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CHAPTER I .

Nyaya Concept of Upamana

The Nydya system aims at providing path for liberation
which is attained through the knowledge of the objects.! The
knowledge is aquired through four means of knowledge-
Partyaksa, Anumina, Upamina and Sabda. Upamina, in brief,
is the means of knowing denotative relation between a word
and certain class of objects through the intermediary knowledge
of similarity, dissimilarity or particular characteristics conveyed
by the authoritative statment. There are the following factors
in Upamana: the authoritative statement, the indirect knowledgé
of similarity, the recollection of the sense of the authoritative
statement and, the resultant knowledge. For example, a city-
dweller familiar with the cow but unfamiliar with the object
denoted by the word gavaya hears from a reliable forest-dweller
that the gavaya is an animal resembling a cow. Then, he
happens to go to the forest and comes across such an animal.
He perceives its striking similarity to the cow. Then, he
recollects the sense of the statement of the forest-dweller and
comes to know that the object before him is denoted by the
word gavaya.

Gautama defines Upamina as the means of cognising
some (unknown) object (sddhyasddhana) through its similarity
to a well known object (p1l'*ﬂ.s-'ﬁddlu:.s'ddhm"arl»?vm*).z

From Gautama’s definition of pramdna it is difficult to
ascertain what he exactly considers as the nature of pramdna.
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He is not strict about the differentiation into the means and .
the resultant knowledge while defining the pramdna. In the
case of perception he takes the pramadna in the sense of resultant
- knowledge.? In the case of verbal testimony he seems to take
the term pramidna in the sense of the means. In the present
case, however, the problem is more complicated. Here, the
word sddhyasidhana can be interpreted in two ways: (i) the
means of establishing and (ii) the result of establishing. The
former meaning is accepted by Vatsyayana and Uddyotakara
while the latter is accepted by Vacaspati Misra. If the earlier
interpretation is accepted, Upamidna will mean a means of
knowledge and the term prasiddhasadharmyat becomes the basis
for the words denoting means in the sitra since the word
prasiddhasddharmya also denotes the means of knowledge which
is further denoted by the term sddhana. If the latter
interpretation is accepted, the term prasiddhasadharmyadt serves
as a means and comes nenarer to the probans in inference
and, hence, it will be difficult to distinguish it from inference.

To overcome such difficulties the commentators followed
by Vitsydayana interpret the siitra in their own way. Agian,
Gautama uses the terms sddhana and sddhya which give an
inpression that he considers pramdna as a means of proving
an object. However, his definition of perception implies that
pramdna is the means of knowing an object. Therefore, we
should understand the term sddhya in the sense of the object
to be known and the term sidhana in the sense of means of
knowledge. To alleviate the above-mentioned undesirable
contingency of the recurrence of means in the definition, we
should further consider the sddhana expressed in the form of
assertion of the authoritative person, and similarity to a well
known object as the basis of Upamiana. Perhaps, having such
an idea in mind Vitsydyana interprets the sitra that Upamiéna
as means is the assertion of the authoritative person.

Gautama was aware of tﬁe difficulty as to which kind of
similarity should be considered as well known. He realises that
the opponent may criticise his view on the ground that similarity
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is understood in terms of degree and the degree of similarity,
1.e., perfect partial or great is not able to establish something.s
Hence, Gautama states that Upamana does not depend upon
the degrees of quantity of similarity. What is required is only
the similarity of a unknown object to. a well known nbject.‘s
Uddyotakara further explains that this kind of well known
similarity may be perfect, partial or great. It will surely yield
the result. We get the knowledge of the operation through
perfect similarity of two operations as the battle between Rima
and Rivana is like Rima and Ravana only. The result of
Upamina is received through great similarity as the buffallo
so the cow, where one suggests the similarity between the two
with respect of their power. The partial knowledge also leads
to the knowledge through Upaméina. For example, when one
desires to know the nature of the existence of the mountain
Meru, he is told that as the existence of mustard seed, so the
exsitence of mountain Meru.’ Thus, the similarity in terms of
perfect, partial or great does not present some c:liﬁ":t.:ulty..'Jr

We find in the Nydyabhdsya of Vitsydyana a vague
difference between Upamidna as means and the Upamiti, the
knowledge resulting from it. While explaining the sitra he
states that the Upamina is the definite knowledge of an object
sought to be definitely known through its similarity with a well
known object.® But he further differentiates between Upaména
as means of knowledge and Upamiti as a resultant knowledge.
The siutrakdra does not state anything ubout the nature of
" resultant knowledge. It is Vitsydyana who gives a clear cut
exposition of the resuitant knowledge. It is deduced from his
statement that the purpose of Upamina is the knowledge of
the relation of the name  with the corresponding object
(samdkhyd).*

Vitsydyana makes an innovation in explaining the
function of Upamina as a means of knowledge. He considers
the assertion yathd gath, tathd gavayah (as the cow, so the
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gavaya) as the Upamina.! Thus analysed, the explanation of
Vitsydyana suggests that the karana is the authoritative
statement, the avdntara vydpdra is the recollection of the sense
of the authoritative statement and the Upamiti is the knowledge
of the relation of the name with the denotation.!' Thus,
Vitsydyana seems to hold that the causes of Upamina are the
memory of the assertion of the authoritative person and the
perception of the animal, while the most efficient among them
is the authoritat've stat¢ment itself.

Vitsydyan. offers 'wo more examples of Upamidna. A
person is asked by the doctor to bring the medicinal herbs
called Mudgaparni and Mdsaprni and is told that the Mudgaparni
is like Mudga and the Maésaparni is like Mdsa. The person
desirous of collecting these herbs goes to the forest and comes
across the herbs resembling Mdsa and Mudga. Through the
Upamina that the Mdsaparni is like the Mdsa and Mudgaparni
is like Mudga he comes to ascertain that the herbs before him
are Mdsaparni and Mudgaparni."

Uddyotakara clearly differentiates between the means of
knowledge and the resultant knowledge. He analyses the nature
of Upamidna in a different manner. The term
prasiddhasadharmya, according to him, denotes the object
having well known similarity (prasiddhar sddharmyarh yasya)
or which has got the similarity with a well known object
(prasiddena vd sidharmyarh yasya). The upamiti is the
knowledge through that.'* Here, one may get the impression
that simply the gavaya or the perception of it is the Upamina
according to Uddymkarq and this may turn the process of
rise of upamiti umntelllgnble But, here the gavaya is not merely
the gcvhra but that endowed with the similarity with the cow.
The perceiver, in fact, sces the similarity. The similarity,
however, is the quality of gavaya related to it through the
relation of inherence. Hence, the statement of Uddyotakara
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comes to mean the perception of the similarity existing in the
gavaya.

Like Vitsydyana, he considers the object of Upamiina
as the knowledge of the name and its denotation.' He explains
the process of Upamidna thus. When one hears from someone
that the gavaya is like a cow and thus when the similarity of
cow and gavaya becomes well known, he himself sees the

similarity between cow and gavaya. Then he comes to know
~ the relation of the term gavaya to its denotation.'

Here, we find a difference of opinion between the Bhdsya
and the Vdrttika. There is no difference regarding the nature
of resultant knowledge for according io both the resultant
knowledge is the relation of the name with its denotation.
However, there is a clear-cut difference regarding the means
of cognition, which further results into the difference regarding
the process in cognition. The karana is the authoritative
statement according to the Bhdsya but the perception of
similarity according to Uddyotakara. Moreover, according to
the Bhasya the similarity is apprehended through the recollec-
tion of the sense of the authoritative statement while according
to the Virttikakira the similarity is directly perceived.

Uddyotakara further feels that the mecre knowledge of
similarity cannot lead to the knowledge of the relation of the
name with a particular class of objects. It is experienced in
our common life that one does not necessarily know the name
of the object the similarity of which is comprehended with
some other object. Therefore, Uddyotakara adds that it is not
merely the knowledge of similarity which leads to the knowledge
of the name and the named but this knowledge should be
associated with the revival of the impression caused by the
sense of the authoritative statement.'* Thus, Uddyotakgra
correlates the authoritative statcment and knowledge of
similarity. Vicaspati Misya states ihat tf: a2hove statement of
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Uddyotakara brings out the sense implicitly expressed by the
sutrakdra. He explains that the term prasiddhasddharmyadt used
for defining Upamana in the sitra includes both. The knowledge
of the similarity is of two kinds: derived through perception
and that derived through verbal testimony. The earlier is
exemplified as after perceiving the gavaya directly one obsreves
that the object before him is qualified by the similarity to the
cow. The latter is derived through the assertion like ‘as the
cow, so the gavaya’. Thus, the knowledge derived through
perception and assisted by that derived through the authoritative
statement is the cause of understanding the denotative relation.!?
He seems to understand Upamana as a means of denotative
relation through the knowledge of similarity assisted by the
authoritative statement.

Uddyotakara makes furhter innovation by introducing the
element of vaidharmya (dissimilarity) as the basis of Upamana.
He thinks that the expression sddharmya is symbolic in the
sutra and includes vaidharmya as well.'®

Viécaspati Misra is particular in understanding the
Upamina strictly in the sense of Karana (means). He suggests
that the word yatah should be inserted in the sdtra forming
the defination of Upamdéna so that it should without doubt be
applicable to the Karana (means) only."” He shows the
significance of the words of sitra forming the definition. Merely
the expression sddhyasddhanam cannot form the definition
because it would apply to the other means of knowledge and
also to the means of pleasure, pain , etc. Hence, the world
prasiddhasddharmydt forms the essential part of the definition.?®
Thuogh Upamina may be defined as prasiddhasddharmyam-
upamdnam because the sense of instrumentality would bé
denoted by the term Upamina which is a specific means of
knowledge, yet the word sddhyasddhana is used in the definition
to exclude Upaminidbhasa.?!
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Viacaspati Misra further adds that the term sddharmya is
used elliptically for the properties in general. The Upamiti can
as well be derived through the unique characterisics. The person
from north India tells a person of south India that a camel is
an animal which is ugly in looking, has a very long and crooked
neck and long lips, and lives on hard and sharp thorns. After
that, the person of south India comes across such an animal
in north India and comes to understand that this is the object
denoted by the term camel. This is also a case of Upamaina.?
Viacaspati Misra tries to trace the authority for his supposition
to the statement of the Bhisya that in this way other things
are known as objects of Upamana in our day-to-day life.?

Jayantabhatta finds a divergence of opinion among his
predecessors regarding the nature of Upamana. Motivated by
this divergence of views he takes into account the views of his
predecessors under two heads : earlier and contemporary. He
presents the view of the earlier Naiydyikas as follows. The
Upamana is the authoritative statement which enlightens the
similarity which the unknown object bears to a known object
and which aims at ascertaining the denotative relation between
a name and its denotation. For example, a city-dweller who
does not know the nature of gavaya asks a forest-dweller what
is the nature of gavaya. The forest-dweller replies ‘as the cow
so the gavaya’. This sentence is the Upamédna. It informs of
the similanty which the unknown object bears to the known
object and leads to the knowledge that the word. denotes the
gavaya class.*

. The canteﬁporary logicians also, like the earlier logicians,
hold that Upamana generates the knowledge of the denotative
relation. However, the Upamidna, according to them, is the
perceptual knowledge of the similarity which the unknown
object bears to the well known one. This, according to them,
should be accepted as a distinct means of knowledge because
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it leads to the cognition of some unknown object, thuogh in
itself it is cognised through the senses. The case is analogous
to the perceptual knowledge of smoke which leads to the
cognition of fire. A city-dweller who has heard the authoritative
statement rambles in the forest and comes across an animal
similar to the cow. Then, he recollects the statement of the
forest-dweller and comes to know that the animal is denoted
by the word gavaya.” In this way, the resultant knowledge of
denotative relation and the proximate cause of such a relation
is called. Upaména. He records the definition offered by
Vitsydyana under the earlier head and that by Uddyotakara
under the latter. Jayanta’s main contribution is to wage a fierce
intellectual warfare with the opponents the views of the
Naiyayikas. He alleviates the objections levelled against the
earlier and the contemporary logicians.

Thus, Gautama and Vitsydyana regarded Upamina at
of one kind only, i.e., based on similarity. Uddyotakara
introduces another basis of Upamdéna, viz., dissimilarity and it
comes to be of two kinds. Vicaspati Mi§ra further introduces
statement of characteristics also as the basis of Upaméina and
thus, it comes to be of three kinds. The later texts of the
Naiydyikas maintain that Upamana is of three Kkinds: (i)
sadharmyopamdna (Upamiédna through similarity), (i)
vaidharmyopamdna... (Upamana through dissimilarity) and (i)
dharmamdtropamdna (Upamidna through mere properties)*. The
sddharmyopamdna is the means of knowing the unknown
denotative relation through a description in terms of its
similarity to some well known object, just as the name of the
animal gavaya is known through the authoritative statement
propounding the similarity to the cow. A person hears the
authoritative statement ‘as the cow, so the gavaya’, and goes
to the forest and recollects the statement (at the sight of the
gavaya). His ascertainment (or investigation) of the application
of the name gavaya to the animal similar to the cow through
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which the gavaya bears to the cow is a case of Upamina
through the similarity.?” The vaidharmyopamdna is the means
when the name of the object to be known is conveyed in terms
of its dissimilarity to a well known object as ‘the horse is the
animal which has the dissimilar hoofs to the cow. A person
asks the specialist about the form of a horse. The specialist
tells him that it does not have two hoofs like a cow. He
recollects the above statement at the sight of the horse and
ascertains the application of the name horse to the animal
through the dissimilarity which the horse bears to the cow in
respect of having one hoof.?® Or, it may be illustrated as
follows : when one asks about the form of earth and is told
by some specialist that the earth is having dissimilar properties
to the water and ascertians the application of the name earth
to the object through the perception of such an object and the
recollection of the statement informing of the dissimilar
properties, it becomes a case of the knowledge of the denotative
relation through dissimilarity.? The dharmamdtropamdna is that
where the object is cognised through the statement of peculiar
characteristics as the camel is known through the description
of its peculiar characteristics as ‘the camel is an animal having
long neck, projecting lips, and eats the thorns.’* Or, as the
earth is known through the statement that the earth is that
which has the smell as its peculiar characteristic.

Gautama’s definition of Upamana leaves it unexplained
what he exactly intends as the purpose of Upamina. According
to Dinndga, Gautama postulates Upamédna to cognise the
similarity which gavaya bears to the cow or to cognise the
gavaya as qualified by its similarity to the cow, in the example
given by the Naiyidyikas.®> R.D. Randale thinks that Dinniga
‘brings out the correct - purport of the sitra.® The later
commentators of the sitra, however, do not accépt the
interpretation of the siitra offered by Dinndga. Viatsydyana is
the first commentator who clarifies the idea of practical utility
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of Upamidna. He points out that the Upamana helps to collect
the medicinal herbs like Mudgaparni and Mdsaparni >

Here, Jayantabhatta states that Upamana has no bearing
upon the final realisation or final emancipation in the way as
the other three means of knowledge have a special service to
the purpose of Nydya. But still, Upaméana is not absolutely
useless since it has unique part to play in the performance of
a vedic rite which enjoins the killing of a gavaya. The gavaya
cannot be killed if one is not acquainted with it. Moreover,
this means of knowledge is servicable to identify the medicinal
herbs like Mudgaparni and Masaparni.® Gautama has defined
Upamidna with a view to render useful service to all, though
it has no bearing upon final emancipation. In fact, the Nyaya
system is merely a science of sources of valid knowledge and,
therefore, should discuss the means of - knowledge only. The
objects to be known also serve as the means of achieving the
final emancipation. Upamdna helps in acquiring the knowledge
of the objects to be known.3

The Naiyayikas spare no pains to establish Upaména as
an independent means of knowledge. Gautama realises that the
opponent may criticise the view of accepting Upamiana on the
ground that similarity is understood in term of degree and the
degrees of similarity, i.e., perfect, partial or great is not
competent to prove something. Hence, Upamana being based
‘upon similarity, cannot be a means in establishing something.?
This seems to be an argument raised by the Carvikas who
reject Upamédna as a means of valid knowledge, though there
1S no textual support for such a supposition. To this argument,
Gautama replies that Upamina does not depend upon the
degree of similarity, what it requires is only the similanity of
the unknown object.’®* Uddyotakara further adds that the well
known similarity may be perfect, partial or great, it will surely
~ yield the result.” Gautama further alleviates an objection that
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Upamina is a case of inference.® The later Naiydyikas further
argue that the Upamina cannot be reduced to the other means
of knowledge also. Now we proceed to discuss the views of
the systematists who include the Upamana under some other
means, and Naiydyikas’ arguments against such a possibility.

It is admitted by all the systematists except the Carvikas
that the process involved in Upamina leads to a valid knowledge
and as such it cannot be rejected as means of non-valid
knowledge. However, the other systems are not perpared to
allot an independent status to it. Therefore, they try to reduce
it to the other pramanas accepted by them. Here, we proceed
to discuss first the reasons of non-acceptance of its independent
position and the views regarding inclusion of Upaméana under
the other pramapas, and then to consider the possibility of its
inclusion under the other praminas as suggested by other
systematists.

There is nothing new cognised by Upaména. The gavaya,
in the case of the familiar example, is cognised through
perception and similarity is the case of remiembrance.

Here, the Naiyayikas argue that the object of Upamana
is neither the gavaya nor the similarity but the combination of
the two. It is the gavaya qualified by its similarity to the cow
which forms the object of Upamidna. This kind of object is
neither cognised through perception nor is it the case of
remembrance.*? The argument, states Kumdrilbahatta, is right,
but it does not turn the position of Naiydyikas faultless. It
involves other absurdities. Here, it may be asked whether it
produces any idea over and above the one expressed in the
authoritative statement or not. If the second alternative is
accepted, it will not have anything more than remembrance
and as such it would not be a means of knowledge at all
because it would be the mere repetition to the knowledge
already acquired and does not, like remembrance, have some
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more objective.® The acceptance of first alternative turns it
into a case of perception. If it is argued that it is not only
the object which is conveyed through the authoritative statement
but, in addition to it, the form of the gavaya qualified by the
similarity to the cow which forms the object of Upamana, it
would not be something more than the perception because so
long as the cognition arises through sense-object it is the case
of perception. The form of gavaya and its being qualified by
the similarity to the cow are cognised by sense-object contact
and, hence, forms the object of perception. The Naiyayikas
come forward with the argument that knowledge of similarity
of gavaya to the cow certainly exceeds perception in the present
case and, therefore, it is not a case of perception.
Kumarilabhatta rejects the plea on the ground that the factor
of remembrance which exceeds perception is invalid.*
" Parthasarathimi$ra adds that\ the invalidity attaches to the part
remembered but it does not enter into the part known through
perception. The same knowledge can be both valid and
otherwise at a time due to the difference of its objects. Hence,
the part of knowledge based upon remembrance is invalid while
the part based on perception is valid.* The knowledge of the
authoritative statement regarding similarity does not serve any
purpose because such persons who have known the cow and
happen to see the gavaya come to know the simtlanty even
without the knowledge of the authoritative statement.*” Here,
the Naiydyikas come forward with the theory that the object
of Upamina is the denotative relation and such knowledge
does not arise without knowing the authoritative statement.
Kumadrilabhatta strikes the root of the Nydya theory arguing
that the knowledge of denotative relation cannot be the object
of Upamina because it is already cognised through the
authoritative statement.** The Naiydyikas may argue that the
object of Upamana in that case, will be the recognition of the
fact that a particular word denotes a particular object. The
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power of denotaticn (vdcyavdcakasakti) is beyond the senses
and, thus, it is not an object of recognition. To this
Kumirilabhtta replies that the knowledge of this type of power
is also a case of remembrance.* Parthasdrathimisra further adds
that it can also not be argued on the part of the Naiydyikas
that the power being supra sensuous is not the object of
perception and is cognised only through infernce. The power
is nothing exceeding space and time and since it is not a
separate category, it cannot be an object of some distinct means
of knowledge. This is simply a case of remembrance®.

Here, the Naiydyikas are presented as trying to establish
Upamidna as different from perception. The perception depends
upon the sense-object contact while Upamiéna requires the
authoritative statement in addition. This also, states
Kumdrilabhatta, does not turn the stand of the Naiydyikas
faultless because the factor of sense-object contact is found in
this case as well.5' Here, it may be observed that Kumarilabhatta
criticises all the points different from his own position on
Upamiéna. He differs from the Naiydyikas mainly on the issue
of the object of Upamidna, and the nature of resultant
knowledge through Upaména. In brief, the Naiydyikas cannot
explain the object of Upamina. To establish the existence
of some independent means of knowledge there must be
some object which can be cognised exclusively through that
means. In the absence of such an object the Nyaya theory
falls to the ground. Nardyapa adduces the following
additional arguments against the theory of the Naiydyikas.
This theory, being mistaken, should be discarded because
the knowledge of denotative relation is produced merely by
verbal testimony assisted by perception.’? Tt is experienced in
our common life that the knowledge of the denotative relation
is possible through words assisted by perception. For example,
after hearing the statement that the merchant has nava (nine
or new) blankets one goes to the market and after seeing nine
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blankets with the merchant remembers the sentence and
concludes that the purport of the sentence was a particular
number and thus, understands the meaning of the sentence.®
Nariyana further adds that it is also experienced in our
day-to-day behaviour that Upamina is used where there is
similarity and not in the case where there are uncommon
attributes in general. Even the authoritative statement heard
at some other place is well known in case of a sentence
declaring common attributes only. Hence, there is no usage of
- Upamiéna through the uncommon attributes of the attributes
in general.™

Salikanitha objects to the view of the Naiydyikas that
they cannot explain the nature of Upamana as a distinct means.
In the stock example of the Naiydyikas, the first knowledge
that the gavaya is similar to the cow arises through the
authoritative statement and is not the result of Upamédna. The
knowledge of gavaya and its similarity to the cow arising in
the man who has gone to the forest are recognition and
perception respectively. The understanding that this object is
denPted by the word gavaya is the inferential knowledge. When
a word i1s used in certain sense, one comes to know the
denotative relation with the object. ‘After acquiring the
knowledge of the denotative relation in the forest, the final
cognition ‘the name known to me is of that animal only’ is
the case of remembrance. Thus there is no scope for Upamana.’

The followers of the Advaita school of the Uttara-
mimarhsa also criticise the Nydya concept of admitting Upaména
as an independent means of cognising the dcnotative relation.
Anandapima states that Upamina, according to the Naiyayikas,
is the investigation or examination in the object named of the
meaning of the sentence containing the name the denotation
of which is not yet cognised. For example, onc hears from the
reliable person that the gavaya is similar to a cow and he
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happens to see a gavaya in the forest. Then, he recollects the
meaning of the reliable statement and, thus, arises in him the
knowledge of the denotative relation. The knowledge of the
denotative relation is cognised through Upamana only. Hence,
the Upamana is a distinct means of knowledge.’ Objecting to
the above view, Anandapiirna states that it is reckless statement
that such a relation cannot be cognized through any other
means of knowledge. Such a relation can be known through
Inference. The form of syllogism may be put in the following
manner. The word is the conveyer of the object in the sense
of which it is used without taking recourse to some other power
of denotation, as the word cow denotes the cow class. The
word gavaya is used in the sense of the class resembling the
cow without taking recourse to other power of denotation.
Hence, the word gavaya denotes the gavaya class.”’

The Visistadvaita school of Uttaramimamsa also holds
that it is needless for the Naiydyikas to postulate Upamina for
the purpose of knowing the denotative relation. VedantadeSika
states that the Upamdéna is not different from verbal testimony.
It is a statement which conveys the denotative relation through
similarity, dissimilarity or peculiar properties.® Nor is it correct
to hold that Upamina is the means of recognition of the object
meant by the authoritative statemant because in this case also
the denotative relation is already cognised. The factor of
restricting the use of a certain word in a certain sense, viz.
similarity, was also known through the authoritative statement
and it becomes clear at the sight of the gavaya.* The unclear
image of an object cannot be denied. On the contrary, such
cognition is supported by our common experience. Nor can it
be argued that the denotative relation is not cognised through
such an image. The denotative relation in case of the supra
sensuous divinities like Rama is cognised through such a general
or the unclear image.*! Meghanddasiiri further establishes that
the Upamidna as a means invisaged by the Naiyayikas, is the
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perception of similarity and it comes to be a case of
recognition.®? Otherwise, the Naiyidyikas will have to admit
some other means for such a cognition ‘this is the same
Devadatta.’®® The resultant knowledge is simply a case of
remembrance since the denotative relation between the word
gavaya and its denotation was already cognised through the
authoritative statement.* Moreover, if the similarity is the
means, the similarity being manifold would require many
praminas to determine the denotative relation in case of several
objects.®s Srinivisadisa is in favour of including it under any
of the perception, inference and verbal testimony in accordance
with the stress laid upon the particular aspect of it. It is a
case of inference if the stress is laid upon the denotative relation
as conveyed through the invariable concomitance.® It is a case
of perception when the stress is laid upon the perception of
~ similarity cognised earlier,*” and it becomes a case of verbal
testimony if the stress is laid upon the authoritative statement.%

The Dvaita school of Uttaramimarhsid also objects to the
independent status of Upamina. Jayatirtha states that the
purpose of Upamana is served by inference only.® It is also
not correct to argue that the form of invariable concomitance,
etc., postulated in case of the syllogistic form for Upamaina
differs from that found in the formal type of inference which
is supposed to be of many kinds due to the form of invariable
concomitance and hence the Upaména may also be taken as
a particular type of inference.™ Moreover, like inference, the
Upamidna envisaged by the Naiydyikas also depends upon the
similarity between the vydpti and paksadharmatd.” So, it is
needless to accept Upamana as a means of valid knowledge.

The Suddhidvaita school of Uttaramimarmsa also does
not find the need of accepting Upaména as an independent
means for cognising the denotative relation through similarity,
etc. The purpose of Upamaéna is served by the cbgnitive orgali!t-,-
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in association with the remembrance of similarity conveyed
through the authoritative statement.” Otherwise, the
Naiyayikas will have to postulate the other means for congnising
the perceptible objects which exist but are not observed at a
particular time.” Nor should it be argued here that there is
no operation of the cognitive organs at the time of deciding
the denotative relation through Upamana. The purpose is served
by the earlier operation of the cognitive organs the impression
of which still persists.” If the operation of the cognitive organs
is thought to be necessary, it may be considered to be the
result of mental operation as it is found in the case of cognising
the denotative relation with reference to the words like
Madhukara.” The position is supported by the form of
anuvyasdya which ascertains the nature of the knowledge and
the means of it.”

The Dvaitadvaita school of Uttaramiméarsd does not
approve the independent position of Upamina. Mukunda
Madhava thinks that the Upamana is a case of instance which
forms a component of the syllogism in inference.”

The Buddhists also criticise Nyidya view of Upaména
mainly for the purpose of rejecting it as an independent means
of knowledge. Dignaga holds it to be a case of perception or
verbal testimony since the knowledge arising out of it can be
acquired either through perception or throughf verbal tes-
timony.™ Sintaraksita argues that the idea of denotative
relation arises through the authoritative statement itself and it
is remembered at the time of perceiving the object denoted
by that name. It would, thus, be a case of remembrance which
is not a means valid knowledge at all.™ Moreover, the Nydya
theory involves the incongruity of infinite number of the means
of knowledge since the notion of denotative relation is formed
by endless means even apart from similarity.®® Moksdkaragupta
adds that Upamana lacks the necessary condition for admitting
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an independent means of knowledge since it has no object to
be cognisesd exclusively through it.* It is not logical to postulate
the denotative relation as an object of Upamana. There is no
relation such as the denotative relation.®

The Jainas also criticise the Nyaya theory mainly with
a view to reject it as an independent means of knowledge.
Akalanka argues if the similarity is the basis for denotative
relation, the Naiyadyikas should postulate some other means for
the denotative relation thirough dissimilarity or general charac-
teristics.®  Moreover, they will have to postulate some
additional source for the knowledge ‘this is nearer, farther,
latter, less or greater than the other.’®

The Sarhkhyas also criticise the Nyaya view on the ground
that it is unnecessary to postulate Upamina as an independent
means of knowledge. The Yuktidipika states that Upamana is
a case of verbal testimony. It cannot be argued that the
Upamina requires similarity as an additional factor since the
similarity is only a mode of expression.®® Like verbal testimony,
Upamina also depends upon the validity of the statement.®
Moreover; the view that Upamina leads to the knowledge of
denotative relation will lead to accept the indefinite number
of the means because all the other types of indications leading
to the knowledge of the denotative relation will have to be
considered as independent means of knowledge.”” Vicaspati
Misra’s criticism implies that neither the totality of causal
conditions nor the resultant knowledge requires Upamina as
an independent source. As to the view of Vitsydyana, he states
that the authoritative statement which serves as a means is a
case of verbal testimony because the knowledge arising out of
it is a case of dgama while the resultant knowledge through
Upamidna is inferential in nature.®™

The Vaisesikas also reject the view of the Naiydyikas
with a view to include Upamidna under inference. = The
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denotative relation is conveyed through verbal testimony and
since the verbal testimony is included in inference, it is the
case of inference.® Sridhara adds that the Karana, i.e., the
authoritative statement accepted by the bhisyakdra and the
knowledge arising out of it is a case of verbal testimony while
the knowledge arising out of the whole process is inferential.®
Samkarami$ra further holds that Upamina may be proved as
a case of inference directly also.%

Among the Naiyayikas also Bhdsarvajna rejects the
normal Nyadya view of admitting Upamana as a distinct means
of knowledge. He includes the Upamiéna envisaged by the
syncretist Naiydyikas under verbal testimony. If the Upamina
is held to be a distinct means of knowledge on the basis of
canveying comparison, it will involve undesirable contingency
of admitting indefinite number of means of knowledge because
every individual object would require a distinct pramdna for
the determination of the denotative relation.”> To defend their
theory the Naiyayikas may argue here that in such cases there
is an implicit understanding that the term cow applies to all
animals of the same class. To this, Bhasarvajina replies that
even in case of Upamana there is the implication that an animal
that resembles a cow bears that particular name.® He further
tries to establish that this does not go against the view of the
sutrakara since. the sitrakdara does not intend to establish the
Upamina as a distinct means but mentions i: as it is serviceable
to establish the validity of verbal testimony.* Gautama
discusses it only to show that like presumption it is valid but
is included under other means of knowledge.” Its distinction
from inference established in the sitras does not establish its
distinction form verbal restimony also.* Siutrakdra’s enumera-
tion of the pramdnas as four and not as three shows that here,
as at some other places, the sutrakdra does not state his view
carefully.”
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As regards the inclusion of Upamidna under other
pramdnas the view of different systems may be summarised
thus. As stated above, there are three elements in Nyidya
concept of Upamina : (i) communication about the denotative
relation through the authoritative statement, (ii) observation of
a certain object as resembling the one perceived earlier and
(11i) the resultant knowledge. There is the difference of opinion
among the Naivdyikas themselves regarding the status of the
first two. Vitsy#yana la"s stress on the first whole Uddyotakara
lays more stres on th. second. This has given rise to the
further differenc regard g the karana in Upamina. Vitsyayana
holds that the karana in Upamina is the authoritative sentence
itself while Uddyotakara takes karana to be the perceptual
knowledge of similarity. The nature of resultant knowledge is
the same in both the cases.

Some critics of Nydya have clearly noted the difference
and have included these two views under different pramdnas.
The other are not so strict about the difference and include
both the views under the same pramdna. Some systematists
include it under a single pramdna while the others consider it
a combined process of two or more pramdnas. The grounds of
inclusion of Upamana under other pramdna are different.
Bhisarvajiia seems to take note of Vitsydyana’s view only and
includes it under verbal testimony.*® Udayana in his Kirandvali
also includes the Nyiya view under verbal testimony.” Sridhara
includes Vitsydyana’s view under verbal testimony and further
holds that since verbal testimony is a case of inference the
Upamina is also included under inference.'® As regards the
view of Uddyotakara, Sridhara says that it contains three
elements : statement of authoritative person, perception of
similarity and the resultant knowledge. They can be taken as
the case of verbal testimony, perception and inference
respectively and consequently Upamiana may be taken to be
any of the above three.'?
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The Yuktidipika also considers Upamiana to be case of
verbal testimony itself.'” Vicaspati in his Sdmkhyatattvakaumudi
favours its inclusion under verbal testimony or the inference
when the stress is laid upon the authoritative statement and
the resultant knowledge respectively.'® Gaudapida favours its
inclusion under verbal testimony.'™ The Jayamangald includes
. it either under verbal testimony or inference.'™ It clarifies that
the knowledge of the denotative relation after hearing the
authoritative statement and before seeing the gavaya directly,
is a case of verbal testimony and the term gavaya is applied
to the amnimal gavaya through. inference.'® Mdithara,'” the
- Samkhyacandrika'™ and Vijaidnabhiksu'™® .include it under
inference.

Dignaga, as quoted by Uddyotakara,''? .includes st under
perception or verbal testimony. According to Sintaraksita
Upaména is a case of memory'!' or inference.!'? The Jainas
include it under pratyabhijid.'"? VedintadeSika favours its
inclusion under verbal testimony''* while Meghanddasari takes
it as a case of recognition,'s and Srinivasadasa says that it can
be included under any of the perception, inference and verbal
tesimony.''® Jayatirtha includes it under inference.'"
Purusottama considers it as the case of perception.''®

Upamana versus Perception

Some authors lay stress upon the element of perception
of similarity which is considered to be karana of Upamina
by Uddyotakara. They are further aware of the fact of admitting
the remembrance of the authoritative statement as additional
to it and solve the problem of disproving the criterion of
additional factor in their own way. Kumdanlabhatta states that
as the knowledge of denotative relation is supposed to issue
from perception of similarity, it can very well be a case of
perception.'”® He  further explains that the element of
remembrance is not a valid piece -of knowledge.'>* Hence, what
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induces to the knowledge of denotative realtion is the
sense-object contact only. Sridhara'? and Srinivisadisa'® also
join hands with Kumdrilabhatta. Purusottama lays stress upon
the perceptual character of Upaména more elaborately and in
a slightly different way. He holds that the purpose of Upamina
can be served by the sense-object contact assisted by the
remembrance of the similarity conveyed through the authorita-
tive statement.'? Thus, he thinks that the object denoted is
perceived while the similarity is remembered. If it is admitted
to be a case of independent pramdna on the ground of the
addition of one element of similarity, it would lead to the
undesirable contingency .of admitting distinct means for the
knowledge of an object which is perceptible but is not perceived
at that time.'# It should not be argued that the above position
would not leave the indirect nature of Upamidna. The Upaména
should be taken as a case of direct perception.'> The Naiydyikas
may again come forward with a plea that the cognitive relation
was known through the authoritative statement and it is
confirmed -through the perception of similarity. To this also
Purusottama replies that the impression of earlier contact of
the cognitive sense with object still persists and there is no
need of postulation of a fresh contact.'”® Purusottama shows
his awareness of over-pervasion of the scope perception and,
hence, finally takes Upaména as a result of mental operation.
The denotative relat on is cognised through mental operation
as is the case with the denotative relation of the words like
madhukara.'’ Purusottama supports his view with the help of
another argument based upon anuvyavasdya which determines
the nature of knowledge. In the present case, the anuvyavasdya
arises in the form ‘I know the object as denoted by certain
word.’'”® Such a knowledge requires the mental operation as a
means and thus, there is no scope for Upamina. Dinnéga, as
quoted by Uddyotakara, suggests one of the alternatives to
include it under perception When, in the stock example of the
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Naiydyikas, one directly perceives both the cow and the gavaya,
it is known through sense-object contact that the gavaya is
similar to the cow.'?

The Naiydyikas leave no stone unturned to establish
Upamina as distinct from perception. They strongly opposits
inclusion under perception. As to the view of Dinniga,
Uddyotakara says that it is based upon misunderstanding of
the real purpose of Upamina. Dinnidga thinks that what is
really apprehended through Upamana is either the resemblance
to the cow or the existence of gavaya as qualified by the
resemblance to the cow. This misunderstanding leads him to
reject Upamiana as an independent means of knowledge. If
Dmnﬁga claims to derive such a meaning from the sitras of
Gautama, the criticism is based upon the non-understanding of
the correct meaning of the sitra. The purport of the statement
of Gautama, however, is that one realises the denotative relation
through well-known similarity.'* Jayantabhatta rejects the
perceptual character of Upamdna more elaborately. He states
that the view of the opponent is based upon considering the
perception of similarity which the gavaya bears to the cow as
a karana in Upamidna. Here, the opponent ignores the fact
that perception of the mediate fact does not turn the concerned
means into perception. The case is analogous to inference which
is regarded as an independent means of knowledge, though the
mediate fact is an object of perception. The perception of
smoke in a hill leads to the inferential knowledge of the
unperceived fire. Similarly, the perception of gavaya gives rise
to the knowledge of the denotative relation.' Moreover, the
scope of Upamana is not covered by perception. In the case
of perception the stress is laid upon the kinowledge of an object
while Upamina gives rise to the knowledge of denotative
relation in case of an object which was not perceived earlier.'*?
Udayana adds that the purpose of Upamana, viz. The cognition
of the denotative relation, cannot be served by perception
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because otherwise there would arise the undesirable contingency
of rise of such a cognition even in the case of the person who
has not heard the authoritative statement earlier.'®

Upamana versus Inference

Some esystematists include Upamana under inference.
They lay stress upon the fact that the element of resultant
knowledge of denotative relation can be attained through
inference also. The Niaydyikas hold that one knows the word
denoting certain class of word from the authoritative statement
and with the perception of a mark of similarity, etc., in the
object denoted by that word he applies it to that object. In
this way, the Upamiana serves the purpose of knowing the
denotative relation. However, the other systematists think that
this can very well be a case of inference also. Their grounds
of its inclusion under inference are divergent in many respects.
Among the VaisSesikas, PraSastapada states that in the stock
example of the Naiyayikas the knowledge of the denotative
relation is based upon the use of the word gavaya in the sense
of animal gavaya and, hence, it can very well be reduced to
inference.” Sridhara suggests one of the alternatives to include
Upamaina under inference and holds that the knowledge of the
denotative relation in the stock example of the Naiyayikas is
derived through the consistent use of a word in a particular
sense. Here, he suggests the form of the syllogism as : the
object (present) is denoted by the word gavaya, because the
word gavaya is used with reference to it. The word denotes
an object in the sense of which it is consistently used. The
word gavaya also is consistently used in the sense of animal
gavaya by the forest-dweller. Therefore, the animal is denoted
by the word gavaya.'¥ Balhkaramiéra also favours the inclusion
of Upamana under inference. However, he holds that the
denotative relation is known at the time of hearing the
authoritative sentence itself. The denotative ‘relation is known
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through the fact that the object similar to cow and the word
gavaya conveyed through the authoritative statement refer to
the same object. Hence, the object similar to cow should be
denoted by th¢ term gavaya.'’¢ Here, the Naiydyikas ma); argue,
adds Sarhkaramifra, that gavayatva which determines the use
of the term gavaya in the sense of animal gavaya is not known
at the state of hearing the authoritative statement and as such
the knowledge of the denotative relation cannot arise.
Samkaramisra alleviates the objection stating that the knowledge
of gavayatva is possible through a figurative sense and, hence,
presents no problem.'" |

Salikansitha also argues that the Nydya concept of
Upamiéna can be reduced to inference and the syllogism can
be formed as : the term gavaya denotes the animal gavaya
because it is used in the sense of the latter. The word denotes
an object with reference to which it is used. Thus, one comes
to know the denotative relation.'** VicaspatimiSra also includes
Upamina under inference. Like Sridhara and Salikandtha, he
considers the use of a certain word in a particular sense by
experience& persons as a probans but adds a condition ‘when
there is no function other than direct denotation’. such a purpose
is fulfilled by the use of the idea of consistent use employed
by Sridhara. Vicaspati puts the syllogism like this : the gavaya
denotes the animal gavaya, because it is used in the sense of
the latter by experienced persons when there is no function
other than direct denotation. When there is no function other
than direct denotation, a term used by the experienced person
in the sense of a particular object is regarded as denoting that
object just as the term cow. The term gavaya is used in the
sense of an object similar to cow. Therefore, it should be
accepted as denothing the animal gavaya.'*® Anandapima a
logician of Advaita Vedanta school also adduces the same
argument to include Upamana under inference.'* Mathara,'!
Vijndnabhiksu'** and the Sdmkhyacandrikd'*® also include it
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under inference but suggest no form of syllogism. The
Jayamangald suggests that the denotation of the word gavaya
is known through the authoritative statement, and after
perceiving the animal gavaya the term gavaya is applied to it
through inference. Here, the horns, etc., which are perceived
to be similar in the case of cow and gavaya serve as a probans
for the application of the term gavaya to the animal gavaya.'*

Jayatirtha also advocates the inclusion of Upaindna under
inference. He suggests the following process of inference. The
subject of enquiry is denoted by the term gavaya, because itself
a non-cow it is similar to cow, just as a jar by agreement in
absence.'® Righavendratirtha shows the significance of the
terms itself a non-cow (agotve sati) and similar to cow
(gasadrsa). The former wards of the possibility of the application
of such inference to the cow which bears the similarity to the
other cow and the latter excludes the possibility of the
overpervasion of the application of such an inference to the
pot, etc.'4

Jayatirtha suggests the form of syllogism in case of the
sidharmyopamiana only under the impression that it will make
it easy to comprehend the syllogism with reference to the other
two kinds of Upamina also.'*” Raghavendratirtha mentions the
syllogistic form in case of the other two also. The subject of
enquiry is denoted by the word horse because it has got one
hoof and thus is dissimilar to the cow. The third case will be
as the object of enquiry is denoted by the word camel because
it possesses long neck, etc., just as a cow by agreement in
absence.'* Jayatirtha further says that the upholders of
Upamina as an independent means of knowledge may argue
that the form of invariable concomitance (vydpti) etc., differ
in the case of Upaména from that found in the actual inference.
To this, Jayatirtha replies that Upamina is considered to be a
. particular type of inference. The form of vydpti differs in case
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of positive (anvayi) and negative (vyatireki) type of inference,
but still they are included under inference. Similarly, in case
of Upaména the vyip;i is of a particular type and thus, does
not cease to be a case of inference. Moreover, like inference,
the similarity between the vydpti and the paksadharmatd is
required here also. Hence, it cannot be further argued that it
is not a case of inference because it establishes a particular
fact, viz., the denotative relation.'¥ Sﬁntarakgita also suggests
the inclusion of Upamina under inference as one of the
alternatives. If the stress is {laid upon the fact that the words
envisage a specific individual, the resultant knowledge becomés
a case of inference. The animal which is similar to the cow'is
denoted by the term gavaya just like another gavaya present
in the mind at the time of learning the denotative relation
from a reliable person.'® Here, the denotation of the name
gavaya is the probandum, similarity to the cow is the probans,
the gavaya present in the mind at the time of learning the
denotative relation serves as a corroborative instance and the
animal gavaya which is the subject of enquiry serves as a
subject (paksa).'' Nor can it be argued here that the gavaya
was not present at time of learning the denotative relation,
otherwise it cannot be known as to with reference to what the
convention in the form that it is similar to the cow was made.!s2

The Naiydyikas leave no stone unterned to disprove the
inclusion of Upamiana under inference. Even in the sitras of
Gautama we find an attempt to eastablilsh Upaména as different
from inference. Gautama states that the supporters of inclusion
of Upamina under inference may argue that Upaména is not
different from inference because like the latter it gives
knowledge of the unpercieved object through the perceived
one.'® Gautama alleviates the objection on the ground that it
is not that the purpose of Upamina is to give rise to the
knowledge of unperceived object like gavaya.'* Vitsydyana
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explains the argument more vividly. Actually, the Upan¥ina
gives us the knowledge of the denotation when both the cow
and the gavaya are perceived while inference leads to the
knowledge of the unpercieved object through the perceived
one. Hence, it is not a case of inference.!® Gautama further
argues that Up-amﬁna, unlike inference, is always expressed in
the from ‘as .....so0...... ’ and hence is not identical with inference
which is expressed in terms of relation of grounds and
consequence.!® Vitsydyana states that in the case of Upamana
it is necessary that the resemblance must be pointed out by
some authoritative person but in the case of inference the
ground of vydpti may be deduced by one’s own experience
without such an authorntative statement.'”’ Vitsydyana further
adds one more point of difference between Upamidna and
inference. Upamiéna is always for the sake of another person
only while inference is for one’s own benefit also. In the case
of Upamidna the proposition is made by a person who knows
both the members of similarity. It is, therefore, not a case of
inference.'® Vicaspati suggests that the syllogistic form based
upon the use of a particular word in the sense of an animal
similar to the gavaya cannot prove the denotative relation in
the given example. Here, the probans may be put as—because
the word gavaya i1s used in the sense of an animal similar to
cow. However, the gavayatva which serves as the cause of the
use of the word in the sense of the animal gavaya was not
cognised through the authoritative statement and hence, the
process of Upamidna cannot to put in a faultless syllogism. If
the knowledge of gavaya is supposed to be acquired by its
similarity to the cow, it would involve the fault of inter-
dependence. Nor can it be said that the sense of gavayatva
can be attained metaphorically because the gavayatva is not
indicated through the similarity to the cow.'®® Jayantabhatta
adds that Upaména cannot be a case of inference also since,
unlike inference, the knowledge arising through Upamina does
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not depend upon the positive or the negative invariable
concomitance. The invanable concomitance between the word
and its denotation was not yet ascertained before deducing it
through Upamaédna. Thus, the denotative relation is cognised
independently of the knowledge of invariable concomitance
whereas in the case of inference such an invariable concomitance
plays a major role.'®

Udayana tries to disprove the inferential character of
Upamidna more elaborately. The opponents may include it
under inference thus. The word gavaya denotes the animal
gavaya because it is applied to the latter by cultured people
when there is no other function of the word than direct
denotation (abhidhd) just as the word go used in the sense of
cow by the cultured persons denotes the cow.'$! To this,
Udayana replies that here the probans is vitiated by the fallacy
of the non-establishment of the reason (asiddhatva). The
condition for the probans, viz., its application without some

. - other power of denotation cannot be fulfilled until the

denotation of the word gavaya in the sense of the animal
gavaya is fully comprehended.'? And, if the relation is
supposed to be known earlier, the very purpose of such an
inference would be disturbed.'®® Udayana further presents the
opponent arguing that the statement of the authoritative person,
viz., that which is similar to a cow is called gavaya expresses
the case of invarniable concomitance (vydpti) and after ascer-
taining such an invariable concomitance (vydpti) and perceiving
the similarity to the cow in the gavaya one remembers the
invariable concomitance and, thus, reaches the conclusion that
the object present is denoted by the term gavaya.'®* Udayana
controverts the argument on the ground that it is based upon
incorrect interpretation of the purpose of the authoritative
statement. This would have been the position if the question
to the authoritative person is supposed to come from a person
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who has got the knowledge of the object similar to the cow
and now enquires about its denotation. But, actually the quest
here refers to the case like this. After knowing the object
gavaya in general (i.e., without knowing the particular shape)
one asks the authoritative person how is this animal.'s
Moreover, here the pervaded (vydpya) is that denoted by the
word yat. Hence, the invariable concomitance in the form that
whatever is similar to cow is called gavaya cannot lead to the
desired inference.'® The opponent may again come forward
with a plea that the statement of the authoritative person may
be considered as a response to the question regarding the nature
of gavaya and, thus, it can be a case of inference.'’” Udayana
- objects to the plea thus. In this way it would be a case of
the kevalavyatireki (having the counter example only) kind of
inference as is found in the case of the general rule regarding
the peculiar characteristic of an object. Thus, we would get
the counter example only and the form of the vyatirekavydpti
would be as that which is not gavaya is not similar to cow,
as the elephant. However, the counter example also is not
yet established. Hence, it cannot be a case of inference.'s®
Nor is it correct to take the authoritative statement as a response
to the question regarding the probans to infer the denotative
relation. In the present case, it is not that the denotative
word or the denoted object is cognised and the probans is not
yet cognised.'® The anuyavasdya (introspective consciousness)
which determines the nature of knowledge also establishes the
difference between inference and Upaméana. In inference one
feels ‘I infer’, but in case of Upamina one feels ‘I know from
similarity.’'™

Upamana Versus Verbal testimony

Some systematists include Upamidna under verbal tes-
timony. Most of these authors take recourse to Vitsydyana's
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view according to which the karana is the authoritative
statement while the others who include Uddyotakara’s view of
Upamina under verbal testimony absolutely or as one of the
other alternatives lay stress upon the element of authoritative
statement.

Bhasarvajia includes Upamina under verbal testimony.
He thinks that the Upamana, like the latter, depends upon the
authoritative statement. The acceptance of Upamidna as an
independent means of knowledge would lead to the undesirable
contingency of admitting as many means of knowledge as the
objects because each object would require a distinct means for
its cognition.!'”? He finally concludes that his interpretation
brings forth the correct meaning of the statement of the
sutrakdra. The author of the siitras does not intend to establish
Upamana as an independent means of knowledge but mentions
it for its seviceableness to prove the validity of verbal
testimony.'” PraSastapada also includes Upamana under verbal
testimony.'™ Sridhara further thinkg that the element of verbal
testimony and the knowledge arising of it in case of
Uddyotakara’s view is also of the nature of verbal testimony.'™
Udayana seems to include the view of Vatsydyana and
Uddyotakara under verbal testimony. He is of the opinion that
the nature of the causal condition and the resultant knowledge
lead to the same conclusion. The element of similarity which
exceeds here does not turn it altogether different from verbal
testimony. The denotative relation is known through the essence -
of gavaya (gavayatva) which is conveyed through the authorita-
tive statement itself.'”

The Yuktidipikd holds that in case of Upamina the
knowledge of denotative relation is acquired through the
authoritative sentence only.!’”® As regards the statement of
similarity, the Yuktidipika states that it is merely a mode of
expression and, thus, is not a factor for making Upamana an
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independent means of knowledge.!”” Otherwise, the other modes
like waving the hand and closing the eye would be independent
means of knowledge.'” Moreover, Upamiana like verbal
testimony depends upon the fact whether the speaker has
visualised the object or not, and upon particular words.'”™
Otherwise, knowledge of gavaya would arise through the
statement ‘as the horse, so the gavaya’.'® Moreover, the
Naiydyikas will have to admit some other means of knowledge
for the sentences which convey the denotative relation through
other elements like description.'® Vicaspati thinks that the
knowledge arising from the statement called Upamana by
Vitsydyana is verbal in nature and hence, it is not different
from verbal testimony.'? Gaudapida favours to include
Upamina under verbal testimony.'® The Jayamangald holds
that the knowledge is derived through the authoritative
statement and it is applied through inference to the object
denoted.'® Dinnaga, as recorded by Uddyotakara, holds when
one comes to know the similarity through hearing the
authoritative statement, it becomes a case of verbal testimony.'8s
According to Venkatanatha, the Upamana is the authoritative
statement. It is of three kinds as it conveys the elements of
similarity dissimilarity and the descriptive qualities. The
sentence conveying these, however, is not different from verbal
testimony. %

Venkatandtha criticises the view of Udayana that through
Upamana we recognise the object denoted by the authoritative
statement. Here, objects Venkatanatha, the knowledge of the
denotative relation which forms the purpose of Upamaiana is
cognised through the authoritative statement itself.'® Nor can
it be proper to say with Udayana that the similarity is here
the factor for restricting the use of a certain word to the certain
object and it is not cognised through the authoritative statement.
The similarity in general was cognised through the authoritative
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statement and becomes clear at the sight of the gavaya. If it
is not admitted that the object is cognised in general, it would
lead to the undesirable contingency of the non-arising of
knowledge in case of the supra sensuous objects like Indra
because the particular arrangement of the component parts
which are the factors for restricting the words in a particular
sense are not cognised in these cases.'™ It can in no way be
denied that the general meaning is not apprehended in these
cases.'™ Srinivasddisa also states that Upamina may very well
be included under verbal testimony if the .stress is laid upon
the authoritative statement.'” Dinndga, as quoted by Ud-
dyotakara, favours the inclusion of Upamédna under verbal
testimony as one of the alternatives. If one comes to know
the similarity through hearing the authoritative statement, it
becomes a case of verbal testimony.'®’ Kumarilabhatta records
the view of Vitsydyana that Upamina is the authoritative
sentence itself. This is, however, included under the verbal
testimony.'” Here, the validity of meaning conveyed depends
upon the knowledge of the speaker of the authoritative
statement. It turns it into a case of verbal testimony only.

The Naiyayikas spare no pain to prove the Upamana as
different from verbal testimony. The view of Dinnaga, states
Uddyotakara, is based upon misunderstanding of the purpose
of Upamiana. Dinnaga wrongly thinks that what is apprehended
through Upamdna is either the resemblance to the cow or the
existence of gavaya as qualificd by the resemblance to the cow,
Dinnaga wrongly deduces such a meaning from the sirras of
Gautama. The purport of the statement of Gautama, however,
is that one realises the denotative relation through the well
known similarity.'® Vicaspati tries to prove that Upamaéna
cannot be a case of verbal testimony. The verbal testimony -
cannot lead to the knowledge of denotative relation. It conveys
that the object denoted is different from the object of its own
class and those of other classes. That is why even after hearning
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the authoritative statement one is observed to be desirous of
knowing the object denoted.’™ Moreover, the denotative
relation cannot be comprehended without the perception of one
of the relata to the genus. The gavaya unlike the sky, etc.,
(i.e., singular terms) is a general term which denotes many
gavayas. Thus, the word like gavaya conveys the object through
the knowledge of the genus of the object. Such a relative is
not comprehended merely through the sentence conveying the
similarity. The perception of gavaya is the source of knowing
the genus of gavaya and the denotative relation between the
word gavaya and the animal gavaya ts conveyed through the
authoritative statement. Therefore, authoritative statement
alone cannot lead to the knowledge of the denotative relation.'?

| Jayantabhatta is aware of the objections against the view
‘of Vitsydyana and argues that Upamina cannot be included
under verbal testimony. The totality of cause is not the same
in both the cases. The verbal testimony operates through the
verbal understanding or the validity of the knowledge of the
speaker. The Upamidna, however, requires the additional factor
of other means, i.e., well known similarity. It would have very
well been included under verbal testimony if the forest-dweller
would not have instructed the city-dweller desirous of knowing
the gavaya about similarity to the well known object which
serves as a means of knowing the gavaya.'® The tase is
analogous to the inference for other (paratah anumdna) where
the knowledge is derived through a probans, but the words are
inevitable to convey the sense.'?” Similarly, here also the knower
knows the object through well known similarity and not merely
through the words. The knower understancs ihe well known
similarity through the authoritative statement and knows thereby
the denotative relation. Thus merely the authoritative statement
does not lead to the knowledge acquired through Upaména. It
is the understanding of the well known similarity that the
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reliable person conveys which leads to the knowledge of the
denotative relation.'® Jayantabhatta is further aware of the fact
that some systematists try to include Uddyotakara’s view of
Upamaina also under verbal testimony. Against such an attempt
Jayantabhatta argues that Upamana cannot be a case of Verbal
testimony also. The knowledge of the denotative relation cannot
be generated by the statement of the forest-dweller only for
the gavaya is not present at the time of instruction given by
the forest-dweller and the knowledge of such a relation is
possible when both the .name and its denotation are known
and not otherwise.'® The authoritative statement does not
directly lead here to the knowledge of denotative relation
because the object conveyed is not present at a time of hearing
the statement. In the case of Upamidna, all the rational doubts
about the contents of the knowledge are not satisfactorily
answered at the time of hearing the statement. It depends upon
perception for the completion of the expressed sense. Verbal
testimony, however, carries with it a sense of completion and
requires no other proof for the complete expression of its
object.?® It may be argued here that the authoritative statement
conveys the denotative relation with the class and it is verified
through the perception of the individual object. This will,
however, not disprove the position of the Naiydyikas since the
class is not definitely known without perceiving an individual . *!
Moreover, if the knowledge is said to be derived through the
verbal testimony, it would be a case of doubtful'knowledge
because we have no faith in the veracity of the statement. 2
Udayana further adds if the resultant knowledge through
Upamana is considered to be a case of verbal testimony, such
a knowledge would be admitted as arising in a person who has
‘heard the authoritative statement but has not perceived the
| gavaya.”® Moreover, the similarity to the cow is not a cause
of usage of the word gavaya in the sense of the animal gavaya.
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Otherwise, the denotation of the word gavaya would not be
known by the people who do not know the cow. Hence, the
similarity conveyed through the authoritative statement does
not serve as a cause to know the denotative relation between
the word gavaya and the animal gavaya.?®

Udayana further tries to prove that the Upamdna cannot
be case of the combination of the perception and verbal
testimony as well. In the case of Upmina the perception of
gavaya and the authoritative statement regarding the denota-
tion take place *t diffe: :nt times. The authoritative statement
is heard earlier ind the perception of the object takes place
afterwards. However, the objects which produce the effect
together should operate and should be present at the same
time in producing the effect.? Nor should it be argued that
the remembrance of the authoritative statement is still present
at the time of perceiving the gavaya, thus they can be postulated
as present at the same time and consequently Upaméana may
be a case of the combination of perception and verbal testimony.
The knowledge of similarity cannot be a result of perception
for according to the VaiSesikas, as in the case of ‘the followers
of Kumarilabhatta, the similarity is not a genus so that it may
be perceived by the same organ which perceives an object.
Thus, in the absence of knowledge of similarity such a
remembrance is not effective.?® Again, if it is argued that
Upamana is the combination of the result perception and verbal
testimony, it would involve the undesirable contingency of
inclusion of inference and verbal testimony also under
perception because they are result of linga pardmar$a and the
knowledge of the pada respectively which are in turn the
result of perception.?’

Upamana versus recognition

The Jaina logicians and Meghanadasiri a follower of

Vlélggadvalta system include Upamana under recognition. They

hold that the purpose of Upamina postulated by the Naiyayikas,
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can be served by recognition. The process involves elements
of more than one means of knowledge. Recognition found in
the cases like ‘this is the same pot’ is based upon earlier
cognition of the pot. Similarly, in the case of Upaméana also
the object to by known is already cognised. In the stock
example of the Naiydyikas the knowledge of denotative relation
is already cognised through the statement of the forest-dweller.
There is, therefore, no factor to differentiate Upamana from
recognition.?® Meghanddasin quotes the view of Udayana and
maintains that Upamédna envisaged by him is a case of-
recognition.?® Otherwise, we have to postulate some additional
means of knowledge in the case like ‘this is the same
Devadatta™'? or the sense conveyed through the sentences like
‘there are fruits on the bank of the river.”?"

The Naiyayikas, however, would not admit such a position
for Upamana. Firstly, the Jaina view presupposes the theory
that the denotative relation was cognised through the assertion
of the authoritative person. As stated in the Naiyayikas’
~objection to the imclusion of Upaméana under verbal testimony,
the Naiydyikas do not admit that the denotative relation was
already cognised through the verbal assertion. It is also wrong
to say that the denotative relation is perceived later on.
Secondly, the recognition cannot have the denotative relation
as its object because the denotation of the words is beyond
the senses. It cannot be argued further that the Naiydyikas
would have to accept some other pramadna for the cases like
‘this i1s the same Devadatta’, because the Naiydyikas include
such cases under perception itself. The other exasmple supplied
by Meghanaddasiri is a case of verbal testimony. Moreover, it
would again be wrong from the Nyadya point of view to include
Upamana under recognition because it involves the element of
two means of knowledge. Though it has the element of
perception and verbal testimony, yet ils independent nature
cannot be denied because the resultant knowledge as a whole -
cannot be explained by two tzmly.212 Thus, it would not be
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plausible to include i.t under the recognition which according
to the Jainas include any type of knowledge containing the
clements of more than one means of knowledge.

Upamdna versus Remembrance

Séntaraksita suggests as an alternative that the Nydya
view of Upamidna can be included under remembrance. He
argues that in the stock example of the Naiyayikas the
denotative relation is known at the time of hearing the
authoritative statement and as such the Upamidna does not
convey something nuew.?’* Here, the Naiyayikas cannot argue
that the name was not cognised earlier. Otherwise, no one
would have the notion that this is the object the name of which
was heard by him.2 Santaraksita further reiterates the view
of Aviddhakarapa which is adopted by Udayana also that
through the authoritative statement one knows the denotative
relation of a word to the class and it is through Upamina that
the same is known with reference to a single. object.?* To this
also Santaraksita objects that it is incongruous to know the
denotative relation with reference to one.thing and to apply it
to the other.?'¢ Sintaraksita further argues that the theory of
the Naiydyikas contains two things, viz., the name and its
denotation. The name is known through communication of the
convention by the authoritative person and the denotation is
directly perceived because the denotation has no existence apart
from the objects denoted. Thus there remains nothing to be
cognised through Upamina. The case is analogous to the
knowledge of ‘fragrant’ and ‘sweet.” There is, thus, nothing to
defferentiate Upamédna from remembrance.?”

The view of Santaraksita is based upon the assumption that
the denotative relation is known through the authoritative
statement. This is, however, discussed in details in connection
with Naiyayikas, attempt-to disprove the inclusion of Upamdna
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under verbal testimony and, hence, it would be needless to
repeat the whole discussion here.

Here, it may also be obsesved that besides the arguments
against the independent status of Upamdna, a set of arguments
is directed against Upamina as a mode of conveying the
denotation. The critics suggest that uncommon attributes and
the attributes in general should not be grouped with similarity
firstly for such-a notion goes against our common experience?'*
and secondly because if the modes are taken to be the means
of knowledge, it would imply as many Pramdnas as the modes.>"?
However, both the points have little force. It is also contradicted
by our common experience that object is not known through
a statement of dissimilarity or the description of common
properties. The examples offered by Vicaspati and others
explain the position beyond doubt. Nor does the position imply
the acceptance of indefinite number of the pramdnas because
the analysis of the modes involved in Upamidna shows that
there is no more mode of conveying the denotative relation
involving Upamina. It cannot be stated that all the other modes
like grammar, dictionary, etc., conveying the denotative relation
fall in the category of Upamina because such a position is not
accepted by any one. It can only be stated that the Upamana
is the mode of conveying the denotative relation. It is never
state that all the modes of conveying denotative relation fall
under Upamiéna. Through Moksdkaragupta does not admit such
a relation, yet it does not present a serious problem. Some
kind of relation between the word and the object denoted by
it will have to be accepted, though it may not be given a
particular name. Such a relation can be conveyed through
Upamina in some cases.

In this way, we can say with Bhdsarvajiia that Upamana
is serviceable to verbal testimony. But, at the same time the
view of including it under verbal testimony cannot be accpted
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because the Upamina, unlike the verbal testimony, does not
depend upon the statement only. It requires in addition the
perception of the similarity for the complete expression of its
object while in the case of verbal testimony the sense is
completed at hearing the statement: of the reliable person only.
Nor can it be proper to say that the Upaména is a case of
remembrance for the remembrance is caused by the past
impressions only while the Upamédna requires the perception
of the object as well.

The criticism of the Nyaya concept of Upmiéna found in
the texts of the other systematists further reveals that most of
the arguments of the opponents are centred around the absence
of some object to be cognised merely through Upamaéna.
Kumarilabhatta and his followers contend that the result achived
through Upaména can be attained ‘through the combination of
the perception and the verbal testimony or by the verbal
testimony assisted by perception. The argument can be
. alleviated by the Naiydyikas on the basis of their theory of
pramdnasamplava. They hold that it is not a condition for a
pramana to cognise some object not cognised by some other
source of knowledge. What determines the independent nature
of pramana is its totality of causal condition and the nature
of resultant knowledge. When these are different from all
other means of knowledge in the case of Upamina, the
Upamana is considered as an independent source of knowledge.
So through it is a_combination of totality of causal conditions
of perception and memory, it leads to the acceptance of
independent means of knowledge.

As a matter of fact, the critics are right to say that the
elements of Upaméana can be explairied through one or the
other means of knowledge. The observation of similarity which
the perceptible object bears to the remembered one is a case
of perception; the statement of the reliable person is a case
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of verbal testimony; the recollection of the meaning of the
statement is a case of memory and the element of cogning an
unknown object through the well known one is a case of
inference. However here the critics ignore to examine the
combined process which, of course, requires novelty in the
activity of mind. The mental operation is distinct from that
involved in the other means of knowledge. This, in turn, results
into more than a single means of knowledge. This leads the
Naiydyikas to accept Upamidna as a distinct means of
knowledge.
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