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How Does the Naiyayika Move Many Fingers At Once: A
Nyaya Theory of Action

Joshua Fernandest

Abstract: In the Tattvacintamani, the Nyaya stalwart
Gangesa engages in a debate with a Mimamsaka, for
whom the manas is ubiquitous while it is atomic for the
Naiyayika. Ubiquitous and atomic substances are both
partless. Ubiquitous substances are actionless while atomic
ones move. The Mimamsaka asks a question on action: if
the manas is atomic, then the actions of the body would be
absurdly restricted to a bodily region that is also atomic.
Or, if it pervades the entire body, parts that have no
intention to be acted upon would also act. They ask how
we are able to move all our fingers and toes at the same
time.? Gangesa offers two related responses, one to
introduce desire (cikirsa) as the regulator for movement
within the body. Second, he says that effort is limited by
where the effect of bodily action is seen. Phillips and
Tatacharya (2009) have argued that Gangesa’s responce is
unsatisfactory for his shift from manas to desire implies
ambiguity in Gangesa’s reasoning. Picking from an
objection Uddyotakara raises on Vatsyayana’'s reading to
Nyaya Siitra 3.1.8-11, on whether the visual sense faculties
are one or two, it will be argued that the atomic manas still
plays a role in bodily actions. While Vatsyayana argues
that the sense organs are two, Uddyotakara points out that
an atomic manas cannot come into contact with two visual
faculties at once and concludes that it is one. The relation
between the two debates and how the conceptual
reconstruction answers some of the Mimamsaka's
questions. While Gangesa places no role for the atomic
manas in his theory on action, the speculative theorizing
presented here can be used as a starting point for one.

_‘-l]_mhha Fernandes, PhD Research Scholar, RV University, Bengaluru, joshuaf@rvu.edu.in

dac:;-e ustf:.ts specifically use the word twenty, it will be avoided, keeping in mind
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“1f, while at the piano, you attempt to form little melodies, that is very

well;

but if they come into your mind of themselves,

when you are not practicing, you may be still more pleased;
for the internal organ of music is then roused in you.

The fingers must do what the head desires; not the contrary.”

— Robert Schumann

with the last line of Schumann’s quote.
kering with each other about the little
omething the head doesn’t
the example of the internal

Most Indian philosophers would agree
They would go even further and start bic
things, like the reasons why the fingers might do s
desire, or what is the internal organ all about. Take
organ’s dimension. The Vedantins argue that it is of medium size (madhyama),
that is, it is made of parts, the Bhattamimamsakas say it is ubiquitous (vibhu),
the Naiyayika would tell you that it is atomic (anu), and the Samkhya school
that it is made of parts but is not ubiquitous.? They even argue
with the Vedantins denying that as
ly the dimension of this internal
oncern is with the

would say
whether the internal organ is an organ,
- well. But this paper is not interested in pure
organ that the Indian philosophers call the manas. Its ¢
relationship of the dimension of the Nyaya manas and action. Recent
scholarship has found some inadequacies in the works of Gangesa, the
founder of the Navyanyaya school, and I look to find answers that may help
fill those gaps.

I do not wish to write an irrefutable defense of the place of an atomic manas in

the Nyaya schools theory of action. But I think it will be worth exploring for
philosophical tools within the texts of the Nyaya school. This paper will
reconstruct some necessary philosophical building blocks to support
Garigesa’s thesis. This paper is divided into three parts. It first looks into the
attacks on Gangesa by the Mimamsaka and his response, it then looks into a
debate on the visual sense faculty between the early Naiyayikas Vatsyayana
and Uddyotakara. It finally studies the views of an offbeat school of Nyaya
thought known as the Migramata, and argues that the views of the Miéra school
might be a more coherent response to the criticisms of the Mimamsaka.

e S B
3 Tatacharya (1992, p- 283-284). Tatacharya mentions that there is no source text of the Bhatta
mentioning the size, but the debate is to be first found in Udayana’s Nyiyakusumarijalih and it is

from there that attribution has been given to the Bhatta.
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il‘:l :/sl:mamsaka s attack on the Nyaya theory of action because of an atomic
The Naiyéyikas and the Mimamsakas agree that there are six sense faculties
(indriya). Mﬂe the five external faculties deal with the visual, auditory, etc
the manz.is is an internal sense faculty (abahyendriya). The Vaisesika sc,hooi,
fI'OI]‘fl'WhICh Nyaya heavily borrows, provides three foundational .reasons for’
posmn.g a manas. One, that while objects might be very close to us, we don't
sense its qualities through all our sense faculties, and so some in’struments
?ther than those external sense faculties (bahyendriya) ought to be present
internally. Secondly, we can remember objects even when externaf sens
faculties do not function. Third, the experience of pleasure and pain are noi
experienced by any of the external sense faculties and so an internal one must
be posited.* However, once established, the objects qualities (guna) must als
be stated, and here is a debate on the dimension (parimana guna) o.f the manas ’
The Mimamsakas do not subscribe to the Naiyayika’s theory .of an atomic (a;;u)
manas. They consider it ubiquitous (vibhu). Their attacks include exam .1es
from . phenomenology, like the application of sandalwood paste Iia)nd
exper'lencing its effects beyond the scope of its application, listening to a grou
chantl.ng and identifying a single participant, eating a murukkugrans
experiencing it through different senses simultaneously. However none of
these cases considered till now deal with bodily actions (cesta). The example
tl'1at does concern this topic is the movement of all our }ingers and tge
s.1multaneously (angulisu vimsatih kriyih). The topic is discussed in the cha tes
titled ’Now, discourse on the mind’s atomicity’ (atha mano'nutva vada) inpth::
percept.mn_ section (pratyaksa khandha) of Gangesa’s c;nly extant text
‘Tl"ai;li‘.‘z{uantamani. The Mimdmsaka asks if the manas is afomic, then, since the
: }(:0 ;(;nal(:(:abyuTa) w01.11d be Fhe non-inhering cause, the scope of the effect
e 2 ocated in atomic dimension.5 This is because volition for bodily
. a(;lutéczlfh the contact of the gtma and the manas, so it should be
b fy is 1s an absurd. theory on the face of it, because we know
e bour actions are de'ﬁmtely more than just limited to an atomic
el eca‘use o'ur experience shows us that even if volition was
atomic region only, even then we see acti i
actions pervading the

;mlﬁ p. 198).

. Yayascholars like M .

i tes prayatng as voaliut’i?,:: g::flt]] (2014, p. 114) and Swami Virupakshananda (2001, pp. 32-33)

”mpmﬁém’y‘iﬂlyyﬁ in Devall!l)astlind Fl;a()tzaCharya (2009, p. 570) translate the word as effort.

551 . a: i = 2
myagajanyah sa ca a,rmnzrr.-cchin:u(h. 1, - 1046): cessahetuuh prayatnal
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(nodana) and striking (abhighata).

body.” The example given is that of pushing
ading the entire body may take

Even though volition to act that is non perv
place, actions that arise which involve the entire body do take place.® If this

was allowed to become the rule, then what would occur is that if the volition
was only to move the legs, action could take place in the head as well. Hence,

any rule on action becomes impossible for the Naiyayika.

ty for the Naiyayika, the Mimamsaka says is to agree that

The other possibili
the whole body is limited.? This would mean that volition occurs when the

atma comes in contact with the whole body.1® But the problem with this is that
if one wants to make a rule that action occurs because of limitation to the
entire body, we know that the entire body is not acting at every moment but
only its parts. Because if it is said that volition is limited to the whole body
itself, we know that sometimes actions are limited to the hands, and
sometimes limited to the legs.1? The logic behind this is that if a cognitive
agent desires to move just their hands only the hands move and not the legs,
so action is limited to only a certain part of the body. Phillips and Tatacharya
(2009, p. 571) quote Rucidatta, a commentator on Gangesa, who gives an
example to show how our body does not work like a chariot. In the case of

chariot, if one pushes the wheeled structure, the entire chariot moves. But our

" bodies work quite differently from the chariot, for the chariot’'s movements are

always in whole, but our bodies can sometimes be whole and sometimes in

parts.
The Mimamsaka then asks that a separate volition for each finger and toe

might not be possible at once, yet how is it that all our fingers and toes can
move at the same time.}? We must note two important points here before
proceeding. The first, that there is a reference to an earlier discussion in the

about how one can experience the smell, taste, touch, sight, and sound of a
as that experience in this case was

their respective qualities not

text
murukku at once. The Nyaya response W

ordered, each sense faculty grasping

7 1bid.: tadanantaram prechati prayatnastavat amvavacchinnah eva tathapi Sariravyapini kriya
bhavitumarhati.
i kriya jayate tadvat avyapakat prayatnat vyapakakriyd bhavitumarhati.

8 [bid.: yathd va ariravydpin
9 Tattoacintamani in Devanathan (2021, p. 1045); Phillips and Tatacharya (2009, p. 570):

éariradesamatratoam va syat.
1 Manyarthaprakﬁs’avydkhyyﬁ
ariramatradesah sah prayaimah bhavet.

11 Tbid.: parantu asmikam kriya tavat tatra avayavivacchedena bhavati $
kriydniyamah na syat. Sariramatrah sah prayatnah iti cet tathd sati cestapi sarirdvacchedena
kriyayah kadacit hastadyavacchinatoam kadacit pdd:idyavacchinnatvamiti niyamah na syat.
12 Tbid.: api ca viméatiprayainih ekada na bhavitumarhati tarhi katham angulisu vimsatikriya

prasnah.

in Devanathan (2021, p. 1046): athava éariratmasamyogajanyasced

avirdvacchedena bhavati iti krtva
bhavatiti krtvd

h bhavanti iti
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simu.lt.aneously, but in a series of moments. On being asked why simultane
cognition cannot take place, the Naiyayika answers that when a co 'tioou's
generated through contact with one sense faculty, all the other senseg?;cull;:
that are not in contact do not generate a cognition.’® Second, Phillips ancsi

Tata?harya (p. 552) explain that for the Mimamsaka, cognitio,ns (jﬁdizi)
.con51dered as actions (kriyd) whereas for Nyaya, they ar i 'a're
inherent in the self.1# Y ore specal ualiie

Coming back to the discussion, the Mimamsaka is saying here that movin
many fingers and toes does not constitute that many number of actions 15g ;s
.T;ay that the simultaneity of that many actions can be established as an ﬂl;.l i .
is not possible, because of the absence of any sublating cognition.1 A subl Stlijln
| cognition (pratibhandakajiiand) is one that makes a cognitior.l 1'nvalidé1 thg
defeated one (pratibhadhya) is sublated when it comes to illusions. As th, 'e
no such defeating cognitions with the case presented, the Mfma‘n;saka afre .
that its illusoryness cannot be established. The Mimamsaka s;el s thatgltllel!s
cognition ‘all fingers and toes are moving’ cannot be termed as a }clon'un ti .
f:ognition (samuhalambanajiiand) because for the Naiyayika, they are oicuC 'Ve
in orfiier.” Philips and Tatacharya write: “In other words, ’;he objector seeznt?lg
cogm.tlon, “Moving digits (fingers and toes),” as a counterexample to the
ato.mlc thesis because the movement of twenty would have to bep cogm'se:;
zzgally find ana‘l)fzed‘ as tweFFy things moving in quick succession.”18 A
:Egcuve cognition is a qualified cognition which has more than one object
Sllle ed, for example, a cognition of a pot and a cloth. The fingers, though
E Tzfn;(r;é;c;hn;zc)tid ht:: the palm of _the hand, possess the absence of contact
o e (?en. ’fl}el_n. Nyayz_l also agrees that we have introspective
E becomveyazt);zlsaya].nana) of Prlmary cognitions, where the primary
R s the ob!ect of the introspective cognition. So if the primary
is say, the cow is white, the secondary cognition will be of the form

1.3_Ibid. (p- 1024): yatsa 7 indri ifig i
Jl_;‘gilglggivanzi g nai;,il;?ktzi?nt, ;lfg;a indriyena jfianam janyate yadasambandat ca aparesamindriyandm
)a 4 Bl

o Conéggi.cltl;;(l):}?’ fn. 19_) writes: “The notion that cognitive processes are actions of a sort

Bhalta Mimaimenkos, ma erhI\iTyaya claim, that cognition (jnaha) is not an action as conceived ofog

s iﬁaiya'yilms .typicaily COXC ei“:,h p;oduce.s. a new property (knownness) in objects cognized. y
3§ses, i o : o cogmt:o‘n as a property (guna) and a result of knowledge-

ha insofar as the sclf e .) itself. .But in any case, the deep point, accepted by Naiyayikas, is
: {irtha prakisayiki ﬁg. g practices of knowledge, it participates in a form of agency.” '

: yya in Devanathan (p. 1046): viméatiangulisu ekada vimséatih kriyah ZZ '

tatra yaugq .
Yusgapadyam bhrantisiddhamiti vaktum na $akyate badhakabhivat

260 yugapat sannikarsibhave .
Sakyate. abhavena kramikapakse yugapat angulyah calanti iti samihilambanamapi

and Tamcharya (2009, p. 571).
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aka says that the secondary

of ‘1 am seeing a white cow.” The Mimams
toes

1 of the form ‘I'm having the awareness of all my fingers and

cognitio
we would not be able to tell

moving, would not be possible, even WOISe,
which finger moved first and which came after.’? Thus the Mimamsaka's

attack on Nyaya's serial-ness or ordering-ness of the objects of cognition
d to attack most of the resources that

because of an atomic manas is aime
on. Now we may understand Garnigesa’s

Nyaya has to explain general percepti
response to the queries raised by the opposition.
Ganigesa’s response

Gangesa's first response is that just how sandalwood paste, once applied to a
certain area, may cause pleasure in areas beyond the scope of its application,
it is the desire to act that is the regulating factor here.?
Certainly, wherever the sandalwood paste is applied on the body, there is
pleasure.?! But if asked that apart from that area covered pleasure is also felt
and what would be regulating its cause, the answer would be the sandalwood

ste itself.22 If there is a desire to move the hand then the movement of the

pa
hand is born from the volition of a desire to move that hand.? If the effect is

ubiquitous, pervading the entire body after coming in contact with the cause,
like in the cases spoken of above, the desire to act would be considered the
regulating factor2¢ Devanathan points out that in Ganigesa's thesis, even if the
volition is located atomically only, action pervading the whole body can be
born out of desire. Dasti (2014, p. 115) has presented a schematic version of
this:
Cognition (of some act as worthy of being
volition (prayatna) — bodily action (karmar; cesth).
The second response that Garigesa provides is that, that which is desired to be
acted upon, it is that which is only limited from which volition arises. That is
why if desire is limited to the hand, then volition also will be limited to the
hand only, and this is the school’s position.” Garnigesa's Tesponse then to the

in similar fashion,

performed)— intention (cikitsd) —

-
9 Manyarthaprakds’avydkhyyd in Devanathan (2021, p- 1046): viméatyangulisu calanamanubhavami iti
ya angulivisesasya prathamam

anuvyavasayo'pi na bhavati. api ca agrapascidbhave kim vinigamakam. as
calanam anantaramanyasya angulividesasya iti katham vaktum Sakyate.

20 Phillips and Tatacharya (2009, p- 572).

2 Ma_nyarthaprakﬁs’avyﬁkhyyd in Devanathan (2021, p- 1047): candanam hi yatprades’dvacchedena
bhavati tat‘pradesidvacchedena sulcham.
2 Tbid.: anyatrﬁpi sukham bhavati cet tatra kim niydmakamiti prste kim vadamah candanam hi nimittar.
2 Tbid.: hastakriydyam cikirsii bhavati cet sa hastakriya taccikirsajanyat prayatnad bhavati.

24 Tbid.: nimittasamyogah vibhukaryanam pradesikatvaniyame hetuh iti yathd ucyate tadoat cikirsd atrd
niyamikd iti svikriyate.

25 Tbid.: evafica hastavacchedena kriyayam cikirsa ja
siddhantah.

yate ced prayatno'pi hastavacchedena jayate iti
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uesti i i
?h . ; Z?Con n;i;)vagEthe fingers and toes is that the desire to act upon moving
urs first.26 Even if volition is limited i
to an atom i
o . ic region, even th
uetsngve?me':n’t of all fingers and toes can arise simultaneousl)‘(r;1 z Dev:rrllathen
Il:;ir t angesa’s two responses to test with the fingers and toes case: -
o ;o nziisns'\,ver:1 We could consider all of one’s fingers and toes as that man
e d2$: tfanec;usly occurring, but it cannot be said that volition born ou};
o0 act even if only atomic i i
aereciomorl® y ic in nature, will have an effect limited to
Se K i
° ;:niu althwzi According to the second reading, having the desire to act
n e fingers and toes, action limited , o
2 to that m i
and toes would be counted by that many volitions.? ey mumber of fngers
Phili .
how;(;sozzl; Tatacharya €2009, p- 573) point out that “regarding movement, just
il be mana.s do its work? Gangesa shows in several ways that he i,s]not
g a (;-ut this, not confident, we can say, about how an effort gives rise
m rr .
g i’h atom(‘),r(;.l TI;?{}; (Ibid., p. 574) also point out that the desire to perform
ve different body parts, and the atomi
that i , ic manas has no role i
ér;\l/;r};ng it, and .how the transmission works is not explained.” Tho:il;l
- llt bas not mentioned the reasons why, but from what has been presentid
disc, ‘ ecome.s c}ear, that while referring to this chapter, he says that is, “
ThjSuszlon (?angesa had somewhat anomalously included in the Gemstonel ";
left 0p tpfer is a'n attempt in theorizing some of those aspects that Gan; esa h
- Tu taor philosophers to chew upon. It builds upon the gaps thatg Philias
g a 2 ?harya have pointed out. It does so by going back a fi i o
(pracina) Naiyayikas. o cemunes
xtsﬁyana’s reading of Nyaya Statra 3.1.7-10
e Nyaya Su ;
" Tyh Zar ; al;im .(her.lcefo‘rth NS) 3.1.7 gives a reason for the existence of the
e I\l] }t lees is that one eye can recognise an object grasped from
o Vﬁ:;i’;a ;tsyayana s Nyaya Bhasya (henceforth NB) and Uddyotakara’s
R With( enceforth NV) give readings on this sitra that are in
- Ceer::acjlrll othgr. "Ijhe Bhasya points out that this case proves that
(asti tvidam pratyabhijfianam), and the intelligent being

§Q::i'l'ritl.'ara
DI angulikriya ]
?. : mwm:sy;:;:;:k evam sr'ﬂ\'rjryate cikirsa tavat prathamatah bhavati
Md iy anumatradese eva bhavati tathapi vims’atikﬁy:ih yuéuput utpadyante iti eka
']Md;:.vtméa' Satiarigulisu vimsati . o
= su vimsatikriyal, ja
R imbatlkriyih yugapat jayante parantu cikirsd,
e dmﬁf;:;:fs?mrchmmh na bhavatyeva ifi ekam samgzﬁfgrzh e preyemet
i ‘sdnusirena angulfvimsatikriyayam ¢ ;
‘wlm’ t : isarena angulivimsatikriyayam cikirsa bhavatiti kitoa vimsatyavacchedenapi
_ . napi
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e faculties. The Vartika mentions
recollective cognition must

be preceded by remembrance (smrtipﬂrvakafvdt). Where they differ is in the
reading from N5 31.8 onwards, which presents a purvapaksa questioning how
the previous sutra can take the visual faculty as two, for it is one only and but
because it is divided by the nasal bone. The Bhasyakara
explains the opponent’s view with an example of an object that is long in
dimension (dirglmdmvyasyeti) but obstructed by something in the middle
(madhyuvyavahitusya) giving the feeling of the object being actually two
separate objects. NS 3.1.9 responds to the query on NS 3.1.8 saying that the
sense faculty cannot be accepted as one, for when one is destroyed the other is
not. Vatsyayana says that if one eyeball is pulled out (udghrte), the second
eyeball remains where it is (dvitiyamuvatis_thate). The opponent now replies in
NS 3.1.10 that the point about destruction has no real force, for even if the
destruction of a part takes place, the whole is still to be found functioning.>
Here, our Bhisyakara gives the example of some branches (kﬁsucicchdkhdsu) are
broken down (bhagnasu), the tree still stands (iipalabhyata evd orksah iti). He
then says that NS 3.1.11, thatis drszdntuvirodhddapruti_sedhah, can be understood
~ asaresponse to the opponent of NS 3.1.8 and 3.1.10 in two ways.
The first is to say that it is not the case that the whole stands even after the
dissolution of the parts, for then it would have 1o be accepted as something
eternal (nitya) and which leads to absurdity.® What is the case is that there are
many whole as parts, and when they are destroyed, only those specific whole

are destroyed. The Naiyayika would consider our hands as a specific whole
rather than parts of the body.

The opponent, Vatsyayana argues, assumes that
the destruction or breaking of a part away from the

whole implies that there is
no destruction to the whole, so even when one parto

f the eye is destroyed the
remaining eye works as a whole. However, each eye is an individual

composite whole, like say the branches of the tree, and if one was destroyed,
we would have to admit that only a part of the eye remains. Thus this example

that the opponent has pr meant by
drstantavirodhat.
The other way of reading NS 3.1.11 Vatsyayana says is to point out that what

js postulated 1is incompatible with what is established. He gives three

examples to make his point:

ought to be something other than the sens
how there must be different cognitions involved,

appears as two simply

ovided is incorrect and this is what is

-

2 [bid. (1984, p-1131).
5 Ibid. (1984, p. 1131).
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1 Upon observin
g a dead person’s skull i
{ th ull, we find tw
o ; nose s;pa}rlates the place of the eyes, therefore they are s:p:iis';h ¢ bone
. ach eye has its own obstructio : &
eye does not imply that the other cannot see n and destruction. Covering one
3. When : )
different an;rvlve eye 1s P_ressed upon, the ray of light emitting out the eye i
i -e grasp differently, which could not happen if thé eyeis onze3515
yayana, the NS is arguing that the eyes are one and the Oppon.ent

sees it as two. In the next subsecti
on, i
that this is not the case. we will look at how Uddyotakara thinks

Uddyotakara’s attack

In his Vartika, Uddyotakara says that the purpose of establi
. 1. ab i = pon =
;sn ((iilfiflzerz; :;:Th zhe semse faculties has already been estabhlissh;:c? 1t111l E;\tI;h es it;sz
B tonis thatrih les no need to do it again. Further he says that i‘f‘the
srguments. He says ﬂ?l’tgai?s are two, then there will be inconsistency in the
mpossible to s e);int ad ththe ?ense faculty are many then it would be
- asambhiv ! 6;1 em simultaneously (anekatvad indriyasya yugapad
facu.l.ty woulci be milli 10 r the manas is atomic in nature and the visual sezse
atomic manas to bp & (ami mano'nekam caksuk). For it is not possible for an
simultaneously (na idnconneded with multiple visual sense organs
cambhavati). And i there. D yugt.zpad anekena  caksusa  sambandhah
would not be considered s no connection, then the second visual facul&
The corollary s that one Futlm asambaddhamapi dvitiyam caksurarthin dlocayati)
B e e, rende \'flsual faculify could function without being controlled.
dvittyacaksurvad ,itamcaksrmg- the H_ltemal faculty useless (evam ca sati
B i), Turth ,urupz‘ manasanadhisthita meva pravartisyata 1t1 vyartham
that while t‘.he seI:,e anf:c?luli):;r tal-lt point that Uddyotakara points out is
- is ; .
ak:”;i';t;ﬂly()a:;a?yum dvyadhisﬂﬁnamabhinn;:()?., with o different
B i Alrllltztct)h;i role of the atomic manas in Uddyotakara’s reasonin
ey Two atomicc su?stance (anu) is the smallest particle in Nya Ea;
b o ¢ partl‘cles combine to form a dyad (dvyanuka). Thry
e ik o1 orm a triad (tryanuka). According to Nyaya a. triad i ee
B object (udbhiitariipa) to the naked eye.3 But , @ triad is the
and above come in contact with othe more importantly,
r substances the contact is not

bases

{1984 p.11
% P. 1132). NB in Thak
isthanam bhedena grhyate ur (p. 141): mrtyasya hi Sirakkapale dodvavatau nasasthivyavahit
3 : itau

(1984
°% P- 1132). NB in Th,

d drsyabheda i akur (p. 141): avapidanaccai Smivi,

o 20ig§)hyute. o z]imdhyr; a caikasya caksuso raémivisayasanikarsasya
P

5 : writes: “Th .
pro, ” et Lo
perties, ertiary particle is the smallest entity able to instantiate
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pervasive (avyapy
hands join each other, there will always
would not be able to come in contact. However,
pervasive (vya
contact with only one object at a time,
pervade the surface area of the sai
states that the manas is atomic becaus

experience in our cognition, 0

 with the locus of the sens

aurti) of the entire object. When the two interior faces of your
be exterior parts of the hands which

anu and dvyanuka particles are
pyavrti) in their contact. If they are pervasive, they can come into
because any contact will completely
d particles. The NS 3.2.63 yatoktalwtut'vdccdnu
e it stands by the principle that we never
bjects of multiple sense faculties simultaneously

(yugapajjﬁaha). An atomic manas can come into contact with only one sense

faculty at a time. This is the reasoning behind Uddyotakara’'s criticism on

Vatsyayana's Views that the visual sense faculties are two.

Connecting Uddyotakara, Miéramata with Gangesa

What may we gather from Uddyotakara’'s response to Vatsyayana? Firstly
sense faculty may be multiple, like say two ears,

though the locus of any given
the sense faculty itself is one. An important corollary of this hypothesis is that

the base, regardless of where it would be located and however distant from
each other, is determined by just one sensé faculty. The other point to draw
from Uddyotakara’s thesis is that the atomic manas does not come into contact
e faculty, which for the visual sense faculty is
the front side of the black part of the pupil ¥ The

Naiyayika, would then have to agree with my analysis that the sense faculty is
not wholly located only its locus but is just connected to that point and
extends beyond that. Just as the locus or the base of the visual sense faculty is
two, the sense faculty itself cannot wholly reside in the black part of the pupil.
This is because in those sense faculties with multiple loci, saying that the sense
faculty resides in their loci only would make the sense faculties themselves

multiple, which is the line of reasoning that Vatsyayana took. Thus we can
conclude from the Uddyotakara’'s reasoning that the manas necessarily cannot
be in contact with the loci of the sense faculties, but only with the sense
faculties themselves. What this implies is that, say for the movement of all our

fingers and toes, the loci of fingers being multiple, its faculty, let's call it

muscle, would be one only.
erceptual knowledge is derived this way. The

The general Nyaya theory of p
sense faculties and the objects come into contact with each other. The manas

comes into contact with the sense faculties, and the manas and atma come into
contact with each other. As Nyaya texts do not delve much into its

according to the Naiyayika,

I

37 Tarka Samgrahah is Swami Virupakshananda (1994, pp- 41, 42):
krsnataragravarti.

indriyam rizpagrihakam caksuh
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functioni
o i;tllaogim;g,itvg ;\:t_?rﬂl:ave to spec1.11ate its physiological processing. One way
oo rome i <o r:emmana‘s, being atomic, travels really fast all across the
e A hct with the spe‘ciﬁc part of the body that is sensing
- apphcaﬁo;l of. he las been the basis of the debate on how we experience
e an; ‘-N(:io‘-:l paste on our bodies, mentioned earlier. Since
fhete % on® indriya, the manas ought to travel to the indriya in
presentatgionez:l pteorceptllxal knowledge. It seems like there is a shortfall in this
: explain this we may resort to a thought i
oy exple ught experim
e t?‘ixtnye yo(t;d Z:ﬂl;]ﬁaz;ymaazzm in Japan, and after doing sgome dZmeri:tI;Z
. . ) you are forced to un

\A{xtﬂt);tzx;r:)z ;);(ESMma(; ritual, which is the shortening of one’s own lictlttle;i;ge:
A ymc;u P 2'1C€ your hand on the table, your little finger moves and.
B o atnas ‘1s located a.t your finger. The moment it is chopped off
. 0yti . omic manas falling off with your finger is high.

P = (11) c():1 is to have some intermediary that passes between the sense
g thy .r mfmas. So now, the manas does not travel all the way to the
i of the (mdrlg/a), but through contact with this intermediary, contact
gy eep:‘ri\seb 1flaicul}:iiles takes place. The similarity of these views are, seem in
e h(I) scure theory within the Nyaya school known as the
espedauy,as " egr " am as of nomi unable to say which Naiyayika this refers to
. I\/ﬁsraar;a:h two.prommenF Naiyayikas names Vacaspati Misra anci
o ;he e;r v;;ws of this school have been sourced from three
B ons o ar ' Samgrahah: Nilakantaprakasika (~1840 CE) and
i 50 o mmentaries on the Dipika, and in a Tippani (1966) by
- 3/ e lV(I)n Dr. P S Ramasarma’s Saktisanjivini.8

e o;s;(a school of Nyaya, carma is an additional factor that is
e no.wledge.39 Though carma is generally understood as
i facualrtly m;i?atlh ]:;art of thezody that would have to be found
. manas. As we have read

sens}; Zi.l;; Zi'r;eththat contact between the object and the senﬂsti torg;::at]}llz
e ken zlailas and lastly between the manas and the atma 1; the
e w edge,' 'the Misra's agree that in the above mentioned
L e Sayy ”a:;l :::rcll;hofnal r.ole" between all sense faculties and the
;j:;:;ﬁe :)nto B i an; s?;lgllletlzz n;: Z\:j;\s that no.w that manas does
he B e s e ty according to this school of

! with all sense faculties. Certainly

rya (198
ppani in ( OraPPI-.a71; 75), Ramasarma (1966, p. 33)
66, p. 33).
namanapsg, Ogasyaivzjélﬁa%s(;%—& p- 3.3): muloktalaksanapariskiraprakastu
manye kdranatoamiti vadatam misranam matamanusrtyepi bodh
Y nén ’ yam.
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issues of simultaneous cognitions might arise, for say during a visual
perceptual cognition, the tactile sense faculty will also play a causal role.#
However, the Naiyayika would respond that an atomic manas could still come
in contact with a carma delimited by the hand (hastﬁvacchedena), as it is still the
manas, upon the superintendence of the atma, that moves between various
sense faculties. But what the relevance of carma here is that an atomic manas, if
it came directly in contact with the sense faculty, was plagued by the criticisms
of the Mimamsaka especially because of the problems associated with its
atomicity. However, now that a non-atomic but all body pervading
intermediary is posited, the criticisms against the Nyaya theory of action can
also be met with. From the discussion above, one may wonder whether the
carma is equivalent o muscle or even combining muscle with the nervous

system of the body.

Conclusion

We may briefly retrospect what the paper is trying to argue for. The
Mimamsaka argues that an atomic manas has serious consequences for the
Nyaya theory of action. Gangesa does respond, but as Phillips and Tatacharya
have shown, the response has nothing to do with the dimension of atomicity
that Ganigesa's chapter is arguing for. In order to create a framework that
would avoid the issues raised by the Mimamsaka, the research undertaken
resorts to Uddyotakara’s assessment on Vatsyayana commentary on the
NyayaSutras. A key point made clear is that the atomic manas has no
requirement to be connected to the locus of the sense faculty, but only the
sense faculty itself. This frees the atomic manas from having to come in contact
with each finger, if the Naiyayika wishes to move them, with purpose of
course.4l Thus the question of asking which finger moved first becomes
pointless. The other point that I have tried to show here is that accepting the
role of carma of the Misra school is more economical (laghava) than not having
it.

Suppose a human agent loses their forearm in a freak accident. A bionic arm is
fitted onto this agent's upper arm. Now this agent wishes to move their
fingers. While they can physically only move only their upper arm, yet this
agent can still desire to move their lost forearm, and at that moment, the
sensors grasp the movements of the carma in the upper arm and are
programmed to infer that the person intends to move & series of fingers. Thus

——

e

0 Tippani in Gankaranarayanan (1966, p- 33) : vastutastu caksusasaksatkaryasapi.
jﬁénasémﬁnyakéranibhﬁtatattvaﬁmanahsamyogajanyatayé tvagindriyajanyatvamaksatamiti. -
41 Dipika in Tatacharya (1980, p. 2): na kurydnnisphalam iti jalatadanorapi nisiddhatoat.
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