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(apramanya) of cognition (jiiana). The problem has two main aspects: the origination
and ascertainment of validity and invalidity. Madhava’s Sarvadarsanasamgraha and
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Samkhya texts, that is, all extant Samkhya texts from I$varakrsna’s Samkhyakarika to
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1. Introduction

1.1. The problem and key terms

One of the liveliest yet most intricate polemics in Indian epistemology is
concerned with the problem of the origin and ascertainment of the validity
(pramanya) and invalidity (apramanya) of cognition (jiiana). The problem
was formulated by the 7th-century Mimamsa philosopher Kumarila Bhatta,'

According to Kataoka 2016: 558(5), Kumarila was ‘active around the first half of the seventh
century (600—-650 Ap)’.
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who also defended the Mimamsa position and criticised other possible
solutions of this problem, thus initiating one of the most famous polemics in
Indian thought. Almost all Indian philosophical traditions participated in this
discussion. Mimamsa, Nyaya and Vaisesika, Advaita Vedanta, Buddhism, and
Jainism were among the main contributors.

Kumarila Bhatta and the philosophers continuing the polemic he initiated
acknowledge that cognition’s validity and invalidity can be intrinsic (svatas)
or extrinsic (paratas). The issue of the validity and invalidity of cognition has
two main aspects: their production and ascertainment. Thus, the following four
main questions are discussed: (1) Is validity produced by the same set of factors
that produce cognition, or does it require an extraneous factor (often called
guna, ‘good quality’, ‘excellence’) for its origination? (2) Does cognition
manifest itself as valid, or does it require some extraneous confirmation to
manifest its validity? (3) Does invalidity arise from the same set of factors that
produce cognition, or does it require some extraneous factor (often called dosa,
‘defect’, ‘bad quality”) for its origination? (4) Does cognition manifest itself to
us as invalid, or is something extraneous to it needed to reveal its invalidity?

The adherents of the conception called svatah-pramanya-vada (literally,
‘the conception of being a pramana of/from itself”) answer the first two
questions by stating that the set of factors producing cognition also produces
its validity and that cognition manifests itself as valid. According to this
conception, cognition does not require anything extraneous for its validity, as
it is valid ‘of/from itself” (svatas). The philosophers who give the opposing
answer to the first two questions, that is, who hold that an extraneous factor
must be added to the set of factors producing cognition to make it valid and
that its validity is manifested by some external confirmation, adhere to the
conception called paratah-pramanya-vada (literally, ‘the conception of being
a pramana due to [something] extraneous’). According to this view, cognition
acquires validity ‘due to [something] extraneous’/‘from outside’ (paratas). The
third and fourth questions concern the invalidity (apramanya) of cognition.
Like wvalidity, invalidity can be understood as either intrinsic or extrinsic.
For example, the Mimamsakas and Advaitins hold that validity is intrinsic
and invalidity is extrinsic, and the Naiyayikas contend that both validity and
invalidity are extrinsic.

I shall illustrate the issue of validity and invalidity with the following
example. A man travels through a forest and sees a beautiful lake in front of
him. If he is an adherent of the view that validity is intrinsic, he will say that
the factors that produce his perceptual cognition of the lake (such as the organ
of vision, the object of cognition, their contact and the other faculties of his
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cognitive apparatus) also produce its validity. He holds that a cognitive process
normally, if no distortions in its causes occur, leads to a valid cognition. He
will also believe that his perceptual cognition of a lake is valid (until this
cognition is overturned by another cognition or until he discovers a defect
in its causes) and does not require confirmation by any additional criterion,
such as another means of valid cognition (pramana) or practical activity — for
example, drinking water from the lake or swimming in it.

If our traveller adheres to the view that validity is extrinsic, he will say that
some additional factors, such as the health of his organ of vision, the steadiness
of his mind and appropriate distance between his organ of vision and the lake,
must be added to the set of factors that produces his perceptual cognition of
the lake to make this cognition valid. And the traveller will not accept that his
perceptual cognition of the lake is valid until he verifies it by some additional
criterion.

Ifthe traveller holds that invalidity is intrinsic, he will say that his perceptual
cognition of the lake is probably invalid, for the factors that normally produce
cognition do not bring forth its validity. He will also believe that his cognition
of the lake is invalid — until he applies an additional criterion to establish its
validity.

If the traveller holds that invalidity is extrinsic, he will say that some
additional factor, such as damage to his organ of vision, an unsteadiness of his
mind or too long a distance between him and the lake, must be added to the
set of causes that produces his perceptual cognition of the lake to make this
cognition invalid. He will also accept that only some extraneous factor(s) can
manifest the invalidity of his cognition of the lake, such as the awareness of
a defect in its causes (for example, an eye disease) or the subsequent cognition
of a glade overturning the cognition of a lake (which can occur after coming
nearer to this place).

I would like to mention, for it is important for the reconstruction of the
Samkhya position undertaken in this paper, that extrinsic invalidity seems to
be the only position that is logically compatible with intrinsic validity. As to
the origination of validity and invalidity, we can assume only one of these two
options: (1) the set of factors producing cognition normally generates valid
cognition or (2) the set of factors producing cognition normally generates
invalid cognition. As to the ascertainment of validity and invalidity, a cognition
cannot manifest itself as valid and invalid at the same time.

2 A criticism of the view that both validity and invalidity are intrinsic, which reveals that this

view is logically contradictory, is presented, for example, in Kumarila Bhatta’s Slokavarttika
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The important terms of the aforementioned polemic include svatas, para-
tas, pramanya, apramanya, pramana, prama and jiiana. In this article, these
terms appear both in the Sanskrit original and in the English translation.
I translated svatas and paratas, whose literal meanings are given above, as
‘intrinsic’/‘intrinsically’ and ‘extrinsic’/‘extrinsically’, respectively. I translat-
ed jiiana as ‘cognition’, prama as ‘valid cognition’, and pramana as ‘a means
of valid cognition’? or ‘valid cognition’. In Indian epistemology, pramana usu-
ally stands for a means of valid cognition, but it can also stand for the result
obtained by a means of valid cognition, that is, for prama (MoHANTY 2001a:
28; CHATTERJEA 2003: 41; ArRNoLD 2005: 60).

The neutral noun pramanya is derived from the word pramana and literally
means ‘pramana-ness’ (‘pramana-hood’, ‘praman-ity’). Like pramana, the term
pramanya has two basic meanings in Indian epistemology. The first meaning of
pramanya is ‘being a means of valid cognition’. Its second meaning is ‘being
a valid cognition’; in this meaning, pramanya is synonymous with pramatva
(‘being prama’). In Indian discussions devoted to the issue of pramanya, this
term is more often used in the second meaning than in the first one.

When pramanya is used in the second meaning, it is usually translated
by scholars as ‘truth’ (Monanty 2001a; Uno 1980; CHAKRABARTI 1984;
BiLiMoria 1988: 235-292; CHATTERJEA 1991 and 2003: 41; PErreTT 1998:
25-27) or ‘validity’ (Yamasaki 1963; SEN Gurta 1969: 59-73; Kumar 1983:
177-181 and 1984: 184—194; TaBER 1992; KrASSER 2003; ARNOLD 2005: 59—
114, 237-256; McCrea 2015-2018). Chatterjee uses both the English words
‘truth’ and ‘validity’ for pramanya (CHATTERIEE 1950: 76—112). Kataoka, too,
translates pramanya as ‘validity’ (Kataoka 2002, 2011, 2016) and ‘truth’
(Kataoka 2011). In the beginning of his chapter ‘Tests of truth and error’,
Bhatt notices that it discusses an issue of validity (pramanya), which includes
in the Bhatta Mimamsa not only truth but also ‘novelty and certitude’ (BHATT
1989: 109); however, he further observes that, in fact, the theorists were
preoccupied with the issue of ‘the truth of a cognition’ (1989: 109) and uses the
English word ‘truth’ for the Sanskrit pramanya throughout his chapter (1989:
109-141).

(IL, 35-37). Though I do not see a possibility to agree intrinsic validity with intrinsic invalidity,
I am of opinion that the question of whether they are compatible needs further investigation.
In the Tattvasamgrahaparijika, Kamalasila mentions that in some cases, both validity and
invalidity are intrinsic (see ARNOLD 2005: 98).

I am aware of the difficulties in finding accurate English equivalents of the Sanskrit terms
JjAana, prama and pramana, as well as of the discussions devoted to this issue. I shall mention
only some of many important and insightful publications: BiLivoria 1985, Monanty 2001b,
MartiLaL 2002, Barcerowicz 2009: 139-144, note 4 and Ganeri 2018. Prama can also be
translated as ‘knowledge’, and pramana as ‘a means of knowledge’ or “knowledge’.
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In this paper, I translate pramanya as ‘validity’. I prefer this translation to
‘truth’ for the following reason. Pramanya (understood as prama-ness/prama-
hood, pramatva) encompasses not only congruity with the object (yatharthya),
which can be called truth, but also other characteristics, such as certainty and
novelty (different thinkers can add other characteristics to these three or modify
their list). Prama is a type of jiiana, cognition. It is usually distinguished from
other types of j7iana, first of all from error, doubt and memory (the terms often
used for them are viparyaya, samsaya and smrti, respectively).* The congruity
with the object (yatharthya), truth, can also characterise memory, a type of
Jjfiana usually considered, along with error and doubt, as aprama (cognition
that is not prama).’ I am by no means claiming that the translation of pramanya
as ‘validity’, as well as my translations of other Sanskrit terms in this paper,
is final. Divergent translations of pramanya may follow from the different
ways of understanding pramanya in the huge number of Sanskrit source texts
dealing with this problem.®

1.2. The view attributed to Samkhya

In Slokavarttika1l, 33, the great Mimamsaka Kumarila Bhatta formulates the
question of whether the validity (pramanatva) and invalidity (apramanatva)’
of cognition are intrinsic or extrinsic, which opens the discussion. Next,
he identifies and explores the following four positions: (1) Both validity
and invalidity are intrinsic. (2) Both validity and invalidity are extrinsic.
(3) Invalidity is intrinsic, but validity is extrinsic. (4) Validity is intrinsic,
but invalidity is extrinsic, which is the view of Mimamsakas themselves
(Slokavarttika 11, 34—61).3

On the notion of prama and on distinguishing prama from other kinds of jiiana, see, for
example, BiLivoria 1985; Monanty 2001a: 60-70, 2001b; Kataoka 2002 and Ganeri 2018.
In Samkhya, too, prama is a type of jiiana characterised by certainty, lack of error (congruity
with the object), and novelty; prama is different from doubt, error, and memory (Kumar 1984:
21-36; Lucyszyna 2011).

The exception is Jaina thinkers treating memory as a type of prama. See BaLcErowicz 2005.

®  McCrea2015-2018 showsthat Umbeka Bhatta (ca. 700 ce) and Parthasarathi Misra (ca. 1050 cE),
two Mimamsa philosophers and commentators of Kumarila Bhatta, interpreted pramanya
as truth. McCrea, however, translates pramanya as ‘validity’. I, too, opt for the translation
‘validity’ — to distinguish between pramanya (‘validity”) and Sanskrit terms for truth (one of
which is yatharthya). The dates of Umbeka and Parthasarathi are given according to McCREA
2015-2018: 9.

In Slokavarttika, Kumarila uses at least three terms for validity (pramanatva, pramanya and
pramanatad) and for invalidity (apramanatva, apramanya and apramanata).

See Kataoka’s table enumerating Slokavarttika’s passages devoted to each of the four views
(Kataoka 2011, Part 2: 231, note 164).
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The first of the four views identified by Kumarila is that both validity and
invalidity are intrinsic (Slokavarttika 11, 34-37). In Slokavarttika 11, 34ab, he
introduces this view:

[Validity and invalidity are] intrinsic because the non-existent cannot be
produced. Some claim that both [validity and invalidity] are intrinsic.’

Kumarila does not mention whose view it is, but it can be easily associated
with Samkhya, for the argument asatam asadhyatvat (‘because the non-
existent cannot be produced’) resembles the first Samkhya argument defending
its ‘doctrine of the existence of an effect [in its cause]’ (sat-karya-vada),
which reads: asad-akaranat (‘because nothing can bring into existence the
non-existent’ / ‘because there is no instrumental cause [that can bring into
existence] the non-existent’) (Samkhyakarika 9).

Kumarila’s commentator Sucarita Misra (10th c. cg)'* ascribes this view to
the satkaryavadins, the adherents of the doctrine of the existence of an effect in
its cause, by whom the Samkhyas are probably meant, and considers this view
as rooted in the satkaryavada (see his Kasika 11, 34-35).

The aforementioned four views have been described also in many other
sources, for example, in Kamalasila’s (740-795)" Tattvasamgrahaparijika and
Jayanta Bhatta’s (840-900)'2 Nyayamarijart. As to the Tattvasamgrahapanjika,
ARNOLD 2005: 97 writes,

[K]amalasila’s commentary to the svatah pramanya chapter of the
Tattvasamgraha lays out the same fourfold scheme — and, while
Kamalasila here presents the positions without attributing them, he
subsequently makes clear that he knows it is the ‘extrinsic validity’
position that is attributed to the Buddhists.

In Nyayamanjari, too, the conception of intrinsic validity and invalidity
is presented without ascribing it to Samkhya or any other darsana (Chapter

O svato satam asadhyatvat kecid ahur dvayam svatah / Kataoka 2011, Part 2: 233-234

translates: ‘Some say (kecid ahuh) that both [validity and invalidity] are innate (dvayam
svatah), because things that are of themselves non-existent (svato satam) cannot be [newly]
accomplished (asadhyatvat).’

On the date of Sucarita, David writes, ‘Although Sucarita is often believed to have lived in
the 12th century ..., his mention as the “author of the Kasika” (kasikakara) by the Buddhist
philosophers Jianasrimitra and Ratnakirti (both active in the first half of the 11th century)
rather suggests an earlier date, perhaps in the 10th century (thanks to Kei Kataoka for this
information).’

The dates of Kamalasila are given according to Kataoka 2016: 557 (6).

12 The dates of Jayanta Bhatta are given according to PoTTER 1977: 6, 9.

11
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3, section 3.1-3.4) — see KaTaoka 2016: 557 (6), 550-548 (13—15), 545-524
(18-39).

In the 14th-century Madhava’s Sarvadarsanasamgraha, ‘Compendium
of All Darsanas’, in the XII chapter devoted to Mimamsa, we encounter
the following verse summarising different conceptions of pramamya and
apramanya:.

The Samkhyas state that validity (pramanatva) and invalidity
(apramanatva) are intrinsic;

The Naiyayikas — that they are extrinsic. The Buddhists claim that the
latter, [that is, invalidity], is intrinsic,

[And] the first, [that is], validity (pramanya), is extrinsic. The adherents
of the Vedas

Claim that validity (pramanatva) is intrinsic and invalidity (apramanata)
is extrinsic."”

The four positions summarised by Madhava correspond to the four
positions that Kumarila presented for the first time. Unlike in the Slokavarttika,
in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, it is said directly that the first view belongs to
the Samkhyas, the second to the Naiyayikas, and the third to the Buddhists.
In the Slokavarttika, the fourth position is the position of the Mimamsakas
themselves (II, 47-61). Madhava attributes it to the vedavadins, ‘the adherents
of the Vedas’, by whom he means the Mimamsakas and Vedantins.'"

Later sources, too, attribute to the Samkhyas the view that both validity and
invalidity are intrinsic. We encounter this, for example, in the Manameyodaya,
a manual of the Bhatta Mimamsa, composed in the 17th century by Narayana
Bhatta and Narayana Pandita.'”” Narayana Pandita described the Samkhyas’
view on validity and invalidity of cognition as rooted in their satkaryavada
(Manameyodaya 11, 2, 59). It is worth noting that Manameyodaya is a later
text than Aniruddha’s Samkhyasitravrtti, which states directly that validity is
intrinsic but invalidity is extrinsic (Samkhyasitravrtti V, 51; this passage will
be discussed in subsection 2.4 of this article).

13 pramanatvapramanatve svatah samkhyah samasritah /

naiyayikas te paratah saugatas caramam svatah //

prathamam paratah prahuh pramanyam vedavadinah /

pramanatvam svatah prahuh paratas capramanatam //

On the Advaitins’ accepting this position, see, for example, BiLivoria 1988: 246-269 and
CHATTERJIEA 1991; 2003: 24-40.

On the authors and their date, see PoTTER 2014: 498-499, 508. The second part of this treatise,
which includes the discussion on pramanya and apramanya, was composed by Narayana
Pandita.
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Quite often, scholars accept that the view that both validity and invalidity
are intrinsic, attributed to the Samkhyas in the Sarvadarsanasamgraha, is really
theirs (SEN GuprTa 1969: 60—73; SINGH 1988: 232-234; BHATT 1989: 110-113;
WEERASINGHE 1993: 256; GrMES 1996: 310, the entry ‘Svatah-pramanya-
vada’; SHokHIN 1997b: 331, note 43). However, some scholars observe rightly
that the attribution of this position to the Samkhyas is not supported by extant
Samkhya texts (Uno 1980: 542-543; Kumar 1984: 188; MaTiLAL 1990: 205;
PERRETT 1998: 26; ToreLLA 2011: 185).1 I quote ToreLLA 2011: 185:

Of these positions, the least known is the first, according to which what
makes cognition true or false are the very conditions under which it
is produced; validity and invalidity thus belong to cognition from the
start, are evident in themselves and do not need to be ascertained from
the outside. Such a position is in line with the philosophic assumptions
of Samkhya, but there is no extant Samkhya text that explicitly
mentions it.

Scholars often point out that the aforementioned view on validity and
invalidity is based on / consistent with Samkhya’s satkaryavada (BHATT 1989:
110-113; SiNngH 1988: 232-234; MATILAL 1990: 205; WEERASINGHE 1993: 256).

1.3. The aim of this study and its primary sources

What do extant Samkhya texts say about the validity and invalidity of
cognition? What do they say directly and what do they imply? Is the view
that both validity and invalidity are intrinsic, presented in the Slokavarttika,
Sarvadarsanasamgraha and other external sources, really Samkhya’s?

I shall attempt to answer these questions by focusing on extant Samkhya
texts from I$varakrsna’s Samkhyakarika to Aniruddha’s Samkhyasiitravrtti,
that is, on all available Samkhya texts composed before the works of Vijiiana
Bhiksu. I examined all these texts, though only some of them contain evidence
on the problem. The sources used in my research belong to three forms of
Samkhya: (1) classical Samkhya, presented in I§varakrsna’s Samkhyakarika
(SK; ca. 350450 cE)," the first extant Samkhya text, and eight commentaries
on it: the commentary that survived in the Chinese translation of Paramartha'®
(composed ca. 500 ck, translated into Chinese between 557 cE and 569 cE);

16 These scholars also notice that the conception of validity and invalidity ascribed to the
Buddhists, too, is not supported by their texts (Uno 1980: 543; MaTiLaL 1990: 205-206;
PERRETT 1998: 26; TorELLA 2011: 185-186).

The dates and chronological order of Samkhya texts are given according to LAarsoN 1987:
15-16, 19-22.

I do not know Chinese; I rely on Aryaswami SasTrI’s 1944 reconstruction of this commentary
in Sanskrit and on Takakusu’s French translation (Takakusu 1904).
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the Samkhyavrtti (ca. 6th c. cg); the Samkhyasaptativrtti (ca. 6th c. cg); the
Samkhyakarikabhasya (or Gaudapadabhasya; ca. 6th c. ce) by Gaudapada; the
Yuktidipika (YD; ca. 7th c. cE); the Jayamarngala (JM; ca. 700 cE or later); the
Matharavrtti (ca. 800 cE or later) by Mathara; and the Samkhyatattvakaumudt
(TK; ca. 841 cE or ca. 976 cE) by Vacaspati Misra; (2) postclassical Samkhya
of the Tattvasamasa (ca. 14th c. cg) and its commentary Kramadipika (ca. 14th
c. ci);" (3) postclassical Samkhya of the Samkhyasitras (SS; ca. 15th c. cE)
and their commentary Samkhyasutravrtti (SSV; ca. 15th ¢. cE) composed by
Aniruddha.

All these texts, though belonging to three distinct forms of Samkhya,
develop the same system of philosophy. The last of them, Aniruddha’s SSV,
is an original Samkhya text accepting and developing the system of thought
of classical Samkhya. The next commentary on the SS, Vijiana Bhiksu’s
Samkhyapravacanabhdsya (ca. 1550-1600 cE), treats Samkhya as part of the
Vedanta system of this philosopher. In Vijiiana’s commentary, Samkhya was
absorbed into Vedanta, which to a large extent determined a further image
of Samkhya in India (see Larson 1987: 35-41). Samkhya texts that have
appeared since the time of Vijiana need to be examined by scholars (see
Krisuna 2006). The questions whether these texts are original (that is, contain
important material not found in earlier works) and whether they are Samkhyan
should be answered.?

19" At the end of the 19th century, Max Miiller argued that the Tattvasamdsa was the most ancient
of all extant Samkhya texts. Miiller’s dating of the Tattvasamasa has been rejected by the
majority of authoritative Samkhya researchers (Richard Garbe, Larson, Shokhin, and many
others). For summaries of the discussion on the date of the Tattvasamasa, see LarsoN 1987:
32-33, LARSON and BHATTACHARYA 1987: 315-319 and SHokHIN 1997a: 48—65. This discussion
was renewed by Ruzsa 2013: 101-107, contemporary and renowned Samkhya researcher,
who held that the Tattvasamdasa was ‘an ancient text, probably older than Asvaghosa’ (2013:
107). Ruzsa’s arguments are worth serious consideration. However, in this paper, I accept
Larson’s dating of the Tattvasamasa. Shokhin, one of the eminent scholars supporting this
dating, writes: ‘“The fact that the first evidence of the Tattvasamasa is the Kramadipika itself
does not allow to date it much earlier than the XIV century’ (SnokHiN 1997a: 56-57). In my
opinion, this argument, presented earlier by Larson (LArRsoN and BHATTACHARYA 1987: 319),
is one of the most important arguments for the later dating of the Tattvasamasa. As to the
Kramadipika, the earliest extant commentary of the Tattvasamdsa, most scholars agree that it
was composed ca. 14th century or later — see LARSON 1987: 33; LAarsoN and BHATTACHARYA
1987: 319, 321-322 and SHOKHIN 1997a: 65-66. Ruzsa 2013: 102, note 19 writes on the date
of the Kramadipika: ‘I think that the Krama-Dipika is not an early text at all (17th century?)’.
As neither the Tattvasamasa nor the Kramadipika contains evidence on the issue of validity
and invalidity, we need not dive deep into the problem of the dating of these texts here.

The revival of Samkhya-Yoga by Hariharananda Aranya (1869-1947), who is an original
thinker, and the community of his followers is worth the special attention. See Jacobsen’s and
Jakubczak’s publications, two of which I mention here: JacoBsexn 2018 and JakuBczak 2020.

20
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1.4. Previous studies and my contribution (novelty of this study)

I encountered three studies devoted to the Samkhya view on validity and
invalidity of cognition.?! The earliest is Bhatt’s (BHATT 1989: 110—113). Bhatt’s
book, first published in 1962, contains the chapter ‘Tests of Truth and Error’,
describing different conceptions of validity and invalidity. Part of this chapter
is devoted to the Samkhya view. Bhatt accepts that the conception of intrinsic
validity and invalidity is really Samkhyas’ and is based on their satkaryavada.
Bhatt’s account of this conception and of its criticism relies on its discussion in
Mimamsa texts. No Samkhya text is cited in this study.

The next study is Sen Gupta’s (SEN GurTa 1969: 60—73). It forms a part of
her book Classical Samkhya: A Critical Study. Reconstructing the Samkhya
view on the validity and invalidity of cognition, Sen Gupta does not refer to
any Samkhya text. She says that available Samkhya texts do not discuss this
issue (SEN GurTa 1969: 65). Sen Gupta holds that according to Samkhya, both
validity and invalidity are intrinsic as to their origin: validity is caused by an
excess of guna sattva in the buddhi,”* while invalidity is caused by an excess
of guna tamas in it; and the gunas are not additional, external factors but the
conditions necessary for the generation of cognition. It is necessary to note that
the attempt to explain the origination of validity and invalidity of cognition on
the basis of the Samkhya doctrine of the gunas is undertaken in the YD and
that the view of the author of the YD differs from the view presented by Sen
Gupta as Samkhya’s. According to the YD, validity is intrinsic (which agrees
with Sen Gupta’s conclusion), while invalidity is extrinsic (which is contrary
to Sen Gupta’s conclusion) — see my analysis of the evidence of the YD in
subsection 2.2 of this article.

As to the way validity and invalidity are manifested, Sen Gupta is of the
opinion that validity is intrinsic and invalidity extrinsic. She substantiates
it as follows: ‘[T]he natural tendency of man is to accept any and every
kind of knowledge as valid as it arises’ (SEN Gupta 1969: 62). Needless to
say, what Sen Gupta calls ‘the natural tendency of man’ is not so obvious
for many thinkers, for example, for the Naiyayikas, who hold that validity
is extrinsic both in its origin and ascertainment. Though the scholar believes
that according to Samkhya, invalidity is extrinsic as to its ascertainment (for
a cognition cannot manifest itself as valid and invalid at the same time),
she adds that the opposing view ‘can be logically harmonised with the

21 Given the enormous number of publications in different languages available today, it is hardly
possible to be sure about the current state of research.

22 In Samkhya, buddhi (‘intellect’, ‘discernment’) is the subtlest and highest product of prakyti.
The results of all cognitive and volitional processes are modifications of buddhi.
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philosophical position of the Samkhya School’ (1969: 65). She further attempts
to show that some cognitions manifest as valid and some manifest as invalid.
It follows then that invalidity can also be intrinsic as to its ascertainment
(1969: 68—69). In my opinion, it contradicts Sen Gupta’s earlier statement that
according to Samkhya, validity is intrinsic in terms of its ascertainment.

Sen Gupta’s analysis relies on the Samkhya view regarding the combination
of the gunas constituting the cognitive apparatus. She draws the conclusion
that according to Samkhya, the validity of cognition, both in terms of its origin
and ascertainment, is caused by the predominance of satfva in the senses
(indriya) and in the buddhi, while invalidity is caused by the predominance of
tamas. It is not my task to assess whether the conclusion drawn by Sen Gupta
from the Samkhya doctrine of the gunas is right or not (for the critique of this
conclusion, see Kumar 1984: 188—189) — for the reason provided below.

The problem of the validity and invalidity of cognition is not a problem
of metaphysical principles, causes or processes that underlie different
components of a cognitive situation (such as our cognitive apparatus, the object
of cognition, different entities of the world that can influence the cognitive
result). The question of validity and invalidity as to their origin is the question
of whether cognition (jiana) is usually valid or not, that is, of whether the
factors (causes, conditions) that generate jiigna (such as contact of a sense with
its object) are those that generate prama (valid cognition, knowledge). The
question of validity and invalidity as to their ascertainment is the question of
whether cognition manifests itself as valid or invalid when it arises.

The matter of whether an effect exists in its material cause, underlying
the satkaryavada, from which some philosophers and researchers try to draw
the conclusion that, according to Samkhya, both validity and invalidity are
intrinsic, too, is hardly relevant to the problem of validity and invalidity.
The set of factors producing a cognition, of which the most important is
an instrumental cause (karana) — the most efficient, necessary and specific
cause of a certain type of cognition (for testimonial cognition, for example,
a sentence is a karana), is irreducible to the material cause. Needless to say,
intrinsic validity or intrinsic invalidity could be accepted also by the darsanas
that did not acknowledge the satkaryavada.

The most recent of these three studies is Kumar’s chapter ‘Test of validity
of knowledge’ in his book Samikhya-Yoga Epistemology (KuMaRr 1984: 184—
194). The first half of this chapter is devoted mainly to the analysis of the
view of Vacaspati Misra’s TK, the SS, Aniruddha’s SSV and Vijiiana Bhiksu’s
Samkhyapravacanabhdsya (1984: 185-188). However, Kumar does not attach
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direct citations from these texts. While the first half of the study is focused
on the Samkhya primary sources, its second part presents Kumarila Bhatta’s
and Sucarita Misra’s discussion of the conception of intrinsic validity and
invalidity (1984: 189-193),% ascribed to Samkhya.>

What distinguishes my research from previous studies? Two of the three
helpful and pioneering studies described above (Bhatt’s and Sen Gupta’s) base
their conclusions about the Samkhya conception of validity and invalidity on
the Samkhya doctrine of the gunas, its satkaryavada or the evidence of the
Mimamsa darsana, completely ignoring what the Samkhya texts say on this
problem. The most recent of these studies — carried out by Kumar and published
almost four decades ago — considers what the Samkhya texts say on validity
and invalidity, but none of them is directly cited. My research is focused on the
evidence found in the Samkhya texts, and it also includes new evidence (not
mentioned in the previous publications). In this paper, the Samkhya texts are
directly cited and the cited evidence is analysed in detail

2. Classical Samkhya

2.1. Samkhyakarika and its commentaries on the causes of the non-
perception of existing objects

Karika 7 of the SK is important to identify what conception of validity and
invalidity is Samkhya’s, though I§varakrsna lived long before Kumarila Bhatta,
who formulated the issue of validity and invalidity. All classical commentators
support what is stated by Iévarakrsna in this k@rika. The karikd runs as follows:

[The non-perception of an existing object can be caused] by excessive
distance, by closeness, by impairment of the sense organ, by unsteadiness
of mind,

By subtlety, by an obstruction [between the sense organ and the object
to be perceived], by suppression and by intermixture with the similar.?

23
24

Kumar presents this discussion also in his earlier book (Kumar 1983: 177-181).

The Samkhya view on validity and invalidity of cognition is discussed also in SREENIVASULU
1991: 17-19, 117-122. Most of the text on pp. 17-19 is copied from Buatt 1989: 110-111,
and the text on pp. 119-122 is copied from SEN Gurta 1969: 60—64. Because of plagiarism, I
do not mention Sreenivasulu’s publication as a separate study.

I would like to note that half of the available classical Samkhya commentaries, namely, the
Samkhyavrtti, Samkhyasaptativrtti, IM and Matharavrtti, have not been translated into any
European language.

atidirat samipyad indriyaghatan mano ‘navasthanat /

sauksmyad vyavadhanad abhibhavat samanabhiharac ca //

25

26
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From the eighth karika and the commentaries on the seventh and eighth
karikas, we learn that the seventh karika quoted above lists the causes (karana)
of the non-perception (anupalabdhi) of some existing objects.?” All available
classical Samkhya commentaries, while explaining karika 7, give examples
illustrating these causes.?® Two of these eight causes, namely, ‘impairment of
the sense organ’ and ‘unsteadiness of mind’, are the defects of the cognitive
apparatus. The other six causes lic in the objective world. One of them,
‘subtlety’ (sauksmya), is the quality of the object that makes perception of
this object impossible. The remaining five causes are the conditions of the
objective world that hamper perception of the object to be perceived.

In my opinion, karikda 7 and its commentaries show a tendency towards
intrinsic validity and extrinsic invalidity of cognition. In a separate karika,
T$varakrsna focuses on the causes that make perception impossible. He says
that perception can be blocked by certain defects in its causes, that is, by the
cognitive apparatus’ deficiencies, by the location of the object to be perceived
beyond the perceptual field of the sense organ, and so forth. These defects seem
to be something extraneous to the normal conditions of perceptual cognition.
Kumarila Bhatta and other philosophers discussing validity and invalidity call
such defects of the causes of cognition, preventing arising valid cognition,
dosas (dosa, ‘defect’, ‘bad quality’). From all this it follows that in the SK
and its commentaries, there is a tendency towards the view that invalidity is
extrinsic. I§varakrsna’s and his commentators’ lack of consideration of the
‘excellences’ (being opposite to the defects) of the causes of perception that
make it valid (the health of the sense organ, steadiness of mind, apt distance
between the sense organ and the object to be perceived, etc.), called gunas
(guna, ‘good quality’, ‘excellence’, ‘virtue’, ‘merit’) in discussions on the
validity and invalidity of cognition, may suggest that normal conditions of
cognition guarantee its validity. It can be interpreted as a tendency towards
intrinsic validity. The aforementioned tendency towards intrinsic validity and
extrinsic invalidity relates to the origination of validity and invalidity (not to

27 SuokHIN 1995: 263, note 1 observes, ‘The following six causes of the non-perception of
an object were classified long before the SK, in the famous work Mahabhasya of the great
grammarian Patafijali: excessive remoteness of the object, closeness, “interference” of other
objects, lack of lighting (the only point not mentioned by Iévarakrsna), weakness of the visual
sense organ, distraction of mind (IV.1.3, cf. I1.2.5). It does not seem possible to finally answer
the question whether Samkhya borrowed this scheme from the Grammarians or Patanjali
himself reused the model of preclassical Samkhya. The second of these two hypotheses is, in
our opinion, more plausible’.

For the examples mentioned in five of them (the commentary that survived in the Chinese
translation of Paramartha, the Samkhyavrtti, the Samkhyasaptativrtti, the Gaudapadabhasya
and the Matharavrtti), see SOLOMON 1974: 19-21.

28
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their ascertainment). In Indian darsanas, the view on origination of the validity
and invalidity is usually the same as the view on their ascertainment.

This tendency is very conspicuous in the JM, which directly calls the

defects in the causes of perception dosas. While commenting on the seventh
karika, the JM says the following about the dosas:

[D]ue to the four kinds [of defects], the non-perception (anupalabdhi)
of even existing things occurs. [It takes place] because of
[1] a defect in the location [of the object to be perceived] (desa-dosa),
[2] a defect in the sense organ (indriya-dosa), [3] a defect in the object
[to be perceived] (visaya-dosa) and [4] a defect owing to other things
(arthantara-dosa).” ...

[The non-perception of an existing object can be caused] ‘by excessive
distance’, etc. For example, [there occurs] the non-perception of a bird
flying far above.

‘By closeness’ — here, too, the word ‘excessive’ (ati) is to be added; ‘by
excessive closeness’ — for example, [we do not perceive] the ointment
in the eye. And in both [aforementioned] cases, the non-perception is
caused by a defect in the location [of the object to be perceived].

‘By impairment of the sense organ (indriya)’ — because of a defect
of the sense organs (buddhindriya), ear, etc., [there occurs] the non-
perception of even [those objects], sounds, etc., [that are] situated in
a perceptible (vogya) location.

‘By unsteadiness of mind (manas)’ — unsteadiness of mind is [its]
distraction because of being preoccupied with some other object. And
for this reason it does not perceive the proximate object even when
the sense organ is unimpaired. And in both [aforementioned] cases, the
non-perception is due to a defect in the sense organ. For mind, too, is
a sense organ. However, mind is mentioned separately because of its
supremacy.

‘By subtlety’ — by the defect in the object [to be perceived]. Thus an

object such as an atom?® is not perceived even by [someone with] the
steady mind and unimpaired sense organ.

29

30

Cf. the 17th-century Mimamsa treatise Manameyodaya (11, 2, 75). It mentions the ‘defects
in the object’ (visaya-dosa), which encompass ‘[excessive] remoteness (diratva), etc. (adi)’;
‘defects in the “instrument™ (karana-dosa), which encompass ‘blindness, etc.’ (timiradi); and
‘defects of mind’ (mano-dosa), which encompass its being ‘unsteady, etc.” (pariplavadi).

In the quoted passage of the JM, the word paramanu is used. It does not follow from this that the
JM presents a position that is not Samkhyan. In several other classical Samkhya commentaries,
this very word (paramanu) is used in the same context: paramanu is an example of an object
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‘By an obstruction [between the sense organ and the object to be
perceived]’—when concealed with a curtain, etc., even a big undestroyed
jar and other [similar things] are not perceived.

‘By suppression’ — stars are not perceived by day because they are
suppressed with the light of the sun.

‘And by intermixture with the similar’ — by the making a heap of
similar [things]. For in a heap of grains, one grain flung into [it] is
not perceived. In all three [aforementioned cases], the non-perception
[occurs] because of a defect owing to other things.!

In the JM, the eight defects in the causes of perception listed in the SK

are subsumed under the four kinds (prakara) of dosas: (1) the defects in the
spatial location of the objects to be perceived, which encompass the first and
the second causes of the non-perception mentioned in the SK; (2) the defects of
the sense organs, which encompass the third and the fourth causes mentioned
in the SK; (3) the defect in the object to be perceived, which is the fifth cause
of the non-perception mentioned by I$varakrsna; and (4) the defects appearing
because of the intervention of other things, which encompass the sixth, seventh
and eighth causes mentioned by I$varakrsna. The JM suggests that as to their
origination, invalidity is extrinsic, that is, caused by the dosas, the distorting

31

that cannot be perceived because of its subtlety — see Gaudapadabhdasya 7 and 8, Matharavrtti
7 and 8, TK 7. In the Samkhyasaptativrtti (see the commentary on the eighth karika) and the
YD (see its commentary on the seventh karika: WezLER and MotTect 1998: 98, line 7), the word
truti (which can be, as the word paramanu, translated as ‘atom’) is used instead of the word
paramanu. In this context, both paramanu and truti mean a very small and subtle particle that
cannot be perceived by the senses (indriya); in the commentaries, particles of mist and smoke
are examples of such particles. It is also possible that the Samkhya commentators use the word
paramanu to make their example easily understandable for the Naiyayikas and Vaisesikas
(atomists).

... caturbhih prakaraih satam api padarthanam anupalabdhir bhavati/ desadosad indriyadosad
visayadosad arthantaradosac ca / ... //

atidiirad ityadi / yathd diiram utpatitasya paksino nopalabdhih //

samipyad iti / atiSabdo ‘trapi yojanivah / atisamipyad iti / yathd caksuhsthasyanjanasya /
ubhayatrapi desadosakrtanupalabdhih //

indriyaghatad iti / Srotradinam buddhindriyanam dosad yogyadesavasthitanam api
Sabdadinam anupalabdhih //

mano ‘'navasthanad iti / manaso ’'navasthanam asamdahitata visayantarapravrttatvat /
tatas canupahatendriye ‘pi sannihitam visayam nopalabhate / ubhayatrapindriyadosad
anupalabdhih / manaso ‘pindriyatvad bhedenopddanam tu manasah pradhanyartham //
sauksmyad iti / visayadosat / visaya eva paramanvddis tatha yenavyagramanasapy
anupahatendriyena nopalabhyate //

vyavadhanad iti / yavanikadibhis tirodhanat sthiilda apy avikrsta ghatadayo nopalabhyante //
abhibhavad iti / adityaprabhabhibhiitatvad diva taraka nopalabhyante //

samanabhihardc ceti / sadrsanam rasikaranat / dhanyarasau hy eko dhanyagudakah praksipto
na drsyate / trisv apy arthantaradosad anupalabdhih /
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factors extraneous to cognition (which is valid when the dosas do not occur),
and validity is intrinsic. The use of the term dosa in this context and the attempt
to classify the dosas blocking perception may indicate that the JM, which is
probably later than Kumarila’s Slokavarttika, refers to the issue of the validity
and invalidity of cognition presented by the Mimamsa philosopher.

2.2. Evidence of the Yuktidipika

Important evidence is contained in the YD, the most detailed and polemic
classical Samkhya commentary. The first YD’s evidence is related to the origin
of the validity and invalidity of cognition, and its second evidence is related to
their ascertainment.

2.2.1. Evidence one

The first evidence is part of the polemic on the word /i used in the fourth
karika of the SK. The Samkhya proponent argues that 4i is not redundant.
From his reply, I am attaching only the passage relevant to the issue of validity
and invalidity:

Because of the possibility of a defect (vaikalya) in means of valid
cognition (pramana) on account of the dominance of tamas, for the
mutual relation between saftva and the other [two gunas] is not
fixed.”? Between these [three gunas], sattva and the other [two gunas],
the mutual relation is not fixed. Depending on place (desa), time (kala)
and [other] efficient causes (nimitta), sometimes sattva dominates,
sometimes rajas, [and] sometimes famas. The dominance of sattva —
because of [its] nature of light —is a means of valid cognition (pramana).
When tamas dominates in that [combination of gumas], then —
on account of sattva’s being subdued by it — inference (anumana)
caused by this is defective (vikalanga); so even if the inferential sign
(linga) such as the sun is applied correctly for the determining (niscaya)
of the cardinal directions (dis), [inference] is obstructed. But otherwise
[inference] does not abandon its nature [of being a pramana]. But he
who does not acknowledge the hindrance to means of valid cognition
(pramana) caused by the defect in [their] origination deals with the
pramanas’ abandonment of their nature. How? For such is their nature
that they ascertain objects of valid cognition (prameya).*

32 The editors of the YD, Wezler and Motegi, use the boldface type to highlight the varttikas. In
the text of the YD, they distinguish two levels — the varttika and the bhasya — functioning as
parts of one whole and probably belonging to the same author.

sattvadinam angangibhav<a>niyamat tamahprakarsasama<rthy>at pramanavaikalyopapatteh /
iha sattvadinam aniyato ‘ngangibhavah / desakdalanimittasamarthyad dhi kaddcit sattvam

33
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The problem of the validity and invalidity of cognition was not unknown to
the author of the YD, though he does not use the terms (pramanya, apramanya,
svatas, paratas, dosa, guna) characteristic of the discussions on this problem.
He was either familiar with Kumarila Bhatta’s thought or participated in
the pioneering discussion that forewent and stimulated the formulation of
the validity and invalidity issue by the Mimamsa philosopher. The second
possibility seems more likely to me.*

In the view of the YD’s author, validity is intrinsic in its origination
and invalidity is extrinsic. He holds that inference and other means of valid
cognition (pramana) ascertain objects of valid cognition (prameya), that is,
have their status of pramanas, due to their own nature (svariipa), and not due
to some extraneous factor(s). It is noteworthy that at the end of this passage,
the author mentions three times that the svariipa (‘own nature’) of means of
valid cognition lies in the ascertainment of the objects of valid cognition.
This may indicate that he emphasised this idea to oppose the adherents
of extrinsic validity, who hold that the validity of perceptual, inferential or
testimonial cognition is not due to its own nature but requires some extraneous
good quality(ies) (guna). While validity, according to the YD, is intrinsic as
to its origination, invalidity is extrinsic. Cognition becomes invalid because
of a defect (vaikalya) occurring during its origination. The author of the YD
provides the example of the inferential cognition that loses its nature of being
valid cognition (pramana) because of a defect during its origination.

The author of the YD tries to explain the validity and invalidity of cognition
on the basis of the Samkhya doctrine of the gunas. In the varttika, he states
that a defect (vaikalya) in the means of valid cognition (pramana) can occur
because of the dominance of tamas. From the whole passage (the varttika
together with the bhasya), we learn that the dominance of sattva constitutes
the ‘own nature’ (svariipa) of the inferential and other types of cognition and
leads to a valid cognitive result, while the dominance of famas, when sattva
is subdued by it, causes a defective (invalid) cognitive result. This attempt to

prakrsyate kadacid rajah kadacit tamah / sattvaprakars<as> ca prakasariapatvat pramanam /
tatra yada tamah prakysyate tada tenabhibhiitatvat sattvasya tatkaryam anumanam <vikalangam>
upatisthata ity atah satyam apy adityadilingapravrttau dinniscayadisv arthesu pratihanyate / itaratha
tu na svaripahanam / yasya tu nispattivaikalyat pramanapratibandho nestas tasya svariapahanam
pramananam praptam / katham / etavad dhi tesam svaripam yad uta prameyaparicchedah /
(YD 4; WezLEr and MotEct 1998: 68, lines 15-24). The editors used <> to mark their additions and
corrections. The YD’s explanations of the karikas are often more extensive than the explanations
proposed in other commentaries, that is why in the case of the YD, I give, besides the number of the
karika, the pages and lines of the edition.

Whether the author of the YD was familiar with texts and views of Kumarila Bhatta has not yet
been determined by scholars and requires further research. On the date of the YD as well as on
this matter, see the valuable observations of MEjor 2004.
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explain the validity and invalidity of cognition is confusing, for the question of
origin of validity and invalidity is concerned with such factors of cognition as
the sense organ, the object of cognition, their contact, the reliable speaker, not
with the metaphysical gunas underlying cognitive organs and other elements
of a cognitive situation (on such attempt undertaken by Sen Gupta, a scholar,
see above, subsection 1.4 of this article). However, the author of the YD also
mentions important causes that are usually considered during discussions of
validity and invalidity. He writes: ‘Depending on place (desa), time (kala) and
[other] efficient causes (nimitta) ....

In this passage, the YD author speaks about pramanas’ own nature and about
a possible defect in their origination on account of which they lose their nature.
At first sight, the issue discussed in this passage may seem different from the
issue of validity and invalidity of cognition (jiana). In my opinion, however,
the difference is apparent. For the YD author, as for Kumarila Bhatta and other
adherents of the conception of intrinsic validity and extrinsic invalidity, each
cognitive process is normally, by its own nature, a means of valid cognition
(pramana), and its result, a cognition, is a valid cognition (pramda, pramana);
a cognitive process (for example, perceptual, drsta, pratyaksa, or inferential,
anumana) can lose its status of pramana, which it has by its nature, because
of a defect. For these philosophers, jiiana is normally identical with pramana/
prama, and a defect is extrinsic to jAana = pramana.®® That is why the YD’s
passage on the nature of pramanas and the loss of their nature on account of
a defect can be treated as discussing the validity and invalidity of jiana.’

2.2.2. Evidence two

The second YD’s evidence is contained in the vast polemic on the mutual
relation between inference and verbal testimony, in which the Samkhya
proponent argues that verbal testimony is a separate pramana, irreducible to
inference. The evidence runs as follows:

It is not so that a pramana requires another pramana for establishing
its object. If [you] adhere to [the view that] the truth (yatharthatva)”
of verbal testimony (Sabda) requires another pramana, [it refers] not

35 This view, shared by the Mimamsakas, Advaitins and Samkhyas, is explained by CHATTERIEA
2003: 29: ‘But the Advaitins hold that jiiana and prama are coextensive, the conditions that
produce jiiana are those that produce truth. They consider aprama as an exception, a distortion,
so that an analysis of distortion must not influence our analysis of cognition proper.’

Cf., for example, Manameyodaya, which at the beginning of the discussion on the validity and
invalidity of cognition (jiiana) states, using the term pramana: ‘[ T]he validity of all pramanas
is intrinsic’ (... svata eva sarvapramananam pramanyam /) (11, 2, 58).

37 Literally ‘correspondence to the object’, ‘congruity with the object’.
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only [to testimony about] heaven and other [imperceptible objects but
to all testimony]. What then? [All] words will be invalid (apramana).
And inasmuch as you admit that inference (anumana), which does not
require another pramana, establishes [the objects of valid cognition],
it well follows that tradition (agama)® is different from that [i.e.
inference].*

In this passage, the Samkhya proponent answers the Buddhist (probably
Dignaga). For the opponent, verbal testimony is not a separate pramana. He
reduces testimony about perceptible objects to inference and rejects testimony
about imperceptible objects. In the first part of the quoted passage, the author
of the YD reacts to the opponent’s view that testimony about imperceptible
objects is not a pramana because such objects cannot be known through ‘another
pramana’, that is, through perception or inference (WezLER and MoTEGT 1998:
104, lines 5-12). The Samkhya proponent tells the opponent that if we accept
that testimony about imperceptible objects requires another pramana for
establishing its congruity with the object (vatharthatva), then testimony about
perceptible objects, which the Buddhists reduce to inference, will also require
another pramana for its verification.** The Samkhya proponent next states that
if we acknowledge that testimony needs to be verified by another pramana,
all testimony will be invalid. He thus suggests that the position that cognition
achieved by a pramana requires verification by an additional criterion leads
to infinite regress: if the first cognition requires verification, then the criterion
verifying it will also require verification, and this process of verification will
be without an end.*! In the second part of the quoted passage, the Samkhya

3% The author of the YD uses here two terms for the third Samkhya’s pramana: sabda (‘word”)
and dagama (‘tradition’). The basic Samkhya terms for this pramana are dapta-vacana
(‘authoritative/reliable utterance/statement/sentence’) and apta-adgama (‘authoritative/reliable
tradition’) — see SK 4-6.

na ca pramanam svarthasiddhaye pramanantaram apeksate / tatra yadi sabdasya
pramanantarapeksam yatharthatvam asrivate tena na kevalam svargadayah / kim
tarhi / Sabda evapramanam iti praptam / anumanasya ca pramanantaranirapeksasya
gamakatvabhyupagamad® agamasya tato ‘rthantaratvam sutaram prasajyate / (YD 6; WEZLER
and Moteai 1998: 105, lines 3-7).

2 The edition prepared by Wezler and Motegi has gamakatvanabhyupagamad. One of the
manuscripts used by the editors has gamakatvabhyupagamad, which seems to me a better
reading (WEzLER and MoTEGt 1998: 105, note 6).

Contrary to the Buddhists, Samkhya rejected verbal testimony about perceptible objects and
claimed that verbal testimony is applicable only to the imperceptible objects that can be known
neither through perception nor through inference (see SK 6 together with the commentaries).
On this infinite regress, see Slokavarttika 11, 49-51, 75. Kumarila argues that extrinsic
validity, criticised by him, leads to infinite regress: if a cognition needs to be verified by some
subsequent cognition, then the latter one is to be verified by some other cognition, and so forth.
This process will never come to an end, and no one will know anything.
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proponent says that as the opponent does not suggest that the inference needs to
be verified by another pramana, his acceptance that verbal testimony requires
another pramana for its verification reveals the difference between inference
and verbal testimony. This means that the opponent questions his own view
(that verbal testimony is reducible to inference).

The author of the YD holds that a pramana does not require another
pramana for verifying its result, namely, for establishing its congruity with
the object (yatharthatva). In my opinion, this indicates that he considers the
validity of cognition as intrinsic in terms of its ascertainment. Perceptual,
inferential, or testimonial cognition need not be verified by any additional
criterion, for the process of such verification will be without an end.** The
YD’s position is similar to the position of Kumarila Bhatta, according to whom
all cognitions manifest as valid.

In this passage, the YD’s author does not say anything on the invalidity
of cognition. The only position on the ascertainment of invalidity that is
logically compatible with the aforementioned view on validity seems to be
that invalidity is extrinsic. In my opinion, it is very probable that the YD’s view
on invalidity is similar to the view of Kumarila Bhatta: a cognition retains its
initial validity until it is overturned by another cognition or until a defect in its
causes is discovered.

2.3. Evidence of the Samkhyatattvakaumudr

In the TK, the last classical Samkhya text, we find the following passage,
which is part of Vacaspati Misra’s commentary on the SK’s definition of
reliable verbal testimony (apta-vacana):

And that intrinsically valid (svatah-pramana) [cognition from reliable
verbal testimony] is right (yukta), for it is free from suspicion (@sanka)
of any defect (dosa) — because it is produced by sentences of the
authorless (apauruseya) Vedas.®

42 The Buddhists, with whom the Samkhya proponent polemicises, as well as the Naiyayikas,
adhere to the conception of the extrinsic validity of cognition. They hold that the validity of
a cognition is ascertained due to the successful activity (artha-kriya) based on this cognition.
After cognising that the action based on this cognition is effective, its validity is inferred from
this fact. Criticising this view, the Mimamsakas point out that the cognition of the efficacy of
the action is itself a cognition that requires verification, and therefore this way of establishing
validity does not eliminate the infinite regress. On the Buddhist and Nyaya conceptions of
extrinsic validity, see, for example, ARNOLD 2005: 97-103 and CHAKRABARTI 1984.

... tac ca svatahpramanam apauruseyavedavakyajanitatvena sakaladosasankavinirmuktatvena
yuktar bhavati ... /

43
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The term svatah-pramana (‘being pramana from itself”) appears in this
passage. In classical Samkhya texts, it is the only use of a term with svatas
or paratas related to the problem of validity of cognition. The term svatah-
pramana describes cognition produced by sentences of the Vedas. Vacaspati
Misra presents here one of the main Mimamsa arguments for the unquestionable
validity of testimonial cognition caused by sentences of the Vedas: since the
Vedas have no author (whose words may be untrue), their sentences can
never be defective, and therefore they cannot cause invalid cognition (see
Slokavarttika 11, 6270, 95-101, 169—170, 184—186; KATAOKA 2002).

In my opinion, the TK adheres to the view that validity is intrinsic and
invalidity is extrinsic — in relation to both their origination and ascertainment.
As to the origination of validity, it follows from this passage that cognition
from the Vedas sentences is valid due to the lack of defects in its cause, not
due to some extraneous factor. As to the origination of invalidity, the passage
suggests that it can be caused by some defect (dosa), which means that it is
extrinsic. As to the ascertainment of validity, Vacaspati says that there can be
no doubt in testimonial cognition caused by sentences of the Vedas, which
means that such cognition is manifested as valid and that it will forever be
manifested as valid.* As to the ascertainment of invalidity, the passage implies
that in the case of the cognition caused by sentences of the Vedas, the initial
ascertainment of validity will never be overturned by discovering a defect in its
cause, that is, by an extrinsic factor. Though this passage deals with testimonial
cognition caused by Vedic sentences, we can say — considering the influence of
the MTmamsa thought on it and the Samkhya view on the validity and invalidity
of cognition reconstructed from its other texts — that the TK holds the view that
any cognition’s validity is intrinsic and its invalidity is extrinsic.

3. Postclassical Samkhya of the Samkhyasiitras and
Samkhyasiitravrtti

After Vacaspati Misra’s TK, Samkhya entered a long period of stagnation,
from which no text of this darsana remained. That period ended with the
appearance of two forms of postclassical Samkhya: postclassical Samkhya of
the Tattvasamasa and its commentary Kramadipika; postclassical Samkhya of
the SS and their commentary SSV composed by Aniruddha. The Tattvasamdasa
and Kramadipika present no evidence on the issue of validity and invalidity.
The next — and very important — evidence is contained in the SS and SSV,

4 Thus, I do not agree with Kumar’s opinion (Kumar 1984: 187) that of the two aspects of the
issue of validity, origination of validity and its ascertainment, the TK touches upon the aspect
of its origination only.
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whose aim was to revive Samkhya after a long period of stagnation in its
development.

The SS devote one of'its sitras (V, 51) to the issue of validity and invalidity,
and I quote this sifra together with Aniruddha’s commentary on it:

THE VALIDITY (pramdnya) 1S INTRINSIC (svatas) — BECAUSE OF THE
MANIFESTATION OF THE INNER POWER (nija-sakti).

From the point of view of origination (utpatti), the validity (pramanya)
rests merely in the set of factors (samagri) generating cognition (jiiana) —
as the inner power (nija-sakti), but it does not require [any] additional
(adhika) good quality (guna). From the point of view of the cognising
(jAana) [of validity], too, the power of revealing validity (pramanya-
bodha-sakti) to the subjects of cognition (jiana-grahaka)® is inherent
[in the factors generating cognition]. ‘The validity (pramanya) is
intrinsic (svatas) — because of the manifestation’ of this, [that is, of ‘the
inner power’ (nija-sakti)], as well as because of the immediate [human]
activity [that follows a cognition]. Even when we use [another] pramana
(pramana-anusarana) to explore the validity [of a cognition]* — in
order to remove the doubt, [we do this] for removing the defect (dosa)
in the cause (karana), not for [establishing] an [additional] good quality
(guna) [of the cause]. Hence, invalidity is extrinsic (paratas) — because
in that case the defect, too, is the cause.”’

SSV, 51 declare that the validity (pramanya) is intrinsic (svatas). The sitra
is situated after a discussion on the authorship of the Vedas, in which the SS
defend the position that the Vedas have no author (V, 4647, 49—-50). This gave
Vijiiana Bhiksu grounds to interpret this sitra as stating the intrinsic validity of
cognition caused by sentences of the Vedas (see his Samkhyapravacanabhasya
V, 51). However, sitra V, 51 is followed by a discussion on the nature of
perceptual error (V, 52-56), which gives grounds to interpret it in the general
epistemological context, that is, as stating the intrinsic validity of every
cognition. Aniruddha understands that this sitra states the intrinsic validity

% Jiiana-grahaka, translated by me as ‘subject of cognition’, can be translated also as ‘[cognition]
grasping the cognition’. See CHATTERJEA 2003: 41-63.

This part of the sentence can also be translated as: ‘Even when we follow the pramana to
explore [its] validity ....”

NIJASAKTYABHIVYAKTEH SVATAH PRAMANYAM //

nijasaktijianajanakasamagrimatradhinam pramanyam na tv adhikam gunam apeksate
utpattipakse / jianapakse ‘py autsargiki jianagrahakanam pramanyabodhasaktih /
tadabhivyakteh svatah pramanyam jhatiti  pravrtteS ca / yatrapi Sankanivrttaye

46
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evapramanyam paratah tatra dosasyapi karanatvad iti //
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of cognition in general. Even if the intention of the author of the SS was to
claim the intrinsic validity of cognition caused by sentences of the Vedas,
we can accept that he acknowledged intrinsic validity of every cognition. We
can accept this on the basis of the view of classical Samkhya, whose teaching
was defended by the author of the SS, as well as on the basis of the fact that
usually the view on the validity of a certain type of cognition acknowledged
by an Indian darsana did not differ from its view on validity of other types of
cognition.

The sitra states that the validity is intrinsic ‘because of the manifestation
of the inner power’ (nija-sakty-abhivyakteh).*® The sitra means that the
validity is the inner power (Sakti) located in the factors producing cognition,
and generating cognition is the process of manifesting this inner power; this
Sakti becomes manifest when we achieve the cognitive result (as the property
of this result). The quoted sitra can be interpreted in terms of both origination
and ascertainment of validity. From the point of view of the origination of
validity, the siitra can be interpreted as saying that the set of factors producing
cognition has an inner power of producing it as a valid cognitive result and that
no external factor (called guna, ‘good quality’, in the discussions on validity
and Aniruddha’s commentary) is needed to make this result valid. From the
point of view of the ascertainment of validity, the sitra can be interpreted
as saying that the set of factors producing cognition has an inner power of
revealing its validity.

It is very probable that the sifra encompasses both aforementioned
aspects of validity, namely, its origination and ascertainment; and Aniruddha
understands it in this way. The author of the SS could well compose this siitra
with the double meaning — to convey maximum sense in minimum words. The
intention to express both aspects of validity by the same combination of words
can also be explained by the certain unity of these two aspects of validity. On
this unity, I cite Taber: ‘But then, since the capacity to determine its object
entails an awareness of its truth, every cognition must involve an awareness
of its own truth’ (TaBer 1992: 211). The inner power/capacity (sakti) of the
factors generating cognition to produce valid cognition is also the power to
bring forth the ascertainment of validity of the cognitive result.

It is clear that the Sakti mentioned in the quoted sifra and its commentary
is not the sakti of the Samkhyas, understood as the state of the latent (potential)
existence of an entity in its material cause.* This Sakti is the Sakti of the
Mimamsakas. I opt to translate the term sakti characteristic of the Samkhyas

48 Cf. Slokavarttika 11, 47-48.
4 On the Samkhya notion of sakti, see Ratit 2014: 136, note 38; 144, note 66.
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as ‘potency’ and the term Sakti characteristic of the Mimamsakas as ‘power’,
‘capacity’, ‘faculty’, ‘function’, or ‘functionality’. To illustrate the notion of
sakti of the Mimamsakas: fire has the capacity (sakti) of burning, and the set
of causes of cognition (jiiana) has the sakti of producing a valid cognitive
result.’® The Naiyayikas rejected the Mimamsakas’ notion of sak#i, holding
that cognition is produced by its set of causes, and there is no reason to accept
the sakti located in the set of causes — see, for example, Jayanta Bhatta’s
Nyayamarnijart, Chapter 1 (VARADACHARYA 1969: 108—114).

As I mentioned above, Aniruddha interprets this sifra as encompassing two
aspects of validity, that is, its origination and ascertainment. He states directly
that the validity is intrinsic in terms of both origination and ascertainment and
explains both these aspects. I described these aspects above while interpreting
the siitra. As to the second aspect, that is, ascertainment of validity, Aniruddha,
alongside substantiating it being intrinsic by the intrinsic character of every
Sakti (Slokavarttika 11, 47-48 presents this argument), which is the argument
implied by the siitra, gives one more argument. He substantiates it being
intrinsic by the immediate human activity that follows a cognition. This
argument, too, is the Mimamsakas’ (see ARNoLD 2005: 88; 246, note 83).

While the siitra speaks only of the validity, Aniruddha also presents the view
on invalidity. He says that the invalidity is extrinsic (paratas). Kumar rightly
observes that Aniruddha’s direct claim that invalidity is extrinsic pertains to
the origination of invalidity and that invalidity being extrinsic in terms of the
ascertainment is implied by his commentary (Kumar 1984: 187-188). As to
the origination of invalidity, it arises on account of a defect (dosa) in the causes
(karana) of cognition. Aniruddha says that in the case of an invalid cognition,
the defect, too, is the cause, that is, some extraneous cause added to the set
of causes of normal cognition. As to the ascertainment of invalidity, the SSV
suggests that, normally, cognition presents itself as valid (brings certitude of
its validity, not doubt), and its validity should not be tested unless there is
evidence of a defect (dosa) in its causes; the detection of a defect in the causes
of cognition removes this intrinsic certitude and becomes the factor causing
invalidity. Thus, the invalidity is extrinsic as to its ascertainment, for it is
ascertained due to the awareness of a defect in the causes of cognition, which
is something extraneous to its normal causes. The awareness of a defect in the
causes of cognition is one of the two extraneous causes of the ascertainment of
invalidity accepted by the Mimamsakas. The second extraneous cause of the
ascertainment of invalidity acknowledged by the Mimamsakas is the cognition
overturning the initial cognition.

30" On $akti in Mimamsa, see TaBEr 1992: 210-211 and Kataoka 2002: 1026-1025 (11-12).
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The position presented in the SS and SSV, though it involves the Mimamsa
notion of Sakti and Mimamsa arguments, is Samkhyan, which means that it
agrees with the view of classical Samkhya texts. The author of the SS and
Aniruddha aimed to revive and defended the system of thought of classical
Samkhya. Though they used the ideas of another darsana, the view on
validity and invalidity they formulated was Samkhyan. As to the Aniruddha’s
commentary, it was the first Samkhya text that directly stated the Samkhya
position on both validity and invalidity of cognition and that used all main
terms characteristic of discussions on this issue (pramanya, apramanya,
svatas, paratas, dosa, guna).

4. Conclusion

Having reconstructed the Samkhya view on the validity and invalidity of
cognition on the basis of classical and postclassical Samkhya texts, namely,
all extant Samkhya texts from I$varakrsna’s SK (ca. 350-450) to Aniruddha’s
SSV (ca. 15th c.), I conclude that this view differs from the view attributed
to Samkhya by external sources and many researchers. External evidence,
such as Sucarita Misra’s Kasika, Madhava’s Sarvadarsanasamgraha, and
Manameyodaya, ascribes to Samkhya the view that both validity and invalidity
are intrinsic. My analysis shows that according to Samkhya, validity is intrinsic
but invalidity is extrinsic. This conclusion pertains to both aspects of validity
and invalidity — origination and ascertainment.

The tendency towards intrinsic validity and extrinsic invalidity in the
aspect of their origination can be traced already in the SK. I$varakrsna lists,
in karika 7, the causes of non-perception — that is, the defects in the causes of
perceptual cognition that make valid perceptual cognition impossible. These
defects are extraneous to the normal conditions of perceptual cognition. This
tendency is supported by all classical Samkhya commentaries on karika 7. It
is especially conspicuous in the JM, which classifies these defects and applies
to them the term dosa (‘defect’, ‘bad quality’), used by Kumarila Bhatta and
other philosophers in their discussions on validity and invalidity.

The YD provides important evidence, though the commentary does not use
terminology characteristic of the discussions on this issue (that is, such terms
as pramanya, apramanya, svatas, paratas, dosa, guna). According to the YD’s
commentary on the fourth and sixth karikas, validity is intrinsic and invalidity
is extrinsic, both in their origination and ascertainment. Vacaspati Misra’s
TK (the last classical Samkhya text) — which describes, in its commentary
on the sixth karika, testimonial cognition caused by sentences of the Vedas as
svatah-pramana (‘being pramana from itself’) — too, adheres to the view that
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validity is intrinsic and invalidity is extrinsic both in their origination and in
their ascertainment.

The postclassical SS state that validity (pramanya) is intrinsic (svatas) (V,
51). This statement probably encompasses both origination and ascertainment
of validity. Aniruddha’s SSV, the earliest and most important commentary on
the SS, argues that validity is intrinsic and invalidity is extrinsic. Aniruddha’s
position on validity and invalidity pertains to both their origination and
ascertainment. He uses all main terms characteristic of the discussions on this
problem (pramanya, apramanya, svatas, paratas, dosa, guna).

Considering the Samkhya view reconstructed from classical and
postclassical Samkhya texts, it is hardly possible to agree with Kumar’s
opinion (KumaR 1984: 194):

We have no conclusive evidence to reject or to support either of the
above views put forward by Kumarilabhatta and Madhavacarya on the
one hand, and by Aniruddha on the other, as really held by the Samkhyas.
Hence we arrive at two possibilities: (1) the early Samkhyas held the
theory of intrinsicality of validity and invalidity of knowledge and it
was revised later on at the hands of Aniruddha and (2) Kumarilabhatta
and others on the one hand and Aniruddha on the other might have
recorded the theory from different sources which are not available to us.

My analysis of Samkhya texts shows that there is convincing evidence to
reject that the view that both validity and invalidity are intrinsic, attributed to
the Samkhyas, is Samkhyan, and to accept that the view that validity is intrinsic
and invalidity is extrinsic, defended by Aniruddha in the SSV, is held by the
Samkhyas. For the time being, no Samkhya text that supports the opinion that
Samkhyas acknowledged intrinsic invalidity is discovered (though we cannot
rule out the possibility that such text will be discovered in the future). Available
Samkhya sources contradict this opinion.

I am inclined to agree with Kataoka, who says that the view that both
validity and invalidity are intrinsic, presented and criticised by Kumarila
Bhatta and attributed by his later followers to the Samkhyas, probably arose
as part of the hypothetical classification and was not the view of any real
Kumarila’s opponents. I cite Kataoka’s comment (Kataoka 2011, Part 2: 233,
note 169) on the view that both validity and invalidity are intrinsic presented
in the Slokavarttika:

Kumarila’s classification is quite mechanical and looks highly
hypothetical. It is unlikely that Kumarila has a particular opponent in
mind, although it is true that the pattern of thinking in this view accords
well with that of the Samkhya.
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In my opinion, it is very probable that the view that both validity and
invalidity are intrinsic was attributed to the Samkhyas because of the association
of this view, presented by Kumarila Bhatta, with Samkhya’s satkaryavada. 1t
is obvious that a conception of validity and invalidity cannot be based on the
satkaryavada because the factors producing cognition cannot be reduced to
the material cause. However, such association was not completely ungrounded
because Samkhya tried to reduce all types of causes to the material cause (see
SK 15-16, 27, 57 with the commentaries), though it could not consequently
reject all other types of causality. In any case, it clearly follows from Samkhya
texts that Samkhya did not accept intrinsic invalidity. Intrinsic invalidity
seems to be incompatible or difficult to agree with intrinsic validity. The view
that both validity and invalidity are intrinsic probably arose as part of the
classification of the views presented by Kumarila, described by Kataoka as
‘quite mechanical’ and ‘highly hypothetical’. It should not be believed that the
view that both validity and invalidity are intrinsic, attributed to the Samkhyas,
had real adherents among them — as long as Samkhya texts or passages from
them that confirm this attribution are not discovered.
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