another Sūtra in support of प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्ष with clear reference to पाणिनिसूत्रम् (५-४-१७) – सङ्ख्याया क्रियाभ्यावृत्तिगणने कृत्वसुच् – सङ्ख्याभावात् (जै० सू० १-१-२०) – people say गोशब्द is pronounced eight times rather than eight गोशब्दs are pronounced – अष्टकृत्वः गोशब्दः उच्चरितः इति प्रयुञ्जते, न तु अष्टौ गोशब्दा उच्चिरिता इति। 
शाबरभाष्यम् – अष्टकृत्वो गोशब्द उच्चरित इति वदन्ति, न ‘अष्टौ गोशब्दा ’ इति। किमतः यद्येवम् ? अनेन वचनेनावगम्यते – प्रत्यभिजानन्तीति, वयं तावत् प्रत्यभिजानीमः।
बृहती – ‘ सङ्ख्याभावात् ’ तदेवेदं सप्रत्यभिज्ञं प्रत्यक्षं पुनरुपन्यस्यते हेतुप्रचयदर्शनार्थम्। . . . . कथमसौ कृत्वसुच् प्रत्यभिज्ञायां हेतुः ? एकस्यावृत्तौ दर्शनात्। 
पञ्जिका – एकताप्रतीतिः प्रत्यभिज्ञेति भवति कृत्वसुच्प्रयोगः प्रत्यभिज्ञाहेतुः।
श्लोकवार्त्तिकम् (शब्दनित्यताधिकरणम्) – शब्दोऽपि प्रत्यभिज्ञानात् प्रागस्तीत्यवगम्यते।
श्रीरामकिङ्करः in his commentary, viz., ब्रह्मामृतवर्षिणी, on ब्रह्मसूत्र remarks – यदि च श्रुत्युक्तदेवयानपितृयाणयोरेवात्र स्मृतावपि प्रत्यभिज्ञानात् स्मृतौ कालशब्देन तदभिमानिदेवताग्रहणं श्रुतिसमानार्थत्वाय क्रियते . . . ( सू० योगिनः प्रति च समर्थते स्मार्ते चैते ४-२-२१). (If, in order to achieve similar meaning from श्रुति and स्मृति, the कालशब्द in स्मृति is interpreted as कालाभिमानिदेवता, as there is the प्रत्यभिज्ञान of  देवयान and पितृयाण only, which are said in श्रुति, in स्मृति also . . . )

In the ब्रह्मसूत्र, ‘स्मार्ते चैते’ means – योग and साङ्ख्य are स्मृती. By the above discussion it is clear that स्मृति is taken as authority following प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रमाणम्।
In देवताधिकरण (१-३-२८) of ब्रह्मसूत्रभाष्य, Saṅkarācārya discusses प्रत्यभिज्ञान – तस्य (वर्णस्य) प्रत्युच्चारणं प्रत्यभिज्ञायमानत्वान्नित्यत्वम्। भेदप्रत्ययस्य वर्णविषयत्वात् . . . . प्रत्यभिज्ञानस्य प्रमाणान्तरेण बाधानुपपत्तेः . . . . वर्णव्यक्तय एव हि प्रत्युच्चारणं प्रत्यभिज्ञायन्ते। द्विर्गोशब्द उच्चारित इति हि प्रतिपत्तिर्न तु द्वौ गोशब्दौ इति।
बाह्यप्रत्यक्षम् – मानसप्रत्यक्षम्

Āyurveda accepts three or four kinds of Pramāṇas, viz., आप्तोपदेशः, प्रत्यक्षम् and अनुमानम् (order is important and it will be discussed later) in order to have first hand knowledge of the disease – त्रिविधं खलु रोगविशेषविज्ञानं भवति, तद्यथा – आप्तोपदेशः, प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानं चेति (चरकसंहिता – विमानस्यानम् ४-२). Here the author explains that the प्रत्यक्ष is through इन्द्रियs and मनस् – प्रत्यक्षं तु खलु तद्यत् स्वयमिन्द्रियैः मनसा चोपलभ्यते। The commentator, चक्रपाणिदत्त of आयुर्वेददीपिका elaborates – स्वयमिन्द्रियैर्मनसा चेत्यनेन यदात्मना इन्द्रियैः चक्षुरादिभिः अव्यवधानेन गृह्यते रूपादि तत्प्रत्यक्षमिति बाह्यं प्रत्यक्षं गृह्णाति, मनसा चेत्यनेन च मनसा अव्यवधानेन यदुपलभ्यते सुखादि तच्च मानसं प्रत्यक्षं गृह्णाति। 

बाह्यप्रत्यक्षं is that which is achieved through the इन्द्रियs associated with मनस् and मानसप्रत्यक्षम्  is that which is achieved through मनस् only. Some scholars consider मानसप्रत्यक्ष on a par with योगिप्रत्यक्ष.
Pramāṇas According to Different Darśanas

Nārāyaṇa, the author of मानमेयोदय (भाट्टमीमांसामतम्), summarized the number of Pramāṇas acceptable to the followers of different Darśanas – 

चार्वाकास्तावदेकं द्वितीयमपि पुनर्बौद्धवैशेषिकौ द्वौ 
भासर्वज्ञश्च साङ्ख्यस्त्रितयमुदयनाद्याश्चतुष्टयं वदन्ति। 
प्राहुः प्राभाकराः पञ्चकमपि च वयं तेऽपि वेदान्तविज्ञाः 
षट्कं पौराणिकास्त्वष्टकमभिदधिरे सम्भवैतिह्ययोगात्॥
1. चार्वाकाः – प्रत्यक्षम् (१)
2. बौद्धवैशेषिकौ – प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् (२)
3. भासर्वज्ञः, साङ्ख्याः (योगिनश्च) – प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम्, शाब्दम् (३)
4. उदयनादयः – उक्तत्रयम् उपमानसहितम् (४)
5. प्राभाकराः – अर्थापत्तिसहितम् उक्तचतुष्टयम् (५)
6. भाट्टाः, वेदान्तिनश्च – अभावसहितम् उक्तपञ्चकम् (६)
7. पौराणिकाः – सम्भवैतिह्यसहितम् उक्तषट्कम् (८).
Here is a panorama of Pramāṇas in 16 Darśanas as was discussed by Mādhavācārya in his work सर्वदर्शनसङ्ग्रहः – 
1. चार्वाकदर्शनम् – पूगाः referred to by पाणिनि by the सूत्रम् - पूगाभ्योऽग्रामणिपूर्वात् (५-३-११२) embrace only अर्थ and काम but not other पुरुषार्थौ, since they speak beautifully (चारु + वाक्, पृषोदरादित्वात् साधुत्वम्, पाणिनिः ६-३-१०९), they are called चार्वाक. In अर्थशास्त्रम्, ब्रह्मसूत्रशाङ्कर-भाष्यम् (३-३-५३), साङ्ख्यतत्त्वकौमुदी (श्लो० ५) etc., the term ‘लोकायताः’ refers to चार्वाकाः। लोके आयतं विस्तीर्णमिव यत्प्रसिद्धं प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणम् तल्लोकायतम्, तत्प्रतिपादकं चार्वाकशास्त्रमपि लोकायतम् – thus the term conforms to meaning.

Cārvākas accept प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणम् only. They refute the rest of the Pramāṇas – व्याप्तिपक्षधर्मताशालि हि लिङ्गं गमकमभ्युपगतम् अनुमानप्रामाण्यवादिभिः। व्याप्तिश्चोभयोपाधिविधुरः सम्बन्धः। स च सत्तया चक्षुरादिवन्नाङ्गभावं भजते, किन्तु ज्ञाततया। तच्च बाह्यमान्तरं वाभिमतम् ? न प्रथमः। तस्य सम्प्रयुक्तविषयज्ञानजनकत्वेन भवति प्रसरसम्भवेऽपि भूतभविष्ययोः तदसम्भवेन सर्वोपसंहारवत्याः व्याप्तेः दुर्ज्ञानत्वात्। न च व्याप्तिज्ञानं सामान्यगोचरमिति मन्तव्यम्। व्यक्तयोः अविनाभावाभावप्रसङ्गात्। नाऽपि चरमः। अन्तः करणस्य बहिरिन्द्रियतन्त्रत्वेन बाह्येऽर्थे स्वातन्त्र्येण प्रवृत्त्यनुपपत्तेः। तदुक्तम् – 

चक्षुराद्युक्तविषयं परनन्त्रं बहिर्मनः (तत्त्वविवेकः – २०)
- the लिङ्गम् (हेतुः) associated with व्याप्ति and पक्षधर्मता only can achieve the साध्यम् – this is what is held by those who resort to अनुमानप्रामाण्य। व्याप्ति means a सम्बन्ध without both the उपाधिs. The existence of व्याप्ति between two things will not do. It also should be known that there is व्याप्ति between the two. The behaviour of sense-organs such as चक्षुस् is different – a person with eyes would get the recognition even if he does not know that he has got eye and looking with the same. On the other hand, व्याप्ति is not so. Unless one knows that there is व्याप्ति he cannot have साध्यज्ञानम्। There should be either इन्द्रियाणि or मनस् to help one to know that there is व्याप्ति between two things. The sense-organs, when come in contact with things in वर्तमानकाल generate the related cognition but not of things in भूत or भविष्यत् – in वर्तमानकाल one may come across धूम and अग्नि। But how can we, following प्रत्यक्ष claim that in भूत and भविष्यत् also there will certainly be such a relation? If व्याप्ति is common to all the three tenses then only it is possible but not when confined to only one. Therefore, it is not possible to establish व्याप्ति between धूम and अग्नि through प्रत्यक्षम्। It also cannot be argued that since व्याप्ति is सामान्यगोचर, i.e. related to जाति, and therefore there cannot be the said defect – in that case there cannot be any relation between व्यक्तिs. The other one, i.e., मानसिकप्रत्यक्षम्, is also untenable as अन्तःकरणम् depends upon बाह्येन्द्रियs and cannot act independently. The same is stated in तत्त्वविवेक – चक्षुस् etc. is connected with the things stated above, rather मनस् is dependent, i.e., relies upon इन्द्रियs.

चार्वाक refutes the rest of the Pramāṇas, i.e, अनुमान, शब्द and उपमान – नाप्यनुमानं व्याप्तिज्ञानोपायः। तत्र तत्राप्येवमिति अनवस्थादौस्थ्यप्रसङ्गात्। नापि शब्दः तदुपायः, काणादमतानुसारेण अनुमान एवान्तर्भावात्। अनन्तर्भावे वा वृद्धव्यवहाररूपलिङ्गावगतिसापेक्षतया प्रागुक्तदूषणलङ्घनाजङ्घालत्वात्। धूमधूमध्वजयोः अविनाभावः अस्तीति वचनमात्रे मन्वादिवद्विश्वासाभावाच्च। अनुपदिष्टाविनाभावस्य पुरुषस्य अर्थान्तरदर्शनेन अर्थान्तरानुमित्यभावे स्वार्थानुमानकथायाः कथाशेषत्वप्रसङ्गाच्च। कैव कथा परार्थानुमानस्य ? उपमानादिकं तु दूरापास्तम्। तेषां संज्ञासंज्ञिसम्बन्धादिबोदकत्वेन अनौपाधिकसम्बन्धबोधकत्वासम्भवात्।
- Also अनुमान cannot be a device to know the existence of व्याप्ति. Another अनुमान is required to know the existence of  व्याप्ति between धूम and अग्नि। Similarly still another (third) अनुमान is required to decide the veracity of the second अनुमान and a fourth one to check the third one, so on and so forth, i.e there will be अनवस्था। Nor शब्द, i.e. a statement by someone that there is व्याप्ति between धूम and अग्नि, can be a device as शब्द​, according to वैशेषिक-मतम्, is included in अनुमान। So, again it is a repetition of अनवस्थादोष। Even if it is accepted, just like नैयायिकमतम्, that शब्द is a प्रमाणम् different from अनुमा, then also since शब्द requires a लिङ्गज्ञान in the form of वृद्धव्यवहार, i.e. the usage of elderly people, the earlier defect recurs. 

In न्यायसिद्धान्तमुक्तावली, the devices useful in understanding the meaning, i.e. शक्तिज्ञानम् are enumerated – 


शक्तिग्रहं व्याकरणोपमानकोशाप्तवाक्याद्व्यवहारतश्च।

वाक्यस्य शेषाद्विवृतेर्वदन्ति सान्निध्यतः सिद्धपदस्य वृद्धाः॥
- elders say that व्याकरणम्, उपमानम्, कोश like that of अमरसिंह, the statement of people like father, mother, teacher etc., the usage, ellipses of a sentence, commentary and the word in juxtaposition to a word – are useful in understanding the meaning. Here व्यवहार means वृद्धव्यवहार (and not 18 व्यवहारs in धर्मशास्त्रम्) – an elderly man tells a younger man – गाम् आनय and the latter fetches a cow. After a while, the former says गाम् नय and the latter takes away the animal in question. A boy, who has closely been observing the process understands the meanings of the words involved. 

Cārvāka argues that in शब्दप्रमाणम् also the meaning is understood through वृद्धव्यवहार, which is nothing but अनुमान only.

It is not वृद्धव्यवहार but may be some other factor enumerated above through which one understands the meaning – refutes चार्वाक – we do not believe in someone’s statement which asserts that there is concomitance between धूम and धूमध्वज, just like we do not believe in the words of Manu etc. Thus, in terms of व्याप्तिज्ञान, neither प्रत्यक्षम्, nor अनुमान nor शब्द can be a प्रमाणम्. When a person does not have the cognition of concomitance by any means, then there is not any chance for him to infer another thing by looking at a thing. Thus, when स्वार्थानुमानम् is not feasible the question of परार्थानुमानम् is ruled out.

By and large, Cārvākas accept प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणम् only. They pooh-poohed the Vedic rites – 


न स्वर्गो नापवर्गो वा नैवात्मा पारलौकिकः।

नैव वर्णाश्रमादीनां क्रियाश्च फलदायिकाः॥

अग्निहोत्रं त्रयो वेदाः त्रिदण्डं भस्मगुण्ठनम्।

बुद्धिपौरुषहीनानां जीविकेति बृहस्पतिः॥

यावज्जीवेत् सुखं जीवेत् ऋणं कृत्वा घृतं पिबेत्।

भस्मीभूतस्य देहस्य पुनरागमनं कुतः॥
2. बौद्धदर्शनम् – In विवेकविलास (८-२६५-२७४) the salient features of बौद्धमतम् are stated thus – 

1. बौद्धानां सुगतो देवो विश्वं च क्षणभङ्गुरम्।
आर्यसत्याख्यया तत्त्वचतुष्टयमिदं क्रमात्॥
2. दुःखमायतनं चैव ततः समुदयो मतः।
मार्गश्चेत्यस्य च व्याख्या क्रमेण श्रूयतामतः॥
3. दुःखं संसारिणः स्कन्धास्ते च पञ्च प्रकीर्तिताः।
विज्ञानं वेदना संज्ञा संस्कारो रूपमेव च॥
4. पञ्चेन्द्रियाणि शब्दाद्या विषयाः पञ्च मानसम्।
धर्मायतनमेतानि द्वादशायतनानि तु॥
5. रागादीनां गणो यस्मात् समुदेति नृणां हृदि।
आत्मात्मीयस्वभावाख्यः स समुदायः पुनः॥
6. क्षणिकाः सर्वसंस्कारा इति या वासना स्थिरा।
स मार्ग इति विज्ञेयः स च मोक्षोऽभिधीयते॥
7. प्रत्यक्षमनुमानं च प्रमाणद्वितयं तथा।
चतुष्प्रस्थानिका बौद्धाः ख्याता वैभाषिकादयः॥
8. अर्थो वैभाषिकेण बहु मन्यते।
सौत्रान्तिकेन प्रत्यक्षग्राह्योऽर्थो न बहिर्मतः॥
9. आकारसहिता बुद्धिर्योगाचारस्य सम्मता।
केवलां संविदं स्वस्थां मन्यन्ते मध्यमाः पुनः॥
10. रागादिज्ञानसन्तानवासनोच्छेदसम्भवा।
चतुर्णामपि बौद्धानां मुक्तिरेषा प्रकीर्तिता॥
- Sugata or Buddha is the God for Bauddhas, the universe perishes every moment, i.e., momentary, there are four आर्यसत्यानि – दुःखम्, आयतनम्, समुदयः, मार्गः – here is the elaboration – five skandhas, viz., विज्ञानस्कन्धः, वेदनास्कन्धः, संज्ञास्कन्धः, संस्कारस्कन्धः and रूपस्कन्धः, are the cause of दुःखम् (others say – दुःखम्, समुदायः, निरोधः, मार्गः)। Twelve आयतनानि – five ज्ञानेन्द्रियाणि, five शब्दादिविषयाः (others say five कर्मेन्द्रियाणि), मनस् and the home of धर्म, i.e. बुद्धि or शरीरम् (here there is difference of opinion between Hindi and Telugu commentators). The group of रागादि, called आत्मस्वभाव and आत्मीयस्वभाव, is born in the minds of people and the same is called समुदाय। Bauddhas accept two Pramāṇas only - प्रत्यक्षम् and अनुमानम् and they are popular as चतुष्प्रस्थानिकाः, i.e., who follow four Siddhāntas. वैभाषिक accepts पदार्थ associated with ज्ञानम्, for सौत्रान्तिक the पदार्थ to be perceived by प्रत्यक्षम्  has no outside existence but अनुमेय, योगाचार opines that बुद्धि  itself appears in the form of a पदार्थ and for माध्यमिक  it is ज्ञानम् only, which is there with स्वस्वरूप। All the four groups accept that cessation of  रागादिज्ञानवासना would lead to मुक्ति।

Bauddhas vehemently refute the argument of Cārvākas regarding the non-existence of अनुमानप्रमाणम् – यदि कश्चित् प्रामाण्यमनुमानस्य नाङ्गीकुर्यात् तं प्रति ब्रूयात् – अनुमानं न भवतीत्युच्यते – तत्र न किञ्चन साधनमुपन्यस्यते, उपन्यस्यते वा ? न प्रथमः अशिरस्कवचनस्य उपन्यासे साध्यासिद्धेः। ‘एकाकिनी प्रतिज्ञा हि प्रतिज्ञातं न साधयेति ’ इति न्यायात्। नापि चरमः। अनुमानं प्रमाणं न भवतीति ब्रुवाणेन वचनप्रमाणम् अनभ्युपगच्छता त्वया स्वपरकीयशास्त्रे प्रामाण्येन उपगृहीतस्य वचनस्य उपन्यासे मम माता वन्ध्या इतिवत् – व्याघातापातात्।
- the one who does not accept अनुमानम् as a प्रमाणम् should be asked like this – when you declared ‘अनुमानम्’ is not a प्रमाणम्, then do you assign any cause for the same or not? The first alternative is not feasible as it goes against the norm – the प्रतिज्ञा without achieve the साधनम्। Nor the latter is tenable – while not accepting शब्द as a प्रमाणम्, you employ the same शब्द, that is taken as प्रमाणम्  in both your and others’ systems, to declare ‘अनुमानम् is not  प्रमाणम्।’ This amounts to declaring ‘my mother is a barrenwoman’ i.e. unfeasible. Here is a verse full of examples of व्याघात -

यावज्जीवमहं मौनी ब्रह्मचारी च मे पिता।

माता तु मम वन्ध्यासीत्, अपुत्रश्च पितामहः॥
Udayanācārya explains in न्यायकुसुमाञ्जलि (३-७)


शङ्का चेदनुमास्त्येव न चेच्छङ्का ततस्तराम्।

व्याघातावधिराशङ्का तर्कः शङ्कावधिर्मतः ॥
- शङ्का चेत् = Although there is a suspicion that a different time or place there my be व्यभिचार or उपाधि, अनुमा = inference, i.e. the cognition that here, there will be fire (since he has got the संस्कार of the concomitance of धूम and अग्नि, due to personal observation for a number of times). अस्त्येव = will be there, certainly शङ्का न चेत् = in the absence of any suspicion, ततः = then, अस्तितराम् = it will definitely be there, आशङ्का  = of suspicion व्याघातावधिः = will be there till व्यघात्, i.e. शङ्का can be there until there is no व्याघात। तर्कः = logic, शङ्कावधिः = is the boundary of शङ्का, मतः = it is said, i.e., logic would prevnt शङ्का। When someone is doubtful as to whether there is fire or not, although there is smoke, another person offers तर्क – यद्यत्र अग्निः नाभविष्यत्, धूमोऽपि नाभविष्यत् – had there not been fire there would have not been smoke.

प्रमाणतदाभासव्यवस्थापनं तत्समानजातीयत्वात् इति वदता भवतैव स्वीकृतं स्वभावानुमानम्। परगता विप्रतिपत्तिस्तु वचनलिङ्गेनेति ब्रुवता कार्यलिङ्गकम-नुमानम्। अनुपलब्धा कञ्चिदर्थं प्रतिषेधयता अनुपलब्धिलिङ्गकमनुमानम्। तथा चोक्तं तथागतैः

प्राणान्तरसामान्यस्थितेरन्यधियो गतेः।

प्रमाणान्तसद्भावः प्रतिषेधाच्च कस्यचित्॥ इति।
- the natural inference is accepted by you straight away when you said – as it also belongs to the same class, the प्रमाण and fallacious प्रमाण are to be established, the inference caused by an activity by saying – the contradiction in the other person by his words (pronunciation of words is an activity) and the inference caused by अनुपलब्धि  by refuting something due to अनुपलब्धि। The same are said in a verse form by Bauddhas.
3. आर्हतदर्शनम् – Jainas, just like Bauddhas, accept two Pramāṇas only – प्रत्यक्षम् and अनुमानम्।
4. रामानुजदर्शनम् – Sāyaṇamādhava, at the outset of पूर्णप्रज्ञदर्शनम् states that only three Pramāṇas, i.e. प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् and शाब्दम् , are acceptable to श्रीरामानुज (the author of नयद्युमणि, मेघनादारिसूरि, advocates that five Pramāṇas are acceptable, i.e. उपमानम् and अर्थापत्ति also, to रामानुजाचार्य, but does not show any evidence to this effect – see प्राक्तनभूमिका, नयद्युमणितत्त्वप्रकाशः of श्री वीरराघवाचार्य)। 
5. पूर्णप्रज्ञदर्शनम् – Just like रामानुजदर्शनम्, Mādhvas also accept three Pramāṇas only, viz. प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् and शाब्दम्।
6. नकुलीशपासुपतदर्शनम् – Although nothing is clearly stated by Sāyaṇamādhava, in terms of Pramāṇas, following the internal evidence, we can conclude that this दर्शनम् accepts the three Pramāṇas, viz. प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् and शाब्दम्।
7. शैवदर्शनम् – The internal evidence leads us to believe that this particular दर्शनम्  supports the three Pramāṇas, viz. प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् and शाब्दम्।
8. प्रत्यभिज्ञादर्शनम् – The technical term ‘प्रत्यभिज्ञा ’ itself suggest प्रत्यक्षप्रमाणम् – देवदत्त was seen earlier and seen again. Then there will be a sentence like this – ‘ सोऽयं देवदत्तः ’ (this is the Devadatta seen earlier) – the ज्ञानम् achieved thus is called ‘प्रत्यभिज्ञा ’ – ‘प्रति आभिमुख्येन ज्ञानम्। लोके हि स एवायं चैत्र इति प्रतिसन्धानेन अभिमुखीभूते वस्तुनि ज्ञानं प्रत्यभिज्ञेति व्यवह्रियते ’ (सर्वदर्शनसङ्ग्रहे - प्रत्यभिज्ञादर्शनम्). Apart from प्रत्यक्षम्, the internal evidence suggests that they accept अनुमानम् and शब्द also, although the number is difficult to decide. Strangely enough the founders and propagators of this दर्शनम्  refute प्रत्यक्षप्रमाण, including प्रतिभा of Bhartṛhari (Vākyapadīyam - Vākyakāṇḍa) and advocate that प्रत्यक्षादिप्रमाणप्रक्रिया runs as per the arrangement made by शिव – the following verses are from शिवदृष्टि (आ० ५) of Somānanda –

अनुमानस्यान्यथान्यैर्दूषणा प्रविधीयते।
अवस्थादेशकालानामित्यादिभिरुदहृतैः॥ ५-६२ ॥
The second half of the verse refers to Bhartṛhari’s verse (1-32) in Brahmakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīyam - 
अवस्थादेशकालानां भेदाद्भिन्नासुशक्तिषु।
भावानामनुमानेन प्रसिद्धिरतिदुर्लभा॥ वाक्यपदीयम् १-३२ ॥


शब्दैरर्थाः प्रतीयन्ते सर्वत्रैवं क्व निश्चयः।


स्फोटादर्थप्रतीतिश्चेत् व्यज्यते तैः क्व निर्णयः॥ ५-६५ ॥


न सर्वेषां विशेषाणां प्रत्यक्षेऽपि भवेद्ग्रहः।


विशेषपूर्वताध्यक्षेऽविशेषोऽस्त्यनुमानतः ॥ ५-७० ॥


नाप्याप्तवचनग्राह्याः सामान्याद्वा विशेषतः।


सामान्यादनुमानोक्तदूषणं तद्विशेषतः॥ ५-७२ ॥


प्रत्यक्षत्वं प्रसज्येत, तथाप्तत्वेऽप्यनिश्चयात्।


स्वातन्त्र्यं न च शब्दस्य रचनात्वेन युज्यते॥ ५-७३ ॥ 


प्रतिभा च प्रमाणत्वे वर्ण्यमाना न शोभते।


काकतालीयरूपत्वादश्नादेस्तरणादथ ॥ ५-७५ ॥


तदहर्जातकस्यपि वासना सान्यजन्मजा।


तत्तज्जातीयधर्मो वा तथाज्ञानस्वभावता ॥ ५-७६ ॥


व्यापकत्वाच्छिवत्वस्य सर्वज्ञत्वाद्भवेदथ।


तस्मादेतच्च संज्ञेयं सर्वः स्वात्मानमात्मना ॥ ५-७७ ॥


जानन्नवस्थितो दूरे स्वर्गादौ निरयेऽथवा।


प्रत्यक्षादिप्रक्रियास्तया शिवकृतस्थितेः॥ ५-७८ ॥


Even Abhinavagupta declares – चैतन्याधीनैव सिद्धिः – 



प्रमाणान्यपि वस्तूनां जीवितं यानि तन्वते।



तेषामपि परो जीवः स एव परमेश्वरः ॥ 
(quoted in footnotes of शिवसूत्रविमर्शिनी १-१)


So, it is the other way round – instead of establishing the existence of शिव through Pramāṇas, the latter are established through the existence of शिव।
9. रसेश्वरदर्शनम् – Garbhaśrīkāntamiśra resorted to three Pramāṇas, viz. प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् and शाब्दम्, to prove that the form of नरसिंह is सत् – सनकादिप्रत्यक्षम्, सहस्रशीर्षा पुरुषः (श्वेता० ३-१४) इत्यादिश्रुति and the following पुराणवचनम् – 
तमद्भुतं बालकमम्बुजेक्षणं चतुर्भुजं शङ्खगदाद्युदायुधम् (भाग० १०पू० ३-९)


So it can be concluded that this दर्शनम् accepts three Pramāṇas.
10. औलूक्यदर्शनम् – प्रत्यक्षम् and अमुमानम् – are the two Pramāṇas acceptable to Kaṇāda. He clearly mentions that शब्दप्रमाणम् is included in अनुमानम् – एतेन शाब्दं व्याख्यातम् (वै० सू० ९-२-३) (So Śrīdhara is right but not Somaśivācārya, who argues there).

11. अक्षपाददर्शनम् – Nyāyadarśanam accepts four Pramāṇas - प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम्, उपमानम् and शाब्दम्।
12. जैमिनिदर्शनम् - Sāyaṇamādhava does not touch this aspect. But other evidence shows that (like some Vedāntins), Bhāṭṭas accept six Pramāṇas –  प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम्, उपमानम्, शब्दः, अर्थापत्तिः and अनुपलब्धिः। Prābhākaras accept only five of the above, i.e. without अनुपलब्धिः।
13. पाणिनिदर्शनम् – Like many authors of different standard works, pertaining to various Systems and Schools of Indian Philosophy, Sāyaṇamādhava also did not touch the aspect of Pramāṇas in Vyākaraṇam. A careful study of Vākyakāṇḍa of Bhartṛhari gives us the idea as to how much concerned Vaiyākaraṇas were about the Pramāṇas in general. Although a detailed discussion would be taken up regarding this aspect it can generally be said with authority that the following are acceptable to Vaiyākaraṇas – प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम्, उपमानम्, आगमः, शब्दः, अर्थापत्तिः, अभ्यासः, अदृष्टम्। Apart from these, योगिप्रत्यक्षम् and प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षम् are also accepted by Vaiyākaraṇas.

14. साङ्ख्यदर्शनम् - प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् and शाब्दम् are the three Pramāṇas advocated by Sāṅkhyas.

15. पातञ्जलदर्शनम् – This aspect is not touched in Sarvadarśanasaṅgraha. Rather, just like Sāṅkhyas, Pātañjalas also proceed with three Pramāṇas only प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम् and शाब्दम्।
16. शाङ्करदर्शनम् – Although it is not clearly stated by Sāyaṇamādhava, Sāṅkaradarśanam accepts the following Pramāṇas – प्रत्यक्षम्, अनुमानम्, उपमानम्, आगमः, शाब्दम्, अर्थापत्तिः, अनुपलब्धिः।
So far as the Tantra is concerned it seems that they accept प्रत्यक्षम् (प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षम् and योगिप्रत्यक्षम् also), अनुमानम्, शब्दः, आगमः, अर्थापत्तिः – discussions to this effect are available in works like शारदातिलकम्, शिवसूत्रविमर्शिनी, वामकेश्वरतन्त्रा-न्तर्गतनित्याषोडशिकार्णवः with सेतुबन्धव्याख्या etc.


In fact, the Tāntrikas downplay the role of Pramāṇas in accepting चैतन्यम् in the form of शिव under the first शिवसूत्रम् , i.e. चैतन्यमात्मा, क्षेमराजा, the author of शिवसूत्रविमर्शिनी clearly states यतः चैतन्यं विश्वस्य स्वभावः तत एव तत्साधनाय प्रमाणादि वराकम् अनुपयुक्तम् ;  तस्यापि स्वप्रकाशचैतन्याधीनसिद्धिकत्वात्, चैतन्यस्य च प्रोक्तयुक्त्या केनाऽपि आवरीतुम् अशक्यत्वात् सदा प्रकाशमानत्वात्. Here वराकम् means a mean / pitiable thing. Such प्रमाणादि also, according to them has got its origin in परमशिव who is चैतन्यम्।

In the footnotes verses in support of the above aspects are quoted from तन्त्रालोक of अभिनवगुप्त –


प्राकाशो नाम यश्चायं सर्वत्रैव प्रकाशते।

अनपह्नवनीयत्वात् किं तस्मिन् मानकल्पनैः ? ॥

प्रमाणान्यपि वस्तूनां जीवितं यानि तन्वते।

तेषामपि परो जीवः स एव परमेश्वरः॥
Under the heading राजधर्म, in शान्तिपर्व (अध्याय २४) of महाभारत, it is explained that without the knowledge of Pramāṇas, the strategy of the king would backfire – व्यास to युधिष्ठिर (narrated by वैशम्पायन)


प्रत्यक्षमनुमानं च उपमानं तथागमः।

अर्थापत्तिस्तथैतिह्यं संशयो निर्णयस्तथा॥११॥

आकार इङ्गितं चैव गतिश्चेष्टा च भारत।

प्रतिज्ञा चैव हेतुश्च दृष्टान्तोपनयस्तथा॥१२॥

उक्तिर्निगमनं तेषां प्रमेयं च प्रयोजनम्।

एतानि साधनान्याहुः बहुवर्गप्रसिद्धये॥१३॥

प्रत्यक्षमनुमानं च सर्वेषां योनिरुच्यते।

प्रमाणज्ञो हि शक्नोति दण्डयोनौ विचक्षणः॥१४॥

अप्रमाणवता नीतो दण्डो हन्यान्महीपतिम्। १६ ab ।
In भागवतम् (स्कन्धः ११, अध्यायः १९) four Pramāṇas, in line with तैत्तिरीयारण्यकम्, with slight difference are described – 


श्रुतिः प्रत्यक्षमैतिह्यमनुमानं चतुष्टयम्।

प्रमाणेष्वनवस्थानात् विकल्पात् स विरज्यते॥११-१९-१७॥

प्रत्यक्षेनानुमानेन निगमेनात्मसंविदा।

आद्यन्तवदसज्ज्ञात्वा निःसङ्गो विचरेदिह॥११-२८-९॥

ज्ञानं विवेको निगमस्तपश्च प्रत्यक्षमैतिह्यमथानुमानम्।

आद्यन्तयोरस्य यदेव केवलम् कालश्च हेतुश्च तदेव मध्ये॥११-२८-१८॥
In विष्णुधर्मोत्तरपुराणम् (खण्डः ३, अध्यायः ५, श्लोकाः २६-३१), the following verses are seen –


साध्योऽर्थो न प्रसिद्ध्येत साधनानां विधिं श्रुणु।

यद्विपन्नं तु दृश्यते तत्साध्यं साधनैः परैः॥२६॥

आत्मेन्द्रियमनोऽर्थानां संयोग उपदिश्यते।

ज्ञानदेशादि सन्दिष्टं प्रत्यक्षमिति तद्भवेत्॥२७॥

बुद्ध्या शरीरयुक्तात्मा यश्च युक्तोऽनुमीयते।

सोऽग्निर्धूमाद्यथा विद्यादनुमानं तदिष्यते॥२८॥

वेदविद्याविरुद्धं यत्सा स्मृतिः शिष्टसम्मता।

अप्रत्यक्षफलं विद्यात् साधनं शास्त्रसञ्ज्ञितम्॥२९॥

द्वयोः सदृशयोरेकं निर्दिष्टं साधयेत्परम्।

गवयादिव गोः सिद्धिः उपमानं तदिष्यते॥३०॥

साध्योऽर्थश्चेदनुक्तोऽर्थात् वाक्ये यस्मिन् प्रकल्प्यते।

सार्थापत्तिदिवा भुङ्ते देवदत्त इतीतिवत्॥३१॥

In rest of the Purāṇas also, we can presume, the above Pramāṇas are respected, although no internal evidence can be offered from works like गरुडपुराणम्। At the end of प्रमाणखण्ड of मानमेयोदय, the author, Nārāyaṇa Bhaṭṭa quotes a line from रामायणम् (३-७२-८), i.e. राम षड्युक्तयो लोके याभिः सर्वोनुदृश्यते, in support of the six Pramāṇas accepted by Mīmāṃsakas. But the term ‘षड्युक्तयः’ according to all the three commentaries, refers to सन्धिग्रहयानासनद्वैधीभावसमाश्रयाः or the so called षाड्गुण्यम् in राजनीति. (So clearly the term is mistaken for Pramāṇas by Nārāyaṇa Bhaṭṭa).


In अर्थशास्त्र, towards the end of ninth अध्याय, कौटल्य suggests three Pramāṇas, viz., प्रत्यक्षम्, शाब्दम् and अनुमानम्, as essential for Polity –  प्रत्यक्षपरोक्षानुमेया हि राजवृत्तिः। स्वयं दृष्टं प्रत्यक्षं परोपदिष्टं परोक्षं कर्मसु कृतेनाकृतावेक्षणम् अनुमेयम्। यौगपद्यात्तु कर्मणामनेकत्वादनेकस्थत्वाच्च देशकालात्ययो मा भूदिति परोक्षममात्यैः कारयेदित्यमात्यकर्म। Ganapati Sastri, the author of commentary श्रीमूला explains – कस्मात् पुनः जानपदत्वादिगुणज्ञाने प्रत्यक्षम् आप्तवाक्यम् अनुमानमिति त्रीणि प्रमाणानि आश्रयणीयानि न पुनरेकमेवाश्रीयते इत्याशङ्कायामाह – प्रत्यक्षपरोक्षानुमेयेत्यादिराजवृत्तिः दण्डनीतिप्रतिपाद्यो राजव्यवहारः। परोपदिष्टम् आप्तवाक्यगतम्। कृतेनाकृतावेक्षणमनुमेयम्।


So far as Vyākaraṇam is concerned, the Pramāṇas, although play an important role and discussed prominently, do not find a prominent place, i.e. not highlighted, in any major work pertaining to Indian Philosophy. Here is a panorama – 


Vaiyākaraṇas  accept the following Pramāṇas -  प्रत्यक्षम् (योगिप्रत्यक्षम्, प्रत्यभिज्ञाप्रत्यक्षम्), अनुमानम्, आगमः / शाब्दम्, उपमानम्, अर्थापत्तिः, अनुपलब्धिः, अभ्यासः (प्रतिभा), अदृष्टम्।

Hari in Vākyakāṇḍa of Vākyapadīyam (189) asserts that due to the dichotomy of अनुमानम् both the meanings of a धातु, such as ष्ठा (गतिनिवृत्तौ) are denoted – 


स्थादिभिः केवलैर्यच्च गमनादि तु गम्यते।

तत्रानुमानाद्द्विविधात्तद्धर्मा प्रादिरुच्यते ॥
In fact, the root ष्ठा denotes the meaning of ‘to stop’ – तिष्ठति। But in cases like प्रतिष्ठते the same root, when prefixed by प्र etc. denotes the meaning of ‘to go’. Therefore, following अनुमानप्रमाणम् it can be inferred that प्र etc. is द्योतक (suggestive) of the already inherent meaning of ‘to go’. It means that the root itself has got both the meanings and प्र etc. is not वाचक (‘expressor’ of some meaning).


Here the term अनुमान requires elaboration – अनुमानम् means a साधनम् (instrument) useful in achieving अनुमितिज्ञानम्। As soon as we notice धूमम् on the पर्वत, we have the ज्ञानम् – पर्वतो धूमवान् (the mountain is smoky). This is called पक्षधर्मताज्ञानम्। Further one would recollect व्याप्तिज्ञानम् – यत्र यत्र धूमस्तत्र तत्र वह्निः (wherever there is smoke there is fire) followed by a kind of ज्ञानम् (cognition) – वह्निव्याप्यधूमवान् पर्वतः (the smoke that is concommitant with fire is there on the mountain). This will be the ज्ञानम् – पर्वतो वह्निमान् (the mountain is fiery) and the same is called अनुमितिः। Since the ज्ञानम्, i.e. यत्र धूमस्तत्राग्निः, is the cause of अनुमिति, it is called अनुमानम्।

अनुमानम् is of two types अवीतम् and वीतम्। अवीतम् and केवलव्यतिरेकि are synonyms. If there is no अन्वयव्याप्ति and only व्यतिरेकव्याप्ति is available then it is called केवलव्यतिरेकि। In the अनुमिति – ‘पर्वतो वह्निमान् धूमात्’, - पर्वत is पक्ष, वह्नि is साध्य and धूम is साधनम् / हेतुः। Wherever there is साधनम् there will be साध्यम् – this is called अन्वयव्याप्ति – wherever there is धूम there will be वह्नि, just like in a kitchen. Wherever there is no धूम there will not be वह्नि, just like in a lake.


वीतम् is of two types – पूर्ववत् or विशेषतो दृष्टम् and समान्यतो दृष्टम्। Having noticed धूम concommitant with अग्नि, the person infers the existence of अग्नि in the mountain due to the presence of धूम। Here in the above example both the धूमs and both the अग्निs are different but there is धूमत्वजाति in both the धूमs and अग्नित्वजाति in both the अग्निs. The first one experienced in the kitchen is called पूर्ववत् or विशेषतो दृष्टम्। The latter, i.e. the one experienced on a mountain is called सामान्यतो दृष्टम्।

In the present context, with the help of अनुमानम् of both these types, i.e. विशेषतो दृष्टम् and सामान्यतो दृष्टम् it is possible to achieve भिन्नविशिष्टक्रियावाचकत्वं to धातुs and विशिष्टक्रियाद्योतकत्व to उपसर्गs. So धातु is वाचक and उपसर्ग is द्योतक। In महाभाष्यम् this aspect is discussed under भूवादयो धातवः (पा० १-३-१).

In Vyākaraṇam the लिङ्गम् is to be decided through अनुमान – स्त्रीपुंसकार्थं टाम्नत्वादिकं दृष्ट्वा कारणभूतलिङ्गानुमानं क्रियते (प्रदीपः ४-३-१ स्त्रियाम्). Here is भाष्यम् under स्त्रियाम् – ‘तथास्तु तत्कृतं दृष्ट्वा, यथाकाशेन ज्योतिषः’। Hari explains in लिङ्गसमुद्देश (पदकाण्डः, वाक्यपदीयम्) – 


यथा सलिलनिर्भासो मृगतृष्णासु जायते।

जलोपलब्ध्यनुगुणात् बीजाद्बुद्धिर्जले सति॥८॥

तथैवाव्यपदेश्येभ्यो हेतुभ्यस्तारकादिषु।

मुख्येभ्य इव लिङ्गेभ्यो भेदो लोके व्यवस्थितः॥९॥

In the same context Patañjali mentions अनुपलब्धि and the same is there in साङ्ख्यकारिका also, but for the number, i.e. eight for Sāṅkhyas and six for Patañjali – केनैतदवसीयते खट्वावृक्षयोः सल्लिङ्गं नोपलभ्यते इति ? षड्भिः प्रकारैः सतां भावानामनुपलब्धिर्भवति – अतिसन्निकर्षात्, अतिविप्रकर्षात्, मूर्त्यन्तरव्यवधानात्, तमसावृतत्वात्, इन्द्रियदौर्बल्यात्, अतिप्रमादादिति। 

Under वर्तमाने लट् (३-२-१२३) Patañjali clarifies that वर्तमानकाल is अनुमानगम्य – 
विसस्य वाला इव दध्यमाना न लक्ष्यते विकृतिः सन्निपाते ।

अस्तीति तां वेदयन्ते त्रिभावाः सूक्ष्मो हि भावोऽनुमितेन गम्यः ॥
Under भूवादयो धातवः (१-३-१), Patañjali clearly states that क्रिया is अनुमानगम्या – क्रिया नामेयमत्यन्तापरिदृष्टा अशक्या पिण्डीभूता निदर्शयितुम्। यथा गर्भो निर्लुठितः। सासावनुमानगम्या। (Activity is completely out of Perception, and impossible to exhibit in a concrete form. It is just like the pregnancy in the womb – अनिर्लुठितः – or like pregnancy aborted. Such ‘activity’ is to be inferred).


Under लटः शतृशानचावप्रथमासमानाधिकरणे (३-२-१२४) Patañjali remarks that in certain cases अनुमानम् will be stronger than प्रत्यक्षम् – भवति वै प्रत्यक्षादप्यनुमानबलीयस्त्वम्। तद्यथा अलातचक्रं प्रत्यक्षं दृश्यते, अनुमानाच्च गम्यते नैतदस्तीति। When a firebrand is rotated there will be a feeling of a wheel of fire. But in fact it is not there. The first one, i.e. wheel of fire, is due to प्रत्यक्षम्  but the latter, i.e. its absence is confirmed through अनुमान। Hari in Vākyapadīyam explains

स्पर्शप्रबन्धो हस्तेन यथा चक्रस्य सन्ततः ।

न तथालातचक्रस्य विच्छिन्नं स्पृश्यते हि तत् ॥ २-२९१ ॥

इन्द्रियैरन्यथा प्राप्तौ भेदांशोपनिपातिभिः।

अलातचक्रवद्रूपं क्रियाणां परिकल्प्यते ॥ २-१०-८ ॥
Akṣapāda in his न्यायदर्शनम् touched this point – अलातचक्रदर्शनात् तदुपलब्धिराशुसञ्चारात् (३-२-६०).  


Some Systemists held अनुमानम् अनुमानादिकं च प्रत्यक्षपूर्वकमिति (Perception certainly precedes Inference or Inference etc.) – 

शाबरभाष्यम् (१-१-४) – प्रत्यक्षपूर्वकत्वाच्च अनुमानोपमानार्थापत्तीनाम्। (१-१-२) - न चानुमानं प्रत्यक्षविरोधि प्रमाणं भवति। (१-१-५) – प्रत्यक्षस्य प्रमाणस्य अभावात्। तत्पूर्वकत्वाच्चेतरेषाम्।

But Kumārila in श्लोकवार्त्तिकम् (प्रत्यक्षसूत्रम् ८7-९१)



कथं प्रत्यक्षपूर्वत्वमनुमानादि नो भवेत्।


यदा स्मृत्यसमर्थत्वान्निर्विकल्पेन्द्रियस्य धीः ॥ ८७ ॥


न चाविकल्प्य लिङ्गस्य लिङ्गसम्बन्धयोस्तथा ।


गृहीतिः, उपमानेऽपि सादृश्यग्रहणात् स्मृतेः ॥ ८८ ॥


अर्थापत्तिः पुनः प्रायो नान्यदृष्टेऽर्थ इष्यते ।


प्रवर्तेत च यं दृष्ट्वा सोऽप्यर्थः सविकल्पकः ॥ ८९ ॥


यत्र चानुमितं लिङ्गं सूर्यगत्यादि लिङ्गि च ।


तत्र प्रत्यक्षपूर्वत्वं कथमध्यवसीयते ॥ ९० ॥


प्रत्यक्षावगते चार्थे कुतस्तेषां प्रमाणता ।


तैर्यदा स प्रतीयेत तदा नाक्षस्य गोचरः ॥ ९१ ॥

Patañjali under स्त्रियाम् (४-१-३) suggests that अनुमानम् need not be प्रत्यक्षपूर्वकम् – आदित्यगतिवत् सन्न। अथवा यथा आदित्यगतिः सती नोपलभ्यते। तद्वत् खट्वावृक्षयोः सल्लिङ्गं नोपलभ्यते। The पाणिनिसूत्रम् (५-२-९२) – ‘इन्द्रियमिन्द्रलिङ्गमिन्द्रदृष्टंमिन्द्रसृष्टमिन्द्रजुष्टमिन्द्रदत्तमिति वा ’ – also clearly shows that there can be अनुमानम् without प्रत्यक्षम्। अक्षपाद, while supporting वर्तमानकाल rules (2-1-42) – ‘वर्तमानाभावे सर्वाग्रहणम् – प्रत्यक्षानुपपत्तेः।’ वात्स्यायन, the author of  न्यायभाष्यम् explains ‘. . . प्रत्यक्षानुपपत्तौ तत्पूर्वकत्वात् अनुमानागमयोरनुपपत्तिः . . . ।’ But in a later सूत्रम्, i.e. अलातचक्रदर्शनवत् तदुपलब्धिराशुसञ्चरात् (३-२-६०) as has already been explained, Akṣapāda suggests that अनुमानम् prevails upon प्रत्यक्षम्। 

Hari in वाक्यपदीयम् (वाक्य० १४०, १४१) says that at times प्रत्यक्षम् cannot be the deciding factor, but अनुमानम् is – 


तलवद् दृश्यते व्योम खद्योतो हव्यवाडिव।

नैव चास्ति तलं व्योम्नि न खद्योतो हुताशनः॥

तस्मात् प्रत्यक्षमप्यर्थं विद्वानीक्षेत युक्तितः।

न दर्शनस्य प्रामाण्यात् दृश्यमर्थं प्रकल्पयेत्॥
� इदमित्येतत् प्रत्यक्षे वर्तते, एवं तदित्येतत् परोक्षे वर्तते – महाभाष्यम् under ‘तस्येदम्’ पा० ४-३-१२०


� Rather, all the three commentaries on Rāmāyaṇa explained the षड्युक्तयः as षाड्गुण्यम् (सन्धिः, विग्रहः etc.) rather than Pramāṇas.


�  ‘त्वमेव प्रत्यक्षं ब्रह्मासि’ is also from तैत्तिरीयोपनिषत् – शिक्षावल्ली।


� भावोऽनुमितेन गम्यः


�  Subrahmanya Sastri, the author of Śābdataraṅgiṇī  argues that the above sūtra does not support ‘bauddhārtha’


�  Wherein the words or sentences cannot be constructed with each other and hence the meaning is considered to be irrelevant, that particular group, due to dissociation of meaning is called अपार्थकम् (one of the 22 निग्रहस्थानs – वात्स्यायनभाष्यम् ५-२-१०, परस्परान्वितपदसमूहोऽपार्थकम् – दीपिका।)


� As a matter of fact, Kaṇāda did not consider अभाव as a separate पदार्थ – धर्मविषयप्रसूतात् द्रव्यगुणकर्मसामान्यविशेषसमवायानां पदार्थानां साधर्म्यवैधर्म्याभ्यां तत्त्वज्ञानान्निःश्रेयसम्। वै० सू० १-१-४). Rather he discussed अभाव with different nomenclature with regard to प्रत्यक्ष, i.e., प्रागसत् (प्रागभावः) etc. in nith chapter. It was Udayana who proposed अभाव as a पदार्थ।





� आरोप आहार्यज्ञानम्, बाधकालीनेच्छाजन्यत्वमाहार्यत्वम् – दीपिका - तर्कसङ्ग्रहः


� निषादर्षभगान्धारषड्जमध्यमधैवताः। पञ्चमश्चेत्यमी सप्त तन्त्रीकण्ठोत्थिताः स्वराः॥ अमरकोशः, नाट्यवर्गः, शब्दादिवर्गः।


� Śaṅkarācārya under शब्द इति चेन्नातः प्रभवात् प्रत्यक्षानुमानाभ्याम् (ब्र० सू० १-३-८-२८) in देवताधिकरण says – अपि च चिकिर्षितमर्थमनुतिष्ठंस्तस्य वाचकं शब्दं पूर्वं स्मृत्वा पश्चात्तमर्थमनुतिष्ठतीति सर्वेषां नः प्रत्यक्षमेतत्। 


� Taittirīyopaniṣat had had the origin in this regard – यतो वाचो निवर्तन्ते, अप्राप्य मनसा सह (from which, i.e. Brahman, the speech, having not reached alongwith mind, retreats).


� Kaiyaṭa means योगिप्रत्यक्ष


� as per the tradition the three defects related to mind, body and speech are obviated by the three works authored by Patañjali, i.e., योगानुशासनम्, चरकम् and महाभाष्यम्, and Nāgeśa believes in this thesis. In fact this is hinted by Hari in Vākyapadīyam1-147: कायवाग्बुद्धिविषया ये मलाः समवस्थिताः। 


चिकित्सालक्षणाध्यात्मशास्त्रैस्तेषां विशुद्धयः॥


� It may be noted that कणाद did not consider अभाव as a पदार्थ – धर्मविशेषप्रसूतात् द्रव्यगुणसामान्यविशेषसमवायानां पदार्थानां साधर्म्यवैधर्म्याभ्यां तत्त्वज्ञानान्निःश्रोयसम् - वै० सू० ९-१-४, it was Udayanācārya, who added अभाव as seventh पदार्थ। Among the Guṇas there is पृथकत्व which is nothing but अयोग or separation. भाव happens through संयोग. Therefore, it may be his view that the अभाव may be included in पृथकत्वगुण. Further it is also a fact that अभाव is भावप्रतियोगी। Of course, कणाद discussed भाव and अभाव under प्रत्यक्ष in नवमाध्याय.


� The following verse is quoted frequently in this regards – 


कपिलो यदि सर्वज्ञः कणोदो नेति का प्रमा। 


तावभौ यदि सर्वज्ञौ मतभेदः कुतस्तयोः॥ 


(If Kapila is Sarvajña (who knows everything) then what is the authority in saying that Kaṇāda is not a Sarvajña ? If both are Sarvajñas then how come there is difference of opinion between both of them ?) 


� चण्डाल is one, who is born to a शूद्र in a ब्राह्मणकन्या.


� not क्षणभङ्गवादिनः says Nāgeśa – ‘यदि सम्प्रतीत्यादेस्तन्मते उक्तसम्भवाभावाच्च’, i.e. पूर्वं त्वयि पतनाभावः, इदानीं पतनमित्युक्तौ युष्मत्पदार्थस्य स्थिरत्वापत्त्या क्षणभङ्गवादहानिः स्यादिति तन्मते एतदुक्तेः सम्भवाभावादिति भावः (footnotes by रघुनाथाचार्य).


� Meaning: A woman is identified by large breasts and large hair (matup in भूमादि – कैयटः). A man is identified by less hair. When there is resemblence with लिङ्गवत्त्व and absence of either is ‘नपुंसकम्’. (अन्तरम् = सदृशम् ; उद्योतः – स्तनादीत्यादिपदेन शब्दगतटाबाद्यपि, शब्दार्थयोरभेदाच्च तदप्यर्थगतस्त्रीत्वादिव्यञ्जकं बोध्यम् – elsewhere Nāgeśa does not accept ‘अभेद’)
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