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Abstract

This paper discusses an important issue regarding the concept of motion from the perspective of Indian philosophical
traditions. We can recognise two camps in Indian philosophical schools regarding the epistemic means (pramana)
through which one cognises motion. Some Indian philosophical schools claim that motion is completely imperceptible
and one infers motion by perceiving contact and separation of an object with another object or space. Among these
schools, we have considered Patafijali and Ramanuja (the author of Tantrarahasya) as the main advocators of this
position. The other group claims that motion is perceptible and we infer motion only when the object possessing the
motion is not perceptible. Supporters of this position are mainly the Nyaya-Vaisesika school and Narayanabhatta the
author of Manameyodaya. While summarising and critically analysing these positions, we support the view that
motion is perceptible by showing the following: (1) The position that motion is non-perceptible leads to some
ontological issues (2) The position that motion is perceptible is more economical and simpler.
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1. Introduction

This paper discusses an important issue in the philosophy of motion from the perspective of Indian
philosophical traditions. The concept of motion has been putting forth challenges to philosophers all the
time. In Western philosophy, the concept of motion has been the focus of discussion from the time of pre-
Socratic philosophers. This concept started gaining importance when change was highlighted and
conceived as the base of everything in the world. by Heraclitus (c. 540 BCE-c. 480). Heraclitus propagated
that change (or motion) is the fundamental reality and essence of all things.' Opposite of this position was
the position of Greek philosophers from Elea. They advocated that change is merely an appearance and it
does not exist. According to them “nothing can change and if we think we see change we are fooled; for it
cannot be” (Frost, 1989). Parmenides (c. 485 BCE) taught that any change is inconceivable and that
whatever we perceive as change or motion is an illusion. Zeno (490 BCE), from the same philosophical
school, tried to show that proving the existence of change would lead to a contradiction.” Thus, the concern
of Western philosophers seems to be focused on the question of the existence of change (including motion).
But when it comes to the Indian philosophical schools—the philosophical schools we are concerned with
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in this paper—there seems no disagreement with regard to the existence of change or motion. They all agree
that motion exists and we experience it." The disagreement arises concerning the epistemic means
(pramana) through which one grasps motion. This leads to an interesting discussion in the tradition as to
whether motion is perceived through our senses or if is it the case that we perceive merely a displacement
and infer motion as a cause of such displacement. This paper tries to articulate the positions of a few schools
of Indian philosophy on this issue and critically analyse them.

The debate is between two camps. One camp belongs to the supporters of the position that motion cannot
be perceived at all but it is inferred. According to them, what we perceive is merely a contact or separation
of an object with a specific space at a particular moment in time. Motion is a logical explanation for the
contact and separation of an object from that specific space. Primary advocators of this position are Patafijali
(between the 2" century BCE to 4" century CE) in his commentary on the Astadhydyi of Panini (between
6" and 4" century BCE) and Ramanuja (ca.1500 AD), the author of Tantrarahasya, a text of Prabhakara
Mimamsa school. We also can find supporting thoughts in Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara, a text of Indian
grammar and its commentaries Prabha and Darpara. Among the Indian grammarians, Patafijali clearly
states that all actions are inferred. This undoubtedly implies that motion is inferable and not perceptible.
But Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara seems to rethink this and hold the position that a part of the motion is
perceptible whereas, as a whole, motion is inferred. The opposite camp propagates that motion is perceived
but it is inferred in certain cases where the object in motion is not perceptible or depending on the context.
Players of this camp include the Indian realist school Nyaya-Vaisesika and Narayanabhatta (16 CE) a
Mimamsaka and author of Manameyodaya, an important text of the Mimamsa school. We mainly consider
the arguments of the Indian realists from Nyayabhasya of Vatsyayana (ca. 350 CE) and Nyayavarttika of
Udyotakara (6 CE), as well as arguments from Manameyodaya, supporting this view.

While summarising and critically analysing these positions, we support the view that motion is perceptible
by showing the following: (1) The position that motion is non-perceptible leads to some ontological issues
(2) The position that motion is perceptible is more economical and simpler.

2. Basic ontological exposition of motion
2.1. Grammarian’s view

Grammarians' approach to the concept of motion is analysing the word referring to it." The word used for
motion in the tradition is gati. The grammarians analyse this word further as a combination of two parts:
The verbal root ‘gam’ (dhatu) and the suffix ‘ti” (pratyaya). The verbal root ‘gam’ refers to a specific
activity (vyapara) that favours establishing contact (of an object) with a subsequent space.” According to
the grammarians, vyapara is the set of denotations of all the verbal roots (dhatuvacya). Words kriya,
bhavana, utpadana are said to be synonyms of the word vyapdra.' Vyapara is an activity that brings about
some change (utpadana). We do observe things/objects in the world. Along with objects we also cognise
activity that is different from objects and it brings about some change in the state of affairs of objects. All
such activities are denoted by the word vyapara.

Activity has a different nature from that of an object. E.g., one cognises easily and successfully an object
like a pot as ‘there is a pot. But when it comes to an activity, recognising an activity as ‘one activity’ or
segregating one activity from the other is not an easy task. E.g., defining a simple activity such as ‘cooking’
raises several philosophical questions. What does the activity ‘cooking’ refer to? Is it one activity or a set
of activities? Can a cogniser point out the starting point and end point of this activity? If it is a set of
activities, then whether all the internal activities are always carried out? Are they all done together or can
one perform an activity with some time gap? etc. Grammarians decide on an activity as ‘one activity’
depending on the result that activity is supposed to bring out, or in other words, the result that activity
regularly brings out. E.g., the verb ‘pacati (cooks)’ is constructed from the verbal root ‘pac’. This verbal
root denotes a vydpara, i.e., a set of all the activities that result in cooking some dish." The vyapara denoted
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by pac includes several internal activities like blowing the fire (phitkara) or turning on the burner, placing
the vessel on the oven (cullyuparidharana) etc. Thus, reference to a verbal root is some groups of internal
activities that aim at a particular result. Thus, an activity of cooking is a group of all those activities that
help in producing the desired food.

Among all the activities, motion (denoted by gam root) is defined as the activity that results in contact (of
an object) with a subsequent space. The suffix ‘ti’ is used in the sense of bhdava, i.e., action again. But it
merely declares the action denoted by the verbal root gam. Thus, when put together (gam+ti), gati only
means ‘a specific activity (vyvapara) that favours establishing contact with a subsequent space’.

2.2. View of the Indian Realists

The Nyaya-Vaisesika school draws its ontology from the Vaisesikas." We see two tendencies in the
Nyaya-Vaisesika texts regarding motion. The first one is to consider motion as one of the five types of
actions namely, upward movement (utksepapa), downward movement (apaksepaza), contraction
(akuiicana), expansion (prasaranra) and motion (gamana/gati).* Here, the word motion is used to refer to
those movements where directionality is not fixed like the other four actions. In other words, these are
actions where we cannot specify one directionality. The second tendency is to consider motion synonymous
with action, or in other words, any action is motion whether directionality is fixed or not.”

The Nyaya-Vaisesika ontology divides the entire world into seven basic categories (saptapadartha). These
categories are substance (dravya), attributes (gura), action (karma), inherence (samavaya), universal
(samanya), unique particular (visesa), absence (abhava).X Any object that one can name or recognize is
either a category or a combination of these categories. E.g., when one recognizes the colour ‘red’ of a cloth,
the colour is an attribute. The red cloth is a combination of two categories: (1) a substance, which is the
substance of earth (prthivi) in the case of cloth and (2) red colour, an attribute. These categories are
subdivided into nine substances, twenty-four attributes, five actions, one inherence, infinite universals,
infinite unique particulars, and four absences.

Among these categories ‘action’ is a basic category that always inheres in the substance. According to the
Nyaya-Vaisesika, inherence is a relation that resides between two inseparable (ayutasiddha) entities. Two
entities x and y are called inseparable if the existence of any one of them presupposes the existence of the
other.X" Even action and substance are inseparable since action cannot exist without a substance. Action
cannot inhere in any other categories. E.g., we never experience ‘a colour is moving’ or ‘a pot-ness is falling
down’. Among the seven categories only substance gives us a cognition that it is moving. Even among
substances, the omnipresent (vibhu) substances like the aether or the self also cannot house motion. Thus,
although motion is an independent category it can be located only in non-omnipresent substances.*'"

3. Is motion perceived or inferred: the main debate

Different Indian philosophical schools and philosophers have disagreements regarding the epistemic
instrument (pramana) that cognizes action. The issue is about how motion is grasped by a cogniser. Is it
through perception or is it the case that we perceive merely the change in place (displacement) of an object
and infer motion from such observation?

3.1. Nyaya-Vaisesika position

Motion is perceptible according to the Nyaya-Vaisesika school XV Their explanation is as follows: First, the
sense faculty of the eye connects with the object, say a ball, and perceives the ball. When there is motion
in the ball, the eye sense faculty (caksurindriya) connects with the motion inhering in the ball. This type of
connection is called connected-inherence (samyukta-samavaya-sannikarsa). The sense faculty that grasps
the substance through this connection also grasps the attribute and action inhering from that substance.
Among our sense organs, only the eye and tactile sense faculties can grasp a substance. Since a motion
inheres in substance only, we can grasp motion either by seeing or by touching an object.
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The principle that motion is perceptible has certain exceptions according to the Nyaya-Vaisesika school.
One of the cases of such exceptions is the motion of the Sun. According to the Naiyayika, the motion of the
Sun is not perceptible but is inferred. The inference is as follows: We perceive that at t; the Sun is located
at a space S; and at t, at another space S,. Since the shift in space (displacement) is possible only through
motion, one can conclude that the Sun has motion.*

Uddyotakara (6™ century CE), the commentator on Nyayabhdsya raises certain interesting questions
regarding this inference. In this inference, Target (sadhya) is motion, the subject of inference (paksa) is the
Sun and the Reason (hetu) is the displacement" The pervasion (vyapti) is ‘where displacement there
motion (yatra desantaraprapti tatra gati)’. Locating the Reason in the subject of inference
(paksadharmata) is important and necessary in the process of inference. E.g., when one infers fire on a hill
from smoke, one must for sure, locate smoke on the hill as a first step. Similarly, in the present inference,
one must establish that the Sun has displacement, i.e., the Sun has shifted from one place to another as a
first step for further inference.

According to Uddyotakara, the present inference suffers from the problem of establishing the displacement
of the Sun. As per his observations, the problem arises since the displacement of the Sun is also not
perceivable. X" Following is the justification of Uddyotakara: To perceive the displacement of an object,
one must perceive the contact of that object with different loci at different moments of time. At time t; a
cogniser perceives the contact (samyoga) of an object A with a specific place ;. At time t, the cogniser
perceives the contact of the same object A with another place I, This leads to the conclusion by the cogniser
that object A is displaced. A contact is a type of relation (sambandha) that occurs between two relata.
According to the rule of contact, a contact is perceivable only when each relatum of the contact is
perceivable. Xl E.g., when there is contact between a pot (relatum 1) and a table (relatum 2), both the pot
and the table are perceivable. Therefore, the contact between the pot and the table is perceivable too. But
although there is contact between a pot (relatum 1) and time (relatum 2), such contact is not perceived
simply because one of the relata—time—is not perceivable.

In the present context, the contact between the Sun and space is not perceivable. Although the Sun is
perceived, the other relata, namely either aether (akasa) or space (dik) is not perceivable according to the
system of Nyaya-Vaisesika. Therefore, even the contact between the Sun and aether or the contact between
the Sun and space is non-perceptible.

Thus, Uddyotakara claims that it is not possible to establish displacement (Reason) of the Sun through
perception. This inference has a prerequisite for another inference to be valid. The first inference must
establish the displacement of the Sun. That inference is as follows: The Sun is displaced since there is a
separation of the Sun from a steadfast sight or the Sun is not seen again with a steadfast sight, like
Devadatta.™ In this inference, Reason is ‘perceiving the separation of one object from another object with
a steadfast sight’. The Target is displacement. The pervasion is ‘where there is a separation of an object
from a steadfast sight, there is a displacement of that object’. Thus, this inference establishes that the Sun
is displaced. After the establishment of the displacement of the Sun, one can apply the first inference and
conclude that the displacement of an object is possible only through motion. Therefore, the Sun has motion.

Although the motion in the Sun is inferred, the Naiyayikas agree that other motions are perceptible. The
condition is that the object that holds the action must be perceptible.

3.2. Grammarian’s position

According to the Grammarians motion is never perceived, it is always inferred. Motion is considered one
type of action (kriya) and Patafjali clearly states in his Mahabhasya that no action can be perceived.
According to him, any action is completely imperceptible. It is a whole (samitha) made of consecutive
actions and hence it is impossible to point out an action as we do in case of any mass.*

Patafijali’s aphorism clearly states that all actions are imperceptible and thus one infers an action.
Vamanajayaditya supports the view with an explanation of the nature of an action. According to him, any
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action can be explained as a whole made of a series of internal short actions. All internal actions (of one
action) happen one after the other in time. The crucial point to be noticed is that the main action is spread
over a period of time and it is taking place or happening (s@dhyamana) from the point of view of each
moment involved in it. In this sense, it is still in the state of ‘taking place/happening’ and not in the state of
‘completed’ at the moment of time involved in it. In this sense, the main action is ‘not-existing” when it is
taking place. Our sense faculties are limited. They are capable of perceiving only those objects that exist at
the time of perception, i.e., a pot or a mat in front of the eyes of the cogniser. But action is non-existing
when it is taking place. Then how can any sense organ perceive an action? Thus, any action is non-
perceivable or indirect (paroksa).*

Among the aphorisms of Panini, two aphorisms related to action are repeatedly discussed in the literature.
There seems to be some incompatibility between these two aphorisms as they seem to go against the
statement of Patafjali (i.e., all actions are non-perceptible). The first aphorism of Panini is ‘parokse lit’.
This aphorism states that a particular grammatical usage called /it is to be carried out only in cases of non-
perceptible actions. The word ‘non-perceptible’ used by Panini as specifying a category of actions, seems
to assume that there are perceptible and non-perceptible actions. In that case, the explanation of Patafijali
that each and every action is inferred seems incorrect.

Vamanajayaditya discusses this discrepancy in Panini and Patafijali. He points out that although all the
actions are non-perceptible, perceptibility is superimposed in the case of some actions. As he explains in
Kasika commentary, there are actions which seem to be perceptible (pratyaksabhimana) due to the
perceptibility of the substances or elements that hold the action. In other words, if the end result (sadhya)
of an action is perceptible then we superimpose the perceptibility to the action itself. E.qg., the result of the
verbal root ‘gam’ is the contact of an object with a different place. When the object and the place are
perceptible, we superimpose perceptibility to the action of motion as well.*' Panini segregates such actions
from the actions wherein along with the action, the components of actions are non-perceptible too. E.g.,
when one mentions an action that took place many years ago and the components are not perceptible now.
According to Vamanajayaditya, Panini points to these actions by stating them as non-perceptible (paroksa).

Kaunda Bhatta also seems to take the same path to explain the discrepancy. But he differs slightly from
Patafjali’s position of non-perceptibility of each and every action in some of his explanations. He furnishes
two different elucidations while trying to bring consensus between Panini and Patafijali. The first one is
similar to the lines of thought of kasika that by non-perceptible (paroksa) one must understand that
elements/objects involved in that particular action (s@dhana) are not perceptible. i E.g., a person x moves
from point ato b in a time period ta. Once the action is over one may perceive X, say at a later point in time.
But, x qualified by the time period ta, cannot be perceived at any other point in time. Such actions as
movement from a to b are referred to as non-perceptible actions by Panini.

While furnishing the second elucidation, Kaunda Bhatta seems to deviate slightly from this position. He
brings in another important issue regarding the perceptibility of motion. This issue is raised and discussed
at length by the grammarians. The issue is about the meaning of a very well-used statement ‘pasya, mrgo
dhavati (look, the dear is running)’. The issue is about the meaning of the word ‘look’ in the statement. If
we accept the position of Patafjali that no action is perceptible, then how can one explain the meaningful
usage of the word ‘look”’ in the sentence? The word ‘look’ in the statement in fact refers to the action of
running. Such usage of the word implies that motion can be seen. To accommodate such usage of words
towards motion, Kaunda Bhatta hesitatingly states an alternative. According to him, we may say that parts
of an action are perceived whereas the whole action is always inferable since the entire action is not a
physical object like a pot or a mat.*v

Prabha commentator seems to disagree with the second option. As he points out, there is no further
undividable point for the parts of an action. Even a part has sub-parts. "' A part of an action is also a mixture
of its parts. They are not independent referents of the verbal root but are referents as parts of one action.
Then logically, how can one claim that as a whole an action is not perceptible whereas a part of the action



Rupkatha 15:3 2023 | Page 6 of 11

is perceptible?>V1 He also adds that the word ‘look’ in the disputed statement can be understood as ‘cognize’
or ‘know’ which includes inferential cognition as well. In this way, the statement does not contradict the
views of Patafijali. V™

Prabha commentator quotes Bhartrhari in support of his position that motion is inferable. Bhartrhari looks
into action in general, as a group of sequenced parts. According to him, cognition that there is one complete
action is a mental construct, i.e., in reality, we can never perceive the entire action at any point in time. This
is because—as he points out—action is always a group of sequenced parts, i.e., parts that are spread over a
time period. Because the parts are sequenced, among these sequenced parts only a few are perceived and
few are not. Because few have occurred whereas others are yet to take place. Thus, due to the non-
perceptibility of some parts of an action, the action as a whole must be non-perceptible. As lyer translates
the relevant passages of Vakyapadiyam:

What is called action is a collection of parts produced in a sequence and mentally conceived as one
and identical to the parts which are subordinate to it. The parts which occur in a sequence and are
partially existent and partly not so cannot enter into contact with the senses like the eye whose
objects are always the existent. Just as the whole word "cow" is not perceptible to the senses but,
after its parts are perceived, is understood as a whole by mind. (lyer, 1974). %

Interestingly, Bhartrhari’s statement on the perceptibility of motion is used as support by the grammarians
holding either position: One, every action is imperceptible or second, only parts of the action are perceived
but as a whole action is not perceptible. The statement merely states that an action as a whole is non-
perceptible. It also states that action is a mixture of existing and non-existing parts, which may be read as
at least some parts of the action are perceived. But at the same time, it does not specify whether the
perceptible elements are further undividable. If they are further dividable then how to consider that they are
not wholes but only parts.

3.3. Mimamsaka’s view

Mimamsakas are divided about their views on the perceptibility of the action. We can observe both views
that (1) motion is perceptible and (2) motion is not-perceptible but inferable in this school.

A prominent Mimamsaka Narayanabhatta states clearly in his work Manameyodaya and upholds the view
that motion is perceptible. Motion resides in those substances that are not all-pervasive (avibhu), it is
perceptible and is of the nature of the movement.** Narayanabhatta comes up with the following argument
to prove the logical fitness of his position:

According to him, the presence of sense faculties is a prerequisite for cognition of motion. Motion cannot
be cognised without the presence of sense faculties. As we observe the positive and negative pervasion
(anvaya-vyatireka) between the sense faculties and the perception of a pot, we can observe a positive and
negative pervasion between the cognition of motion and the presence of the sense faculties. The positive
pervasion is ‘where sense faculties there the cognition of motion (indriyasatve karmajiiana satvam) and the
negative pervasion is ‘where the absence of sense faculties there the absence of cognition of motion
(indriyabhave karmajiianabhavah). Due to such positive and negative pervasion, we can conclude that the
sense faculties are necessary. For the effect, i.e., the cognition of motion, the cause, i.e., sense faculties
cannot be a dispensable antecedent (anyathasiddhah)*. Thus, the cognition of motion is generated by the
sense faculties. Hence, cognition of motion is a perception. " He further develops the argument by raising
some pertinent questions. Following is the argument:

The main opposition to the position that motion is perceptible comes from observation. The observation is
that at each moment, we perceive either a contact (sammyoga) or separation (vibhdaga) of an object from a
particular space. The work of the sense faculties ends here. The perception of contact and separation leads
us to further infer that the object has motion. When only contact and separation can explain the process,
then claiming that sense faculties directly perceive action along with contact and separation becomes a non-
economic standpoint.
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Narayanabhatta points out certain problems in this argument. According to this argument—as he puts it—
only contact and separation are perceived and they are the Reasons (hetu) to infer action in an object. Let
us test this with an example. Suppose that an eagle sits on a rock and flies away. According to this argument
we perceived only a contact between the eagle and the rock and a separation between the eagle and the
rock. If one has to infer motion by this, how one decides that the only eagle has motion and the stone does
not, whereas both the eagle and the rock are equally party for the contact and separation?*i

One can oppose Narayanabhatta’s argument by saying that motion in an eagle is already well established
(klrpta). When one sees an eagle flying one of the conjuncts of this contact (contact of the eagle and the
space) namely space/aether is all-pervasive and therefore sure that there is no possibility of motion in space.
As a result, one concludes that only the eagle has motion. Thus, the possibility of motion in the eagle is
already well established. Therefore, one can infer motion in the eagle and not in the stone, when the eagle
comes in contact with the stone and moves away. Narayanabhatta refutes this self-raised opposition. He
points out that, when the eagle flies, the contact or separation is with space/aether. But aether/space is also
non-perceptible along with being all-pervasive. The rule of contact and separation says that contact or
separation is perceptible only when both the conjuncts (samyogi) are perceivable. If one of them is
imperceptible, then, as a result, contact and separation with such a conjunct also cannot be perceived. Then,
without even perceiving the contact or separation (which are Reasons to infer) of the eagle with space/aether
how can one infer motion in the eagle at all?*>>V

He refutes the possibility of explaining the perception of contact and separation of a flying bird in space by
claiming that it is a contact and separation between the light element (tejo 'vayava) in space and not space
directly. But this brings in the same problem of logical undecidability regarding the conclusion that motion
is in the eagle and not in the light element whereas both are conjuncts of the contact between the two.**V

One may oppose Narayanadvayt the following way. The question is how is it that a person who sits in a
moving ship, and staters down at the bottom of the ship, can never perceive motion in that ship? or even
we cannot perceive motion in a ship which is far away in the ocean? Had motion been perceptible one
should have been able to perceive motion in both cases. If we consider motion as inferable then we can
logically explain both the cases that there is no perception of any contact or separation in both cases.
Therefore, one cannot infer motion in both cases. But, Narayanadvayt answers this opposition that the non-
perception, if motion in both cases is due to the defect of the object being too close (atisamipyat) to the
sense faculties or too far away (atidirat) from the sense faculties. V!

The Prabhakara school of Mimamsa holds the view that motion (all actions) is inferable and not
perceptible.**" Following this school and supporting the position of Patafijali, the Tantrarahasya by
Ramanuja holds the view that each and every motion is inferable V"

Sabarabhasya states that motion in the Sun is to be inferred by the contact of the Sun with a different space
(desantaraprapti). It is similar to our perception of a person Devadatta coming into contact with a different
space as a result of motion. Therefore, when we see that Sun has come into contact with a different space
(say from east to west) we infer that Sun has motion.

4. Whether the motion is perceptible or inferable?

These positions on the perceptibility of action (kriya) in general can be applied to the perceptibility of
motion. This will give us the following four positions: (1) Every motion is perceptible (2) Some types of
motion are perceptible some are not (3) A part of the motion is perceived but as a whole, motion is inferred
(4) Every motion is inferred.

Among these positions, the second position can be considered as an extension of the first, since, this position
agrees that motion is perceptible. The non-perceptibility of an action depends upon the non-perceptible
nature of the object that is moving. When it comes to the third position, it seems to lose relevance in the
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case of motion. About the other activities, it becomes meaningful to analyse an activity by recognising the
sub-actions involved in it. But, differentiating between the movement of a very short distance and a long
distance brings little sense in the present context. Because the present question is about the perceptibility
of motion itself. It may be movement of a very short distance say a to b that is completed within a minute.
The question we are interested in is not about not-perceivable destinations or very high-speed movements.
The question is about the movement of a perceivable object say a ball, from a perceptible starting point a
to a perceptible destination b in a short time. In other words, it is about the movements of objects those
seem to begin and end in front of our eyes.

Thus, we are left with two options, the first and the fourth, i.e., either such a motion is perceptible or it is
inferred by perceiving the contact and separation of an object from another object. The main objection from
the supporters of the position that the motion is perceptible (here onwards we mention it as Position-1) to
the supporters of the position that the motion is inferred (here onwards we mention this position as Position-
2) is as follows:

The pivotal argument from the supporters of position-2 is that when we say an object has moved, we
perceive merely a contact of two objects a and b at t; and separation of the objects a and b att,. Motion is
the logical justification for such contact and separation. We cannot perceive motion since it is not an object
with some shape or colour (pindibhiita) like a pot or a mat.

An important objection from the supporters of Position-1 is the one raised by Narayanabhatta. We can
analyse this objection with the following example. Let us imagine there are two objects a and b. A cogniser
perceives a contact between a and b at t;. At tp, the cogniser observes a separation between a and b.
According to Narayanabhatta, if the cogniser had to infer motion based on this observation, then there
would be a problem. In this observation, there is no deciding element (vinigamaka) to conclude whether
only a has motion or only b has motion since both a and b possess contact and separation equally.
Additionally, separation can take place when only a moves or only b moves or when both a and b move
away from each other. Had it been the case that we perceive only contact and separation between them,
then it would be impossible for the cogniser to decide which object has motion. But we perfectly cognise
the object in motion and the object that did not move.

Narayanabhatta’s objection can be answered the following way: The perception of contact and separation
more comprehensively than it is put by Narayanabhatta. E.g., let us suppose that there is a ball on a specific
part of the floor and there is a butterfly on the ball. Let the ball be b, floor f and butterfly r. Let the contact
between b and f be C; and the contact between b and r be C,. We perceive both C; and C; along with the
conjuncts. When we further perceive that only C;is no more perceived (when C;is broken) and C; continues
to exist, we decide that butterfly has motion. When both C; and C; cease to exist we infer that both the
butterfly and the ball have motion. Thus, inferring motion in one object is more systematic and relative.

But even this argument seems to face some issues. This kind of relative conclusion about motion requires
at least one object to be not moving. The not moving object, ultimately, is a part of the floor (prithivi-
avayava). But how does one decide that the part of the floor is not moving? It is possible only when we
observe that that part of the floor/earth is in contact with a specific space (@kasadesa) all the time. That
contact between the part of the floor and a specific space is not broken for a long time. But this leads to
another problem because contact between space and any object is not perceivable, since space (one of the
conjuncts) is non-perceptible.

Bhartrhari’s concept of perceptibility about the reference of verbal root in the case of motion can be
interpreted as supporting both positions. The supporters of position-1 interpret his statement about motion
as follows: Motion also is made of parts (avayava). But parts of motion are a mixture of existing (sat) and
non-existing (asat) elements combined chronologically. This means a part of the motion, which Bhartrhari
calls existing, is a part that takes place in front of our eyes. Hence, it is perceptible. The supporters of
position-2 interpret his statement about motion differently. As parts of motion always include some non-
existing (asat) or in other words, not yet existing elements, motion cannot be perceived at all.
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5. Conclusion

We can see that Position-2 leads us to some loose ends. The supporters of Position-2 face a problem as to
how one can someone perceive a contact or separation with space wherein space is considered to be
imperceptible. This position puts one into the trouble of accepting that ultimately one cannot perceive even
contact and separation. This means we need some other reference point to infer even contact and separation,
which becomes inexplicable at this point. Additionally, compared to Position-2, Position-1 seems to be
simpler and more economical. There is no need to imagine anything over and above our experience. As
Naiyayikas also point out, motion is very similar to the properties like colour etc. that reside in a substance.
If the colour of a perceptible object is perceivable then so is the motion in that object, since motion is very
similar to property. Sense faculties have limited capacity. One cannot see an object behind or which is too
small or too far or too near. Humans cannot hear certain frequencies of sounds. Similarly, we cannot
perceive a certain speed that is too slow or too fast. In such cases, it is agreeable that motion has to be
inferred. But when a perceivable object moves between two perceivable reference points in space at a
perceivable speed, even then, claiming that motion is not perceptible seems uneconomical and imaginative.
Just like how a perceptible fire becomes inferable in the case of a hill that is far away, motion is perceptible
and inferable according to the context. This avoids inexplicable situations as in Position-2 and can explain
the situations like a bird moving high up in the sky where we cannot mark any reference points to fix its
location.
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End Notes

i See Frost, S. E. (1989, p. 8)

iibid p. 9 Zeno especially takes the example of a moving arrow to show that motion does not exist. This is known as
one of the famous Zeno’s paradoxes.

iii |t is important to mention that the stnyavada school of Buddhism denies the existence of motion. Nagarjuna provides
strong arguments in Malamadhyamikakarika-gatagatapariksa to show that motion does not exist or in other words it
is essentially empty. See Pal (2023) for an elaborated discussion on the topic.

v As Matilal puts it ...grammar is concerned not with ontology but with what people say, how people speak of things
and events.’, See Matilal (1991, p. 266)

V uttaradesasamyoganukilavyaparah,
vi ‘yyaparo bhavana saivotpadana saiva ca kriya’, See Vaiyakaranabhiisapasara, in Paficholi (2011, p. 62)

Vil One may ask as to how to explain what is cooking a dish? The result of cooking differs on the nature of the dish. In
case of cooking rice, the result is softness of rice (viklitti) in case of baking a biscuit, the result is some kind of hardness
in that object (dhrdata). Thus, in case of cooking rice, the vyapara is a set of all activities that result in softness in
rice.

Vit There was an explicit marriage between the Nyaya and Vaisesika in 12" century wherein epistemology of Nyaya
and ontology of Vaisesika was put together and formed Nyaya-Vaisesika system.
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X utksepanapaksepanakuficanaprasarapagamanani paficakarmani, See Vaisesikasiitra-7
X karmaparyaya eva gamanam, See Vaisesikasatropaskara in Misra (1969, pp. 38-39)
X See Tarkasamgraha, in Vangiya (2011, p. 4)

Xi ayutasiddhayor madhye yah sambandhak sak samavayak| yayor madhye ekamavinasyad apardsritamevavatisthate
tav ayutasiddhau, See Tarkabhasa, Musalagaonkar (2021, p. 31)

Xiil Manameyodaya also supports this position: “avibhudravyamatrastham pratyaksam calanatmakarm| viyogayogayor
malam karma karmavido vidu/z” See Yogindrananda (2017, p. 261)

XV karmatvajatis tu pratyaksasiddha, See Nyayasiddhantamuktavalz in Sastri (2015, p. 54)

X yrajyapirvakam anyatra d,r,s,tasyq ‘nyatra darsanam iti, tatha ca’'dityasya, tasmad asty apratyaksapy adityasya
vrajyeti, See Vatsyayanabhasya in Sastri (1922, p. 34)

xi Target (sadhya) is what is established through an inference; Subject of inference (paksa) is about which the
inference is formed; Reason (hetu) is the reason through which the conclusion is established.

il na hi savituk kascid desantarapraptim pasyati, See Nyayabhasyavarttika, in Thakur (1997, p. 45)
il na hi kadacid api pratyaksapratyaksavrttiz samyogo bhavati pratyaksas, ibid

XX desantarapraptiman  adityak, acalacaksuso vyavadhananupapattau drsrasya  punardarsanavisayatvat,
devadattavad iti, ibid

* Kriya nameyam atyantam aparidrsta parvaparibhatavayava na sakya pindibhita nidarsayitum, See as mentioned
in Vaiyakaranabhiisanasara, Balakrsna (2011, pp. 146-148)

¥ «dhatvartho hi parvaparibhitavayava sadhyamana kriya| yac ca sadhyamanam tad asat| taccasad indriyanam
avisayah, tesam sadvisayatvat| yaccendriyanam avisayah tat paroksam iti sa eva hi dhatvarthas paroksaf...” See
Nyasah in Tripathi & Malaviyah (1986, p. 500)

i asti tu loke dhatvarthend ’pi karakesu pratyaksabhimanal, See Kasika in Tripathi & Malaviyah (1986, p. 501)

il ywaparavistanam kriyanukilasadhananam evatra paroksyam vivaksitam, See Vaiyakaranabhisanasara in
Balakrsna (2011, p. 147)

XV See Prabha commentary, ibid

v .pindibhiataya nidarsayitum asakyatve ‘py avayavasah ‘saksatkaromi’ iti pratiti visayatva sambhavat. Anyatha
‘pasya mrgo dhavati’ ityatra tasya darsana karmata na syad iti pratibhati, ibid p. 148

xvi yatha pacer udakasecanddayo 'vayavas tathd tesamapy avayavah, See Darpanavyakhya ibid

il yastutas tu avayava api samizhatvena svaripatas ca pratyaksajiianavisaya eva, See Prabhg, ibid
XXviii ibid

xixgupabhatair avayavaikz samihah kramajanmanam| buddhya prakalpitabheda’ kriyeti vyapadisyatel|
kramat sad asatam tesam atmana na samaihinak| sadvastuvisayair yanti sambandham caksuradibhif||

yatha gaur iti sanghatah sarvo nendriyagocarak| bhagasastipalabdhasya buddhau ripam nirapyate|| See
Vakyapadiyam 3-8-4, 6,7

*x avibhudravyamatrastham pratyaksam calanatmakam, See Manameyodaya in Yogindanandah (2017, p. 261)

»i The concept of an-anyathasiddha (not-a dispensable antecedent) is key to deciding whether something, say X, is a
cause of an effect y. A cause is something that regularly precedes the effect (karyaniyataparvavrttitvam). But there

are many things which invariably precede an effect but still are not causes of an effect. E.g., in the case of producing
a pot, a stick (danda) is a cause and pre-exists the pot. But, even stick-ness (dandattva) pre-exists the production of
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pot regularly. But stickiness is not a cause since it is a dispensable antecedent (anyathasiddha). The translation of
anyathasiddha is taken from Grimes (1996, p. 46)

it tasyapi ghatadivad ananyathasiddhendriyanvayavyatirekanuvidhanat pratyaksatvasiddhes, ibid

xoiil samyogavibhagamatrasyaiva netragocaratve tabhyam ca karmanumane  syenasamyogavibhagabhyam
sthapavapi karma Kalpana prasangat, See Manameyodaya in Yogindanandah (2017, p. 262)

v nahi bhavatam akasadesa samyogavibhagayor darsanat patattripi klyptakriyatvam, akasadesasya bhavatam
apratyaksatvena tatsamyogavibhagadarsananupapatte/, ibid, p. 263

X ibid, p. 264

Vi na hi tada@ naugatam parimapam api grhyate| tasmadetadrsesu sthanesu karmapratipattiz arthendriyayor
ubhayor apyavayavayavinok paraspara samyogaripacatustayasannikarsabhavad eva, na samyogavibhagayor
adarsanat], ibid p. 265

xovii See See Manameyodaya in Yogindanandah (2017, p. 261)
xovili Gee Shyamashastri (1928, p. 21)

xxix sryo gatiman, desantaraprateh, Devadattavat, See Sabarabhasya on Mimamsasitra no. 5
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