Udayana on Learning through Memory

Abstract

In premodern South Asia, philosophers often claimed that memory is not a method of knowledge-
acquisition. But some, especially Jaina epistemologists, dissented from this standard view. They
argued that occurrent memories can help us learn novel truths about past objects and experiences.
In doing so, these thinkers countenanced the possibility that we can acquire self-locating
knowledge, i.e., knowledge about ourselves or our temporal location, by means of memory. In this
paper, I will focus on a Nyaya philosopher, Udayana (ca. 10th-11th centuries CE), who defended
the standard view against this objection. I will reconstruct Udayana's account of memory, and
explain how he tries to rule out the possibility of gaining purely self-locating knowledge by means
of memory alone. I will then argue that Udayana's response to the Jaina objection is unsuccessful,
and in fact reveals a deeper tension within the Nyaya account of memory.

Can we learn anything through memory?! Prima facie, the answer is “no.” One might argue: in
remembering, we merely recall what we already know; we don’t learn anything. While the

argument initially looks plausible, its premises aren’t unassailable. Consider:

The Coffee-Mug. Yesterday, I saw my favourite coffee-mug on my table. This morning,
still half asleep, I rummage through cupboards looking for it. Then, I recall, “That coffee-

mug was on the table.”

When I recall where the coffee-mug was, I pick out the coffee-mug using a memory demonstrative
“that.” In doing so, I may indeed represent this item—for the first time—as something belonging

to the past, or perhaps as an object of a past experience. I thereby learn that the coffee-mug was

! This question has been discussed in contemporary epistemology as the question of whether memory is a generative
source of knowledge. People who say “No” include Evans (1982, p. 235), Dummett (1994) and Audi (1997, p. 410).
Lackey (2005) and Bernecker (2009, §3.6) argue for an affirmative answer by appealing to cases where a memory
belief ends up being justified even though the original belief that it is derived from wasn’t. As we shall see, Nyaya
philosophers like Udayana are sympathetic to the first position. The Jainas are sympathetic to the second, albeit for
different reasons.

2 See Evans (1982, p. 308), Peacocke (1984, p. 126, p. 173), Campbell (2003), and Hoerl and McCormack (2011).
Some of these authors—especially, Evans (1982) and Peacocke (1984)—work within a broadly Fregean framework
where a demonstrative like “that” or “that /™ is a singular term that refers to an individual through the mediation of a
Fregean sense like “there” or “then.” It is this Fregean sense which is part of the content of the demonstrative thought
that can be expressed as “That F is G.” By contrast, Nyaya philosophers like Udayana have a Russellian view of
content. On their view, the content of a demonstrative thought that can be expressed as, “That F'is G,” involves the
individual referred to by “that F.”” But the crucial qualification is this: this individual (insofar as it is part of the content
of the relevant thought) is characterized by thatness (fatta), an indexical property that can be analyzed in several ways

§4).



located or experienced in the past. What I gain is some previously unacquired self-locating
knowledge, i.e., knowledge of my own temporal location in relation to the coffee-mug or my

experience thereof.?

In premodern South Asia, Sanskrit epistemologists—especially those active within the Nyaya and
Jaina traditions—were concerned with precisely this question.* They framed the question using
the concept of prama. A prama (as 1 shall soon suggest) is a learning event, i.e., an experience or
thought in undergoing which a subject comes to learn something or acquires some knowledge.
Many Nyaya epistemologists (as well as their Mimamsa and Buddhist counterparts) argued that
occurrent memories—what we will call recollective awareness-events (smrtiy—cannot be learning
events. At the end of the first millennium and at the beginning of the second, their Jaina opponents
resisted this claim. By appealing to cases precisely like The Coffee-Mug, they argued that

recollection can yield self-locating knowledge about oneself or one’s temporal location.

Here, I will explore how an influential Nyaya thinker, Udayana (ca. 10%-11" centuries), defended
the idea that we cannot learn anything through recollection.’ While addressing cases like The
Coffee-Mug, Udayana argues for a radical division of labour between recollection and other
sources of knowledge. While he doesn’t deny the possibility of gaining self-locating knowledge
altogether, he argues that this kind of knowledge doesn’t arise through recollection alone, but is
in fact acquired through other sources of knowledge, e.g., inference and introspection based on the
deliverances of recollection. I argue that Udayana’s arguments reveal a tension within his—and
more broadly, the Nyaya—theory of memory. On the one hand, he accepts what I shall call THE
DEPENDENCE VIEW—the view (roughly) that our recollective awareness-events are entirely
dependent for their contents on earlier experiences and thoughts. On this view, recollection is

necessarily reproductive rather than reconstructive. It functions, as it were, as a repository in which

3 By “self-locating knowledge,” I mean knowledge about oneself and one’s own spatiotemporal location. Beginning
with Perry (1979) and Lewis (1979), philosophers have argued that this kind of knowledge isn’t reducible to
knowledge about how the world objectively and impersonally is. Rather, it is essentially indexical, i.e., its content can
only be expressed using indexicals like “I,” “here” and “now.” Here, I will assume that this is correct. For scepticism
about this claim, see Cappelen and Dever (2013) and Magidor (2015). For responses, see Ninan (2016), Torre (2018),
and Shaw (2019).

4 For discussion, see Chatterjee (1939, ch. 20), Mohanty (1966, pp. 36-37; 1992, pp. 241-243), Matilal (1985, p. 208),
Bhandare (1993), and Antarkar, Gokhale, and Katarnikar (2011).

5 Udayana’s defence influenced later writers such as Vallabha (NLV 620.2-627.2) and Gangesa Upadhyaya (TCM 1
840.1-845.9; Phillips 2004, pp. 662-679).



information is stored only to be retrieved later. Its task is not to (inferentially or non-inferentially)
reconstruct a representation of past events or states of affairs on the basis of cues that are available
later.® On the other hand, he seems to accept what I shall call THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW.
On this view, in cases like The Coffee-Mug, our recollective awareness-events have contents that
can be expressed using the memory demonstrative “that.” This idea goes hand in hand with a
popular commitment about memory: namely, that at least some of our occurrent memories
(especially, episodic memories) carry with them a feeling of pastness, a feeling that the items
represented through such memories belong to the past.” I will argue that it is hard for Udayana to
maintain both of these claims: while the first view is meant to exclude the possibility of learning
through memory, the second allows for that possibility. Udayana’s own strategy of resolving this
tension is unstable: it leads to the unpalatable consequence that surprisingly many of our occurrent

memories—both memory experiences and judgements—are just erroneous.

1. An Inventory of Concepts

Before turning to the Jaina-Nyaya debate about recollection, it will be useful for us to familiarize

ourselves with a few key epistemological concepts.

Unlike contemporary epistemologists, Sanskrit epistemologists were not concerned with belief and
knowledge. Belief and knowledge can be either occurrent or dispositional. A remarkable feature
of Sanskrit epistemology is that it is much less concerned with dispositional states. Sanskrit
epistemologists liked to theorize about mental occurrences. These are short-lived mental events
that come and go, e.g., pleasures and pains, experiences, thoughts, desires, aversions, tryings, and

so on. Amongst them, experiences and thoughts are what we may call awareness-events (jiiana).®

6 For the epistemological significance of the distinction between reproductive and reconstructive memory, see
Salvaggio (2018).

7 This idea is found in Russell (1921, p. 134), presented as a feature of episodic memory by Tulving (1985), and then
explained in different ways by Dokic (2014) and Perrin, Michaelian and Sant’ Anna (2020).

8 Some people translate the word “jfiana” as “cognition.” 1 reject this choice of translation. First, a jiiana is an
experience or a thought that can be either accurate or inaccurate. By contrast, the ordinary meaning of “cognition” is
much closer to “knowledge” or “understanding”: “cognition,” in ordinary contexts at least, refers to states of knowing
or understanding or ways of coming to know or understand. Second, for some Sanskrit epistemologists, a jiiadna can
be a non-conceptual (nirvikalpaka) perceptual experience, i.e., a perceptual experience that lacks the kind of content
that paradigmatically conceptual states like beliefs and judgements have. But, typically, when contemporary



While awareness-events cannot be dispositional, some of them—especially, states of certainty
(niscaya)—function very much like occurrent beliefs. Their contents can be used as premises in
reasoning, expressed through verbal reports, and used for the rational control of physical action.
Yet, at the same time, awareness-events include mental states other than belief: they include non-

conceptual (nirvikalpaka) experiences, doubts (samsaya), and supposition (tarka).

The Jaina-Nyaya debate, as we shall see, was concerned with the epistemic status of a particular
species of awareness-events: occurrent memories, i.e., memory experiences and judgements that
could either be accurate or inaccurate. These are what we will call “recollective awareness-events”
(smrti). The method by which they arise is what we shall label “recollection” (smarana). When
Jaina and Nyaya epistemologists debate about the epistemic status of recollective awareness-
events, they ask whether these are pramas. Typically, Nyaya epistemologists (as well as their

Mimamsa and Buddhist counterparts) take any pramd to be subject to two and only two conditions.

THE ACCURACY CONDITION. An awareness-event can be a prama only if it is accurate
(vathartha or samyak): in other words, (a) it correctly presents or represents how the world
is and (b) is produced by a totality of causal conditions (karanasamagri) that could not
have led to an error.’

THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION. An awareness-event can be a prama only if it is a firsthand

awareness-event (anubhava): in other words, it is not a recollective awareness-event.'°

philosophers of mind and cognitive scientists speak of cognitive states, what they have in mind are states that have
the kind of content that beliefs and judgements have: the contents of such states can, therefore, be used as premises in
reasoning, can be expressed through verbal reports, and can be exploited for controlling action. This is why some
authors—including myself—have adopted a different translation for the term “jigna™: “awareness” or “awareness-
event.” This translation choice, too, may not seem satisfactory. In contemporary philosophical literature, awareness is
taken to be a factive state: necessarily, if a subject S is aware that p, then p. But jiianas need not be factive states.
However, this worry is unfounded. Most Sanskrit epistemologists don’t have this kind of propositional awareness in
mind when they speak of jiigna. Rather, what they have in mind is an object-directed attitude, which can be reported
through constructions of the form, “S is aware of 0,” or “S is aware of 0 as F.” While such constructions imply the
existence of the object o (a consequence that many Sanskrit epistemologists would be fine with), the latter construction
doesn’t imply that o is in fact F.

? Udayana endorses THE ACCURACY CONDITION (NVTP 13.17-20, NKA v. 4.1), and argues that accurate awareness-
events must be produced by epistemic virtues (guna) that guarantee that they are not erroneous (NKA 211.1-218.1 ad
v. 2.1).

10 Udayana defends THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION at numerous places (NVTP 51.13-53.9; NKA 450.4-458.3 ad v.
4.1; Kir 243.10-245.8).



These two conditions help us see why pramdas cannot simply be occurrent states of knowing. If
someone (occurrently) knows that p, their belief that p must not only be true, but also its truth
cannot be a matter of luck. One way of spelling out this anti-luck condition on knowledge is to
appeal to the causal ancestry of the relevant belief—to say that the belief must be produced by
causes that could not easily have led to a false belief under the relevant circumstances. This
suggests that occurrent states of knowing are subject to some version of THE ACCURACY
CONDITION. But they aren't subject to anything like THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION. It is
uncontroversial that some states of remembering can be states of knowing. For example, hearing
a piece of music on the radio might stir up a vivid memory of going to a concert where that piece
was played. When I thereby remember that I went to that concert, I may indeed know this.!! Yet,
according to THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION, such occurrent states of knowing cannot count as

pramas.

I wish to offer an alternative hypothesis: an awareness-event, i.e., an experience or a thought, is a
prama if and only if it is an event of learning or knowledge-acquisition. In undergoing such an
awareness-event, the subject learns something or acquires some knowledge. This hypothesis has
two advantages. On the one hand, it helps us make sense of why some Sanskrit epistemologists
defended the NON-MNEMIC CONDITION as a condition on pramds. For these epistemologists,
recollection is just a process of information retrieval—a process by which the subject merely
retrieves a piece of information that they acquired through earlier awareness-events. This, in turn,
implies that a subject cannot acquire any knowledge or learn anything through such recollective
awareness-events. At best, they can only retrieve some piece of information that they already
knew. Thus, the hypothesis that pramds are learning events explains why, for these Sanskrit
epistemologists, a prama@—understood as an event of learning or knowledge-acquisition—cannot

be recollective in character.

On the other hand, it sheds light on why other Sanskrit epistemologists—such as the Jainas—

rejected the NON-MNEMIC CONDITION as a condition on pramds. For these Jaina thinkers, contents

"' T am not defending an epistemic analysis of memory, according to which one only remembers that p if one knows
that p. Bernecker (2009, ch. 3) argues against this analysis by citing cases where someone (dispositionally) remembers
that p without believing that p. This is compatible with what I want to claim: namely, that, in some cases, occurrently
remembering that p involves knowing that p.



of recollective awareness-events have a certain demonstrative component. When I remember the
event of drinking from my coffee-mug yesterday, I may remember the coffee-mug as that coffee-
mug, picking it out with the memory demonstrative “that” (or a mental analogue thereof). As we
shall soon see, the Jaina epistemologists argue that, in picking out the object of memory using
“that,” the recollective awareness-event represents it as something that has become an object of a
firsthand awareness-event (anubhiita), in effect portraying it as located in the past, or as an object
of a past experience, relative to my present temporal location. In doing so, the recollective
awareness-event can yield previously unacquired self-locating knowledge about myself and my
temporal location. Therefore, it can indeed count as an event of learning or knowledge-acquisition.
Thus, the hypothesis that pramds are learning events explains why the Jaina epistemologists are
willing to treat recollective awareness-events—insofar as they are events of learning or

knowledge-acquisition—as pramas.

In the rest of this paper, I will take the above hypothesis for granted, and will translate the Sanskrit
term “prama” as learning event. In light of this, I will reconstruct the debate between the
Naiyayikas and the Jainas about the NON-MNEMIC CONDITION as a debate about whether

recollective awareness-events can be learning events.

2. Two Commitments about Recollection

Beginning with the earliest Naiyayikas such as Vatsyayana (4"-5" century) and Uddyotakara (6"
century), the Nyaya epistemologists subscribe to a causal account of recollection. For these Nyaya
thinkers, an awareness-event a can be recollective only if it satisfies two conditions. First, the
relevant subject must have undergone an awareness a* about a sufficiently similar content P* at
an earlier time. Second, the awareness a must have been produced because a memory trace
(samskara) left by a* is activated (udbuddha) due to factors like the fixing of attention
(pranidhana) and so forth.'> This yields a causal account of recollection—an account on which

what makes an awareness-event recollective is its causal link to an earlier awareness-event.

12 For the first condition, see NBh 16.18-20 and NV 60.17-18 ad NS 1.1.10, and for the second, NBh 198.13-199.18
and NV 407.2-6 ad NS 3.2.41.



Udayana accepts this view.'* But he is also aware that this causal account of recollection doesn’t
give us a necessary and sufficient condition for distinguishing recollective awareness-events from
all firsthand awareness-events. For example, dream experiences too can be caused by memory
traces left by earlier perceptual experiences with similar contents, but that doesn’t mean that they
are recollective in character. To resolve this problem, Udayana argues that there is a unifying
property of firsthand awareness-events—firsthandness (anubhavatva)—which distinguishes them

from recollective awareness-events.

The argument, in a nutshell, is this. The Nyaya epistemologists’ preferred term for what we are
calling “firsthand awareness” is “anubhiiti” or “anubhava.” Both words are derived from the
verbal root “anu-\bhi,” which ordinarily means “to experience,” “to feel,” “to perceive,” and the
like. Udayana draws our attention to present-tense first-personal ascriptions that involve this verbal
root— “anubhavami”—which mean something like, “I am aware firsthand...” As he notes, we
often make uniform introspective judgements (anuvyavasaya) that take the form, “I am aware
firsthand...,” with respect to non-recollective awareness-events, e.g., perceptual experiences. But
we never make such judgements with respect to recollective awareness-events. If these
introspective judgements are reliable, they must be tracking a property that is shared by these non-
recollective awareness-events. This is what Udayana calls “firsthandness.” Udayana appeals to
this idea while arguing against the view that dreams are simply vivid recollective awareness-
events. He points out that, while having dream experiences, we don’t make introspective
judgements of the form, “I am recalling” (smarami). Rather, we think, “I am aware firsthand”
(anubhavami).'* Such self-ascriptions of firsthand awareness-events (at least typically) never arise
when it comes to recollective awareness-events. So, assuming that our introspective judgements
about dream experiences are accurate, it follows that these experiences are firsthand, rather than

recollective, awareness-events.

This argument can be resisted. One can claim that we make erroneous introspective judgements

while dreaming: our introspective judgements erroneously ascribe firsthandness to recollective

3 NVTP 48.8-12 ad NS 1.1.1.
4 NVTP 225.11-14 ad NS 1.1.7.



awareness-events. But such a claim, Udayana contends, will be a mistake, since we have no reason
to doubt the accuracy of such judgements.!> On the one hand, we never take our dream awareness-
events to be recollective. So, there is no positive reason to think that our judgement that our dream
awareness-events are firsthand is rebutted (and therefore is false). On the other hand, we seem to
experience hitherto unapprehended objects or events—Ilike cutting off one’s own head—in our
dreams. If dreams were just vivid recollective awareness-events, then this wouldn’t be the case;
for their contents would be derived entirely from earlier firsthand awareness-events. Here,
Udayana presupposes that the contents of recollective awareness-events are inevitably parasitic on

the contents of our earlier firsthand awareness-events.
Udayana’s second argument is a bit more complicated.'® The argument is based on the assumption
that our introspective judgements are reliable with respect to the contents of the awareness-events
they are about. Typically, when we have phenomenologically vivid memories, we represent their
objects as past. When I vividly remember what I saw this morning in the corner of my living room,
I judge:

(1) That was a pot,
where the memory demonstrative “that” purports to pick out an object located at a past time. Even
if I did mistake such a vivid memory to be a firsthand awareness-event, Udayana claims, my
introspective judgement wouldn’t misrepresent the content of my memory. So, I would think:

(2) Iapprehend that pot firsthand.

But this isn’t what happens in dreams. When I dream that there is a pot before me, I judge:

(3) I apprehend this pot firsthand,

S NVTP 225.14-15 ad NS 1.1.7.

' NVTP 225.15-20 ad NS 1.1.7.



where the perceptual demonstrative “this” purports (and fails) to pick out a pot at a nearby
spatiotemporal location. This, according to Udayana, indicates that the dream experience isn’t a

recollective awareness-event.

For Udayana, then, there is at least an introspectible distinction between firsthand awareness-
events and recollective awareness-events. The two arguments sketched above are motivated by

two commitments about recollective awareness-events. The first commitment is:

THE DEPENDENCE VIEW. If an awareness-event a of a subject S is recollective, then it
depends for its content on the content of an earlier firsthand awareness-event a * belonging

to S:

(1) a* must cause a through the mediation of a memory trace that it leaves behind, and

(i))  the content of @ must be part of the content of a*.

So, if we can introspectively tell that an awareness-event has novel content that isn’t derived from
any earlier awareness-event, we should be able to detect on the basis of introspection alone that it
isn’t a recollective awareness-event. On one way of understanding this view, recollection is
necessarily reproductive: it merely helps us retrieve pieces of information that were previously

stored in the form of memory traces.

The second commitment is this:

THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW. If an awareness-event of a subject S is recollective,
then its content cannot be expressed using a perceptual demonstrative “this” (idam) which
purports to pick out an object located at a nearby spatiotemporal location. But the content
of some recollective awareness-events can be expressed using the memory demonstrative
“that” (tat) which purports to pick out an object that is located in the past (or is an object

of a past firsthand awareness-event).



For Udayana, the content of a recollective awareness-event can be expressed as, “That was a pot.”
But it cannot be expressed as, “This is a pot,” where “this” is a perceptual demonstrative which
purports to pick out an object located at a nearby spatiotemporal location, and which—in order to
pick out such an object—would require a perceptual link with it. So, if the content of an awareness-
event can be expressed by means of such a perceptual demonstrative and is represented in
introspection as such, then we should be able to introspectively tell that it isn’t a recollective
awareness-event. THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW seems to suggest an important difference
between perceptual experiences and memory experiences. While perceptual experiences seem to
present or represent their objects as being here and now, memory experiences seem to present or
represent their objects as belonging to the past (and as a result carry with them a feeling of
pastness). It is this distinction that we introspectively track through the use of different kinds of

demonstratives in the two cases.

It won’t matter whether we find these arguments plausible. What is important are the following
two facts. First, as I will show in §3, THE DEPENDENCE VIEW plays an important role in Udayana’s
defence of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION. He uses THE DEPENDENCE VIEW to rule out the possibility
that recollective awareness-events can help us acquire any knowledge. Second, as I will explain in
§4, THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW 1is in tension with THE DEPENDENCE VIEW. If our
recollective awareness-events have contents that can be expressed using memory demonstratives,

they can yield previously unacquired self-locating knowledge and therefore can be learning events.

3. Udayana’s Argument for the Non-Mnemic Condition

Early Nyaya epistemologists seem to be committed to THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION but they don’t
explicitly defend it. On the one hand, the Nyayasiitra—the root text of the Nyaya system—does
not list recollection amongst the four methods of learning or knowledge-acquisition, namely
perception (pratyaksa), inference (anumana), analogy (upamana) and testimony (sabda). On the
other hand, it is not obvious that recollective awareness-events can be subsumed under the
awareness-events that arise through these other methods. Later Nyaya thinkers—such as Bhatta

Jayanta (9" century), Vacaspati Misra (10% century), Bhasarvajiia (10" century), and Udayana—

10



preserve this orthodoxy by offering arguments for THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION. In Udayana’s

case, it is THE DEPENDENCE VIEW that motivates his arguments for THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION.

To see how, let’s begin with a different argument that is sometimes attributed to Bhatta
Mimamsakas, the Mimamsakas who follow Kumarila Bhatta (7" century). On their view, learning
events are subject to a novelty requirement: if an awareness-event is a learning event, it must have
a content that hasn’t been known (or apprehended) earlier.!” Since recollective awareness-events—
when they are non-erroneous and reliably produced—simply reproduce the contents of earlier
learning events, they fail to satisfy this novelty requirement. And no other recollective awareness-
event can be regarded as a learning event (since it would be either erroneous or unreliably

produced). Therefore, recollective awareness-events aren’t learning events.

This argument is subject to one prominent objection—probably first offered by Salikanatha Misra
(ca. 9" century), an exponent of the competing school of Prabhakara Mimamsa, and then adapted
by Nyaya epistemologists like Bhatta Jayanta, Vacaspati Misra, and Udayana.'® The objection
appeals to the case of serial awareness-events (dharavahikajiiana). Imagine a case where you
repeatedly undergo a veridical perceptual experience of the same coffee-mug on your desk before
you. Nothing changes in the scene before your eyes. In this scenario, all the perceptual experiences
that you undergo arguably are learning events. But not all of them satisfy the novelty requirement,

since their content is the same.

If the defender of the novelty requirement is to predict that these perceptual experiences are
learning events, they must argue that the content of each experience is different. How can that be?
A possible Bhatta response appeals to the idea that our perceptual experiences not only represent
the spatial location of objects like coffee-mugs, but also their temporal location.!” For example,

each perceptual experience that you undergo may have a content that can be expressed as:

(4) There is a coffee-mug on the desk before me now,

17 8V codana v. 74 ad MS 1.1.2; SSD 113.10-12; Kataoka (2003).

8 PP amytakala v. 2 and pramanaparayana 125.3-126.6; NM 1.56.5-59.5; NVTT 18.2-4 ad NS 1.1.1; NVTP 53.10-
21 ad NS 1.1.1; NKA 452.3.

19 SVK 11.5.14-18 ad SV autpattikasiitra v. 11ab ad MS 1.1.5 and SD 126.4-5.

11



where the indexical “now” picks out the distinct temporal instant at which the experience occurs.
If that temporal instant is part of the content of the perceptual experience, then the content of each
perceptual experience will indeed be novel. In response, Nyaya epistemologists like Vacaspati and
Udayana argue that our perceptual capacities cannot detect the subtle distinctions between fleeting
instants of time and a fortiori cannot be directed at the distinct temporal instants at which the
coffee-mug is present.?’ The position could be interpreted in two ways. It could mean either (a)
that perceptual experiences don’t have any temporal content at all, or, more plausibly, (b) that all
perceptual experiences have the same kind of temporal content—they represent their objects as
located in the present (without any further specification of the time that counts as present).
Udayana seems neutral on these two positions, but very likely prefers the second option.?! In either

case, however, the argument from novelty fails.

The failure of the novelty-based argument pushes the Nyaya epistemologists towards other
arguments for THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION. To focus our discussion on Udayana, I will mention
two arguments that Udayana himself takes seriously. The first is an argument from linguistic data.
Vacaspati Misra and Udayana note that the Sanskrit term “prama” is only ever used to pick out
non-recollective awareness-events. This seems right especially if we take the verb “learn” to be
the English equivalent of the Sanskrit verbal root “pra+\ma” (from which “prama” is derived).
As Udayana tells us, a view that treats recollective awareness-events as learning events would lead
to the undesirable consequence that one could think or assert, “I am recalling that p,” at the same
time when one thinks or asserts, “I am learning that p.” But that seems incoherent.?? To illustrate,

notice that a sentence like (5) doesn’t sound felicitous.

(5) I learnt in class today that the Battle of Hastings took place in 1066. But I also recalled it

at the same time.

2ONVTT 18.4-5 and NVTP 54.1-11 ad NS 1.1.1; NKA 452.3-453 4.

2INVTP 55.5-6 ad NS 1.1.1.

22 NVTP 52.5 ad NS 1.1.1: “No, since then there would be the undesirable consequence that, even in a case where
[one thinks], ‘I am recalling,” there would be the awareness or an ascription of the form, ‘I am learning’.” (na,
smaramity atrapi praminomiti buddhivyapadesaprasangat |) The idea comes from Vacaspati (NVTT 17.21-18.2).
Elsewhere, Udayana offers a similar argument from linguistic data by appealing to the fact that expert epistemologists,
like the authors of the Nyaya- and Vaisesikasitra, don’t use the word “learning event” (prama) to refer to recollective

awareness-events (NVTP 52.5-11 ad NS 1.1.1; Kir 244.22-24).
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However, (6) does seem felicitous.

(6) Irecalled how to cook that dish. So, I didn't have to learn the recipe.

This suggests that cases of recalling aren’t cases of learning. So, recollective awareness-events

aren’t learning events.

A problem with this last argument is that it doesn’t explain why recollective awareness-events
cannot be learning events. To do this, Udayana resorts to a second argument: the argument from
dependence.”® According to THE DEPENDENCE VIEW, recollective awareness-events—unlike
firsthand awareness-events—are dependent (sapeksa); they depend entirely for their content on
earlier firsthand awareness-events. By contrast, firsthand awareness-events are independent.

Udayana writes:

This recollective awareness-event—insofar as it has the same content as a firsthand
awareness-event—follows [the firsthand awareness] with respect to its accuracy and
inaccuracy by looking toward that firsthand awareness. It cannot be treated as accurate
without establishing the status of the firsthand awareness as a learning event. So, even
when it is treated as accurate, the earlier firsthand awareness alone is the learning event,
since it is independent. The recollective awareness, by contrast, is not a learning event,
since it always depends on that firsthand awareness. For, when the firsthand awareness is

inaccurate, the recollective awareness too is exactly so.?*

Elsewhere, he says:

2 Earlier versions of this argument occur in Salikanatha’s Prakaranapaiicika (see fn. 18 for the relevant references)
and Sridhara’s commentary Nyayakandalt on Padarthadharmasamgraha (NK 600.12-601.10).

24 NKA 456.1-3 ad v. 4.1: iyam anubhavaikavisaya sati tanmukhaniriksanena tadyatharthatvayatharthatve
anuvidhiyamanda tatpramanyam avyavasthapya na yatharthataya vyavahartum Sakyata iti vyavahare 'pi
purvanubhava eva pramitih, anapeksatvat; na tu smrtih, nityam tadapeksanat | asamicine hy anubhave smrtir api
tathaiva |
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Alternatively, [it is true that a recollective awareness-event cannot be referred to by the
expression “learning event”] because it is not a firsthand awareness-event. And it is not a
firsthand awareness-event, because its content is specifically restricted depending solely

on an earlier firsthand awareness-event, just like a desire.?

These passages appeal to a version of THE DEPENDENCE VIEW. On this view, an awareness-event a
is recollective only if there is an earlier firsthand awareness a * belonging to the same subject, such
that (i) a causally depends on a*, and (ii) the content of a * either exactly matches (or contains as
its part) the entire content of @. This, in turn, plays two roles in this context.? First, this allows us
to distinguish recollective awareness-events from firsthand awareness-events without imposing
anything as strong as the novelty requirement. Even though serial perceptual awareness-events
may match one another in terms of content, they don’t causally depend on one another; so, they
don’t satisfy clause (i). This allows them to be firsthand awareness-events. Other indirect
awareness-events, e.g., inferential and testimonial learning events, causally depend on other
awareness-events. But they all can count as firsthand awareness-events insofar as their contents
aren’t derived entirely from the awareness-events that they causally depend on. For example, when
I infer that there is fire on a hill, on the basis of observing smoke on the hill, my inferential
judgement depends on my observation of smoke and my recollection of the fact that wherever
there is smoke, there is fire. But the content of my inferential judgement isn’t entirely derived from
either of these two awareness-events. Similarly, if you tell me that Bob is in his office, and I take
your testimony at face value, then my judgement about Bob’s being in his office depends on my
awareness of your linguistic utterance and my recollection of the meanings of the words you utter.
But the content of my testimony-based judgement isn’t entirely parasitic on any of these
awareness-events. So, epistemically indirect awareness-events based on inference and testimony

don’t satisfy clause (ii).

Second, and importantly for us, THE DEPENDENCE VIEW yields an argument for THE NON-MNEMIC

CONDITION. A learning event—insofar as it is an event of knowledge-acquisition and not just an

25 Kir 244.24-25: ananubhavatvena va, ananubhavatvam ca piarvanubhavapeksayaiva visayapratiniyamad icchadivat

|
20 NKA 456.5-457.4.
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event of knowledge-retrieval—must have a content that is acquired independently. It cannot be a
mental event whose content is completely derived from an earlier firsthand awareness-event. If it
were so, its accuracy (or inaccuracy) would depend entirely on the accuracy (or the inaccuracy) of
the earlier firsthand awareness-events. But recollective awareness-events, according to Udayana,

aren’t independent in this way. So, recollective awareness-events aren’t learning events.

This leaves us with the following lesson. For Udayana, THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION is true
precisely because THE DEPENDENCE VIEW is true—precisely because recollective awareness-events
depend for their content on earlier firsthand awareness-events. So, if one could show that, by
Udayana’s own lights, this kind of dependence doesn’t hold, one could undermine his defence of

THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION.

4. The Challenge from Self-Locating Knowledge

Udayana’s argument for THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION—the argument from dependence—seems
plausible at first glance. But it doesn’t seem to succeed against a challenge that Jaina
epistemologists raise for THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION. I will show that this challenge reveals a
tension between two of Udayana’s own commitments about memory—THE DEPENDENCE VIEW and

THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW.

4.1 The Jaina Challenge

According to Jaina epistemologists, recollective awareness-events have two distinguishing
features: on the one hand, they arise due to the activation of memory traces, and on the other hand,
they involve the demonstrative “that” (presumably referring to an object encountered in the past).
Thus, Manikyanandin (11" century) writes: “A recollective awareness-event is based on the
activation of a memory trace and has the form, ‘that’; for example, [the awareness-event,] ‘That
was Devadatta.””?” As his commentator Prabhacandra (11" century) specifies, the memory trace

in question is a state of retention (dharanda) brought about by an occurrent perceptual experience—

27 PMS 3.3-4: samskarodbodhanibandhana tad ityakara smrtih. yatha sa devadatta iti |
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whereby the subject retains the information they acquired through the experience.?® When such a
state of retention is activated, the subject undergoes a recollective awareness-event that picks out

the past object of experience using a memory demonstrative “that.”

It is this second feature of recollective awareness-events that explains why they are learning events.
In A Compendium of the Sources of Knowledge (Pramanasangraha), the earlier Jaina
epistemologist Akalanka (8™ century) writes, “A recollective awareness-event that conforms to
perception is a learning event (pramana), since it agrees with an object.”?® Mirroring this

statement, Prabhacandra tells us:

Every awareness-event of this kind—which is connected to the word “that”—is to be
understood to be a recollective awareness-event. Moreover, it is not the case that this is not
a learning event (pramana), since it agrees [with an object] (samvadaka). Whatever agrees
[with an object] is a learning event, just like perception and the like. And a recollective

awareness agrees [with an object], so it is a learning event.*°

As Prabhacandra explains (both after this passage and elsewhere), a recollective awareness-event
counts as a learning event precisely because, through such an awareness-event, a subject becomes
aware of an object’s having been an object of a firsthand awareness-event (anubhiitatd) through
the memory demonstrative “that.”! When I meet Devadatta for the first time, I may merely
undergo an awareness that takes the form, “This is Devadatta.” At that time, I may be
(introspectively) aware of Devadatta as someone who is in the present an object of a firsthand
awareness-event (anubhityamana). But 1 cannot be aware of him as someone who has been
experienced in the past. However, when I recall that encounter with Devadatta later, I may think,

“That was Devadatta.” Thus, in thinking of Devadatta through the memory demonstrative “that,”

28 PKM 335.14-15 ad PMS 3.3. For more on the notion of retention, see Akalafika’s autocommentary on Laghiyastraya
v. 6ab and vv. 10cd-11ab (LT 3.2, 5.1-3).

2 PSam 10ab: pramanam arthasamvadat pratyaksanvayini smrtih | The term “pramana” is somewhat ambiguous:
under one interpretation, it refers to an instrument of learning or knowledge-acquisition; under another interpretation,
it refers to an event of learning or knowledge-acquisition. In this context, Akalanka as well as his commentators are
using it to refer to the latter.

30 PKM 335.19-336.2 ad PMS 3.4: evamprakaram tacchabdaparamystam yad vijianam tat sarvam smrtir
avagantavyam | na casav apramanam samvadakatvat | yat samvadakam tat pramanam yatha pratyaksadi, samvadika
ca smrtih, tasmat pramanam |

31 PKM 336.3-28 and PKM 406.12-409.10.
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I recall Devadatta as someone I have experienced earlier. In this way, a recollective awareness-
event represents a previously apprehended object in a novel manner, i.e., as an object of past
experience, relative to my own temporal location. In doing so, it is able to yield previously
unacquired self-locating knowledge about my temporal location.’? Thus, the Jainas like
Prabhacandra would reject THE DEPENDENCE VIEW—the view that recollective awareness-events

entirely depend on past firsthand awareness-events of the same subject for their contents.

Interestingly, Udayana articulates this Jaina challenge in two ways in two different texts.
According to the first version of the challenge—discussed in 4 Flower-Offering of Arguments
(Nyayakusumarnjali)—since some recollective awareness-events yield previously unacquired
knowledge about what we have experienced in the past, they help us learn about our personal past.
Udayana dismisses this argument quite quickly. For him, we don’t have to treat recollective
awareness-events as learning events in order to explain how we learn our personal past. We can
gain such knowledge through inner perception (manasapratyaksa), i.e., by recognizing ourselves
as identical to the people whose experiences we recall.’® But he pays greater attention the second
version of the challenge, addressed in his commentary An Array of Rays (Kiranavali) on
Pradastapada’s (6™ century) 4 Compendium of the Properties of the Ontological Categories
(Padarthadharmasamgraha).>* According to Udayana’s own DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW, at
least some recollective awareness-events have contents that can be expressed through the memory

demonstrative “that.” Under one interpretation of this view, such recollective awareness-events

32 How do recollective awareness-events yield this kind of self-locating knowledge on the Jaina view? A natural
explanation seems to be this. Unlike Nyaya thinkers like Udayana, Jaina epistemologists like Prabhacandra don’t treat
the self (atman) as a substance that exists over and above conscious mental occurrences such as pleasure, pain, and so
on. Rather, these conscious occurrences are modes (paryaya) or transformations (parinama) of the self. The self is
directly aware of itself as a temporally extended entity that encompasses these conscious occurrences through a kind
of reflexive awareness (svasamvedana)—much in the same way as (on the Buddhist view adopted by followers of
Dharmakirti) an awareness-event that involves a variegated mental image (citrakara) is reflexively aware of that image
as a unitary entity encompassing multiple colours like blue and yellow (PKM 520.21-23). Thus, when I undergo a
conscious perceptual experience as of there being a coffee-mug on the table before me, I may be reflexively aware of
myself as undergoing that experience. This, in turn, might allow me to undergo the present-tense awareness-event,
“This coffee-mug is on the table,” whereby the coffee-mug is presented or represented as something that is currently
being experienced by me. But, then, when I recall that experience, recollection converts the present-tense content of
my earlier awareness-event into a past-tense content, representing the coffee-mug as something that has been
experienced by me. This explanation, to my mind, captures how the self becomes part of the content of our recollective
awareness-events, while preserving Prabhacandra’s insight that such awareness-events have novel contents. Thanks
to an anonymous referee for asking me to clarify this aspect of the Jaina view.

33 NKA 457.5-458.3 ad v. 4.1.

34 Kir 245.4-8.
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ascribe a property of thatness (tattd@) to objects of past experience. In this context, thatness is an
indexical property of being located at a past time, or of being an object of a past firsthand
awareness-event. Since this indexical property cannot always be reduced to any property that we
may have been aware of through our earlier non-recollective awareness-events, these recollective
awareness-events help us gain previously unacquired knowledge. This kind of knowledge is self-
locating: unlike objective, impersonal knowledge about the world, this kind of knowledge pertains
to oneself and one’s temporal location in the world. As a result, it cannot be reported in purely
tenseless or non-indexical terms—without using the past tense or indexicals like “then” and

“there.” In what follows, I focus on this second version of the Jaina challenge.

4.2 The Challenge Sharpened

Udayana, while setting out this challenge, assumes what we may regard as a Russellian theory of
content. On this view, if a subject is aware of an object o as F, the content of their awareness-event
has three components. The first is the object o to which the property of being F is ascribed by the
awareness-event. This is known as the qualificand (visesya) or the property-bearer (dharmin). The
second component is the F-hood that is being ascribed. This is called the qualifier (visesana) or
the property (dharma). Finally, there is the relation by which F-hood is ascribed to o. This is the
qualifying relation (samsarga). Thus, if [ am aware of a material object as a pot, the object will be
the qualificand, pothood will be the qualifier, and the relation of inherence (samavaya) by which
pothood is ascribed to the object will be the qualifying relation. What makes this account
Russellian is that the very entities out there in the world, e.g., the material object, pothood, and
inherence, are constituents of the content of my awareness-event: the content of my awareness-
event is a complex qualified item, i.e., the object qualified by pothood through a relation of
inherence. In light of this background theory of content, let’s see how Udayana explains the

contents of experiences and thoughts that have demonstrative contents.

If I undergo a veridical visual experience of a coffee-mug as being on the table, I may think:

(7) This coffee-mug is on the table.
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The content of this awareness-event can be expressed using a perceptual demonstrative “this.”
What makes this demonstrative perceptual is that I couldn’t undergo an awareness-event with a
demonstrative content like (7) unless there were a perceptual link between me and the object that
the demonstrative singles out. Nyaya philosophers often argue that the role of the perceptual
demonstrative in such an awareness-event is to single out the object in question, e.g., the coffee-
mug or the table, by means of what they call thisness (idanta), i.e., the indexical property of being
in front of the subject (purovartita) here and now. More carefully, the content of my thought in
this case is a complex qualified item: the coffee-mug (i.e., the qualificand) qualified through
various relations by three distinct qualifiers, namely (a) thisness, (b) the property of being a coffee-

mug, and (c) the present-tensed property of being on the table.*

Suppose I later recall what I experienced. Then, the content of my recollective awareness can be

reported as:

(8) That coffee-mug was on the table.

The content of this recollective awareness-event can be expressed using a memory demonstrative
“that.” What makes this a memory demonstrative is that I couldn’t undergo an awareness-event
with a demonstrative content like (8) unless there were a memory-mediated link between me and
the object that the demonstrative singles out. The Nyaya philosophers want to treat such memory
demonstratives much in the same way as perceptual demonstratives. According to them, a memory
demonstrative too singles out the relevant object through a property of thatness (tatta), i.e., an
indexical property of being present to the subject there and then. Once again, the content of my
recollective awareness-event in this case will be a complex qualified item: the coffee-mug (i.e.,
the qualificand) qualified through a number of relations by three distinct qualifiers, namely (a)
thatness, (b) the property of being a coffee-mug, and (c¢) the past-tensed property of having been

on the table.’¢

35 T will return to Udayana’s theory of tensed content in §5.

36 On this proposal, expressions like “that” or “that />’ function as singular (as opposed to merely descriptive) terms.
They refer to particular objects or things, but only insofar as those objects and things are qualified by thatness. In the
example discussed here, the expression “that coffee-mug” refers to an object—the coffee-mug—but only insofar as it
is qualified by a further property of thatness and the property of being a coffee-mug. The same analysis applies to all
the proposals that follow.
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As we have seen, the Jaina epistemologists think that a recollective awareness-event can yield
knowledge that wasn’t available earlier insofar as it represents an object, e.g., the coffee-mug or
the table, as “that.” So, a recollective awareness-event can indeed be a learning event. This doesn’t
quite tell us what kind of knowledge such a recollective awareness-event may yield. In An Array
of Rays, Udayana tries to get clearer on precisely this question. Using an opponent of THE NON-

MNEMIC CONDITION as his mouthpiece, he writes:

Moreover, [a recollective awareness-event] is independent [of any earlier firsthand
awareness-event], given that it involves the appearance of thatness (tatt@) which isn’t an

intentional object of any earlier firsthand awareness-event.?’

Why can’t thatness be treated as something that was represented by an earlier firsthand awareness-
event? The opponent’s claim, as Udayana presents it, is this: any attempt to reduce thatness to a

property represented by an earlier experience or thought is doomed to fail.

Start with a proposal that clearly does not work: when I pick out the coffee-mug using the memory
demonstrative “that,” I merely represent it as something that is an object of awareness (j7iata). So,
when I remember, “That coffee-mug was on the table,” my recollective awareness is still directed
at the coffee-mug, but it is now represented as characterized by the property of being an object of
awareness. Thus, the content of my recollective awareness is a complex qualified item: the coffee-
mug qualified by (a) the property of being an object of awareness, (b) the property of being a
coffee-mug, and (c) the past-tensed property of having been on the table. This yields:

THE THEORY OF THATNESS I. Thatness is the property of being an object of awareness

(jaatata).

On this view, a subject can correctly use the memory demonstrative “that” to refer to something
at a time ¢ just in case it is something that the subject is aware of at 7. An apparent advantage of

this proposal is that it turns thatness into a property that can be grasped through a source of

37 Kir 244.15: piarvanubhavenavisayikrtatattavabhdasatayam anapeksam ca |
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knowledge other than recollection. For example, through our introspective judgements, we can
often come to know whether or not we are aware of something. So, this clears up room for the
defender of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION to say that, when a recollective awareness picks out an
object of past experience or thought using the memory demonstrative “that,” it merely represents
it as an object of awareness. But, since this property of being an object of awareness could have
been known through introspection earlier, recollection doesn’t end up becoming a source of

previously unacquired knowledge in this case.

As Udayana points out, the opponent of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION can dismiss this proposal
quite easily: “And it is not the case that thatness is the property of being an object of awareness
(jaatata), since this would yield the undesirable result that ‘This is an object of awareness,” and
‘This is that,” are not different.”*® Consider an episode of recognition (pratyabhijiia), where 1
reidentify the present Devadatta as the Devadatta I’ve seen in the past, thinking, “This is that
Devadatta.” Such an episode of recognition (arguably) cannot arise when I have just met Devadatta
for the first time. But note that, in this latter case, I can still undergo an introspective awareness,
“This is the Devadatta I am aware of.” The problem with THE THEORY OF THATNESS I is this: by
equating thatness with the property of being an object of awareness (which one could

introspectively access), one ends up blurring the distinction between recognition and introspection.

The defender of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION could modify THE THEORY OF THATNESS I to get
around this problem. They could argue that, when I single out the coffee-mug using the memory
demonstrative “that,” 1 don’t merely represent it as something that is an object of awareness
(jaata), but rather as an object of a past firsthand experience or thought. Thus, the content of my
recollective awareness is a complex qualified item: the coffee-mug qualified by (a) the property of
being an object of a past firsthand awareness-event, (b) the property of being a coffee-mug, and

(c) the past-tensed property of having been on the table. This gives us:

THE THEORY OF THATNESS II. Thatness is the property of being characterized by a firsthand

awareness that has passed away (ativrttanubhavavisistata).

38 Kir 244.16: na ca tatta jiiatatd, jiiato 'yam so ’yam ity abhedapatteh |
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On this view, a subject can correctly use the memory demonstrative “that” to refer to something
at a time ¢ just in case it is something that the subject is aware of at 7. So, when I recognize
Devadatta, thinking, “This is that Devadatta,” I recognize him as the Devadatta I experienced in
the past. Here, my past experience appears as a characteristic of Devadatta. By contrast, when I
meet Devadatta for the first time, I may make an introspective judgement of the form, “This is the
Devadatta [ am aware of.” But since this judgement arises when that awareness is still present, I
cannot correctly use the memory demonstrative “that” to pick out the object of the awareness that
my introspective judgement is about. So, the distinction between cases of introspection and cases

of recognition remains intact.

Even though THE THEORY OF THATNESS II is more promising than THE THEORY OF THATNESS I, it
cannot really help the defender of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION: “Nor is thatness the property of
being characterized by a past firsthand awareness-event, since [on your view] that isn’t presented
by the firsthand awareness-event.”® According to THE THEORY OF THATNESS 1I, when I remember,
“That coffee-mug was on the table,” the content of my awareness is a complex qualified item: the
coffee-mug qualified (i) the property of being characterized by my past firsthand awareness-event,
(i1) the property of being a coffee-mug, and (iii) the past-tensed property of having been on a
certain table. But notice that, even though my earlier introspective awareness of that experience
may have represented the coffee-mug as an object of a present firsthand awareness-event, it didn’t
portray the coffee-mug as an object of a past firsthand awareness-event. When I can recall the
coffee-mug as an object of a past firsthand awareness-event, I gain new self-locating knowledge
about my own temporal location; I learn that my firsthand awareness of the mug belongs to the

past relative to now. This, in turn, undermines THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION.*°

39 Kir 244, 16-17: na cativrttanubhavavisistata, tasyah anubhavenanullekhat |

40 To block this possibility, the Nyaya philosopher could argue that this indexical property of being characterized by
a past firsthand awareness-event isn’t explicitly represented by the recollective awareness, but rather it is postulated
(presumably through some kind of reasoning) on the basis of the recollective awareness insofar as this awareness has
a certain kind of demonstrative content. But, as the opponent notes, this response is weak (Kir 244.17-18): “It is also
not the case that that [property] is postulated on the strength of a recollective awareness-event; for, then, there would
be the undesirable consequence that one could postulate that a recollective awareness-event represents the part
involving thatness only with respect to something that isn’t an object of a firsthand awareness-event.” (smrtibalena
tat kalpitam ity api na, ananubhiita eva smrtis tattvamsollekinity api kalpanaprasangat |) There are two points here.
First, there is no good reason to deny that our occurrent memories have demonstrative contents. When we report our
memories, we often report them using memory demonstratives like, “I remember that coffee-mug was on that table.”
Second, if thatness isn’t reducible to any property that the subject could have grasped earlier, we may indeed postulate
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In response to this last argument, the defender of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION might try a different
tack. When I single out the coffee-mug using the memory demonstrative “that,” I don’t merely
represent it as something that is an object of a past experience or thought, but rather as an object
located in the past. In other words, when I remember, “That mug was on the table,” the content of
my recollective awareness is a complex qualified item: the coffee-mug qualified by (a) the property
of being located at a past time, (b) the property of being a coffee-mug, and (c) the past-tensed
property of having been on the table. This yields:

THE THEORY OF THATNESS I1I. Thatness is the property of being characterized by a past time

(purvakalavisistata).

This avoids the pitfall of THE THEORY OF THATNESS II; for, on this view, one can learn that an object
existed in the past, e.g., by inference, without resorting to recollection. So, it may well be the case
that, when I remember that the mug was on the table, the property of thatness that I ascribe to the
mug or the table isn’t something that I learn about for the first time through that episode of
recollection; rather, I may have independently learnt about it through some other source like

inference.

On closer examination, however, it is clear that THE THEORY OF THATNESS III inherits the problems
of the two earlier theories. Start with an objection that Udayana himself mentions: “And if thatness
were the property of being characterized by a past time, then there would be a mention of ‘that’

41 Recall the episode of recognition:

even in the case of the awareness, ‘This existed in the past.
“This is that Devadatta.” This episode of recognition picks out the past Devadatta using a memory
demonstrative “that.” Yet, this awareness-event doesn’t have the same content as the judgement,
“This is the Devadatta who existed in the past.” In treating thatness just as the property of being
located in the past, THE THEORY OF THATNESS Ill—just like THE THEORY OF THATNESS I—collapses

the distinction between episodes of recognition and other kinds of awareness. Second, even though

that, in ascribing thatness to any object, recollective awareness-events ascribe a property that wasn’t an object of any
earlier experience or thought.

4 Kir 244.18-19: piirvakalavisistata yadi syat, parvam asid ayam ity atrapi tad ity ullekhapattih |

23



Udayana doesn’t mention this, this proposal faces the same problem as THE THEORY OF THATNESS
11. Intuitively, if my recollective awareness represents my coffee-mug as something that existed in
the past, it represents it as having existed at a moment of time before now. Since this indexical
property of the mug need not have been represented by any earlier firsthand awareness, the

recollective awareness can help me learn something new.

The problems for the last two theories of thatness arose from the fact that they construe thatness
as an indexical property—either as the property of being characterized by a past firsthand
awareness-event, or as the property of being characterized by a past time. Given the failures of
these proposals, the defender of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION might try a far more radical strategy.
They might simply deny that any recollective awareness-event ascribes any such indexical
property. Rather, they might claim that it simply presents or represents the object that was
presented or represented through the earlier experience or thought that the recollective awareness-
event is based on, without ascribing any indexical property to it. However, when we report the
contents of such recollective awareness-events using indexical expressions like “that” or “then,”
we do so to indicate that the relevant objects of recollection existed in the past. But the recollective
awareness, by itself, doesn’t represent those objects as existing in the past. This is something that

we know only by inference.

Once again, the opponent of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION thinks that this account is unsatisfactory.

The following too is not the case: “A recollective awareness apprehends the bare thing (i.e.,
the bare object of the firsthand awareness), but the intention behind [the use of] ‘that’ is to
[indicate] the fact of its being characterized by the inferred property of belonging to a past
time.” This is because this would yield the undesirable consequence that there would be no
higher-order introspective judgement (anuvyavasaya) that takes the form, ‘I recall that

pot.’#?

42 Kir 244.19-21: kevalavastugrahini smrtih ‘sah’ ity abhiprayas tu anumitapiirvakalavisistatayam ity api na, ‘tam
ghatam smarami’ ity anuvyavasayabhavaprasangat |
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The opponent of THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION is, quite simply, pointing out an intuitive cost of
denying that our recollective awareness-events have demonstrative contents. Often, immediately
after recalling something, we make higher-order introspective judgements about what we recall.
For instance, after I recall that the coffee-mug was on the table, I may judge, “I recall that coffee-
mug as being on that table.” For the Nyaya philosophers themselves, such an introspective
judgement is epistemically direct, i.e., non-inferential: it arises immediately after my recollective
awareness, without leaving any room for me to infer that the coffee-mug or the table that I recall
existed in the past. This strongly suggests that the content of the recollective awareness does
involve a demonstrative component, which then shows up in the introspective judgement. This, in
turn, supports the view that at least some recollective awareness-events single out their objects
using the indexical property of thatness. Since the subject may never have undergone any
awareness-event that ascribed such a property to the relevant objects, the recollective awareness-
event can indeed be a source of previously unacquired knowledge. This, in turn, will undermine

THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION.

What this last version of the Jaina challenge reveals is an important tension between two views
that Udayana himself is committed to: THE DEPENDENCE VIEW and THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT
VIEW. According to THE DEPENDENCE VIEW, recollection is essentially reproductive: through
recollection, we merely retrieve pieces of information that have been stored in the form of memory
traces. However, if THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW is true, then the contents of our
recollective awareness-events can be expressed using the memory demonstrative “that.” Under a
natural interpretation of this latter view (which the Jainas accept), our recollective awareness-
events represent their objects as “that” insofar as they ascribe an indexical property of thatness—
e.g., the property of being characterized by a past firsthand awareness-event, or the property of
being located in the past—to those objects. And, provided that they are accurate, our recollective
awareness-events can indeed thereby provide previously unacquired self-locating knowledge
about the relevant subject’s present temporal location. If that is correct, they won’t be dependent
on earlier firsthand awareness-events for the entirety of their contents. This implies that THE

DEPENDENCE VIEW is false.

25



Notice why this poses a challenge specifically for Udayana, but not necessarily for earlier Nyaya
philosophers. Nyaya philosophers before Udayana, such as Jayanta and Vacaspati, did not
explicitly defend THE DEPENDENCE VIEW—the view that the contents of recollective awareness-
events are completely parasitic on the contents of earlier firsthand awareness-events. Thus, even
when they offered arguments for THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION, they did so on other grounds:
Jayanta by appealing to the idea that recollective awareness-events are not produced by their
objects (anarthaja), and Vacaspati by appealing to linguistic data.*> What these earlier Naiyayikas
could accommodate, therefore, is the idea that our recollective awareness-events can represent
objects of past firsthand awareness-events as “that,” by ascribing thatness to them, even though
the relevant property of thatness may not itself have been an object of any earlier firsthand
awareness-event. Thus, they could accommodate the natural interpretation of THE DEMONSTRATIVE

CONTENT VIEW. But since Udayana is committed to THE DEPENDENCE VIEW, he cannot.

5. Udayana’s Response

Udayana’s response to this Jaina challenge rests on a background theory of temporal cognition.

5.1 Learning about the Past

On Udayana’s view, time itself is imperceptible; certain imposed features (upadhi) alone are our
guide to the passage of time.** I may learn that it is no longer morning but rather noon or afternoon,
by perceiving some change in my external environment, e.g., the change in the location of the sun
in the sky. Or, if [ am stuck in a sensory deprivation tank, even though I won’t be able to perceive
changes in my external environment, I may still be able to keep track of the passage of time through
my introspective awareness of changes in my inner states, e.g., my train of thoughts. These features
of my external and internal environment are what Udayana calls imposed features. For him, to
learn that something is past, one must learn that some imposed feature that marks an earlier interval

of time no longer exists.

$NM 1.59.7-16; NVTT 17.21-18.2.
44 Udayana defends this conception of time in both Nyaya and Vaisesika contexts (NKA 452.3-453.1; NVTP 54.1-11;
Kir 77.16-78.12).
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In light of this insight, in An Array of Rays, Udayana offers a theory of when we can appropriately
make past-tense judgements or utter past-tense sentences.*’ To do this, Udayana appeals to the
Nyaya notion of a destruction-absence (dhvamsabhava), i.e., the kind of absence that obtains after

something is destroyed. Consider two past-tense sentences:

(9) The cloth arose.
(10) The weaver made the cloth.

Suppose ¢ is a time at which (9) and (10) are true. It may well be the case that both the cloth and
the weaver who made it—to whom (9) and (10) ascribe a property—are present at £. Why, then, is
it appropriate for a subject to make a past-tense judgement or utterance in such a case? For
Udayana, the pastness of the cloth’s arising at a time ¢ consists simply in the presence of the
destruction-absence (pradhvamsabhava) of the activity conducive to the production of the cloth,
when the cloth has been produced. Thus, it is appropriate for a subject to make a past-tense
judgement or utterance of the form, “The cloth arose,” only if they know that the activity that gave
rise to the cloth has ceased, i.e., that the destruction-absence of that activity is present. Similarly,
for Udayana, the pastness of the weaver’s making the cloth at a time ¢ consists simply in the fact
that the weaver—if he exists at that time—is characterized by the destruction-absence of the
activity that gave rise to the cloth. In both cases, what makes the use of the past tense appropriate
at a time ¢ is (at least partly) the fact that the speaker knows that the destruction-absence of the

activity conducive to the production of the cloth is present at that time. By contrast, consider:

45 Kir 81.1-3: “In this way, in the case of [awareness-events or utterances such as,] ‘The cloth arose,” ‘[He] made the
cloth,” and the like, even though the property-bearers (i.c., the cloth and the weaver) may persist, the pastness [of the
cloth’s arising or the weaver’s making the cloth] consists in the presence of the destruction of the activity that is
conducive to the production of that [result, i.e., the cloth] at a time when the result has been brought about. The time
that is accidentally characterized by such pastness is also said to be ‘past.” In the case of [judgements or utterances of
the form,] “The pot has been destroyed,’ the pastness [of the pot’s being destroyed] consists simply in the cessation of
the nature of the property-bearer (i.c., the pot). The time that is accidentally characterized by such pastness is past.”
(evam ‘abhut patal’ ‘akarsit patam’ ityadau dharmyavasthane i phalasiddhau
tadutpadanugunavyaparapradhvamsasthitir atitatvam, tadupalaksitah kalo ’py atita ity ucyate. ‘nasto ghatah’
itvadau dharmisvarapanivrttir evatitatvam, tadupalaksitah kalo 'py atita iti...) The context in which this passage
occurs makes it clear that Udayana is concerned with the activity (vyavahara) of treating events or states of affairs as
past, present, and future. Such activity can consist in either (a) mental acts, e.g., judgements, or (b) linguistic acts e.g.,
utterances, or (c) physical acts.
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(11) The pot has been destroyed.

If (11) is true at a time ¢, the pot is no longer around at . What makes the use of the past tense
appropriate in this case? According to Udayana, the pastness of the pot’s destruction is nothing
over and above the cessation of the nature of the pot—that is, the destruction-absence of the pot
itself. Thus, if a subject judges (11) to be true, or utters (11), at a time ¢, then their use of the past
tense is appropriate just in case they know that the destruction-absence of the pot is present at 7.
What unifies all these cases is that the use of the past tense is made appropriate in them by the
subject’s knowledge that a certain imposed feature—which temporally overlapped with a certain
event, e.g., the cloth’s arising, the weaver’s making the cloth, the pot getting destroyed—is no

longer present; only its destruction-absence is present.

Thus, we can extract a general account about the contents of past-tensed thoughts and utterances

from these remarks.

PAST-TENSE CONTENTS. At any time ¢, an awareness-event or utterance of the form, “o was F,”

expresses the following content: there is an imposed feature C such that:

(i) C temporally overlaps with o's being F, and

(i)  the destruction-absence of C is present now.*

What this imposed feature C is may vary from one case to another: in the case of (9) and (10), it
is the activity through which the cloth was produced; by contrast, in (11), it is the pot itself.
Importantly for us, PAST-TENSE CONTENTS can be turned into an account of how we gain knowledge

about the past.

46 In both PAST-TENSE CONTENTS and LEARNING ABOUT THE PAST, I use the indexical “now” to express the relevant
content of thought or utterance, primarily to emphasize Udayana may indeed allow for contents of thought and
utterance that are essentially indexical, i.e., not expressible without using such indexical.
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LEARNING ABOUT THE PAST. At any time ¢, a subject learns that a certain object o was F iff
they learn that there is an imposed feature C such that (i) C temporally overlaps with o's

being F, and (ii) the destruction-absence of C is present now.

An important consequence of this view is that a subject cannot learn that a certain state of affairs
obtained in the past through recollection alone without engaging in empirical investigation. They
can only learn this on the basis of empirical evidence about the destruction of certain imposed
features which overlapped with that relevant state of affairs. Udayana presupposes this account of

learning about the past when he argues against his Jaina opponents.

5.2 Udayana’s Response to the Jaina Challenge

Udayana is happy to grant that the function of the memory demonstrative “that” is to pick out an
object characterized by an indexical property. He accepts a version of THE THEORY OF THATNESS

I11:

UDAYANA’S CONCEPTION OF THATNESS. Thatness is the property of being delimited by a

past time (atitakalavaccheda), i.e., a time that is past relative to now.

Udayana doesn’t think that the objection that the Jaina opponent raises against THE THEORY OF
THATNESS III is serious. Neither THE THEORY OF THATNESS I1I nor his conception of thatness yields
the alleged undesirable consequence (pointed out by the opponent) that, even when one undergoes
the awareness, “This existed earlier,” one would also undergo the awareness, “This is that.”*” This
is because there is simply no rule that, just because two properties are equivalent (paryaya) or co-
extensive, they always have to be ascribed together to the same objects. So, even though one might
inferentially (or otherwise) learn that something existed in the past, thinking, “This existed earlier,”
that needn’t turn that awareness-event into an episode of recognition that takes the form, “This is

that.”

47 Kir 245.5-6: “One shouldn’t say: ‘[If that were the case,] then even in the case of [the awareness,] ‘This existed
earlier,” there would be the undesirable consequence that there would be a representation of it as ‘that.” For there is
no rule that an object should be delimited by all equivalent properties [in an awareness-event].” (‘piarvam ayam asid’
ity atrapi ‘tad’ ity ullekhaprasangah iti na vacyam, sakalaparyayavacchedaniyamabhavat |)
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How, then, does Udayana respond to the Jaina challenge from self-locating knowledge? The key
to understanding his response is to notice an ambiguity in THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW.
According to this view, the contents of some recollective awareness-events can be expressed using
memory demonstratives, e.g., in the form, “That coffee-mug was on the table.” This can be
interpreted in two ways. Under one interpretation, the view implies that our recollective awareness-
events represent the objects of past firsthand awareness-events as “that,” by ascribing the property
of thatness to them. This is the interpretation of the view that a Jaina epistemologist would prefer.
Under the other interpretation, the view does not require that our recollective awareness-events
ascribe thatness to objects of past firsthand awareness-events. Rather, it requires that their contents
can be accurately represented—either by other awareness-events or through verbal reports—by
means of memory demonstratives like “that.” Udayana exploits precisely this ambiguity in THE

DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW.

Take the first interpretation of THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW. Under this interpretation,
some (if not all) recollective awareness-events represent their objects as “that” (where “that”
functions as a memory demonstrative). [f UDAYANA’S CONCEPTION OF THATNESS is right, then such
recollective awareness-events represent those objects as having existed in the past. But if
LEARNING ABOUT THE PAST is right, then at a certain time ¢ a subject can come to know that an
object o existed in the past only if they also know that there is some imposed feature C such that
(1) C temporally overlaps with the existence of o and (ii) the destruction-absence of C is present at
that time. But given THE DEPENDENCE VIEW, this additional piece of knowledge about the imposed
feature C cannot be acquired through recollection alone. One must resort to some other source of

knowledge.

While responding to the Jaina challenge, Udayana initially offers an account of recollection that

explains how a subject could gain this sort of self-locating knowledge.
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Moreover, thatness is the delimitation by a past time. And, after a firsthand awareness has
taken place, the delimitation by a past time becomes the object (gocara) of a firsthand

awareness-event regarding “that.”*®

As later commentators explain, this account invokes three stages of awareness. First, a subject
undergoes a firsthand awareness-event that represents an object, e.g., a coffee-mug. For example,
suppose in the morning I undergo a perceptual awareness that takes the form, “7his coffee-mug is
on the table.” My awareness-event—in picking the coffee-mug out with the perceptual
demonstrative “this”—represents it as present. At the second stage, the subject may notice that
some time has passed since their earlier experience of the relevant object. So, they may undergo a
further firsthand awareness-event that ascribes thatness to the earlier object they encountered. For
example, when I go back to my desk later in the afternoon, I may recall the scene from my study
that morning. Then, in light of the other background knowledge I have about the passage of time,
I may now infer that the coffee-mug I saw was located at a past time. So, [ may think, “7hat coffee-
mug was on the table.” This awareness-event—which locates the coffee-mug at a past time in light
of other background knowledge about the passage of time—is non-recollective. But then, at the
third stage, the subject may recall the content of the second non-recollective awareness-event. For
instance, [ may later recall this very content, thinking once again, “That coffee-mug was on the
table.” The crucial point is that this final recollective awareness-event isn’t the source of any new

knowledge; its content—even though it is self-locating—was already known.

This account of recollection resolves the tension between THE DEPENDENCE VIEW and THE
DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW. On the one hand, it reaffirms the claim that our recollective
awareness-events are entirely dependent for their contents on earlier firsthand awareness-events.
On the other hand, it preserves the first interpretation of THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW. It

allows some of our recollective awareness-events to ascribe thatness to objects of past firsthand

48 Kir 245.4-5: tattd catitakalavacchedah | atitakalavacchedas canubhavottarakalam tadanubhavagocarah | Compare
Vallabha’s statement of a similar position in his Nyayalilavati (NLV 626.4-5): “Moreover, thatness is either being
qualified by a past awareness, or delimitation by a past time. And that indeed appears at a time after the firsthand
awareness.” (tatta catitajiianavaisistyam atitasamayavacchedo va | sa canubhavottarakalam avabhasata eva |) Since
commentaries on this section of Udayana’s text are not available in print, my explanation above closely follows the
explanations of Vallabha’s passage given by later Nyaya and VaiSesika writers such as Vardhamana Upadhyaya
(NLVPr 626.15-18) and Samkara Misra (NVLKA 626.9-12).

31



awareness-events, such that their contents can only be expressed using memory demonstratives
like “that.” Despite its promise, this account is questionable. Why should we think that, prior to
any recollective awareness-event that involves the memory demonstrative “that,” there is always

a firsthand awareness where that memory demonstrative occurs first?

Udayana’s second account of recollection offers another way out. He seems to suggest that the
contents of our recollective awareness-events may not themselves involve the use of memory
demonstratives. Rather, on his view, we make use of such demonstratives when we represent the
contents of our recollective awareness-events through other firsthand awareness-events, e.g., our

introspective judgements.

Alternatively, a specific time—such as the day or the month that was the object of the
firsthand awareness—is the object of the recollective awareness. Having investigated that
the relevant time has passed, one represents [it] through an expression that refers (vacaka)
to that [time]. And the higher-order introspective judgement (anuvyavasaya), “1 am
recalling that pot,” arises due to a specific cause which is assisted by auxiliary conditions,
i.e., the representation through a referring expression [“that”] and the investigation [of the

passage of time].*

Like the first account, this account too invokes three stages of awareness. At the first stage, the
subject undergoes a firsthand awareness that represents an object as located at a certain time, e.g.,
the day or the month when the subject encounters the object. For example, when I go to my study
and see the coffee-mug on my table, I might think, “This coffee-mug is on the table,” where the
perceptual demonstrative “this” picks out a coffee-mug located at that time. At the second stage,

the subject undergoes a recollective awareness that simply reproduces the content of the earlier

4 Kir 245.6-8: anubhiitadivasamdsadiripakdlabhedo va smrtigocarah, tasya tu vrttatam anusandhaya
tadvacakollekhah | ‘tam ghatam aham smarami’ ity anuvyavasayas ca
vacakollekhanusandhanasahakarisacivakaranavisesat | Compare Vallabha’s description of the same proposal (NLV
627.1-628.2): “Alternatively, a specific time—such as the day that was the object of the firsthand awareness—is the
object of the recollective awareness. Having investigated that the relevant time has passed, one engages in linguistic
activity that represents it through an expression (vacaka) for that [time], i.e., “that.” (anubhittadivasadikalabhedo va
smrtigocarah. tasya ca vrttatam idanim anyato ‘nusandhdaya tad iti tadvacakollekht vyavahara iti |) Once again, here
too, my explanation is informed by commentaries of Vardhamana (NLVPr 627.6-628.15) and Samkara Misra
(NLVKA 626.9-628.7) on Nyayalilavati.
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firsthand awareness, and therefore (arguably) is directed precisely at the same time that the earlier
firsthand awareness was directed at. At the third stage, however, the subject undergoes a further
firsthand awareness, which involves taking an updated temporal perspective on the content of the
recollective awareness. For example, they may independently inferentially determine that the time
represented by their recollective awareness is now past. So, when they make an introspective
judgement (anuvyavasaya) through which they self-ascribe the recollective awareness-event, they
represent that time using the memory demonstrative “that.” For example, when I become
introspectively aware of my recollective awareness about the coffee-mug, I may judge, “I am
recalling that coffee-mug which was on the table.” In doing so, I single out the coffee-mug using
the demonstrative “that.” Thus, my judgement may indeed ascribe an indexical property of thatness
to the coffee-mug, thereby locating it at a past time. But this indexical property isn’t part of the
content of the relevant recollective awareness. Rather, it shows up in introspection only because |
have engaged in an independent investigation into whether the relevant time has passed and have
thereby inferentially determined that it has. Under this account too, recollective awareness-events

cannot yield any previously unacquired self-locating knowledge.

How does this second account resolve the tension between THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW
and THE DEPENDENCE VIEW? Like Udayana’s first account of recollection, this account too upholds
the idea that our recollective awareness-events simply reproduce the contents of earlier firsthand
awareness-events. But, instead of preserving the first interpretation of THE DEMONSTRATIVE
CONTENT VIEW, it clears room for the second interpretation of that view. Under this second account
of recollection, a recollective awareness-event need not represent its objects as “that.” But we can
come to accurately represent the contents of our recollective awareness-events using memory
demonstratives like “that” when we make introspective judgements about them in light of our
background knowledge about the passage of time, e.g., when I think, “I am recalling that coffee-
mug.” Thus, even under this second account, since the contents of our recollective awareness-
events can be accurately represented through our introspective judgements in this way, the contents
of such awareness-events remain expressible by means of memory demonstratives like “that.” So,

THE DEMONSTRATIVE CONTENT VIEW can be true under this account.
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Udayana’s second account of recollection, therefore, seems to reconcile a purely reproductive
conception of recollection with the extremely plausible intuition that some of our occurrent
memories come with a feeling of pastness. He does this by disentangling two kinds of awareness:
(i) the recollective awareness-events that merely reproduce the contents of earlier firsthand
awareness-events and (ii) the inferential or introspective awareness of pastness that we may
undergo on the basis of those recollective awareness-events and other background knowledge
about the passage of time. This preserves the idea that, when we remember some past event, we
can have a feeling of pastness (i.e., the feeling that the event in question belongs to the past or is
something we experienced in the past), even though that pastness isn’t itself part of the content of

the memory itself.

6. Dangers of the Reproductive Conception of Recollection

While Udayana’s picture is ingenious, I don’t find it entirely satisfactory; for THE DEPENDENCE
VIEW seems to predict that many of our ordinary occurrent memories are erroneous. This, [ argue,

brings out a danger of accepting a purely reproductive conception of recollection like his.

To show this, I want to turn to Udayana’s sub-commentary on the Nyayasitra, The Purification of
the Import of the Detailed Commentary on the Aphorisms on Reasoning
(Nyayavarttikatatparyaparisuddhi). There, Udayana argues that, if THE DEPENDENCE VIEW is true,
then recollective awareness-events have exactly the same contents as the firsthand awareness-

events that they are based on. As a result, they will (often) end up being inaccurate.

Moreover, how can a recollective awareness-event even be accurate? After all, it is not the
case that the way an object is recalled at a certain time has to be the way it is at that time,
since the past condition [of the object] has ceased in the present. For, if the past condition

didn’t cease, it wouldn’t be past at all.>°

Udayana here focuses on recollective awareness-events based on accurate perceptual awareness-

events. For example, when I see the coffee-mug on my table, my perceptual awareness may take

SONVTP 52.12-13 ad NS 1.1.1: kim ca smrter yatharthyam api kutah? na hi yadrso 'rthah smaryate yada tadrsa
evasau tada, purvavasthaya vartamane nivrttatvat | anavrttau hi puarvataiva na syat |
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the form: “The coffee-mug is on the table now.” This perceptual experience may indeed be
accurate when it occurs: the coffee-mug at that time possesses the property of being on the table
now. Udayana assumes that, when I later recall what I experienced, my recollective awareness-
event—insofar as it has the same content as the original awareness—will also represent the coffee-
mug as being on the table now. Suppose this is a past condition of the coffee-mug, i.e., a condition
that has ceased. So, at that later time, the coffee-mug is not on the table. So, the recollective
awareness-event will be inaccurate. Udayana claims that recollective awareness-events—at least
the ones that are based on present-tense firsthand awareness-events—are prone to this sort of error.
This makes recollection (at least in these, if not all, cases) ineligible to be a method of knowledge-

acquisition.

Udayana’s argument depends on two premises. The first is THE DEPENDENCE VIEW—the view that
all recollective awareness-events derive their contents from earlier firsthand awareness-events.
The second is an implicit assumption: namely, that our perceptual awareness-events have present-
tense contents; they represent their objects as being a certain way now. From these two premises,
he arrives at the conclusion that our occurrent memories—when they derive their contents from
such perceptual awareness-events—also have present-tense contents. As a result, they run a risk

of error.

Let’s reconstruct the argument step by step. At first pass, one could say: when a recollective
awareness-event represents an object as being in a condition that happens to be past, it also
represents that past condition of the relevant object as something that has ceased (i.e., as past).

Udayana dismisses this view.

And it is not the case that the recollective awareness-event is directed at (alambate) that
object as something whose past condition has ceased, because the cessation of the past
condition isn’t an object of a firsthand awareness-event and no recollective awareness-
event arises with respect to something that isn’t an object of a firsthand awareness-event.
Or, if such an awareness-event were to arise, its status as a recollective awareness-event

would be contradicted. And another unique cause [for recollective awareness-events]
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would have to be sought, since there is no memory trace with respect to something that

isn’t an object of a firsthand awareness-event. (Emphasis mine)’!

Udayana’s response here presupposes his purely reproductive conception of recollection
encapsulated by THE DEPENDENCE VIEW. On this view, an awareness-event is recollective just in
case its content is derived entirely from a memory trace, which, in turn, derives its content entirely
from an earlier firsthand awareness-event. Thus, a genuine recollective awareness-event can only
be directed at a content that was originally the content—or part of the content—of that firsthand
awareness-event. So, it is not possible for a subject to become aware—purely through
recollection—that a certain condition of an object has ceased, unless they have undergone some
earlier firsthand awareness of this content. But, given that a recollective awareness needn’t always
be preceded by such a firsthand awareness-event, a recollective awareness-event may not be able

to portray the relevant condition of the object as something that has ceased.

Turn now to the second premise: namely, that our perceptual awareness-events have present-tense
contents. This seems plausible.>> When I undergo perceptual experience as of there being a coffee-
mug on the table, my perceptual awareness-event represents the coffee-mug as being on the table

now. It is accurate insofar as it captures how the coffee-mug is in the present.

This, according to Udayana, makes it difficult for us to maintain the accuracy of a recollective
awareness-event that is based solely on a perceptual awareness-event of that kind. A recollective
awareness-event about the coffee-mug’s being on the table—which is based on this perceptual
awareness-event—cannot have a tenselessly true content of the following sort: “At some point of
time, the coffee-mug is on the table,” or “On September 30, 2025, the coffee-mug is on the table.”
This is because neither the existential quantifier, nor the specific date of September 30, 2025, is
part of the content of the original perceptual awareness-event. So, the recollective awareness-event

can only have tensed content. But then, it cannot have a past-tense content, “The coffee-mug was

SUNVTP 52.13-16 ad NS 1.1.1: na ca nivrttapirvavasthatayaiva tam artham smrtir alambate, pirvavasthanivrtter
ananubhiuitatvat | ananubhiite carthe smrter apravrtteh| pravrttau va smrtitvavyaghatah asadharanam karanantaram
canusandhatavyam ananubhiite samskarabhavat |

52 More recently, Matthen (2005), Dokic and Martin (2017), and Windt (2018) have argued that perceptual experiences
carry with them a feeling that what is perceived is both spatially and temporally present.
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on the table”; for that past-tense content also isn’t the content of the original perceptual awareness-

event. So, it can only have a present-tense content.

This present-tense content, according to Udayana, need not be true.”® He offers the following
example. I may look at a claypot that hasn’t yet been baked in a kiln, and undergo an accurate
perceptual awareness as of its being dark-coloured. Here, the content of my awareness is present-
tense: “The pot is dark-coloured.” But if I undergo another (recollective or non-recollective)
awareness-event with the same present-tense content after the pot has turned bright red as a result
of baking, my awareness-event can’t be accurate because its present-tense content is false: the pot
is no longer dark-coloured. The same is true of a recollective awareness-event that has the same
present-tense content as the original perceptual awareness-event. Such a recollective awareness-
event represents the past condition of the object as present. Since that past condition may no longer

persist, such a recollective awareness-event may be erroneous.

This, in turn, leads Udayana to a radical conclusion: namely, that any such recollective awareness-
event is simply inaccurate. Recall that accuracy doesn’t only require that the content of the
awareness-event be true, but also that it be produced by a set of causal conditions that could not
have led to an error. But the causal conditions that give rise to a recollective awareness-event—
insofar as they simply reproduce present-tense contents of earlier firsthand awareness-events—

could give rise to error. Udayana concludes:

Therefore, a recollective awareness-event is simply inaccurate. However, it may conform
to the firsthand awareness-event. In such a case, given the accuracy of the firsthand
awareness-event, the recollective awareness-event that has the same content as that
[firsthand awareness-event] is also said to be accurate. For precisely this reason, when the
firsthand awareness-event is inaccurate, the recollective awareness-event—even if it isn’t
contrary [to the firsthand awareness-event]—is simply inaccurate. For example, someone
who runs away having become aware firsthand of a rope as a snake undergoes a recollective
awareness-event precisely of that sort. Therefore, the accuracy of a recollective awareness-

event is like a borrowed ornament, not innate. Precisely this [feature of recollective

3 NVTP 52.18-21 ad NS 1.1.1.
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awareness-events|—which is picked out by the word “dependence”—is conflated with

something else by people who are bad at explaining things.>*

It's important to appreciate how radical Udayana’s conclusion is. According to him, all recollective
awareness-events are inaccurate because the causal conditions that generate them are liable to give
rise to error. How do we then make sense of the fact that we treat some such awareness-events as
accurate? In fact, Udayana himself (while explaining his argument from dependence) seems to
presuppose that recollective awareness-events can be accurate depending on whether their contents
are derived from accurate firsthand awareness-events. In reply, Udayana seems to suggest that this
talk of accuracy with respect to recollective awareness-events is non-literal. We treat recollective
awareness-events that conform to accurate firsthand awareness-events as accurate, and those that
conform to inaccurate firsthand awareness-events, e.g., the misperception of a rope as a snake, as
inaccurate. This is the sense in which recollective awareness-events are said to be dependent
(paratantra) on earlier firsthand awareness-events. But they are not, innately, accurate. Others,
e.g., Salikanatha (fn. 18) and Sridhara (fn. 23), who gloss this notion of dependence in a way that

allows for the accuracy of recollective awareness-events, are simply mistaken.

Let me set aside one initial concern about Udayana’s argument: namely, that the notion of accuracy
that he is working with is infallibilist. An awareness-event, on his view, can only be accurate if it
is produced by a set of causal conditions that could not have led to an error. Of course, one need
not think that this kind of infallibility is necessary for learning events. But even if we abandon this
infallibilist conception of accuracy, the problem that Udayana’s argument poses does not go away.
If THE DEPENDENCE VIEW is correct, then recollective awareness-events based on perceptual
awareness-events with present-tense contents will often be false. But many of our recollective

awareness-events are precisely of this kind. Thus, THE DEPENDENCE VIEW (along with other

54 NVTP 53.1-4 ad NS 1.1.1: yathanubhavam tu bhavet | tatranubhavasya yatharthatvat tadekavisaya smrtir api
yatharthety ucyat | ata evanubhavasyayatharthatve smrtih aviparita 'py ayatharthaiva | yatha rajjum bhujangataya
anubhitya vidrutasya tathaiva smrtih | tasmat smrter yatharthyam yacitakamandanaprayam, najanikam| idam eva
paratantryapadavacyam kaiscin niruktikunthair anyathapaplitam iti |
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assumptions) seems to entail that surprisingly many of our recollective awareness-events are

false.”?

Udayana and his Nyaya followers like Gangesa Upadhyaya seem happy to accept this consequence
of their view. But must a Nyaya epistemologist accept this consequence? To block Udayana’s
argument, the Nyaya epistemologist must either reject the premise that our perceptual awareness-
events have present-tense contents, or reject THE DEPENDENCE VIEW. The first option is costly.
Perceptual experiences do seem to present or represent features of the perceiver’s environment as
here and now. To deny that perceptual experiences have present-tense contents would be to say
that they don’t present or represent objects of perception as temporally present. By contrast, if the
Nyaya epistemologist were to take the second option of rejecting THE DEPENDENCE VIEW, it would
be hard for them to hold on to THE NON-MNEMIC CONDITION. For, now, it would be difficult for
them to block the consequence that our recollective awareness-events can yield new self-locating

knowledge about ourselves or our temporal location.>®

55 Contemporary critics of reconstructivist conceptions of episodic memory—Ilike Martin (2001) and Soteriou
(2018)—face a version of this problem for THE DEPENDENCE VIEW. They would try to escape this problem either by
embracing weaker versions of this view, or by adopting a version of Udayana’s own strategy. On Martin’s view, the
difference between perceptual experience and episodic recall lies in the fact that “in perceptual experience, one is
presented with its object as present to one, in some relation to one’s actual point of view”, whereas “[i]n episodic
recall, although one is related to the same objects and qualities, one is not presented with them, rather represents them,
or rather recalls them as once presented to one’s point of view” (p. 278, italics mine). This suggests that instances of
episodic recall have some overlap with respect to intentional objects with the earlier perceptual experiences that they
are based on, but nevertheless differ from them with respect to content insofar as they involve representing the relevant
objects “as once presented to one’s point of view.” So, this would involve rejecting THE DEPENDENCE VIEW. By
contrast, Soteriou (2018, p. 309) argues that any instance of episodic recall involves representing a token past event—
rather than a kind of event—as temporally present; as such, it overlaps with that past experience with respect to its
intentional objects. However, unlike Martin, Soteriou seemingly allows for the possibility that such instances of recall
need not be accompanied by the realization that the represented temporal present is in fact a past time. So, if Soteriou’s
account predicts that our episodic memories (by themselves) merely represent past events as temporally present, then
it will end up affirming Udayana’s position that many of our occurrent memories are inaccurate.

56 There might be other ways of avoiding this problem. One option might be to argue that the content of a recollective
awareness-event—though entirely derived from an earlier perceptual experience—is in fact untensed. Matthen (2010),
for example, considers a position on which the content of an episodic memory is just an untensed image that exactly
replicates the image involved in the earlier perceptual experience, but is accompanied by a subpersonally generated
cognitive feeling of pastness. This view is compatible with Udayana’s second account of recollection, on which the
content of a recollective awareness-event exactly matches (a part of) the content of the earlier firsthand awareness-
event that it is based on, but we come to represent remembered objects using memory demonstratives like “that” when
we make introspective judgements about our recollective awareness-events in light of our background knowledge
about the passage of time. However, I don’t think this option would be attractive to a Nyaya epistemologist. First, the
specific position that Matthen describes is unavailable to a Nyaya thinker like Udayana who explicitly takes the content
of any recollective awareness-event to be a complex qualified item consisting of the objects and the properties that
appear in the earlier firsthand awareness-event, rather than any image involved in that earlier awareness-event. Second,
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What this brings out is a cost of accepting a purely reproductive conception of recollection. The
defenders of such a view must either come to terms with the unpalatable consequence that many
of our occurrent memories—which we ordinarily take to be true—are just erroneous, or they must
reject the plausible claim that our perceptual experiences present or represent their objects as
located in the present. Since neither of these options seems attractive, a better option might be to
give up the reproductive conception of recollection altogether. This would imply that our occurrent
memories can indeed yield previously unacquired pieces of self-knowledge. Thus, the Jaina

challenge from self-locating knowledge may have been successful after all.>’
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