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FOREWORD

BY

MAHAMAHOPADHYAYA VIDYAVACASPATI DARSANAKALANIDHI
Proressor S. Kuppuswamr Sasrti, MLA., LE.S.
Professor of Sanskrit and Gomparaflve Philology,
Presidency College, Madras.

It is a source of great pleasurc to me to write a fore-
word to this publication, in compliance with the request
of its editors—Dr. C. Kunhan Raja, M.A., D.Phil.,
who happens to be my present friend and colleague and
former pupil, and Mr. S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri,
Head of the Department of Philosophy in the University
of Madras.

This is a revised edition of the Sanskrit Philosophical
treatise called Manameyodaya, which was first published
in 1912 as No. 19 of the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series.
Dr. C. Kunhan Raja and S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri
are responsible for this revised edition and include in
it the Sanskrit text and their English translation. The
Sanskrit text given in this edition is far more reliable
and accurate than the text given in the first edition.
In bringing out the present revised edition, the editors
have used an additional manuscript which was not
used in the first edition and which is dcposn:ed in the
Government Oriental Manuscnpts lerary, Madras
(D.C.S. No. 15297). A comparison of this edition
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with the first edition will disclose noteworthy improve-
ments, variations and additions. In this connection,
section 13, page 7, and section 147, page 233 in the
present revised edition may be compared with the
corresponding portions in the first edition. The English
translation is faithful and accurate and brings the
contents of this important philosophical text within
the easy reach of the students of modern universities,
who are mostly using the English language as their
medium of thought and expression in their academical
and public life. The detailed table of contents and the
comparative list of doctrinal differences prefixed to
this edition greatly enhance its value.

The Sanskrit text published in this volume is a
valuable philosophical manual of the Bhatta school; and
as its significant title Manameyodaya shows, it represents
an authoritative and informative elucidation (udaya)
of the recognized means of valid knowledge (mdna)
and the categories (meya) constituting the objective
content of valid knowledge, in accordance with
Kumairila Bhatta’s school known as the Bhatta school.
The first part of this book (manapariccheda) deals with
the pramana-s and was written by the famous Narayana
Bhatta of Malabar, who flourished in the latter half
of the 16th century. The second part (meyaparic-
cheda) was produced by a later scholar, who was also
called Nardyana Pandita. Narayana Bhatta, the author
of the first half, was one of the greatest scholar-poets of
Kerala in the 16th century. He is the famous author of
he Narayaniya and the Prakriyasarvasva. His versatility,
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profound scholarship, saintly character and great poetic
talents are justly praised in the following terms at the
beginning of the Bhaktapriyd, a commentary on the
Narayaniya:

gafgrafrfeaframaas:,  aecaEgan-
AT, TCANRIAT: GHaagaaHigaau: saraaor-
Ffa: |

The second part of this work is an appropriate
complement to the first part and rises to an almost
equally high level.

Within a brief compass, in a style which is at once
lucid and terse, this work gives an able and well-ground-
ed exposition of the leading tenets of the philosophical
side of the Bhatta school, and adds comparative and
critical remarks, where required, with particular refer-
ence to the corresponding tenets of other systems of
Indian philosophical thought—chiefly the Prabhakara,
Nyaya, Advaita and Bauddha systems. I am sure that,
in the form in which the text is presented in this edition
and with the reliable English translation which is given
here, this work will be of great value as an efficient aid
to the study of Indian philosophy in general, and more
especially to the appreciation of the distinctive features
of the Bhatta phase of realism in Indian philosophical
thought. I congratulate Dr. C. Kunhan Raja and

S. S. Suryanarayana Sastri on this substantial piece
of work in the sphere of Indian Philosophy.

10 May 1933 S. KuppuswaMr SASTRI
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DETAILED CONTENTS OF THE TEXT
I. MEANS OF VALID KNOWLEDGE, pp. 1-148
(1) InTRODUCTION, pPp. 1-9

(The. figures refer to the paragraphs, unless otherwise stated)

1. Mangala. Brief statement of the subject-matter.
Definition of means of valid knowledge and of valid knowl-
edge. 2. Recollection and restatement cxcluded from valid
knowledge. 3, 4. Continuous stream of cognition is valid
“knowledge. 5-7. Manifestedness as the extraneous adjunct
which defines the element of time. 8. No false knowlcdge
according to Prabhakara. 9. Reply to this. 10. Senses
-and sense-contact, means of valid knowledge. 11. Cogni-
tion too is so spoken of. 12. Definition of valid knowledge
and means thereof according-to the Logicians and according
to Prabhidkara; refutation thereof. 13. Further refutation
of Prabhakara. 14. Buddhists’ view of valid knowledge
and its refutation. 15. Final statement of the definition
of the means of valid knowledge. Enumeration of the mecans
of valid knowledge. Number of means of valid knowledge
according to various systems.

(2) PERCEPTION, pp. 9-26

1. Definition of perception and enumeration of kinds
of sense-contact. 2. Description of the sense-organs.
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3. Establishment of the nature of the five external sense-organs.
4. The Logicians’ view regarding the sense of hearing and
its refutation. 5. The sensc called mind. 6. Some details
about visual perception. 7. The Logicians’ view regarding
sight at a distance and its rcfutation. 8. Sense-organs not
perceptible. 9. Two kinds of sense-contact. Cases of con-
junction. 10. Identity with what is in conjunction; identity
with what is identical with what is in conjunction, if needed.
11. Six kinds of sense-contact according to the Logicians.
12, TIts rcfutation. 13. Prabhikara’s enumeration of sense-
contacts and its refutation. 14. Non-determinate and deter-
minate cognitions. 15. No non-detcrminate cognitions
according to the Grammarians; refutation of this. 16. Deter-
minate cognitions neither valid nor perceptual according
_to the Buddhists; this refuted. 17. The Buddhists’ position
further explained and refuted. 18. The applicability of the
term ‘perception’ to determinate cognitions. 19. Prabha-
kara’s view on this. 20. Its refutation. 21. Five kinds
of detcrminate cognition. 22. A sixth variety stated and
shown to be included in one of the five. 23. Instrumen-
tality for perception in sense-organs, their contact and
coguition. 24. Prabhdkara’s definition of perception.
25. What is directness? 26. Directness explained and
refuted. 27. Buddhists’ view of perception and its
refutation. 28. Logicians’ definition of perception to include
Yogic vision; its refutation.

(3) INFERENCE, pp. 27-93

1. Definition of inference. Reciprocal and non-reci-
procal pervasion. 2. Definition of pervasion. 3. Definition of
extraneous adjunct. 4-7. Purpose of the various elements
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in this definition; this purpose explained in two ways. 8.
Doubted extraneous adjunct. 9. Sometimes only particular
forms of the probans are eflective. 10. How pervasion is
apprehended; repeated observation. 11. Prabhakara’s view
that it is from a single observation. 12. This refuted. 13.
Objection: no repeated observation possible in certain cases.
14. Reply to this. 15. Counter-argument; its fivc clements.
16. Fallacious counter-argument. 17. Defects like self-
dependence included in counter-argument. 18. Counter-
argument helps infcrence. 19-22. Objection: further doubts
are possible; reply to this. 23. Doubts about invisible
extraneous adjuncts. 24-25. Countcr-arguments hclp other
means of valid knowledge too. 26. Further points regarding
counter-arguments. 27. Relative importance of rcpcated
observation and counter-arguments in inference. 28. Bud-
dhists’ view of apprchending pervasion. 29. Its refutation;
synonyms of pervasion and pervaded. 30. Threefold
cognition of the pervaded. 31. Purpose of the word ° non-
proximate’ in the definition of inference. 32. Carvika-s’
view that in inference either there is no pervasion or there is
proving what is already known. 33. Reply to this. 34.
Prabhakara’s view that in inference what is to be under-
stood as new is only the existence of the probans in the subject.
'35. This refuted. 36. Cognition too is spoken of as
a means of inference. 37. Three kinds of probans. 38. The
corresponding three kinds of pervasion. 39. The negatively
concomitant not accepted by the Kaumadrila-s. Logicians’
defence of it; this refuted. 40. The view that there is no
‘non-established qualification’. 41. A modified accept-
ance. 42. The five elements of the positively and negatively
concomitant probans. 43. The purely positively con-
comitant and the purely negatively concomitant have only
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four elements, 44. The seen and the generically scen
probans. 45, Logicians’ view of the generically seen.
46. This refuted. 47. Two kinds of inference. 48. Five
members of an inference for another. 49. Three members
alonc wanted. 50 Buddhists’ view that only two members
wanted; refutation of this, 51. Examples of a three-
membered syllogism, 52, Fallacies of the subject. 53-55.
The various sublating mcans, 56-59. The fallacies of the
probans. ¢ The non-established ’. 60. Logicians’ view of ¢ the
non-establishment of thc relation’; this refuted. 61. Non-
cstablishment only for.onc or for both' parties. 62. ¢The
contradictory’. 63. °¢The non-conclusive’. 64. The view
of some on this. 65. Partial acceptance of this view. 66.
The five kinds of fallacy of the probans according to the
Logicians; a sixth according to some; thc sixth according
to Bhisarvajfia. 67. Example of ¢ the similar to the context’.
68. This is included in what are already enumerated. 69.
The view that this must be distinct. 70, This refuted. 71.
‘The similar to the context’ may be included in ¢ the non-
conclusive.” 72. ¢ The contradictory non-inconstant ’; different
views on this. 73. Bhasarvajfia’s explanation of this. 74,
This refuted. 75. ¢ The discarded through lapse of time’,
only a fallacy of the subject. 76. Objection: there are no
fallacies except for the probans. 77. Reply to this, 78.
* The non-efficient’ is only ¢ non-establishment of pervasion’.
79. “The non-ascertained’ of Bhisarvajfia not a distinct fallacy.
80. Examples; two kinds. 81-82. Four kinds of fallacies for
cach of the two kinds. 83-84. Two further fallacies for both.

(4) AvurHoriry, pp. 93-110

1. Why this topic is next taken up. Definition of
authority. 2. Method of learning the meaning. 3. The
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views of Parthasdrathi and Cidinanda about the meaning
of a word. 4. The Logicians’ view of it. 5. Siddhanta
view that the meaning of a sentence is through sccondary
implication. The relation of what are expressed and the
expression of what are related. 6. Gapacity of the words
in respect of their senscs as related. 7. Prabhakara’s view
that words express isolated objccts and then express them
as related. 8. This refuted. 9. Defence of Siddhinta view.
10. Causes of the apprehension of the meaning of a sentence.
11. Proximity; Prabhakara’s view refuted. 12. Further
statcment of Prabhidkara’s vicw and refutation of it. 13.
‘Verbal cognition: human and superfiuman. Prabhakara’s
view that verbal cognition is only scriptural. 14-15. This
refuted. 16. The view of Kanida and its refutation. 17.

Scripture can have no defect. 18. Further details not
cnlarged upon. -

(5) Anarocy, pp. 110-119

1. Definition. It is a distinct means. Its instrument
and fruit. 2. This element .is inference to the Logicians.
3. This refuted. 4. A separate means to cognize dissimila-
rity? 5. No. 6. Logicians: analogy is knowing the rela-
tion of the name and the named. 7. Its. justification.
8. An objection to this. 9. Reply. 10. This knowledge
of the relation of the name and the named from dissimilar
attributes and from attributes in general. 11. The view
of the Logicians refuted. 12. The word ‘analogy’ not
applicable to what the Logicians have in view. 13. The
view of there being only three means of valid knowledge
rejected. Prabhakara’s view that similarity is a distinct
category will be refuted later.
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(6) PresumpTION, pp. 120-133

1. Definition; further improvement of it. 2-3. This
is inference according to the Logicians. There can be no
conflict between two valid cognitions. An apparent con-
flict exists in inference too. 4-9. This refuted; therc can
be such a conflict; not included in inference. 10. Pra-
bhakara’s view that presumption is generated by doubt.
11. This refuted. 12 Two kinds of presumption: from
the seen and from the heard. 13. Presumption from the
heard, explained. 14. Prabhakara’s view that there is
no presumption from the heard; this refuted. 15. Further
refutation of it. 16. A doubt about this refutation. 17.
Refutation justified.

(7) NecaTiON, pp. 133-145

1. Definition, 2. Its instrument. Justification of the
term ‘negation’. 3. Its auxiliary: capacity. 4. Capacity
explained; its need. 5-6. Two kinds of non-cognition:
one, due to the non-existence of valid knowledge and two,
due to the non-existence of recollection. 7. Non-existence
is perceptible according to the Logicians; this refuted.
8. Knowledge is non-perceptible; so its non-existence too
must be so. 9. Inferences for the perceptibility of non-
existence; brief statement of the defects in them.
10-14. Defects in them enlarged upon. 15-16. There
is no relation called that of the qualification and the quali-
fied. 17. Non-existence can be seen only as determinate,
if it be perceptible. 18. Inference from this of its non-
perceptibility. 19. Non-existence known only from non-
cognition. 20. Prabhakara’s view that there is no such
thing called non-existence; this will be refuted later.
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(8) ConcrusioN, pp. 145-148

Inclusion and tradition not scparate means. Inclusion
is a form of inferencc. Tradition is generally invalid; if
valid, it is only authority. Ramdyama supports thc sixfold
division of the means of valid knowledge.

II. OBJECTS OF VALID KNOWLEDGE
' (1) INTRODUCTION, pp..149-150

Mangala. The King Manaveda. Completing the work
under his orders. Objects of valid knowledge stated differ-
ently. Five according to the Siddhanta.

(2) SuBsTANCE, pp. 151-232

1. Definition of substance. Logicians’ definition; this
refuted. 2-3. Defence of the Siddhinta definition. 4. Clas-
sification of substances. 5, Definition and classification
of earth. 6. Four kinds of earth-bodies. 7. Prabhakara’s
view that what are produced from sprouts arc not bodies.
8. Refutation of this: it is against Codes and Epics.
9. Objection to this refutation. 10. Reply to this objection.
11. Further objection to the refutation and replies to them.
12. Creepers have intelligence, this further defended.
Or, it may be conceded that they have no intelligence.
13. Definition and classification of water. 14. Definition and
classification of fire. 15. Definition and classification of air.
16. Logicians’ view that air is to be inferred. 17. This

refuted. 18. Syllogism to prove that air is perceptible.
B
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19. Air not established by elimination. 20. Definition
and classification of darkness. 21. Logicians’ view that
darkness is absence of light; this refuted. 22. Further
refutation of it. 23. Prabhikara’s view of darkness.
24. Tts refutation. 25. Difficulty in darkness being per-
ceptible. 26-27. Reply to this difficulty. 28. Scriptural
evidence for darkness being blue. The view of some that
darkness is a quality of earth; this too accepted. 29. Refuta-
tion of the Buddhists’ view that there is no whole as distinct
from parts. 30. Logicians’ view of primal atoms and the
creation of the universe. 31.. Siddhanta view of primal
atoms; no evidence for the primal atoms of the Logicians.
32. Objection to the Siddhédnta: there is evidence. 33-34.
Reply to this objection. 35. Yogic = perception as
“evidence; rejected. 36. Universe not created by God.
37. Inference to show that God is creator; this refuted.
38-40. This further refuted. 41. Syllogism to prove the
Siddhanta view. 42. Objection to this syllogism.
43. Reply to this objection. 44. Need for an agent. 45. There
is no such need. 46. God’s desire and volition cannot be
causes for creation. 47. Objection to this; reply to the
objection. 48. God of the true followers of the Veda-s;
an objection to this: God must be the author of the Veda-s.
49. Reply to this. Defects in the inference. 50. Logi-
cians’ objection: even words of Manu, etc. would turn out
to be superhuman. This refuted. 51. Further defence
of the Siddhdnta. 52. Inferences to show that Veda-s were
never created. 53. Why not say that Bhdrata, etc. too are
superhuman? Reply: no. 54. Vedic authority for the
human origin of the Veda-s. 55. Reply to this. 56. Objection:
an author needed for the Veda-s to be authoritative.
57. Validity not due to merit. 58. Intrinsic validity and
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extrinsic invalidity for cognitions. Various views on validity.
59. Samkhya view that both are intrinsic. 60-61. Reply
to this. 62-64. Logicians’ view that both arc extrinsic.
65-76. Reply to this. 77. Buddhist view that validity is
extrinsic and invalidity intrinsic; this rejected. 78. Final
statement about divisible substances. 79. Brief statcment
about ether, etc. 80. Ether, etc. non-eternal according to
Samkara; this rejected. 81. Ether, time and space arc
perceptible; no other evidence for their existence. 82. Objec-
tion: there is evidence in ether being the abode of the quality,
sound. 83. Reply: sound is not a quality; even if it bc a
quality, no new substance like ether. 84. -Ether, seen by the
entire world, cannot be imperceptible. 85. Time not to be
inferred; it.is perceptible. 86. Space too is pecrceptible.
87-88. Ether, time and space—divisions through extraneous
adjuncts. 89. Soul; object of mental perccption. Prabhi-
kara’s view that soul and cognition are understood as agent
and knowing in the cognition of every object. 90-92. Refuta-
tion of this. 93. Samkara’s view that soul is self-manifesting;
this refuted. 94. Objection: if soul is not self-manifesting,
it would be both subject and object. Reply: there is no harm.
95. Brief statement of the soul being distinct from body,
sense-organs, cognition and happiness. 96. Refutation of
the view that the body is the soul. 97-98. Refutation of
the sense-organs being the soul. 99. Refutation of cogni-
tion being the soul. 100. The Upanisadic view that cogni-
tion is the soul. The scripture °Brahman, knowledge,
bliss’. 101. The different words are according to the
distinctness of what are to be excluded. 102. In ‘Intense
brightness is the moon’, identity of meaning for the words,
‘intense ’, ‘ brightness’ and ‘moon’. 103. Syllogism to
show that the import of a proposition is the impartite.
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104. Brief statement of the different views regarding the
import of a proposition. 105-7. Refutation of the view
that it is impartitc. 108. Knowledge is not eternal.
109-10. Unity of soul refuted. 111. Differences in the
universc not due to assumption. 112. Soul is all-pervasive.
113. Heaven and release; the Materialists’ view on this
rejected. 114. Buddhists’ view of release; this refuted.
115. Logicians’ view of releasc; this refuted. 116. Prabha-
kara’s view; this refuted. 117. Samkhya view; this refuted.
118. Samkara’s view; this refuted. 119. The world is
an illusion and hence can be destroyed—refutation of this
view. 120. What releasc is. 121-22. Difficulties in this
view rcplied to. 123. Description of release and the path
thereto. 124. Definition of mind; its being atomic refuted.
-125. Objection: all pervasiveness sublated by the very
evidence for its existence. 126, Its rcfutation. 127. Diffi-
culty that if mind be all-pervasive, it can have no conjunction
with the all-pervasive soul; this avoided. 128. Two all-
pervasive substances can have conjunction. 129. Why a
distinct substance called mind. 130. Definition of sound.
131. The view that sound is a quality of ether, rejected.
132. Sound is all-pervasive. 133. Logicians’ explanation
for the simultaneous cognition of sound. 134. This refuted.
135. Refutation of sound being produced or destroyed.
136. The activity of the lips, etc. though antecedent to the
found, is not cause. 137. Sound, though all-pervasive,
need not be heard by all; what manifests sound is only the
conjunction of the audible sound (a variety of air), with the
sense of hearing. 138. Different qualities in the same
sound intelligible. 139. Identity of the letter is not a delusion.
140. Various difficulties, if sound be accepted as producible.
141. Sound divided into significant and non-significant.
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142. Definition of word. Brief statement of the Sphota
theory. 143. Refutation of Sphota. 144. Acceptance of
Sphota does not remove any difficulties. 145. Relation of
the word to the sense is eternal; Logicians’ view that this
relation is a convention, with God as the author; this refuted.
146. Only the genus is signified by the word; the individual
is secondarily implied. 147. The need for this claborate
discussion on the eternality of sound.

(3) Genus, pp. 233-43

. 1. Definition of genus. 2.. The Buddhists’ view that
there is no genus. 3. Reply to this.” 4. Genus is not
merely the exclusion of what is not that. 5. Genus cannot
be ecither different or non-different from thc individual;
reply to this objection: it can be different and non-different
at the same time. 6. Experiencc is the authority for assum-
ing these contradictory attributes in the same thing. 7. This
experience explained. 8. Prabhakara’s view of inherence
being the relation between the genus and the individual;
this rejected. 9. Prabhakara’s view that existence, etc. are
not genuses. 10-11. Refutation of this. 12. Logicians’
view that there is no ‘existence’ in a genus. 13. This
refuted. 14. Soundness established as a genus, 15. Fur-
ther justification for accepting existence asa genus. 16. Justi-
fication for accepting soundness as a genus. 17. Justification
for accepting Brahminness as a genus. 18. Substanceness,
etc. too are genuses.

(4) Quarrry, pp. 244-81

1. Definition and classification of quality. 2. Defini-
tion and classification of colour. 3. Definition and classi-
fication of taste. 4. Definition and classification of smell.
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5. Definition and classification of touch. 6. Definition and
classification of number, 7. Definition and classification of
size. 8. Definition of distinctness. Prabhikara does not
accept distinctness in produced substance; refutation of this
position. 9. Justification of Prabhikara’s position and its
refutation. 10. The followers of the Upanisad-s do not
accept distinctness at all. 11-12, Refutation of this. 13.
Definition and classification of conjunction. 14. Definition
and classification of disjunction. 15. Definition and classi-
fication of remoteness and proximity. 16. Definition and
classification of weight., 17, Definition of viscidity. 18. The
qualities from cognition up to volition defined. How they
are cognized. 19. Different views regarding cognition—how
cognition is understood. 20. Self-manifestedness of cognition.
21, Its refutation. 22. Diffculty if cognition be an object
of cognition; reply to this. 23. Syllogism to show that
cognition is an object of cognition. 24. Logicians’ view that
cognition is perceptible; its refutation. 25. Difficulty if
cognition be understood from manifestedness. Reply to this.
26. Further justification of Siddhanta position. 27. Buddhists’
view of cognition; will be refuted later. 28. Classification
of happiness. 29. Classification of misery. 30. Definition of
desire, aversion and volition, 31-33, Definition and classi-
fication of impression. 34. Definition of audible sound. 385.
Definition of manifestedness. 36. Manifestedness exists
in all categories. 37. Prabhédkara’s definition of mani-
festedness; this rejected. 38-41. [Explanation and justi-
fication of manifestedness. 42. Definition and classification
of potency. 43. Potency in substance, quality and action
illustrated. 44. Logicians’ view that there is no potency.
45. Refutation of this. 46-47. Non-existence is never a
cause. 48. Prabhdkara’s view that potency is a distinct
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category and is to be understood through inference. Refuta-
tion of both these views. The first accepted by some among
the Kaumirila-s. 49. How potency is understood through
presumption. 50. Itisa quality though it exists in categories
other than substances. 51. Differences in the Logicians’
enumeration of qualities. This rejected. 52. Virtue and
vice are specific qualities of the soul according to the Logi-
cians. This rejected. 53-54. The term °virtue’ not seen
applied to any quality of the soul. Prabhakara’s view that
the optative mood expresses unseen result. This rejected.
55-56. Objection; one learns the meanings as something
to be done. The primary significance of the optative mood
is the unseen result. 57-58. Refutation of this. 59. What
is done by a sentence is to state the knowledge that
something is the means to what is desired. 60. Unseen
result not expressed by the optative mood. 61. Virtuc
means sacrifice, etc. 62. View of Salikanatha: one is called
virtuous when one performs what is enjoined. This rejected.
63. Scripture too identifies virtue with sacrifice. Scripture
cites sacrifice alone as means to prosperity. 64. Two kinds of
productive operation. 65-66 Mode of expressing the objective
productive operation. The comprehensive form of the expres-
sion of the objective productive operation. The same in
ordinary sentences too. 67. Mode of expressing verbal
productive operation. 68. Two views regarding the meaning
of an injunction. 69. No real difference in these two
views. 70. Only sacrifice, etc. are virtues; only cruelty, etc.
are vices. 71. Unseen result not a distinct quality nor category.

(5) AcrIoN, pp. 282-88

1. Definition and classification of action. 2. Prabha-
kara’s view that action is not perceptible. 3. Objection:
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action is to be inferred. 4. Reply to this. 5. Difficulty if
action is to be inferred from conjunction and disjunction.
6-10. Attempts to justify such inferences and their refutation.
11. Why in certain cases action in not seen. 12. The
Bhigya which states the inferability of action to be discarded.
13. If action be not perceptible, there is no evidence for
action. 14. Objection: there is evidence in that the non-
inherent cause of conjunction must be action. 15. Reply
to this.

(6) NoN-EXISTENCE, pp. 289-310

1. All positive categories have been dealt with, 2.
Prabhakara’s view that there are still more categories. 3.
Logicians’ view that there are still others. 4. Reply to
Prabhdkara: potency and number are only qualities;
similarity not a distinct category. 5. Defence of Prabhakara:
the cognition °‘like that,” instead of  that’ not intelligible
if similarity were not a distinct category. 6. Reply:
explanation of the distinction between the two cognitions
‘like that’ and that’. 7. Difficulty in Prabhakara’s view:
comparisons like very similar’ and ¢less similar > become
unintelligible, 8. Evidence for particularity adopted by
Logicians. 9. Refutation of this, 10. The view ' that
inherence is perceptible; this refuted. 11. No sense-contact
possible for inherence. 12. Inferences used by Prabhakara
cannot establish inherence. 13. Bhavanitha’s inference; this
refuted. 14. Infinite regress if inherence is accepted. 15.
Between part and whole, etc. the relation is identity. 16.
Justification for dealing with means of valid knowledge, etc.
as distinct from objects of valid knowledge. 17. Definition
of non-existence. 18, Classification and illustration of
non-existence. No non-existence according to Prabhikara.
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19-24. Refutation of this: either non-existence is a distinct
reality or cognition of non-existence is possible even where the
thing is present. 25. Maidhyamika view of the universc.
26-27. Yogacara view of the universe. 28-29. Sautrantika
view of the universe. 30. Vaibhisika view of the universc.
31. Brief statement of the views of the four Buddhistic
schools. 32. Momentariness cannot be established through
perception. 33. Nor can it be by inference. 34. Upanisadic
view of the universe. 35. Refutation of this: illusoriness
cannot be absolute non-existence nor is it being other than
reality and non-reality. 36. Defence of the Upanisadic
view: being other than rcality and non-reality is possiblc.
37. Reply to this. 38. Illusoriness cannot be possibility
of sublation, since there is no sublation possible. 39. Defence
of the Upanigadic view: inference may be the sublater.
Reply to this. 40. The five categories are real.

(7) ConcrusioN, pp. 289-310

Dedication to Hari. Even evil Karma is a blessing
in that it has led to a vision of the Lord in his corporeal form.
Ancestors of the author. Prayer to Krsna. The tcachers
of the author. Praise of the book. Praise of King Manaveda.






PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION

Tue MANAMEYODAYA is an excellent introduction to
the Bhatta system of Mimimsia. The text was pub-
lished in the Trivandrum Sanskrit Series as No. 19
in 1912. A revised edition of the text with an English
translation by Prof. C. Kunhan Raja and S.S. Surya-
narayana Sastri was published by the Theosophical
Publishing House in 1933. It was very well received
by scholars and soon became out of stock. There
has been great demand for bringing out a reprint of
this useful volume. It is now being brought out as
No. 105 in the Adyar Library Series.

- The whole work Manameyodaya, consisting of the
two sections ‘ Mana’ and ‘Meya’, was projected by
Narayana Bhatta himself as is clear from the introduc-
tory verse; but he wrote only the first part; probably he
passed away before completing it. Narayana Pandita
who completed it, adding the * Meya > portion, during
the reign of his patron Manaveda, Zamorin of Calicut
(A. D. 1655-58) is the well-known author of the Vivarana
commentary on the Raghuvamfa and the Kumarasam-
bhava. Minaveda wrote the Pirvabhdratacampii in A. D.
1643 and the Krsnagiti in A.D. 1652; being an admirer of
Nardyapa Bhatta, he wanted to complete the unfinished
Manameyodaya and requested his friend and protege



Xvii

(who was also probably his old class-mate) to write the
‘Meya’ portion also. For details regarding this see
my book, The Contribution of Kerala to Sanskrit Literature,
University of Madras, 1958.

Written in a lucid and compact style and contain-
ing comparative and critical remarks with reference to
the views of other schools like the Prabhikara, Nyaya
and the Bauddha, this Mimamsa work on epistemology
and ontology is sure to be a useful guide to the students
of Indian philosophy in general.

1975 K. Kunjunnt Raja.



PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION

THE MANAMEYODAYA is an elementary treatise on the
Mimamsa system of Indian philosophy according to
the school of Kumairila Bhatta. This work occupies
the same position in the Mimams3, system which the
Siddhantamuktavali occupies in the Nyaya-Vaiesika
system or the Vedantaparibhdsa in the Advaita system.
The work was published some years ago in the
Trivandrum Sanskrit Series as No. 19. In preparing
the present edition we have utilized, besides the printed
book, a manuscript belonging to the Government
Oriental Manuscripts Library, -Madras (No. D.C.S.
15297, vol. 27, p. 10,068).

With the help of the manuscript we have been able
to incorporate in the present edition many passages that
are not seen in the original edition. We have also been
able to correct many passages in the printed book.
Where the manuscript and the printed edition differed,
we have chosen for our edition that reading which in
our opinion was the better one.

The present edition is meant for the use of students
of Indian philosophy, especially university students,
who desire to familiarize themselves with the elements
of the Mimdmsi system. In the other systems of
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Indian philosophy there are textbooks which suit the
purposes of a beginner. We found that for the Mimamsa
system this work serves the purpose best.

In translating the work into English, we have
tried to make the translation as close to the original
as possible, and at the same time to make the English
readable and simple. The interest of clarity has been
kept in view more than that of literal fidelity. Wherever
we thought that the student might require additional
help, we have added briefnotes. The detailed contents,
the comparative tables, the list of doctrinal differences,
the glossary—these, it is hoped, will be of considerable
help to the students.

The book is the work of two authors The first
part dealing with the means of valid knowledge is the
work of one Narayana, and the second part dealing
with the objects of valid knowledge is by a later
Narayana. Itis certain that the Narayana who wrote
the first part meant to write both- the parts, as could
be seen from the second stanza in the beginning:

The existence of things is twofold, divided into
means of knowledge and objects of knowledge;
therefore we propound both according to the
path of the venerable Kumarila,
This is also evident from the many references to the
second part that are met with in the first part. There
is no way of ascertaining why he did not complete
the work.

Nariyana who wrote the first part is a famous

poet and scholar of Malabar, who lived about four
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centuries ago. He is the author of Nardyaniya
(Trivandrum Sanskrit Series No. 18), Prakriyasarvasva,
a work on grammar (Trivandrum Sanskrit Series
No. 106) and many short poems, some of which have
already been published in the Kivyamaila Series.
Little is known of the Narayana who completed the
work, except what can be gathered from the information
which the author himself gives in the work.

The work is more or less an abridgement of a book
called the Nititattvavirbhdva by Cidinanda Muni (Adyar
Library MS. No. TR 117), whick has not yet been
printed. Although the material is taken from Cida-
nanda’s work, it has been entirely rearranged to suit the
needs of a beginner. On a comparison of both the works,
we found that the Manameyodaya suits the requirements
of a student much better than the Nititattvavirbhava, and
therefore we chose the former in preference to the
latter for translation and publication.

The present edition is issued under our joint names.
The material was in the first instance prepared by one
of the editors (C. Kunhan Raja). Then both of us
examined the translation, revised and made necessary
corrections and alterations, before the book was finally
sent to the press.

For separating, in both the parts of the book, the
two sections called the Introduction and the Conclusion,
there is no manuscript authority. The division into
paragraphs too is a feature which we introduced, in
the hope that it would be a convenience to the
student. ‘
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We take this opportunity to express our deep sense
of gratitude to Mahamahopadhyaya Vidyavacaspati
Darsanakalanidhi Prof. S. Kuppuswami Sastri, M.A.,
LLE.S., for the instructive and valuable Foreword
which he has been kind enough to write for this edition.

University of Madras C. K. R.
27 April 1933. , S. S. S.
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2. SENSE-CONTACT

Siddhanta Prabhakara " Logicians
Conjunction Conjunction Conjunction
Identity with what Inherence in what Inherence in what is
is in conjunction is in conjunction in conjunction
1 Identity with Inherence Inherence in what is
. what is identical inherent in what is
with whatis in in conjunction -
conjunction ’
‘ Inherence
Inherence in what is
inherent
Relation of attribute
and substrate

3. FALLACIES
Siddhdnta:
Fallacies of the subject— .

1. Having an established attribute.
2. Having a sublated attribute:
sublated by perception;

inference;
authority;
analogy;
presumption;;
negation;
one’s own words;
the world; '
previous statement.

3. Having a non-established attribute.

1This is not distinct from the previous one; but accepted
if pressed. '
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Fallacies of the probans—
1. Non-established:
non-cstablished existence {Of the attribute;
of the substrate;
non-established pervasion;
non-established subject;
to the whole;
to a part (somctimes
called non-cstab-
lished pcrvasion);
of the attribute;
of the substrate;
through futile attribute;
through futile substrate;
through different basis;
of difference;

non-established relation

non-established relation {
non-cstablished {

non-establishment - {

through non-
non-established apprehension { knowledge;
(through  doubt.
to the existence of it;
2. Contradictory {to the existence of a particylar
form of it.
3. Non-conclusive or common ;!
Suspected non-conclusive.
4. Non-common!
Fallacies of the example—
Positive example:
- devoid of probandum;
devoid of probans;

_1The two are identical, according to some; this too is accepted.
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devoid of both;
devoid of base.
Negative example:
“devoid of probandum;
devoid of probans;
devoid of both;
devoid of base.
Non-statement of pervasion for both kinds of
Reverse statement of pervasion } example.
Other fallacies:
Contradictory non-inconstant;
~ The particular-sublater.

Logicians:
1. Non-established.
Contradictory.
Non-conclusive. )
Similar (o the contcxt or having an opponent.!
Discarded due to lapse of time or sublatcd.?

{Non-efﬁcient (according to some)
Non-determined (according to Bhasarvajfia)

Lol

o o

4. OBjEcTs OF KNOWLEDGE

Siddhanta Prabhakara Logicians

Substance Substance Substance
Genus Quality Quality

1 According to the Siddhanta this to be included in sublated

attribute or in the non-conclusive. .
3 According to the Siddhinta this is to be included in sublated

attribute.
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Stddhinta Prabhdkara Logicians’

Quality Action Action

Action - Genus Genus

Non-existencc Potency?! Particularity
Similarity Inherence
Number Non-existence
Inherence

5. SUBSTANCES

Siddhanta ' Logicians
Earth N Earth
Water Water
Fire Fire
Air Air
Darkness? Ether
Ether ' Time
Time Space
Space Soul
Soul Mind
Mind

Sound

6. QUALTTIES

Siddhanta  Logicians
1. Colour Colour
2. Taste o Taste
3. Smell Smell
4, Touch Touch

1 A quality according to the Siddhénta.
8 A quality of earth according to some.
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21.
22,
23.
24.

1 A distinct category according to Prabhakara.
2 Not accepted by the other system.

Siddhanta

Number?
Size
Distinctness
Conjunction
Disjunction
Remoteness
Proximity
Weight
Fluidity
Viscidity -
Cognition
Happiness
Misery
Desire
Aversion
Volition
Impression

Audible sound?
Manifestedness?

Potency?

Logicians

Number
Size
Distinctness
Conjunction
Disjunction
Remoteness
Proximity
Weight
Fluidity
Viscidity
Sound?
Cognition
Happiness
Misery
Desire
Aversion

Volition

Virtue?
Vice?®
Impression



LIST OF DOCTRINAL DIFFERENCES

Valid knowledge:

Siddhanta—The knowledge of an unknown
real object is valid knowledge.

Prabhakara—Experience is valid knowledge.

Logicians—The knowledge of an object as it is
is valid knowledge.

Buddhists—Knowledge which does not fail to
accord is valid knowledge.

Restatement:
Siddhanta—excluded from validity and
invalidity.
Logicians—can be valid.
Mind:
Siddhanta—1It is all-pervasive.
Logicians—It is atomic.
Sight at a distance:

Siddhanta—Due to the light from the sense of
sight becoming one with the all-pervasive
external light,

Logicians: Due to the velocity of hght

. Knowledge:

Grammarians—There is no non-determinate
knowledge.

Buddhists—Non-determinate alone is per-
ceptual and determinate is neither perceptual
nor valid. :
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The term perception:

Siddhanta—By convention ¢cum etymology.
Prabhiakara—By etymology o

Determinate knowledge : o -

Siddhanta—There are five kinds, as deter-
mined by substance, genus, quality, action
or name. .

Some: Re-cognition is a sixth variety, (included
in the name-determinates according to the
Slddhanta) ’

Pemptwn

Siddhanta—Knowledge produced by‘ sense-
contact is perception. ’

Prabhikara—Direct cognition is perception.

Buddhists—Perception is what is devoid of
determination and what is non-delusive.

Logicians—Perception .is what is pervaded by
immediate valid cognition.

Pervasion: A
Siddhanta—Apprehended by repeated .obser-
vation.
Prabhikara—Apprehended through a smgle
observation.

Buddhists—Established through identity and
origination therefrom.
Inference:

Slddhinta-—Knowledge of what is non-proxi-
mate resulting from the perceptlon of what
is pervaded.
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Prabhikara—Only the existence of the probans
in the subject is to be apprehended as some-
thing new.

Materialists—Either there is no pervasion or
there is proving what is already known.

11. Inferences, © seen® and ° generically seen’:

Siddhanta—That whose content is only the
particular seen object is the ‘seen one’;
when there is the inference on seeing the
pervasion in general, (that is the °generi-
cally seen’. '

Logicians—The ‘seen’ is the inference of that
whose content is a perceptible object; and
the *generically seen’ is where the content
is a supersensuous object.

12.  Conveying of the sense by the word:

Parthasarathi—Expression.

Cidananda, etc.—Recollection.

Prabhikara—Words express the barc ob_]ect
and then the objects as related too.

Logicians—Expression.

13. The meaning of a sentence:

Siddhanta—The senses of the words convey the
meaning of a sentence through secondary
implication.

Logicians—The senses of the words convey
the meaning of the sentence, which is of
the form of a relation among themselves.
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14, The sentence . .

Siddhanta—The doctrine of the relation of
what are expressed.

Others—The doctrine of the expression of
what are related.

15. Importation:

Siddhanta—There is the importation of the
word.

Prabhiakara—There is thc importation of the
sense of the word.

16. Authority:

Siddhanta—Both human and super-human.
Prabhakara—Only the scriptural (super-human).
Kanada—It is only a form of inference.

17. Analogy:

Siddhanta—The knowledge of the similarity of
what is not in contact, having as its sphere
an object that is remembered, and arising
from the similarity to an object that is seen.

Logicians—The understanding of the relation
of the name and the named from a statement
of analogy. (Analogy as explained accord-
ing to Siddhanta is mferencc according to
the Logicians.)

18. Similarity: ,
Siddhanta—Included in substance, quality or
common attribute.
Prabhakara—A distinct category.
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20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

xlvii _
Knowledge through pm'umption?

Siddhanta—Results from the conflict of two
valid cognitions.

Prabhakara—Results from doubt.

Logicians—This is only a form of inference.

Presumption:

Siddhinta—From the seen and from the heard.
Prabhakara—Only from the seen.

Negation:

Siddhanta—A distinct means to cognizc¢ non-
existence.

Prabhakara—No such means, since there is
no non-existence.

Logicians—Non-existence cognized by percep-
tion.

Fallacies:

Siddhanta—It may be for the subject, probans
or example. .
Logicians—It is only for the probans.

Qualities:
‘Siddhanta—One quality can exist in another.
Logicians—Qualities exist only in substances.

Causal relation:

Siddhanta—Cause and effect can come into
existence simultaneously.
Logicians—Cause must precede the effect.
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26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

xlviii
Bodies: :
Siddhinta—What are produced from sprouts
are bodies (they are not bodies according to

Vicaspati).
Prabhikara—They are not bodies,

Air:

Siddhanta—Air is perceptible.
Logicians—Air is to be inferred.

Darkness:

Siddhanta—It is a substancc (some accept it
as a quality of earth).

Logicians—It is the absence of light.

Prabhakara—Non-perception of light along with
the perception of the soul, which is the appre-
hender, produces the conception of darkness.

Part and whole:

Siddhanta—They are distinct.
Buddhists—There is no whole distinct from the
parts.

Primal atoms:

Siddhanta—They are perceptible.
Logicians—Can only be mferred and seen in
Yogic vision. :

God:

Siddhanta—A supremely merciful Being.
Logicians—Cireator -of the Umverse and author
of the Veda-s.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

xlix
Dissolution of the Universe:

Siddhanta—There is no ultimate dissolution

" of the Universe.

Logicians—There is such a dissolution,

Validity and Invalidity:
Siddhanta—Validity is. intrinsic,
extrinsic,
Samkhya—Both are intrinsic.
. Logicians—Both are extrinsic.
Buddhists—Validity is extrinsic,
intrinsic,
Ether, elc.:
Siddhanta—They arec eternal.
Samkara—They are non-eternal,

Ether, Time and Space:
Siddhanta—They are perceptible.

Logicians—They are to be inferred.

Manifestation of the soul:

invalidity

invalidity

Siddhanta—To be understood through mental

perception.

Prabhakara—Soul is perceptible, having to be
understood from the experience “I°, in all

cognitions.
Knowledge:

Siddhinta—To be understood from manifested-

ness.
Prabhikara—Self-manifesting.
Samkara—Self-manifesting.
Logicians—Perceptible.. -



37. Soul:

Siddhanta—Abode of intelligence, and many.
Aupanigada-s—Soul is intelligence itself, and one.

38. The meaning of a proposition:

Siddhanta—The qualified or the relation.
Prabhakara—What is to be done.
Samkara—The impartite.

39. Release:

Siddhanta—When there is the absolutc root-
ing out of misery, the experience mentally
of the happiness that existed in the soul.

Materialists—The dissolution of the body.

Buddhists—The series of cognitions, free from
extraneous adjuncts, remaining in its own
form. -

Logicians—Rooting out of the twenty-one
varieties of misery. I

Prabhdkara—When the soul remains in its own
form after all the spec1ﬁc qualities have been
destroyed.

Samkhya—When the soul remains in its own
nature through the discrimination of Prakrti
and Purusa.

Samkara—Dlssolutlon of the umverse

40. Virtue and me

Slddhanta-—-Substance, quahty or action.
Logicians—Distinct quality. '
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42,

43.

45.

46.

Sound:
Siddhanta—An all-pervasive substance, cternal,
- Logicians—A quality of ether, produced and
destroyed momentarily, ’
Grammarians—Sphota, eternal, but manifested
in time.
Genus:
Siddhanta—Therc is genus.
Buddhists—There is no genus (the appcarance
of unity is only the exclusion of what are
not that). o
Genus and individual:

Siddhanta—Thc relation is a combination of
difference and non-difference.

Prabhidkara—The  apposition is . through
inherence. '

Existence, elc.:
Siddhanta—They arc genuses. . .
Prabhikara—They are not genuses.
Existence: '

Siddhanta—1It abides in genus too.
Logicians—It does not abide in genuscs.

Distinctness:
Siddhanta—Exists in all substances.
Prabhikarza—Does not exist in produced sub-
stances. '
Aupanigada-s—There is no rcality called dis-
tinctness.
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48.

49.

50.

Sl.

Ll
Conjunction:
Siddhanta—Exists between any two substances,
and is either eternal or produced.

Logicians—Does not exist between two all-
pervasive substanccs and is always produccd.

Cognition:
Siddhanta—Not an object of cognition, and is
understood through presumption.
Prabhikara and Samkara—Self-manifesting.
Logicians—Perceptible.
Buddhists—Cognition is the form of the object.

Non-existence .

Siddhanta—It is never a cause.
Logicians—It can be a cause.

Action:
Siddhanta—Perceptible.
Prabhiakara—Inferable.

The Universe:

Siddhanta—Real.
Maiadhyamika-s—Void.
Yogacara—QCognition is real, not the obJects
Sautrintika—Cognition and objects are real;
external world is inferable and momentary.
Vaibhigika—The external world is real, per-
ceptible and momentary. :
Aupanigada-s—Illusory.

Lot
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I. MEANS OF VALID KNOWLEDGE
(1) INTRODUCTION

1. To us, who, desiring to take even youngsters
across the ocean of the system of the Pre-
ceptor, are diffident, may that indescribable
cowherd boy be a boat as it were.
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The existence of things is twofold, divided
into means of knowledge and objects of
knowledge; therefore -we propound both
according to the path of the venerable
Kumdrila.

Here, as in the view of the Logicians, ¢ means
of valid knowledge’ is only the instrument
of valid knowledge. But valid knowledge is
the knowledge of an unknown real object:
here alone lies the difference.

2. Here, by the word ‘unknown’, there is the exclu-
sion of recollection and restatement, which have known
objects. Now, the non-validity of restatement is not acceptable
to Logicians and others. But we say: restatement indeed
does not possess any difference from the previous knowledge
cithet in the determination of facts or in empirical usage.
Therefore, since there is no distinctive result, and since the
adoption of valid knowledge is for some result, restatement
too, like recollection,, etc, is certainly to be kept out.
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3. Now, if validity lies only in the cognition of the
unknown, then in continuous streams of cognition like ¢ this
is a jar’, ¢ this is a jar’, there will be invalidity in the sccond
and the following.

4. Tt will not be so. Because, even there, there is the
cognition of each succeeding element of time like  this’,
‘ this ’, which was unknown, and because there is not under-
stood by the previous cognition the existence of the jar in
the succeeding moment.

5. Now, since difference in time is due to an extra-
neous adjunct, one has to specify by what extraneous adjunct
is defined the element of time that is here cognized.

6. This is the reply. Since the manifestedness that is
produced by each of the preceding.cognitions lasts right up
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to the succeeding cognition, the cognition there is of the ele-
ment of time defined by that. It should not be said that
since the different manifestednesses are subtle, the elements
of time defined by them are also subtle, and as such, they arc
not cognizable. Because, if they are subtle, the result will
be the conceit of simultaneity that there is a single cogni-
tion of the jar, just like the conceit that a hundred lotus-
petals arc pierced simultaneously with a needle. But here,
since the nature of a continuous stream is established only as
the conceit of ‘this’, ‘this’ again and again omly in suc-
cession, there is certainly contradiction of the conceit of
simultaneity. Therefore the differences of manifestedness and
the differences of time are not subtle,

7. Now, if it is asked: °Since manifestedness itself is
non-existent, and since time is non-perceptible, how can the
element of time be cognized ’? it is not so, because both of
them will be established. ‘
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8. By the word ‘real’, therc is the exclusion of false
knowledge likc dclusion, doubt, etc. Here the followers of
Prabhdkara say that the word ‘rcal’ has no purpose, since
there is no falsc knowledge. This indeed is their theory: In
‘this is silver’, the piece of shcll whose particularity is not
comprehended, is apprehended as ‘ this ’; and silver in general
is recollected as ‘silver ’; on account of the non-apprchension
of their difference, there is for a man requiring silver activity
in respect of what is in front; there is no appcarance of shell
as silver.

9. Since there is the rule that a particular cognition
can prompt a man only towards its own object, if the knowl-
edge of silver too has not ‘this’ as its object, one’s activity
in respect of it would not result. Similarly the apposition
“this itself is silver’ would not result without a concept of
their non-difference. This is the direction in which it must
be refuted.
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10. Therefore, since there is cognition, like delusion,
etc. consisting in apprehending a thing as otherwise, the
word ‘real’ is used to exclude that. So in this way contact
of senscs, etc. are made out to be means of valid knowledge,
being the instrument of valid knowledge, consisting in the
knowledge of an unknown reality.

11. And since here, through secondary slgmﬁcance, by
the term valid knowledge is meant also manifestedness, which
is its effect, cognition is also a means of valid knowledge
consisting in manifestedness. And on this account we are
known as upholders of the doctrine of means of valid knowl-
_edge in respect of the fruit. '

12. But the Logicians gwe the definition: ‘ Means of
valid knowledge’ is the instrument of valid knowledge;
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experience of an object as it is is valid knowledge; and expcri-
ence is knowledge other than recollection. Since the non-
validity of restatement has been made out and since there is
no word here to exclude it, this is too wide. Experience is
valid knowledge. And cognition other than recollection is
experience. So say the followers of Prabhdkara. That also
is too wide, since delusion, etc. have been established and
since they too are other than recollection.

13, Further, in every cognition, the sclf, the form of
the cognition, and the object—these three shine. And every-
where there is validity and perceptibility for the elements of
self and the form of the cognition. This is their doctrine.
And therefore if validity lies only in knowledge other than
recollection, the elements of self and the form of cognition in
recollection will become non-valid. Thus this is too narrow
also. '
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14, Knowledge which docs not fail to accord is valid;
non-failure to accord means producing successful activity in
respect of the object: so hold the Buddhists. There, since
inference about objects past or futurc does not produce suc-
cessful activity in respect of the object, therc will be non-
validity; and since recollection sometimes produces success-
ful activity in respect of the object, it will have validity.

15. Therefore only an instrument of knowledge
of an unknown real object is to us a means of
valid knowledge: so is it established. Now
I state its- division.

Perception and inference, similarly authority
and analogy, presumption and negation—
these are the six means of valid knowledge
for those who think like us.
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Carvaka-s speak of one; the Buddhists and the
VaiSesika-s both speak of two; Bhasarvajfia
and the Samkhya-s speak of three; Udayana
and others speak of four; the followers of
Prabhakara speak of five; we and those well-
versed in Vedanta speak of six; the Paurani-
ka-s, however, speak of eight, adding inclusion
and tradition.

2. PERCEPTION

1. Of these, valid knowledge produced by sense-
contact is perception. What then are the senses? This is
the reply: the sense of sight, the sense of taste, the sense of
smell, the sense of touch and the sense of hearing, and the
mind—these are the six senses.
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What is called the sense of sight is the light
existing within the pupil of the eye; then the
water-element at the tip of the tongue is the
sense of taste; the earth-particle within the
nose is the sense of smell; the air-particles
distributed throughout the limbs are what is
called the sense of touch; the sense of hear-
ing is only ether within the ear; the mind,
“however, is all-pervasive, and it produces
its effect in the body.

3. Of these, for the perception of colour, there must
be some cause; when this is generally made out, since it is
found that only of light like a lamp, etc. causality of the
cognition of colour is seen, the sense of sight is assumed to
be made of light. Similarly when a cause for the perception
of taste has to be assumed, since it is only of water that mani-
festation of the taste of dry things is seen, the sense of taste is
assumed to be watery. Thus, since the earthy paste of
Margosa bark is found to manifest smell in sandal, the sense
of smell assumed as manifesting smell is earthy. And since
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the breeze from a fan is found to manifest the touch of water
sticking on in the body, the sense of touch which makes touch
known is made of air, The sense of hearing, however, which
is to be assumed as apprehending sound, is of the nature of
ether by elimination. Of course, the sense of sight, ctc. arc
not found to be produced by what produces other senses; so,
since light, etc. produce other senses, they cannot be the
sense of hearing. The external senses are found to be of
the nature of elements; so the sense of hearing can be only
the other element ether.

4. But the Logicians make out that since- sound is
the quality of ether, the sense of hearing which apprehends
it must be ether. This is not correct, as it is not made out
to be a quality. '
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5. The mind, however, is assumed to be a sense as
the instrument of the direct cognition of pleasure, etc. Its
all-pervasive nature will be made out later. Even then,
it is a sense only in so far as it is defined by a body; so it
produces effects only in that part. Even in the cognition of
colour, etc. it does function depending on the sense of sight,
etc.; and also in inference, etc. with the help of the probans,
etc. So it stands.

6. Here, in the case of the eye and the ear, there is a
difference of view in regard to functioning by reaching to.
the object. So, they too being external senses, like the sense
of touch, etc. it has to be made out that they too function
by reaching the object. And again, since the sense of sight
perceives mountains, etc. which are much larger, we have to
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acknowledge also for it, an extended field at the end, which
is made out as the nature of light. Similarly, since just at
the moment of opening the eyes, Saturn and other very
distant objects are perceived, it has to be assumed to become
one with the pervasive external light, even at the moment
of coming out. Nor does there result the possibility of seeing
the Ganga from Kerala for the reason that the extcrnal light
is all-pervasive; because, it becomes one only with that part
of the light which is taken hold of by some unseen potentiality.

7. The Logicians establish this sight at a distance
through excessive velocity. But this is discarded by us, as
by merc velocity instantaneous sight of Saturn, etc. separated
by innumerable leagues, is impossible.

8. And these, the sense of sight, etc. havmg produced no
colour and touch, are not cognized by perception. .

'9. Thus are established the senses. Now, contact is
of two kinds: conjunction and identity with what is in conjunc-
tion. Of these—earth, water and light—the apprehension is
by conjunction with the senses of sight and touch; of air by
conjunction with the sense of touch; of space, ether and dark-
ness by conjunction with the sense of sight; of sound by
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conjunction with the sense of hearing; of the soul by con-
junction with the mind. Here, even of the all-pervasive
soul and the mind, there is conjunction, since a non-produced
conjunction is made out. Of time, however, since it will be
said later that concepts like simultaneity, etc. have time as
their object and are produced by the senses and since they
can be produced by all the senses, the apprehension is by
conjunction with every one of the senses.

10. But when in earth, etc. spoken of above, which
are in conjunction with the sense of sight, ctc. there is the
apprehension of class, quality and action, which are of the
form of earth, etc. then the contact is identity with what is
in conjunction. So it is said: ‘ :

For colour, etc. the cause of cognition is
according to us, only identity with substances
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that are in conjunction. There is thus no
need for another contact.

But when therc is the apprehension of existence, colour-
ness, actionness, etc. which exist in class, quality and action,
then, since there can be identity for them too indirectly,
the contact is only identity with what is in conjunction—so
we hold. Or, just as our opponents have recourse to in-
herence in what is inherent in what is in conjunction for the
apprehension of colourness, etc. similarly, for us also let there
be a third kind of contact called identity with what is identical
with what is in conjunction; what harm is there? That for
class, quality and action, the relation with their substratum
is only identity will be established later. Therefore, contact
is twofold or threefold.

‘ 11. The Logicians then, installing inherence in the
place of identity, enumerate contacts in another way: con-
junction, inherence in what is in conjunction, inherence in
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what is inherent in what is in conjunction, inherence, in-
herence in what is inherent, and the relation of subject and
attribute—thus contact is sixfold. Of these, through con-
junction with the sense of sight, there is the apprehension
of substances; therc is the apprehension of quality, ctc.
through inherence in substances which are in conjunction
with the sense of sight, etc.; there is the apprehension of
qualityness, etc. through inherence in quality and other
things which are inherent in substances, which are in con-
junction with the sense of sight, etc.; and since sound is a
quality of ether, there is the apprehension of it through

12.  Of'these, the first three varieties differ only in
terminology; but the other contacts begin-
ning with inherence are devoid of a base.
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inherence, by the scnse of hearing, which is of the nature of
ether; and there is the apprehension of soundness through
inherence in sound which is inherent in the sensc of hcaring;
there is the apprehension of non-existence through the contact
of the nature of subject and attribute with the floor, etc.
which are in conjunction, since there cannot be conjunction
or inherence, which are the attributes of positive things
alone. Similarly, the contact for inherence too is only the
relation of subject and attribute, since, not being a substance,
it cannot be in conjunction, and since, if we have rccourse to
another inherence it will result in infinite regress.

Indeed, since sound is not a quality of the sensc of hear-
ing, there is no room for the contacts called inherence and
inherence in what is inherent. And since non-existence is
not perceptible, and since inherence is only like a hare’s horn,
the contact of the relation of subject and attribute has also
to be abandoned. Further, it is not possible for non-existence
and inherence to be in the relation of subject and attribute
with an object in conjunction with the sense of sight; because
in cases like ¢ a man with a stick > we see the relation of subject
and attribute only as preceded by another relation; and non-

exlsten(;e and mher{:_rll-(l:é hAagqlz ‘&1_? IOCthg dgw%ﬂkalggt
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13. But the followers of Prabhikara speak of contact
being threefold, namely conjunction, inherence in what is
in conjunction, and inherence. Since in their system there
is no colourness, etc. inherence in what is inherent in what
is in conjunction need not be accepted, and also inherence
in what is inherent, as there is no soundness. Since there is
no non-exsitence, and since inherence is not perceptible, the
relation of subject and attribute too need not be accepted.
And this theory has been refuted by the Logicians themselves
by establishing colourness, etc. Therefore contact is as has
been explained.

14. And this knowledge produced by sense-contact is
of two kinds, namely non-determinate and determinate. Of
these immediately after the contact with the senses, there
arises a confused cognition devoid of verbal accompaniment,
and comprehending the bare existence of substances, etc.
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and this is called non-determinate, because of the non-determi-
nation of a thing as qualified. But immediately after this
a clear cognition like  this is red *, ¢ this is a jar’, etc. having
as its object a thing qualified by class, etc. and assisted by
recollection of words, is produced; and this is detcrminate.

15. Here the Grammarians say that there is no non-
determinate cognition. This is said:

In the world there is no cognition devoid of verbal
accompaniment.

This does not stand to reason. Because, if there is no per-
ception of the object in advance, it will result in the absence
of a cause for the recollection of the word.

16. The Buddhists say that determinate cognition is
neither valid nor perceptual, accepting the non-determinate
alone as perceptual. This too does not stand to reason. By
denying what is universally accepted as perceptual, it is
opposed to the world. This is said:
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Who denies that the moon is the denotation of
the word ‘moon’, he alone can prevent a deter-
minate cognition being perceptual.

Further, since we find successful activity only immediately
after a determinate cognition, its validity, defined as produc-
ing successful activity cannot be set aside.

17. Now, its production of successful activity is brought
about by chance, since it is not very remote from the object;
it is not by its nature. So they say:

In the case of two persons who hurry towards
the flame of a gem and a lamp, thinking them to
be the gem itself, although there is no difference in
the illusory knowledge, therc is a difference in
successful activity.

In reality, this determinateness is an illusion, since its object
is class, etc. which are non-real. If it is said so, this cannot



q9-95] Aot 21

TR, TRAREEEAS  arafrsaa Ty | aq:
SHTRT FfTHeq |

Q5. A JAT FIEA TAAURAToAE 19
FEHAT ATATIEFAATATAT | TIITEASTET -
qE ATAMKATY TATATAFI | 799 | afawe-
FeaTly fAfafeadadd ATATRHNER | FATGIEMAE!: |

be. Because, it will result in the determinateness of inference
also being invalid; further, the reality of class, ctc. will be
established. Therefore, determinate cognitions are certainly
valid.

18. Now, even then, how can it be denoted by the term
perception? Because of the intervention of the non-deter-
minate cognition, it is not directly produced by the senses;
and if what is produced by the senses indirectly too is per-
ception, it will result in inference, etc. also becoming percep-
tion. This cannot be; because, the determinate too, just
like the non-dcterminate, is produced directly by the senses.
So say the preceptors:

And these five kinds of dctermination are pro-

" duced in the wake of the senses. If after percep-

tion, some one makes the determination with the

eyes closed, necither the ordinary man nor the
investigators recognize it as perception at all,
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Further, even though it is produced by the senses indirectly,
there is no occasion for infercnce, etc. becoming perception.
By the acceptance of etymology cum convention, as in the
word parikaja (marsh-born, i.c. lotus), the word pecrception
docs not apply to inference, etc.

19. Here, the Guru says: in paskaja, etc. there is no
convention, because its application to the lotus is intelligible
even through the significance of the parts. Its non-application
to the lily, etc. may however, be due to its mere non-usage
with reference to them.

20. This does not stand to reason. When we consider
what is the causal aggregate for the word pasikaja to be ap-
plied to the lotus, convention too has to be assumed as form-
ing part of the causal aggregate, since mere etymology, be-
cause of its existing in lily also, is inconstant. And etymology,
having been apprehended, cannot be dispensed with; and
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thus both are established. Therefore, it is established that by
the force of ctymology cum convention, the word ¢ perception °
denotes only non-detcrminate and determinate cognitions,
and not inference, etc. though they too depend on the senses.

21. According as it is determined by substance, class,
quality, action or name, determinate cognition is of five
kinds. For example: he has a flute, he is a cowherd, he is
dark, he sings, he is Govinda.

22. Some say that the perception called re-cognition is
a sixth kind of determinate cognition. It is not so. It comes
under the name-determinates. Indeed, when what is of the
nature of having been experienced before is recalled by its
name, the determination of the object as qualified by that
form is called name-determination. Therefore, the meaning
of ‘he is Govinda’ is: he who has been previously appre-
hended by us as denoted by the word ‘Govinda’, he is
certainly this person. But when, without having regard to
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denotation by a word, the meaning is simply the cognition
of the identity of the two forms, earlicr and later, then the
re-cognition, ¢ he is certainly this man ’ becomes clear. And
this re-cognition is produced as a unitary cognition by the
sense-organ, in co-operation with impressions. And so two
cognitions are produced, ‘that’ and °this’. Of these, the
power of producing the cognition °that’ is supplied by
impressions, and the power of producing the cognition © this *
is supplied by the sense-organs. This will suffice.

23. And here, according to the differences in what is
intended to be stated, among the perceptual cognitions,
instrumentality may belong to the sense-organ, its contact
or cognition. So it is established that valid knowledge
produced by sense-contact is perception. -

24. The Guru, however, says: direct cognition is per-
ception; it has three elements, namely the object of cogni-
tion, the agent of cognition and the form of cognition.
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25. Here, what is it thai: is called directness?

26. Now, direct cognition is the cognition of an object
in its own form. Manifestation of an object in its own form
is indeed through the senscs. From probans, etc. however,
fire, etc. are cognized only in their relation to something
else. If this be said then, since there is the manifestation
in relation to something else like name, etc. the determinate
cognitions will become non-direct. Again, if it be said that
even though there is the manifestation of the aspect of being
related to something else, there is also the cognition of its
own form, then, since it is so in inference, etc. there will be
directness there too. We shall refute their statement that
there is the perception of the soul and of the form. of cogni-
tion in all cognitions. And let this rest there now.

27. The Buddhists say that perception is what is devoid
of determination and is non-delusive. By the term ¢ devoid
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Substances other than senses, their classes,
and generally qualities and actions are, it
will be said, perceptible.

of determination’, are cxcluded dctcrminate cognitions,
and by the term non-delusive are excluded, even among the
non-determinates, such cognitions of things like keopduka,
which arc recognized as delusion. This also is too narrow, as
determinate cognitions have been made out to be perceptual.

28. Again it has been said by Logicians that there is
the cognition of the Yogin-s and of God, which have as ob-
jects things past, future, etc. and which are not non-direct,
though not produced by sense contact, and that to include
them also, perception has to be defined as what is pervaded
by immediate valid cognition; this too is not reasonable.
For perception must as a rule be the cognition of what is,
and as such what is past, ctc. cannot be reasonably said to
be perccived. Therefore the definition of perception as
given by us is the one acceptable.
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3. INFERENCE

1. The cognition of what is not proximate resulting
from the perccption of what is pervaded is inference. For
example: from sceing thc mountain to have smoke, therc is
the cognition of its having firc. What is it here that makes
the smoke the pervaded? The reply is: If one thing does
not exist outside of another, thc former is pervaded by the
latter. And smokc does not exist outside of fire; so smoke
is the pervaded. But firc cxists even outside of smoke, in
the state of cmbers; so it is the pervader alone. Therefore
this is non-reciprocal pervasion, sincc there is no mutual
pervasion between fire and smoke. Sometimes there is
reciprocal pervasion also, for example, between what is pro-
‘duced and what is non-eternal. And here, of course, all
things that are produced have non-eternality; and all things
that are non-cternal have the property of being produced
also. Thus the pervasion is reciprocal.
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2. What then is this pervasion? The reply is:
pervasion is natural relation. And naturalness is freedom
from extraneous adjuncts. And an extraneous adjunct is
said to be another probans that leads directly to the pro-
bandum. And when that exists, indeed, the probans in
question, having sometimes a relation with the probandum
only in so far as related to that, becomes by itself non-instru-
mental. It is thus: the cruelty in the sacrifice agnisomiya
is a vice, because it is cruelty, like other cruelty, etc.; such is
the argument of the anti-Vedists, and the Samkhya-s. There,
condemnedness is the extraneous adjunct. That alone,
indeed, is what directly leads to viceness. For other cruelties
also have viceness only as brought about by condemnedness;
therefore, since there is no condemnedness in the cruelty in
a sacrifice, viceness cannot be established by mere cruelty.

3. An extraneous adjunct is what has reciprocal
pervasion with the probandum, while it does not pervade
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the probans; this is its decfinition. Condemnedness indecd
does not exist in all cases of cruelty, which is the probans,
because there is no condemnedness in the cruelty in a
sacrifice. And it has reciprocal pervasion with viceness,
which is the probandum, because everything that is condemn-
ed is vice, and everything that is vice is condemned.

4. The threefold qualification is given so that having
its causal aggregate, kitchenness and difference from the
mountain may not become extraneous adjuncts in the infer-
ence of fire. Here, if it were said merely that an extraneous
adjunct is what has reciprocal pervasion with the probandum,
then, when fire is established from smoke, having the causal
aggregate of fire 'would be an extraneous adjunct. It has
indeed reciprocal pervasion with fire; therefore to exclude
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that it is said: ¢ when it does not pervade the probans’. For,
the causal aggregate of fire is certainly a pervader with refer-
ence to smoke; because in all cases where there is smoke, the
causal aggregate of fire must necessarily exist. And if ¢ while
it does not pervade the probans’ were alone mentioned,
then, in this very instance kitchenness would be an extrane-
ous adjunct. Indeed in all cases where there is smoke, there
is no kitchenness, and as such there is thec non-pervasion of
the probans. Therefore to exclude that, there must be re-
course to the element ¢ pervasion of the probandum’. In-
deed, kitchenness does not pervade fire, as, in a monastery,
etc. it does not exist, though there is fire. Again if it were
said merely that an extraneous adjunct is what pervades the
probandum while it does not pervade the probans, even
then, difference from the mountain would be an extraneous
adjunct. Because, since smoke is seen in the mountain,
although there is no difference from the mountain there,
there is non-pervasion of the probans; and since in every-
thing that has been previously dctermined to possess fire,
there is difference from the mountain, there is also pervasion
of the probandum. Therefore to exclude that there is the
word ‘reciprocal’. It has indeed no reciprocal pervasion
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with fire; because everything different from the mountain
does not possess fire.

5. Or, the purpose of the qualifications has to be
pointed out elsewhere. If an extraneous adjunct were
merely what has reciprocal pervasion with the probandum,
then, in ‘sound is non-eternal, because it can be produced;
like a jar’, having an agent would be an extraneous ad-
junct, because non-eternality and having an agent are of
reciprocal pervasion. Therefore to exclude that it is said
¢ what does not pervade the probans’. Having an agent
is indeed pervasive of producedness, which is here con-
gsidered the probans, and so it is not an extraneous adjunct,
being pervasive of the probans. If an extraneous adjunct
were merely what is non-pervasive of the probans, in this
very case why would not ‘ having parts’, ‘jarness’, etc. be
extraneous adjuncts, because, since qualities, etc. though
produced, have indeed neither parts nor jarness, there is
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non-pervasion of the probans? Therefore there is recourse
to ‘pervasion of the probandum *; because ‘having parts’,
‘ jarness’, etc. have no pervasion of non-cternality in cases
like quality and action. Even then, difference from sound,
being pervasive of non-cternality, would become an extrane-
ous adjunct, and therefore to exclude that there is the word
¢ reciprocal °,

6. And this inference is meant only to point out a
case of pervasion and not meant to point out our own theory
—this must be borne in mind.

7. Now this defect will not arise if there is fire even
when there is no difference from the mountain; since such
a counter-argument is impossible, there is no pervasion of
fire at all for difference from the mountain. True. Even
then, since it is understood as pervasive, in order to exclude
that without any strain, the word ° reciprocal * is resorted to
by Cidananda and others.
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It is only those that have reciprocal per-
vasion that can, in any way, become extrane-
ous adjuncts: the word ‘reciprocal’ is to
make this clear, and as such is not a defect..

8. And this extraneous adjunct becomes a doubted one
if its pervasion of the probandum, ctc. is not ascertained.
For example: when dark complexion for the eighth issue has
to be proved from being the son of Maitri, transformation of
food like greens is an extrancous adjunct. There can be
its non-pervasion of the probans only when it can be shown
that it does not exist in the eighth son. And certainly it is
doubted there, and so the non-pervasion of the probans is
only non-ascertained. Therefore this is a doubted extrane-
ous adjunct. ’

9. And in certain cases, only particular forms of thcv
probans are effective. For example: ‘ This twice-born will

be proficient in scriptures, because he is a twice-born,” In
3
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this case, twice-bornness along with intellect, etc. is the
extraneous adjunct.

Therefore, those who seek extraneous ad-
juncts, must look for an attribute which does
not exist in the subject, and which pervades
the co-subjects; so may it be briefly put.

10. This extraneous adjunct of such nature does not
exist in the relation of smoke with fire; so this relation is
certainly natural. And how is this natural relation appre-
hended? If this is asked, the reply is: to begin with, seeing
the relation of smoke with fire again and again in a kitchen,
etc. then by steps, doubting kitchenness, houseness, villageness,
etc. to be extraneous adjuncts and abandoning them because
no inconstancy is seen, very closely examining other extrane-
ous adjuncts also and discarding them by the non-cognition
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of the capable, one dccides, with senses aided by the impres
sions produced by repeated observation and by the appre
hension of the absence of extraneous adjuncts, that this natural
relation between smoke and fire is only of one form.

11. The followers of Prabhikara say, however: the
relation of smoke with fire is understood even with a single
observation. So pervasion can certainly be understood
from a single observation. Repeated observation is wanted
only to remove doubts regarding extrancous adjuncts.

12. This does not stand to reason. It is only that rela-
tion which forms a member in an inference which can be
called pervasion. And only a relation free from extraneous
adjuncts is a member in an inference, not a merc relation
between smoke and fire. Dectermination of fieedom from
extraneous adjuncts can be accomplished only by repeated
observation. This is said by themselves. Therefore, pervasion
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in the nature of a relation frec from cxtrancous adjuncts can
be understood only by repeated observation.

13. Now, mecrely by repeated observation, thcre nced
not be the determination of frcedom from extraneous adjuncts,
since it exists in thc casc of Maitri’s son and darkness.

14. True. It is for this rcason that Cidinanda says:
It is not merely by repeated observation that such a deter-
mination results; so counter-argument conducive to the
production of valid knowledge is also an auxiliary thereto.

15. What ‘then is a counter-argument? The reply
is: when there is a doubt about an object, which is to be
cstablished by a valid means of knowledge, that it is other-
wise, then, pointing out a defect in its being otherwise, in
order to remove that doubt, is a counter-argument. If is for
this reason that thc Logicians speak of counter-argument
as the occasioning of the non-desirable. And this same
is said to be the sublater (of the opposite). For example:
¢ If there be no fire, then there can be no smoke either ,’ and
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so on. And this counter-argument has five elements. So is
it said:

Pervasion, non-defeat by another counter-argu-
ment, finality for the contrary, non-desirability
and non-favourableness—thesc are the five elements
of a counter-argument.

Herc what is done by thc counter-argument is indeced to
occasion the non-desirable like the absence of smoke, etc.
after assuming the contrary of the probandum like the
absence of fire, etc. and taking that as the probans. Therc
the pervasion of the assumptive probans which occasions,
by that which is occasioned is to be looked for. Then there
is non-defeat by another counter-argument. There must
be a finality in the contrary of what is occasioned; °if that
be so, this will be so; this is not so’. The non-desirability
of what is occasioned is well known. Non-favourableness
is non-instrumentality in respect of the opposite.
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16. If any of thesc elements be wanting, there is a
fallacy of counter-argument. In thc absence of pervasion,
it is like this: ¢ If there be no fire, there will be no mountain-
ness.’” The casc of defeat by another countcr-argument is
like this:  If this rise of clouds is not accompanied by rain,
then it will not be densc either ’; for this counter-argument,
therc is defeat by another counter-argument: °If it is ac-
companied by rain, then it will not be accompanied by strong
wind.” In the case of thc non-finality of the contrary, it
is like this: in the syllogism against the Mimamsaka-s, ¢ Sound
is non-eternal, because it is produced,’ there is the counter-
argument, ‘If it is not non-eternal, then it will not be
produced.” There, it cannot be decided that it is produced,
because in the view of the Mimamsaka-s, sound is not produced.
In this very case, there is desirability also, because the absence
of producedness is desirable so far as he is concerned. In the
case of favourableness, it is like this: ¢ Action is to be inferred,
because it is an action like the action of the sun.’ Here the
counter-argument will be, ‘ Otherwise action itself cannot be
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cstablished.” And this is favourable cven to those who accept
the doctrine of its perception, because to them too, after
establishing its perceptibility it is possible to say, ¢ Otherwise
action itself cannot be established ’. :
17. Defects like self-dependence arc included in counter-
argument itself, as they are in the nature of occasioning
what is non-dcsirable. '

When the establishment of one is by itself,
it is the defect of self-dependence. That is
established by this, and from that this follows:
this is mutual dependence.

By this is established another, by that still
another and by that is established this: this
is arguing in a circle. When there is the
apprehension of one from another and of



CIGEEICOE [ermm
e wre Afe wht arafawrw |
TRE FEqATawd TS cqeqwmeq T 1|
REEFETE NaE fawd
TER UIHATETI AT TaFav |
FTEATHTRATIATRT A\W: qred onsta av

Waﬁsa‘rmwfamalan
rEEaTART JEfreTasag |
a a%: Sfere: wq arafafefaeae o

that from yet another without ever touching
what has gone before, there is regress ad
infinitum.

The two kinds of counter-arguments—pro-
lixity and parsimony—are found everywhere.
Prolixity is the assumption of more; and
parsimony is the assumption of the least.

The nature of occasioning defect exists only
in prolixity. This [nature] is occasioned by
parsimony through pointing out merits in
one’s probandum.

Where there is defect by the acceptance of
the absence of the probandum, or merit in
the probandum, that is a case of favourable
counter-argument, because that helps in the
establishment of the probandum.

If there is the occasioning of something non-
desirable by the acceptance of the probandum
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itself, that is non-favourable counter-argument,
because that arrests the establishment of the
probandum.

18. And this counter-argument removes doubts about"
inconstancy either at the time of the apprehension of the
pervasion or at the time of the production of the inference,
and thus, purifying the pervasion, helps the inference. '

19. Now, by the mere counter-argument: °If there
be no fire, then there will be no smoke,” doubts about in-
constancy do not recede; because the further doubt: ¢ Why
can there be no smoke even in the absence of fire?® still
remains unaffected.

20. True. For this very reason the Logicians hold that
one has to proceed along the path of counter-argument
until doubt is- finally exterminated. And here, when the
counter-argument is advanced: ‘If there can be smoke
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even in the absence of fire, then it will amount to the accept-
ance of the production of the effect even in the absence of
the cause,” a doubt: ‘ Why cannot that also be?’ does not
arise in the case of those who understand the world.

21. Now, even then the doubt: ¢ How is it determined
that fire is the cause of smoke?’ does not vanish.

22. Not so. °‘If fire be not the cause, then since no
other cause is seen, the result will be that smoke has no cause
at all’; when there is this counter-argument everything is
conquered. Therefore, when in this way, doubt regarding
inconstancy is arrested on all sides by counter-argument, all
talk of doubts regarding other extraneous adjuncts is certainly
shaken off.

23. And therefore the wicked contention of the Material-
ists that doubts about invisible extraneous adjuncts are by
no means resistible. is also banished.
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Or, the very doubts regarding extraneous
adjuncts are clearly banished by counter-
arguments. Extraneous adjuncts must be
either capable of being known or incapable
of it.

If they are incapable, they cannot be
doubted. If they are capable, why cannot
they be seen? If they are to be known
through inference, etc. why cannot the pro-
bans, etc. be seen?

And so on.
24. And therefore,

Until there is the extermination of doubts,
a series of counter-arguments must be applied
in all inferences. And this is saying very
little;
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Because, even all means of valid knowledge,
like perception and authority, cannot live
without counter-arguments. Now see this in

~ perception. -

25. Indeed the pcrceptlon, “ This is a jar’, can have
as its object the whole, only when favoured by the counter-
argument that will dispel the view put forward by the
Buddhists that ultimatc atoms are its object. °If its object
be the ultimate atoms, then it cannot appear as unitary and
having a size’: this is the counter-argument. Similarly,
¢If the perception *This is a cow ”, has as its object two
entirely different things, then the cognition must be * The
two things, this and cow”’; only when favoured by such
a counter-argument can the perception become the appre-
hender of the identity too. And so on. Similarly we can
say in the case of authority too: ¢ If now the prescription
of study itself can have heaven as its fruit, then since there
is recourse to an invisible fruit when there is the possibility
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of a visible fruit, there is prolixity ’; being favourcd by this
counter-argument, thc prescription teaches that the under-
standing of the mcaning is the fruit. . And the other counter-
argument, ‘If the fruit be to know the mcaning, then the
prescription will be in vain’, has to be refuted whercver
it occurs. Similarly— ’

“But the twice-born who shall teach the Veda-s to
his disciple after initiating him, along with the Kal-
pa-s and the mysterics, he is called the preceptor.’

If this Code be a prescription to teach, then there will be
no syntactical unity with the part, ¢ But the twice-born who

. he is called the preceptor’: by this counter-argument,
it is decided that this Code is intended to give the definition
of a preceptor.  Similarly: ¢ One shall bring near the smeared
stones ’: here if the smearing be not with ghee then there will
be conflict with the remainder of the sentence, ¢ Ghee verily
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is fire’: from this counter-argument it is cstablished that
smearing with ghee is what is intended.

Thus in all cases, by the refutation of falla-
cious meanings through a flood of counter-
arguments, the entire investigation which is
of the nature of counter-argument establishes
the meanings of sentences.

And it is said by Manu:

And he who establishes the utterances of the
sages and the teachings of the Law through counter-
arguments not conflicting with scriptural science,
he knows the Law, and none else.

26. Similarly in analogy, presumption and negation
too, their dependence on counter-argument has to be reasoned
out whenever it occurs.
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Therefore counter-argument stands settled
as thc helper in all means of valid knowl-
edge. Its help consists in the removal of
doubts regarding the contrary in respect of
the probandum. -

Its content is considercd to be that object
whose true nature is not known and is sub-
ject to doubt. The probans is an assumptive
mark; the fruit is the determination of thc
truth of the object.

Thus in this way, when in order to establish
the truth there is the statement of what is
non-desirable otherwise, there proceeds the
series of superimpositions of the non-real
and the grounds for its establishment.

And here, even in the statement of what is
superimposed, there is sometimes the delusion
of the final doctrine. ‘If Veda is dependent
on God, then God himself is not established ’;
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When this is said, it is supposed that the
non-existence of God is the final doctrine. On
account of the superimposition of what is
impossible, sometimes there is dissatisfaction.

If the ultimate atom be not the final limit
for diminishing size, ‘then being produced
by an infinite number of parts, the mountain
Meru and a mustard seed will have the same
size: such statements are like that.

There, ¢ For this means of valid knowledge,

~ this is the countcr—argumept for the establish-

ment of that, something else has been said ’:
a man who discriminates this well does not
get confused.

Therefore the mode of ‘counter-argument,
even though brought in 1nd1rectly, has been
discussed in detall because it is of great help.



Re-3¢] s 49

u. TIF THAEET WA AT frearfirs-
.l'h © =

AT T T grETe e o
AgTTerTTERT  ahew freed |
gfa fawmr: | s fagr anf:

s, FIEY ARCEAgEaSTEe Afatatg-
feamg: |wf§mmwaaﬁa=rawa’rawrwaww
fraT st gt -

Q. | FiowraifermaiE! agaET-
AT | qEwTeRuTaSaETaaToney  arfafafe: |

~

27. Therefore, in this way, the relation frce from ex-
traneous adjuncts can be dctermined only by repeated obser-
vation helped by counter-argument,

By repeated observation can the visible ex-
ternal adjunct be removed. But the doubt
regarding invisible external adjuncts can be
removed only by counter-arguments.

This is the distinction. Therefore pervasion is established.

28. But the Buddhists say that pervasion can be
established only through identity and origination therefrom.
For example, in the case of the pervasion of Simapa-ness
by treeness, there is identity; in the case of the pervasion
of smoke by fire there is origination therefrom.

29. This is not right; because in the pervaslon as be-

tween the rise of Krttika and the proximity of Rohini, there is
4
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-neither, Therefore the establishment of pervasion is only
through the dctermination of freedom from external adjuncts.

Pervasion, rule, mutual relation, non-incon-
stancy, similarly non-existence without; again,
the pervaded, the ruled, the means of knowing,
mark, probans and cause; these are the
synonyms for each. The cognition thereof is,
however, of three kinds.

30. The first consists in the sight of smoke at the time
of apprehending the pervasion; the second consists in the
sight of smoke by a man who goes near the mountain; and
the third consists in the recollection that such smoke exists
here, after remembering the pervasion. Among these, it is
this that is acknowledged to be the cognition of the pervaded;
because it is only after that, there arises the knowledge of fire.

31. Again, what is it that is expressed by the word
¢ non-proximate’? We say it is ‘non-determined’. This is said:
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By the term non-proximate two things arc here
meant to be excluded, namcly detcrmination as
of that form or as of the contrary.

Inference in the case of fire, ctc. which had been previously
determined as existing, would be only re-statement; and if
they were dctermined as non-existing, it would be non-valid,
being sublated; so to exclude both, there is the word non-
proximate.

32. Here the Materialists say: if what is to be inferred
is a particular fire, there is the non-establishment of the
pervasion; because the pervasion is only of the class fire
with the class smoke. But if what is to be inferred is the class,
since that has been determined even earlier, therc is the
establishment of what was already established. And there-
fore, even the word ‘non-proximate’ is inappropriate. This
is said:
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The disputants, like clephants, have fallen in this
mire of the breakdown of inference: in the case
of particulars, there is no uniformity; in the case
of class, there is the establishment of what was
already establishced.

33. The reply to this is: the establishment of the per-
vasion is not merely between two bare classes. If that
were so, indeed, the apprchension of the pervasion would
be that fireness is naturally related to smokeness. And thus,
on account of the relation with the class fire, smokeness itself
would be fire. Therefore, pervasion between two classes is
established only through the channel of particulars. And the
particulars, being different in each case, are not capable of
being ascertained as uniform, and so the position is that
pervasion is between the two that are embraced by non-
uniform particulars. And therefore, smoke seen as existing
on the mountain helps the inference of fire on the mountain,
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cmbraced by non-uniform particulars. And here, although
the class fire, as embraced by non-uniform particulars, has
been apprchended even at the time of pervasion, and although
what is to be inferred is that itself, still, since particularity
regarding place and time too has to be inferred, like ¢ now
therc is fire on the mountain’, and sincc that is not known
before, there is certainly no room for the probandum to be
already established.

Pervasion and being the attribute of the
subject: these two are known to be the
members in an inference. Indeed, by the

- pervasion as described already, there is the
knowledge of fire in general.

What is called being the attribute of the
subject is of the nature of smoke existing on
the mountain; by that is understood the
relation of fire too to the mountain.
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34. But thc Guru says: since it is apprehended cven
at the time of pervasion that a place having smoke has also
firc, it is only the cxistence of smoke on the mountain that
has now to be apprchended as something novel. But the
existence of firc there that is now understood is only what
was apprehended before.

35. This does not stand to reason. Now it is said
that the existence of smokc on the mountain is apprehended
only now. Then how, without the knowledge of the existence
of smoke, can it be that therc was here, even before, the knowl-
edge of the existence of fire? Thus this is only an aberration
of the Guru, who has not considered this point.

36. Therefore it is established that inference is knowl-
edge of what is non-proximate.. And here, in the way stated
before, by the very fact of its being the instrument of
inferential cognition of the nature of manifestedness, the
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knowledge is said to be the means of inference. And bceing
the instrument of inference of the nature of cognition, smoke,
ctc. arc also means of infcrence.

37. And this means of infcrence is of three kinds:
positively and negatively concomitant, purely positively con-
comitant and purely negatively concomitant. Pervasion
indeed is of two kinds, namely positive pervasion and ncgative
pervasion. Of these, the existence of the probandum where
there is the existence of the probans is the positive pervasian:
The non-existencc of the probans wherc there is the non-
existence of the probandum is the negative pervasion. And
in the case of ncgative pervasion, the relation of the pervader
and the pervaded is the reverse of that in the casc of positive
pervasion. Here indced, the non-existence of fire is the
pervaded, and the non-existence of smoke is the pervader.

Since the existence of fire is more extensive,
its non-existence becomes less extensive. And
since the existence of smoke is less extensive,
its non-existence must be more extensive.
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This is the justification for the reverse rclation.

38. Of these, where there is pervasion of both kinds,
that is a case of the positively and negatively concomitant;
for example smoke as the means of inference. Here indeed
the concomitance of smoke with fire is seen in the kitchen, etc.
And the absence of smoke in the absence of fire is seen in a
big lake, etc.. So it is positively and negatively concomitant.
That, again, which has only the positive pervasion is the
purely positively concomitant; for example: °Cognition is
manifested by another cognition, because it is an object like
a jar.’ Here indeed, the absence of being an object in the
absence of manifestation by cognition cannot be pointed out
anywhere, since cvery object can be manifested by cognition.
So there is no negative pervasion. And when there is only
the negative pervasion, it is the purely negatively concomi-
tant; for example: ‘Every cognition is self-manifesting be-
cause it is a cognition; what is not self-manifesting cannot be
a cognition, for example, a jar.’ Here, indeed, since it is
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not possible to point out anywhcre that what is self-manifesting
is also a cognition, there is no positive pervasion. And
this purely negatively concomitant probans is also called a
circumscribed probans.

39. And this negatively concomitant the
followers of Kumarila do not ordinarily accept.
And in its place they install the fifth variety
of valid knowledge. _

Indeed, by inference is established some-
where, what must have been already estab-
lished elsewhere; and what has the attribute
of self-manifestation is established nowhere else.

Therefore, in establishing such a one, the
subject has a non-established qualification.

And in this way, this is a defective subject;
let the negatively concomitant be removed.
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The Logicians declare that when there is a
favourable counter-argument, non-established
qualification is not a defect; this is not
proper.

Indeed a counter-argument can in no case
establish an object entirely unknown. There-
fore, the defect of ‘having non-established
qualification ’ cannot be avoided even when
there is a counter-argument.

40. Now, ‘ cognizability can be absolutely non-existent
somewhere, because it is an attribute, like jarness in a cloth,
etc.’: by means of such an inference, when self-manifesta-
tion of the nature of not being the object of a cognition is
established in general, it is again inferred in the subjectin
particular. Thus there is no ‘ non-established qualification’
in the subject. This is said:
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Even when the qualification is established in

general by inference, how can—tcll me—this sub-
ject have a ‘non-established qualification ’?

41, Or, then, lct it be thus:

And for this very reason, Cidananda does not
directly set aside the purely negatively con-
comitant, nor does he directly accept it.

Therefore, if ¢ the negatively concomitant’
ones are not established in general, they
are to be discarded by all means—so is it
fixed.

And here, in respect of self-manifestation,
there is no inference in general. Indeed, for
attributes like thingness, etc. there cannot be
absolute non-existence anywhere.
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42, Of these, ‘ the positively and negatively concomi-
tant’ probans has five aspects, namely being the attribute
of the subject, cxistence in the co-subject, non-existence in
counter-subjects, non-sublation of its sphere, and having
no counter-probans. Here, the subject is the mountain, etc.
where the probandum is sought to be known. Existence of
the probans there is ‘ being the attribute of the subject’.
The co-subject is the kitchen, etc. where the probandum has
been ascertained. To be there is © existence in the co-subject ’.
The counter-subject is the big lake, etc. where the non-existence
of the probandum has been ascertained. Not to be there is
‘ non-existence in the counter-subject’. Non-sublation of
the probandum is °non-sublation of its sphere’. Non-
existence of an opposite probandum is ¢ having no counter-
probans’.

43. But the ‘ purely positively concomitant’ can have
no non-existence in the counter-subject, as there is no
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counter-subject. Therefore its aspects arc four. The © purely
negatively concomitant’ can have no existence in the co-
subject, as there is no co-subject. But even when there is a
co-subject, if thc probans exists only in thc subject, then
there is cven the fallacy of the probans called thc °non-
common’., For example °Earth is eternal, because it has
smell ’; here indeed, even though there are ether, etc. which
being eternal are co-subjects, smell exists only in earth.
Therefore the Logicians define the ¢ purely negatively con-
comitant’ to be that which exists only in the subject, while
there is no co-subject. '

What exists only in the subject can be
proved by a probans that exists only in the
subject. To draw in what exists elsewhere,
only what exists there has the power.

Therefore, since there is no existence in the co-subject, the

purely negatively concomitant has only four aspects. There-
fore it is established that inference is twofold or threefold.
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44, That is again twofold, namely ¢ the scen’ and ° the
generically seen’.

That whose content is only the particular
seen object, is ‘the seen one’, according to
those of my way of thinking. For example,
by seeing Krttika rise, there is the inference
of Rohini. .

Similarly, when there is the inference on
seeing the pervasion in general, that is  the
generically seen’. For example, there is the
inference of fire, etc.

45, The Logicians and others however say that ¢the
seen ’ is the inference. of fire, etc. whose content is a perceptible
object and °the gencrically seen’ is where the content is a
supersensuous object like the sense-organs.

46, This does not stand to reason. Because, since it
is impossible to infer objects that are supersensuous, the sense
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of sight, etc. are established only by presumption. It

is thus:

Now, inference depends solcly on pervasion
—this stands. How can it be shaken from
the path shown by pervasion?

And, therefore, that nature of the object
which is perceived in the knowledge of the

pervasion, that alone may be inferred, like
¢ The fire is hot and bright’.

And supersensuous things are not associated
with forms seen before. Visibility is seen
for fire. For the sense of sight it is not pos-
sible.

And therefore in all cases of establishing
what is absolutely unseen, we will proclaim a
defect called ¢ the particular-sublater .
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Therefore, because there is no other expla-
nation for the sight of colour, etc. the sense of
sight, etc. are established; but in respect of
them inference is not accepted.

47. This inference is again spoken of as twofold, being
divided into € what is for oneself’ and ¢ what is for another ’.
Where fire, etc. is inferred for oneself after seeing smoke, etc.
through the asccrtainment of pervasion, etc. that is ‘for
oneself’,

When again that same object is known
through the words of another, then it is said
to be ‘for another’. This much is the dif-
ference between the two.

48. Of these, the Logicians say that the statement of
of inference for another has five members; the premise, the
reason, the example, the application and the conclusion are
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thc members. For example: this mountain has fire; because
it has smoke; whatever has smoke has fire, like the kitchen;
and this has smoke; therefore it certainly has fire. Of these,
the statement of the subject for the information of another
is the premise: * Theé mountain has fire’. The statement of
the probans, which makes known its instrumentality, is the
reason: ‘ because it has smoke >. The statement of the instance
after pointing out the pervasion is the example:! * Whatever
has smoke has fire, like the kitchen.’ The application to the
subject of what is established as having the pervasion is the
application: ‘and it has smoke’. The statement again of
the subject, along with the reason is the conclusion: ¢ therefore
it has fire’. - -
-49. ‘Here we say:
By the premise, the purpose of the conclusion
and by the reason that of the application are
served; so who would proclaim five members ?
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Therefore we, unable to put up with repeti-
tion, speak of three members, either ending
with the example, or beginning with the
example.

50. The Buddhists however say: ¢ What has smoke
has fire, like the kitchen; and this has smoke—by saying
this much, it is established by implication that therefore
it has fire. - Therefore there are only two members, namely
example and application.” This too is discarded, because
it will result in the defect of the probandum element having
to be imported.

Therefore in this way, discarding the views
of the Logicians and the Buddhists, owing
to the defects of repetition and of importa-
tion, we take our stand on the three members.

51. There when it ends with the example, it is like:
¢ The mountain has fire, becase it has smoke; whatever has
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smoke has fire, for example, the kitchen.” When it begins

with the example, it is like: ‘ Whatever has smoke has fire,
for example the kitchen; and this has smoke; so it has fire.’

52. Then the defects of the premise and the
reason, and of the example are dealt with by
us in order, those having to be understood
by disputants in advance.

Here, the premise is the statement of the subject for the
information of another. And the subject, it has been stated,
is that which is qualified by the attribute sought to be known.
And therefore, because of determination in that form, or
determination in the opposite form, or because of non-
establishment elsewhere, when the attribute does not become
one desired to be known, then what is qualified by such an
attribute is not a subject; and so, what has an established
attribute or what has a sublated attribute or what has a
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non-cstablished attribute is only a fallacious subject; and thus
the proposition that states it is only a fallacious premise.
It is thus: ¢ Firc is hot’ has its attribute established; ¢ Fire is
not hot’ has its attribute sublated; © Earth, etc. has an omni-
scient creator’ has its attribute non-established, because no-
where else, as in a jar, etc. has been established an omniscient
creator. '

53. According to the differences in the sublating means
of valid knowledge, one has to understand the subdivisions
of ‘having sublated attributes’. Of these, in ‘ Fire is not
hot’ sublation by perception has been given above. When
another inference is found to be clearly stronger, then there
is sublation by inference. For example ‘Mind cannot be a
sense-organ, because it is not of the nature of an element,
like space, etc.’ Here, since mind is inferred to be a sense-
organ by the very inference which apprehends the thing
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called mind, its being a non-sense-organ is sublated.
Similarly all inferences that come up more quickly must in
all cases be considered as sublating.

54. Sublation by Authority is like this: © Sacrifice, etc.
cannot be the means to heaven, since they are actions, like
walking.’ Here, since sacrifices, etc. are known to be means
to heaven from texts like ¢ One desiring heaven must sacrificc °,
the absence of instrumentality is sublated by Authority. Or
it may be like: * Human bone is touchable, because it is part
of a living being, like a conch.’

55. There is sublation by Analogy in ‘A cow cannot
be like a gavaya, because it is a living being like a man’.
There is sublation by Presumption in °Devadatta is not
outside, because heé is not seen there’; because, that he is
not outside is sublated through Presumption. There is subla-
tion by Negation in ¢ Air has colour, because it is a substance,
like earth’. There are also other defects of the premise
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“All my life I have been silent’: when
a man says so, there is sublation by his very
words. ¢ The moon is not expressed by the
word ‘‘ moon *’: this is opposed to the world.’

If by him who has affirmed the non-eternal-
ity of sound before, its eternality be subse-
quently affirmed, then there is sublation by
previous statement.

56. The pervaded which is the instrumental attribute,
is the probans. Its fallacies are four, namely the non-
established, the contradictory, the non-conclusive, and the
non-common. Among them, the non-established is described:

The knowledge of the pervaded probans as
related to the subject is what is called establish-
ment; with this much alone, indeed, there
is the perfection of the probans.
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If there is the absence of any one of these
elements, there will be non-establishment; it
may be of the probans, of the pervasion, of
the subject, of the relation thereto, and the
apprehension thereof.

Of these, when the very existence of the probaus is not estab-
lished, there is ‘the non-establishment of existence’. For
example: ‘ Buddha is free from delusion, because he is omni-
scient.” Here what is called omniscience is not, so for as
we are concerned, established anywherc. This has two
varieties, non-establishment of the attribute and non-establish-
ment of the substrate. The first is like this: ‘ Buddha is the
teacher of the Law, because, while he is omniscient, he has a
body.” But the other is like: ‘ Because, while he has a body,
he i3 omniscient.” .

57. When there is no pervasion, there is ‘the non-
establishment of being pervaded’. For example: ¢ Cruelty
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in sacrifice is a vice, because it is cruelty. Here, since there is
an extrancous adjunct, there is no pervasion.

58. Where there is no_subject, there is ‘the non-
establishment of the base’ For example: ¢ The sky-flower
is fragrant, because it is a flower.’

59. When the probans has no relation to the subject,
there is ‘ non-establishment of the relation’. For example:
¢ Sound is non-eternal, because it is visible.” Where, how-
ever, the absence of the relation is in a part of the subject,
there is partial non-establishment. This same is sometimes
called ‘non-establishment of the pervasion’, because there
is no pervasion of the subject. For example: ¢ Veda-§ are
human productions, because they are of the nature of stories .’
Where, however, the absence of relation with the subject
is in respect of cither the attribute or the substrate, then there
is non-establishment of the attribute or non-establishment of
the substrate. For example: ‘ Ether is non-eternal, because
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while it is producible, it is a substance’; or ° because while
it is a substance, it is producible’. Where, however, the
attribute is not fit for relation, being futile, as there is nothing
to exclude, it is non-establishment through a futile attribute.
For example: ¢ Jar is non-eternal because while it is a substance,
it is produced’; similarly, ‘because while it is produced,
it is a substance ’ is non-establishment through a futile sub-
strate. Where, however, the probans is not given as related to
the subject, but as related to another base, there is non-
establishment through a different basis. For example: ¢ Jar
is non-eternal, because its quality is produced.” Here being
produced does not exist in the jar but in its quality; so it is
non-establishment through a different basis. Where the
probans has no relation to the subject, not being different
from it, there is non-establishment of difference. For example:
‘Ether is non-eternal, because it has etherness.’ Here,
there is nothing called etherness distinct from the existence
of the ether. In the absence of the knowledge of their exist-
ence, etc. there is non-establishment through non-knowledge
or non-establishment through doubt. For example: ¢ Deva-
datta will become very rich, because he has the unseen merit
which is the cause thereof’ Here, there is no means of
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knowing such an unseen merit, and so it is unknown.
Similarly, ‘ The mountain has fire, because it has smoke’:
when only so much is said, since pervasion has not been pointed
out, there is non-establishment through the non-knowledge of
the pervasion. In the same way,  non-establishment through
doubted attributes’, etc. must also be concluded to be
varieties of non-establishment through non-knowledge’.

60. The Logicians, however, say: ‘It is but the non-
existence of the probans in the subject that is non-establish-
ment of the existence; so non-establishment of the relation
is non-cstablishment of the existence.” This does not stand
to reason. Of omniscience, etc. there is no existence at all
anywhere; whereas for visibility, etc. the absence is only of
the relation with the subject; thus there is the cognition of
difference. '
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61. And these varietics of non-establishment arc called
‘ non-established for either party’, if they are non-established
only for one or the other of the parties. Here, in what has
been said: ‘Buddha is free from dclusion, because he is
omniscient ’ therc is non-establishment only for us. Similarly,
if therc is non-establishment for both it must be understood
as ‘non-establishment for both’. For example: ‘ The hare
is dangerous, because it has horns.’

62. Now the ¢ contradictory.’

And this has been termed ° the sublater ’ in
the Varttika; and this is of two kinds, accord-
ing as it sublates existence as such or a partic-
ular form of it.

Here, what is pervaded by the opposite of the probandum
is ‘the contradictory of the existence of the probandum’.
For example: ‘Sound is eternal, because it is produced.’
Here, being produced is pervaded by non-eternality, which
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is the opposite of eternality; and thus being contradictory to
eternality, it becomes its sublater. What is pervaded by a
particular opposite of a particular probandum is ©the con-
tradictory of a particular’. For example: ‘ Earth, etc. have
a creator, because they are effects like a jar.’ Here, of the
probandum, ¢ the creator of earth, etc.’ not having a body is
a particularity. In jar, etc. effectness is seen as pervaded
by its opposite, namely the particularity consisting in hiaving
a body; and so it becomes a sublater of not having a body.

When there is the sublation of not having a
body, there is the sublation of being a creator
also. When the particularity of having a
body is sublated by perception,

The ptoperty of having a creator makes an
effort saying, ‘I will stand accepting the
absence of a body’; indeed, it has to perish,
not having a support when that too is sublated.
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Thus, since it arrests the probandum, it is
certainly a defect in our view. To the Logi-
cians who do not understand this as of this
nature, here is salutation.

63. The inconstant is °the non-conclusive’; that
»means, what exists in the counter-subject also. This
itself is termed ‘the common’. For example: ° Sound.is
non-eternal, because it is knowable.” Here, indeed, know-
ability exists in eternals also; so it is non-conclusive. Where
existence in a counter-subject is suspected it is °suspected
non-conclusive >. For example: °Positive things are mo-
mentary, because they are existent.” Here, since there is no
sublation of existence cven in the case of the non-momen-
tary, existencc in the counter-subject becomes suspected.
When there is a co-subject, what exists only in the subject
is ‘non-common’. For example: ‘ Earth is eternal, because
it 'has smell.’



78

AEHAET: ERGIEES

&Y. B IATg: | SETETeisfy TR TE
s GEEAdEd faaersft adang sAucaw sfwanfcas
qAATg TrEETaEATy aAfwaTantar sfa

Lte

ae fecaraae e faagT |
erfwaTaat @ fresewagfaa: w1 o
mmwﬁaﬁaﬁ&mn

64. Others again say: even ‘the non-common’ is only
‘the non-conclusive’. Just as knowability is inconstant
because positive concomitance exists even in the counter-
subject, similarly smell too .is inconstant, because negative
concomitance exists in all co-subjects too, passing beyond
the counter-subjects, which form its legitimate place.

65.

True; but it is only in the case of the posi-*
tively concomitant that goirg beyond its
place is known as inconstancy; and the way
you have stated is strained.

Therefore only ¢the common’ is called the
inconstant; and the ‘ non-common’ is called
a separate fallacy of the probans.

Or, in the way you have stated, for that
too let there be non-conclusiveness alone,
because of inconstancy; there is no harm so
far as we are concerned. '
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Therefore, fallacies of the probans are estab-
lished as either threefold or fourfold. The
Logicians speak of it as fivefold, and others
as sixfold; this is not right.
66. The Logicians speak of it as of five kinds, namely
‘the non-established, the contradictory, the non-conclusive,
the similar to the context, and the discarded due to lapse
of time. Some speak of the non-cfficient as the sixth.
Bhasarvajfia says that the sixth is but the non-determined.
67. Of these the probans having a counter-probans is
called ‘similar to the context’, and ‘ having an opponent’.
For example: ‘Air is non-perceptible, because it has no
colour, like the mind; air is perceptible, because it has_ touch,
like a jar.

68. This one has to be included in those which have
been already explained. It is thus: There cannot possibly
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be a pair of probans of equal strength; if it could be so, it
would follow that the very same object has two opposite
natures, brought about by the force of the two inferences.
If there is conflict between a stronger and a weaker, the content
of the weaker will be removed by the stronger, and this defect
is but the defect of the subject called ‘the sublation of the
attribute . Why should it be called a separate fallacy of the
probans? ’

69. Now, at the time when the distinct natures of the
two probans are not known, there is the possibility of equal
strength imposed by conceit and it is in such a case that
there is ‘similarity to the context °.

70. This is not so. Even in this case, there may be
merely the state of doubt regarding the sublation of the
attribute. It is not necessary to go in for a pew variety.
Otherwise even the doubted, the non-established, etc. would
become distinct fallacies.
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71. Or, the dcﬁnition of ¢ the non-conclusive ’ is taken
as: a doubted probans is non-conclusive. Doubt arises out
of common attributes, non-common attributes and conflict.
For example: from the common attribute of crectness, there
is doubt whether it is a post or a man; from the non-common
smell, whether earth is eternal or non-eternal; and from
conflict between the disputants, whether sound is cternal or
non-eternal. Of these, doubt with conflict as cause results
from the application of the countcr-probans, and hence © the
similar to the context’ has to be included in ¢ the non-con-
cluswes alone.

72. And of this ‘havmg a counter-probans’, if the
opposite is established by the same probans, there is the
sub-division called the contradictory non-inconstant’. For
example: ¢ Earth, etc. have a creator, because they are effects
like a jar.’ Here, °Earth, etc. cannot have God as creator,

because they are effects {ike a jar’. Here indeed, effectness,
6
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in the case of the jar, etc. is as much non-inconstant with the
absence of having God as creator, as with having a creator.
And negation of God as creator is certainly contradictory to
those who establish God through effects having a creator;
so effectness is ¢ contradictory non-inconstant ’.

Thus according to us, there is ¢ contradictory
non-inconstant’, when with the very subject,
probans and example stated by the opponent,
the contradictory is established.

The Preceptors sometimes declare contradic-
tory non-inconstancy in all cases of having
an opponent, not merely in the above-
mentioned case;

But it is clearly said by Cidananda that this
alone is so, Be this as it may; for us it is not
an independent fallacy. '
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So is it established that the defect called ¢ having an opposing
ground’ is included in the sublated attribute’ or in ‘the
non-conclusive °.

73. Bhasarvajiia however, after saying that the pro-
bans ‘similar to the context’ is that which is of the same
form whether in the establishment of one’s own position or
that of the opponent, points out a single example thereof as
a rare acquisition, as follows: ‘ Sound is non-eternal, becausc
it is either the subject or the co-subject, like the co-subject.’
Here indeed it can also be said: € Sound is eternal, because
it is either the subject or the co-subject.’ ’

74. This does not stand to reason. Here of course
the expression, ¢ because it is either the subject or the co-
subject’, when non-eternality is the probandum, means
¢ because it is either sound or jar ’; but in the case of eternality,
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the meaning is ¢ because it is either sound or ether’. There-
fore how can it be said that one and the same probans is
.common to both?

Here there is similarity only in words; but
the meaning differs. Therefore, of the same
thing there cannot be pervasion by two con-
tradictory attributes.

How then does your honour speak of  con-
tradictory non-inconstant’? True; there the
direct opposite of the probandum is not
established. -

Indeed by those who speak of having a
creator, what is intended is that God is the
creator. That alone is arrested here by us.
Therefore the opposition is by implication.

But your honour establishes by a single
‘means the two directly contradictory things,
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eternality and non-eternality, and certainly
courts ridicule now.

75. But what has been given as a fallacy of the probans
called © discarded through lapsc of time ’, which has the other
name ‘ having its content sublated’, as for example: ‘ Fire
is not hot, because it is not a substance *—that too is only the
fallacy of the subject called © sublated attribute .

76. Now, we do not accept at all these defects
of the subject; because the defects of the sub-
ject and the example are brought within the
fallacies of the probans.

Of thcse, in the case of the established attribute”’

The subject, of course, is the base of the
probans; and what has an established attribute
cannot be a subject. Therefore it is only * the
non-establishment of the base.’
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Further,

Similarly when there is the defect of ‘non-
established attribute’ even then since sub-
ject-ness is destroyed, let it be said to be
¢ the non-establishment of the base ’.

" What benefit is there in stating the defects
of the subject? Now even the defects of
the example, that will be stated, are certainly
included in the defects of the probans; there
is no defect other than the defects of the probans.

Therefore, when all the defects thus come
within the defects of the probans, how can
this ‘sublated attribute’ stand without a
help?

Therefore like other defects, ‘the sublated attribute’ also
should be stated to be a defect of the probans.
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To this we say:

When there is an intermixture of fallacies,
the defect that shines in the forefront is what
is to be taken up—this is incontestible in
the case of all disputants.

And therefore, in stating the subject, if any
defect appears, that has to be referred to the
subject itself. Why can you not acceptreason?

Even by you, the non-establishment of the
base has been stated in the case of ‘ the estab-
lished attribute’ only having recourse to the
subject being defective. What is it accord-
ing to you that comes up first there?

Similarly, the non-establishment of the pro-
bandum, and in the same way the sublation
of the probandum, appear even when the
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subject is stated; so it is proper that they
are the defects of the subject.

And in this way, the defects of the example
that will be stated are justificd. Because it is
decided that a defect pertains to that alone
in which it appears.

. The sage Aksapada did not mention defects
of subject, etc. But being deluded by devo-
tion to him, Logicians, you should not abandon
reason. :

Therefore, ‘the sublated attribute’ is only a fallacy of the
subject, and so a fifth fallacy of the probans need not be
accepted.

78. Those again who bring forward another fallacy
of the probans called ‘ the non-efficient °, on the ground that
in the absence of a favourable counter-argument, the probans.
is not efficient, they too consider as such ¢ the non-establish-
ment of pervasion’ alone. In every inference doubts of
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inconstancy must be removed. by means of favourable counter-
arguments, and thus abscncc of extraneous adjuncts must
be established. Therefore in their abscnce, there is no certainty
of a relation as free from extraneous adjuncts, and hence
there is only non-establishment of pervasion. This probans
of ‘non-cstablished pervasion’ is also termed ‘having an
extraneous adjunct’, °©established as otherwise’, ‘non-
efficient’, ‘living on the pervasion brought forward by the
opponent ’, and ¢ of doubted pervasion ’; but not as a scparate
fallacy,

79. It has been said by Bhasarvajfia: ¢ the probans not
establishing the probandum, existing only in the subject, is.
what is not ascertained; for example: “ earth is eternal, be-
cause there is smell ’; ‘ everything is momentary, because
it is existent ”’, etc.;’ of these, the first variety is only ‘the
non-common’., But in ©everything is momentary, because
it is existent’, since ‘everything’ is made the subject, there
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is nothing which can become co-subject or counter-subject,
and hence it is not possible to state either the pervasion of
positive concomitance or the pervasion of negative concomi-
tance. So there is only non-establishment of pervasion; it
is not a distinct fallacy. There let it remain. So the fallacies
of the probans are but as we have fixed.

80. Now come the fallacies of the example.

What is called an example is the place
where the pervasion between the probandum
and the probans is grasped; it is also called
an instance.

‘That is of two kinds, being divided into ¢ the positively similar’
and °the negatively similar’, Of these positive similarity
lies in pointing out the concomitance of the probans with
the probandum. For example: ¢ what has smoke has fire,
like a kitchen’., Negative similarity consists in pointing
out the concomitance of the absence of the probandum with
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the absence of the probans. For example: ¢ what has not
fire, does not have smoke, like water’.

81. Fallacies of the example having positive similarity
are four, namely devoid of probandum, devoid of probans,
-devoid of both, and devoid of base. It is thus: ‘ Sound is
eternal, because it has no cause; what has no cause is eternal.’
Here, ‘like prior non-existence’ is devoid of probandum;
*like destruction’ is devoid of probans; ¢ like a jar > is devoid
of both; ‘like a man’s horn’ is devoid of base. Here eter-
nality is used in the sense of non-destructibility, not the
absence of the two extremes.

82. Fallacies of the example having negative simi-
larity are also four, namely ° not absent from the probandum °,
etc. For example: ¢ What is not eternal is not without a cause *;
here, ‘like destruction’ is not absent from the probandum;
“like prior non-existence’ is not absent from the probans;
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¢ like ether’ is not absent from either; like 2 man’s horn”
is devoid of base. - '

83. Here in these two kinds of examples, there are
the two defects, namely the non-statement of pervasion and
the reverse statement of the pervasion. Of these, ¢ mountain
has fire, because there is smoke like kitchen —if so much
is stated, there is the non-statement of pervasion; because,.
thc pervasion, ‘what has smoke has fire’ is not stated.
Similarly, ¢ what has no fire does not have smoke '—with~
out stating this pervasion, if ¢ like a great lake ’ alone is stated,.
even then there is the non-statement of pervasion. ’

84. But when what is to be stated is ¢ what has smoke
has fire ’, if it is stated ¢ what has fire has smoke ’, then there
is the reverse statement of pervasion. Similarly, when it is
to be said ‘ what has no fire does not have smoke’, if it is
stated, ‘ what has no smoke does not have fire’, the same is
to be seen here also. :
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These details of inference are dealt with
differently by different persons. But here by
me it has been thus pointed out in the way
stated by Cidananda.

4. AUTHORITY

The Logicians explain Analogy after Infer-
‘ence. But we place Authority earlier, as it

is recognized by a greater number of dis-
putants.

Here, then, when through words that are
known, there arises the recollection of the
meaning of the words, the knowledge of the
sense of a sentence, which is not in contact, is
called Verbal Testimony (knowledge through
Authority).
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2. This verbal cognition depends on learning; there-
fore the method of this we show in the beginning. A young
man, indeed, after statements like,  Bring the cow’, A son
is born to you’, etc. notices an activity or joy, etc. in one, and
since these two must have some cognition as antecedent, he
understands that the activity, joy, etc. were produced only
in sequence to the knowledge of the sense of  bringing the
cow’, ¢ birth of a son’, etc.; and since.such cognitions of °
the sense were produced only in sequence to the sound, he
recognizes that the sounds, ‘bring the cow’, etc. convey
senses like ¢ bringing the cow’, etc. And at that time, the
words taken in one mass are understood as conveying a sense
in one mass. And afterwards, in other usages like, ¢ Tie up
the cow,’ ‘ Bring the horse’, etc. he sees-insertion and dele-
tion in the form of acceptance and rejection of other words,
and he ascertains the differentiation of the sense of words
such as that the sound ‘cow’ signifies an object having a
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dew-lap, etc. the sound fbring’ significs thc action of
bringing, and so on.

3. And this conveying of the sense of a word by the
word, since it is produced by the capacity of the sound, is
only expression: so say Parthasarathi and others. But a
sound indicates the sensc of a word only through the channel
of rousing up impressions and so the knowledge of the sense
of a word is only recollection: so say Ciddnanda and others.

4. And as such, for words, though confined to distinct
senses, there is fixed even from the beginning the purport, the
knowledge of a unitary qualified object. When the knowl-
cdge of the sense of words stands thus, the knowledge of the
sense of the sentence produced immediately after that in the
form of a knowledge of a unitary qualified object—is this
produced by the words alone or by the recollection of the sense
of the words? In considering this question, since the words
are exhausted with conveying the sense of the words, and are
also remote, it is only the sense of the words that convey the
meaning of the sentence, which is in the form of a relation
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among themselves. Now, this is thc view common among the
Logicians and some others.

5. But we say that the sense of the words conveys
the meaning of the sentence only by secondary implication.
Indeed, sccondary implication comes in through thc non-
intelligibility of the expressed meaning. And here, senses
like ‘cow’, etc. recollected by the words, if they should
remain in their generic form without mutual syntactical rela-
tion, then there would be contradiction of the purport of the
words to indicate a unitary qualified object, as determined
at the time of learning. And so, since the generic form
signified is unintelligible, the meaning of words leads up to
the particulars consisting in mutual syntactical relation.
And hence, this cow is certainly to be brought, and bringing
is certainly related to the cow: on account of this relation
of the one to the other, we get the meaning of the sentence
consisting in ¢ bringing the cow’. -
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Therefore, here, the meanings of the words,
which are understood from the words, after-
wards enter into mutual relation: in this way
is shown the doctrine, according to those of
my way of thinking, of ¢ the relation of what
are e»pressed ’. ‘

When all the other words are completed,
each of the words expresses its own meaning
as related to the meanings of the other words:
this is the doctrine, according to others, of
‘ the expression of what are related ’.

6. Indeed, on first hearing, ¢ Bring the cow’, it is the
expression itself that is understood to convey the related sense
in the form of ¢ bringing the cow’. Therefore in accordance
with this, it is of the words themselves that conveying a related
sense has to be declared, and not of the word meanings.
Indeed, even when the meanings of the words are discrimi-
nated through insertion and deletion; in each case, the

7
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meanings of the words are seen only as related to this or that,
not as isolated; so the capacity of the words in respect of their
meanings as- related is not abandoned.

7. Now, is it that there is no conveying of the isolated
sense of the words by the words? We say that there is. Now,
words certainly recall their meanings separately; but they do
not stop at that. Their respective senses, already recalled,
they express again as related to the senses of other words and
then alone they stop: this is the final doctrine. Thus the
meaning of a sentence in the form of relation is expressed by
the words themselves, and is not to be understood from the
meanings of the words. And if it were to be understood from
the meaning of the words, there would be a relation with the
objects even as comprehended by other means of valid knowl-
edge; and this is not seen.

8. This doctrine of the Guru is to be discardqd'for
its prolixity alone. Indeed, in our doctrine, since the meanings
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of the words are made out through recollection, and since
the meaning of the sentence too is made out by secondary impli-
cation, there is no assumption at all of another capacity.
So, for you there has resulted prolixity even in connection
with the assumption of a capacity in the words. Further,
capacity of the sense of words is certainly more in keeping
with parsimony than capacity of words. Then, surely, when
it is assumed of a single sense in the form of going, that.it
conveys a relation, there results relation even in the case of
others synonymous with ‘going’. But if the capacity be in
the words, there should be assumed capacity for an infinite
number of words having the sense of going: so there is great
prolixity. . And in a single sentence, if by each word, its own
meanings as related to the others, be conveyed, there would
inevitably arise the comprehension of the meaning of the sen-
tence in word after word; so this is beset with more difhculties.

9. As for what has been said that if the sense of words
conveyed the relation, there would be relation even with the
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objects comprehended by other means of valid knowledge,
to this we reply: according to you too, when it is said, ‘ Tie up
the cow’, how is it that even a horse, seen with its bridle
loose and requiring to be tied up, does not come into relation
with  tying up’? Here, surely, since the horse is not compre-
hended through a word, there is no relation: you will be
forced to say so. And, therefore, in the same way, since
what have been comprehended through other means of valid
knowledge, have not been comprehended through words, for
this very reason, non-relation is established. So, there too
we havc not to assume anything further. Therefore, the
mode of relation as explamcd by us is more in keepmg with
parsimony.

10. Here, expectancy, compatibility and prbxi-‘
mity—these three have been assumed by all
as causes in understandmg the sense .of a
sentence.
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¢ Cow, horse, man, elephant’: here, since
they have no mutual expectancy, there is
found no syntactical relation; and hence is
expectancy accepted.

In cases like, ‘Onec sprinkles with fire’,
since there can be no syntactical relation
among what are incompatible, compatibility
too has to be accepted. Then, proximity is
explained. _

11. To be signified by words in proximity is, indeed,
the proximity of the sense of words. Thus non-proximity
is of two kinds, because of not being near and because of
not being signified by words. Of these, there is no syntactical
relation, since there is no ncarness between the two words
‘cow’ and °bring’ uttered at different times. In ¢ Tie up
the cow’, simply because the horse seen as requiring to be
tied up is not signified by words, there is no syntactical relation.
Thus is established the rule that syntactical relation is only
for what have been comprehended through words. But
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the Guru considers as proximity, merely the proximity of
cognition, not proximity of words. Even he, unable to prevent
syntactical relation of the horse in ‘ Tie up the cow ’, admits,

though unwillingly, that syntactical relation is only of words;
this has been already said.

12. Now, in this case, let the absence of syntactical
relation of the horse be due merely to the fact that the sen-
tence has no purport with reference to the horse, not because
it is not comprehended through a word. It cannot be so.
If it be so, even in cases like, ¢ One should sprinkle with fire °,
the absence of syntactical relation may be due to want of

purport, and hence there would result the non-acceptance of
compatibility, etc.

Therefore in making out syntactical rela-
tion, the purport is not in itself a cause.
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When the rest of the causal aggregate exists,
that too is again required for the sake of
restriction.

This is the position.

Thus since there is no other choice, even
the Guru has now recognized a rule like
this, that only what are brought to mind by
words have relation.

Therefore, for us there are two purposes:
of these one has already been said, namely
that there is no syntactical relation with
what are understood through other means of
knowledge.

The other too occurs in importation in cases
like, ¢ the door ’; since only what are cognized
through the mind are capable of syntactical
relation, there may be the importation of
words alone in the form, ¢ Let the door be
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closed’. This is the doctrine of those of my
way of thinking.

~But the Guru is for importing the idea
alone of ‘closing’, in this case, in the false
hope that there can be syntactical relation
even by the promixity of cognition.

There, if the Guru, who has grown very
haughty, is not taught a lesson at least now,
then, surely, he will begin to shout that there
is the importation of the idea alone.

Let this remain at that. Now has been explained the method
of knowing the meaning of a sentence. It has been said
that the knowledge of the meaning of a sentence which is
not in contact; is verbal cognition. And this itself is called
Revelation. And by the expression ‘ which is not in contact *,
there is stated the non-validity of sentences. which are re-
statements or whose contents. are sublated.
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13. This verbal cognition is of two kinds, human
and superhuman. Of these, thc words of a reliable man
arc human, and the words of scripturc arc superhuman.
But the Guru says: the scriptural alone is verbal cognition.
The words of a man, however, simply lead to the inferencc
of the intention of the speaker, and do not convey by them-
selves the meaning of a sentence; because their capacity is
made blunt by doubt. The capacity for significance of words,
although established at the time of learning, becomes blunt
in the words of men with their profusion of inconstancies, on
account of doubts about those inconstancies. And there,
so long as it is not inferred that the sentence has been stated
by the speaker only after knowing such and such a meaning,
doubt regarding its being otherwise does not vanish; and so,
one ignores the sentence. Similarly, the purport of the words
of men too depends on the cognition thercof. So, without
inferring cognition in the speaker, there cannot bec the
determination of the purport, and for this reason too, one
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ignores the sentence. Therefore the cognition in the speaker
is first to be inferred. Then when one hears the sentence,
‘There are fruits on the banks of the river’, and when the
meanings of the words are remembered separately, one
infers: ‘ These words have been used only after cognizing
the relation to these meanings, because they are words uttered
by a reliable man, like the words, * Bring the cow”’’.  And
thus the hearer, attempting to understand the spcaker’s
cognition of the relation of the meanings of words, understands
in virtue thereof, the meaning of the sentence too, consisting
in the relation of the meanings of the words; hence, the
meanings of the sentences in the utterances of men, are
certainly to be inferred.

Thus, when fear of inconstancy has been
expelled, and when there has arisen the
ascertainment of the sense of the sentence,
the sound too expresses that sense once more
as a re-statement: this is his final doctrine.

14. This does not stand to reason.
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Without paying heed even to doubts of
inconstancy, is not a series of words capable,
like the sense-organs, etc. of expressing its
own sense?

The intention too is easy to understand by
itself, without an inference of cognition; for
example in the Veda-s, and, for example,
in other works where the authorship has not
been considered. _

If you wait till the stage of inferring the
cognition of the speaker, then what will you
do in your despondency when that too is not
possible ?

15. Here, verily, being composed by a reliable man
is stated as the probans. Reliability is considered to be
the absence of delusion, etc. It is not possible to ascertain
anywhere that there is no delusion in this man at all; because
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there is the saying, ‘ Delusion has been suspected cven in
sages; what, then, sir, about the moderns?’ Similarly,
‘In this place, or at this time, there is no dclusion in this
man’: this too is not easily ascertainable. Therefore, as a last
resort, in the form, ¢ There is no delusion in him with refcrence
to the meaning of this sentence ’, the delusion is to be discarded
only after the cognition of the meaning of the sentence. There-
fore, beforc understanding the meaning of the sentencc,
reliability is non-established; so how can there be inference
from that? Thus is annihilated the doctrine of the Guru.

16. Thus, when the inferential nature of ordinary
words has been set aside, those who uphold
the doctrine of all verbal cognition being
inferential, are also over-powered.

The followers of Kanidda, etc. who, indeed, accept only
two means of valid knowledge, say exactly in the manner
of the Guru, that the meanings of all the sentences have to
be inferred. They too have to be refuted in the same way.
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According to them too, the meaning of a sentence has to be
inferred through probans like the sentence being free from
fault, etc. And freedom from fault is the absence of delusion,
ctc. And this can be ascertained only after ascertaining
the mecaning of the sentence. So, in the manner stated above,
for them tao, the probans is non-established. Let it remain
at that. Therefore, verbal cognition both ordinary and scrip-
tural has thus been established.
17. There,

When there arises in words the defect of
being composed by a defective person, then
in words of human origin, there can some-
times be mconsta.ncy

In the Veda, however, _which is of non-
human origin, one should not doubt a taint,
which would be intelligible if there were rela-
tionship to a person; how then can there be
inconstancy ? '



110 AAAET: (ST
qs. dfew T fafuw=mriaryeT Syemfaea-

18. And ¢the scriptural’ is of various kinds, bemg
divided into ¢ injunctions’, ‘formulas’ and ¢ praises’, and
divided also into ‘direct teaching ’ and  transfer’. This and
other things cannot be made clear in a brief treatise; and so it
stops here.

5. ANALOGY

1. The knowledge of the similarity of what is
not in contact, having as its sphere an object
that is remembered, and arising from the
similarity to an object that is seen—this,
indeed, is recognized to be Analogy.

For example, after seeing the similarity to a.cow in a gavaye,
there is in the cow that is remembered the cognmon of similarity
to a gavaya. It is thus:
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Verily, for one even when he sees a cow in
the city before, the similarity present there-
in to a gavaya does not appear; because the
gavaya has not been seen.

But when sometime, he goes to a forest and
sees a gavaya, then he can apprehend, even
through perception, the similarity present
therein to a cow. '

Then when at the same time, he notices in
the cow which is remote, the similarity to
the gavaya too, what may be the cause of
that?

Indeed, it has not been apprehended be-
fore, whereby it could be recollected now; and
since the cow is at a distance, it cannot now
be apprehended through perception.
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And it appears clearly. Therefore a distinct
means of valid knowledge is required. In
this case, the followers of Sabara and Samkara
call it Analogy.

And here,

The instrument should be the knowledge of
the similarity present in the gavaya; the effect
is-the knowledge of the similarity present in
the cow: so must it be understood.

2. But the Logicians, who seek Analogy in another
way, make the cognition of similarity in the cow an inference.
Thus: what is the counter-correlate of similarity in another
is similar to that too; for example, one palm with another
palm; cow is the counter-correlate of sxmllarxty in a gavaya;
and so it is similar to a gavaya too.
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3. This does not stand to reason. When it is inferred
from a mere pervasion of the generic that what is the counter-
correlate of similarity present in another is similar to that
too, all that appears is that there is some kind of similarity
without a defined particularity, as in the case of there being
some kind of fire; but the definite similarity of the cow to
&avaya is not ascertained clearly as in perception. Therefore,
that cannot be an inference, * generically scen ’, since here we
see definite ascertainment. Therefore, since there is no
inference, it is a distinct means of knowledge.

4. Now, at that very time, like the similarity of the
cow to the gavaya, the dissimilarity too of man, etc. to the
gavaya appears clearly. Is a distinct means of valid knowledge
adopted there too?

3. No, we say. There, of course, the dissimilarity of

man consisting in the absence of the attributes present in
8
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the gavaya, is cognized even by the means of valid knowledge
called Negation; so why should there be a distinct means of
valid knowledge?

6. But the Logicians make out a different kind of
Analogy. Some one verily asks a forester who has come to
the city what it is that is called a gavaya, and hears from
him the statement of analogy that a gavaya is what resembles a
cow. Then he goes to a forest, sees a particular kind of animal
and recognizes that that is what resembles 2 cow. And he
understands also the relation of the name and the named
in the form, ¢ This itself is gavaya’. This apprehension of the
relation is knowledge through analogy. Its instrument is the
similarity, consisting in the recognition of the meaning of a
sentence. .

7. And this apprehension of the relation cannot be
brought about through any other means of valid knowledge.
For, since earlier, at the time of hearing the sentence, the
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gavaya which is the named, was not seen, it is not possiblc
to produce the apprehension of the relation then. But when

the gavaya is seen, the sentence had lapsed long ago, and the
sentence has no power to signify that.

8. Now, in respect of a mass which resembles a cow,
the word gavaya is used: this is first understood from the
sentence. Through that, when it is seen, let there be the
inference about the gavaya, ‘ The word gavaya expresses this,
because it is used here without secondary implication, etc
like the word cow in respect of a cow.’

9. This too does not stand to reason. Indeed, that
it is used there is all that is known from the sentence; but the
absence of secondary implication, etc. certainly cannot be
known before the signification is established. So this probans
has a non-established qualification. Therefore the cognition
of this relation is brought about only through Analogy.

10. This Analogy has been said to result from

the sense of a sentence that declares com-
‘mon attributes. In the same way, indeed,
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can it result from non-common attributes or
from attributes in general.

For example, ‘ what is called a horse has not
a cloven hoof like a cow’. After under-
standing the sense of this sentence which
declares a non-common attribute, if one goes
to another country,

And sees an animal with a single hoof, one
understands it to be a horse. And in the
same way, when one hears attributes in
general, sometimes there arises the knowl-
edge of relation.

‘A camel has a long neck and drooping
lips, and eats thorns.’ After hearing this,
they can know a camel elsewhere.

Thus, being divided into common attributes,
non-common. attributes ‘and attributes in
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general, the meanings of statements of
analogy are of three kinds. Therefore knowl-
edge through Analogy is threefold.

11. This is a mistaken theory, which should be
~ discarded. Because, this knowledge of the
relation is produced merely by verbal knowl-
edge assisted by perception.

When a man asks the expressed meaning of the word gavaya
in the form, ¢ What is a gavaya?’ he concludes that the statement
of reply, ¢ Gavaya is what resembles a cow ’ has for its purport

the indication of the expressed meaning alone.

Therefore, before indicating the expressed
meaning, a sentence is not complete. And
prior to the knowledge of a gavaya, it is not
possible to indicate that.

And therefore, the sentence, whose purport was not under-
stood, and which had not been completed at all, yet, when
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the gavaya is perceived, comes back to memory, and attains its
purport having its expressed meaning cognized in perception,
and at that very time, becomes the signifier of the relation of
the name and the named. Just as, of course, after hearing the
sentence, ¢ The merchant has nava (nine or new) blankets,’
onc goes to the market, and, seeing nine blankets with the
merchant, concludes that the purport is a particular number,
and understands the meaning of the sentence ; so must it be seen
to be here too. Therefore the apprchension of the relation
is possible even through words assisted by perception, and so
there is no need to seck a distinct means of valid knowledge.
12. Further, ' :

~ In the world, the word ¢ analogy’ is found
used when there is similarity. When there
is a non-common attribute or when there are
attributes in general, how can there be its
usage according to you?
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Similarly the expression ‘ statement of anal-
ogy’ too is well known in the case of a
sentence which declares common attributes.
And that expression, being used in other
places, causes me pain.

Therefore, we accept as Analogy only the
knowledge of S1m11ar1ty present in the cow,
for which there is no other means. By this
are defeated even those who uphold the
theory that there are only three means of
valid knowledge

Here, in respect of similarity, we have a

| (quarrel with the Guru. The Guru considers
~this similarity even as a distinct category.

We speak of it as the assemblage of common
features like quality, étc. When we have

. occasion to deal with the categories, the
" mode of this will be declared to some extent.
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6. PRESUMPTION

1. When something is otherwise unintelligible,
the assumption of what will make it intel-
ligible is presumption: this alone is the defini-

- tion as given in the Bkisya.
And here, opposition between two valid cognitions isfcalled

unintelligibility. Therefore the definition has to be enun-
ciated thus:

When some general valid knowledge is in
conflict with a special one, the cognition of
the non-conflicting element is accepted as
Presumption.

For example, from the conflict of the valid
knowledge that the man is alive with the
valid knowledge of his non-existence in his
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house, from this conflict as instrument there
is the assumption that he is outside.

Through inference based on astrological science, it is known
in general that Devadatta is alive somewhere, either in his
house or outside. When that is opposed to the fact that he is
not at home, to avoid this opposition, it is assumed that he
is outside. This afore-mentioned cognition, whose instrument
is opposition between two valid cognitions, is the cognition
through Presumption.

2.  But the Logicians, who prefer to regard this
as inference, declare that there can be no
conflict between two valid cognitions, and
that this is common to what is well known.

Now, there is no possibility of conflict between two valid
cognitions; because, as in the case, * This is silver >, and ¢ This is
not silver’, there would result the non-validity of one. Now,
if it is said that even then, there is opposition seen between
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the two valid cognitions already mentioned, that is a mere
hope. Here, indced, it is only of one particular place which
is the basis of the doubt, ¢ at home ’ or ¢ outside ’ that therc is
sublation by the valid knowledge of absence from the home.
Indecd, the valid cognition that he lives has as its content
mercly his being alive, or his relation to some place in general.
But the valid cognition of absence from home does not comc
within touching or smelling distance of either of these ‘two.
Therefore, since there is no opposition at all between the two
valid cognitions, ¢ He lives * and ¢ He is not at home’,
how can it be said that with that as instrument there is
Presumption?

3. Further,

Since conflict of this nature exists in infer-
ential cognitions that are well known, Pre-
sumption will swallow the net of inference
(that is cast to catch it).
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¢ Where there is smoke, there is fire °: it is, indeed, by the valid
cognition apprehending this pervasion that fire on thc moun-
tain is knawn; or, the smoke that is scen implies the existence
on the mountain of fire which is its cause. Hence, it is under-
stood, cithcr by the valid cognition apprehending the pervasion
or by the sight of smoke, that somewhere in the mountain
therc is fire. And because of the opposition due to non-
perception of it in the higher regions, fire is assumed in the
lower regions; thus it becomes a case of Presumption. Therc-
fore, this has to be thrown in along with Inference. And
thus is the inferencc: ¢ Devadatta is outside, because, being
alive, he is not at home; he who, being alive, is not in a certain
place, must be in ancther place, for example, myself’. There-
fore, this fifth means of valid knowledge is a fraud.

4. This is criticised by us; there certainly is
conflict between two valid cognitions. There
is no breakdown of inferential knowledge,
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which is well known. Nor is there inferential
knowledge in respect of his being outside.
There, what was said that, when there is opposition between
two valid cognitions, there would be non-validity for one,
that is only when there is opposition between two valid cogni-
tions, both of them being particular, as ‘ This is silver ’, and
¢ This is not silver’.
5. In the case, however, of a general. valid
cognition, in spite of its sublation through
a particular one, there does not result its

non-validity, there being scope (elsewhere for
its validity).

Therefore, opposition between two valid cognitions certainly
does occur.

6. What was again said that even here the sublation
is only of the -particular place doubted, not of the valid
cognition of his being alive, here we say:.
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If Devadatta being alive is known through
inference, his relation to a particular place
too is to be known, for the sake of his existence.

Here, if he is related merely to space in
general, then on account of his relation to

. spatiality, this person too would become space.

Therefore what is known is his being alive,
related to space in general without its partic-
ularity being defined, in the form, ¢ He is
alive somewhere’.

Therefore his being alive can be validly
known only in respect of some particular
place, though it is doubted, whether at
home’ or ‘outside’. :

Of these, when one particular is subtlated

" and prior.to the apprehension of the other,
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the valid knowledge of his being alive, having

no support, is itself certainly sublated.
Thus prior to the establishment of existence
outside, there results through the apprehen-
sion of his not being at home, a subtle stage of
conflict. And they speak without knowing this.
7. What was also said that what are well known to
be Inferences, would become Prcsumption, that too is not
s0. There, indeed, shouid be stated what the general valid
cognition is which reveals that there is fire somewhere on the
mountain. Now it has been said that even by the valid
cognition that apprehends the pervasion, fire on the mountain
is also revealed. Well, also, who are they who, kissing the

backs of the followers of Prabhakara, babble thus?.

He who has not seen the mountain in
.advance, how can he understand that it has
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fire? Thus that position, even in respect of
inference, is annihilated.

8. As for what again was said that smoke implies its
cause fire, what is the meaning of that? Alas, it has to be
interpreted that smoke leads to the inference of fire. And
therefore, it is only inference which reveals fire on the mountain,
that is declared as the general valid cognition there therefore
there is no swallowing up of inference.

When that is sublated, because of ron-
. perception above, the assumption of it as
- below is acceptable even as Presumption; in

.this there is no difficulty. _
9. Again the means of inference that was used to
establish his being outside, that has a ‘non-established existence’,
for you long-lived ones; because it is impossible ‘to conceive
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of mere living without some specification. Beforc apprehend-
ing his being outside, it is not possible to think conjointly of
his being alive and his not being at home. Thercfore, since
there is no knowledge of the probans in the form of his not
being at home as qualified by his being alive, this probans has
a non-established existencc through non-knowledge. This
is said in the Byhattika:

Therefore, the known absence from home of him
who is alive, that is the probans, and that is not
apprehended without apprehending his being outside.

Therefore Presumption is certainly distinct.

10. Not knowing this mode of annihilating the

Logicians, there is this babble of the Guruy,

‘ There is doubt here about the being alive ’.

Formerly, being alive was verily known as

being in the home. Therefore there can be

. doubt about being alive, because of his not
being found at home.
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It is this doubt of his being alive, which
makes known the being outside. This is
the greatness of Presumption that even what
is doubted gives knowledge.

Thus when there is doubt of his being alive,
the probans would be one of doubtful quali-
fication. Thus the refutation of this being an

- inference is here easy for us.

This aforesaid deserves ridicule. It is thus:

If his being alive was doubted because his
non-existence at home is seen, then what
should be done is to ascertain this once more

‘through the words of a reliable man, etc.

Or from seeing marks like the auspicious
thread round the neck of his wife. But
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there is no recourse to any of these; there-
fore there is no doubt at all.

Further therc cannot be the apprehension of
his being outside, from the doubt of his being
alive; because, when there is the doubt of his
being dead too, how can there be the cogni-
tion of his being outside?

Because he is alive or not alive; therefore
he is outside: except the Guru, who else is
capable of making such an assumption?

If it be that anything is possible through
the greatness of Presumption, alas, in this
way, when there is the doubt regarding any-
thing, that the thing has been destroyed be-
cause it is not seen,

Let the mind console itself with the assur-

ance of its being elsewhere. Therefore, doubt
is certainly not the cause of Presumption.
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Therefore, Presumption is just as we have explained.

12. This again is of two kinds, namely ¢ Presumption
from the seen’ and ¢ Presumption from the heard’. Of these,
Presumption from the seen is cxplained already.

13.  Where, however, in an incomplete sentence
there is importation of words to make out
the syntactical relation, there is accepted
¢ Presumption from what is heard’.

For example, in the sentence, ¢ the door, the door’, in arder to
get a syntactical relation, there is the ordinary valid knowledge
that there must be some other sense like closing, etc. which
are to be understood from words. And when there is sublation
of it by non-perception from the words that are heard, there
is to be assumed the sense of closing, etc. as to be understood
from words that are not heard. And there, one procceding
to assume the sense of closing, etc. even along with a word,
assumes only the word for the sake of parsimony, since the
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sensc can be understood from the word itself. © Presumption
from what is heard ’ is of this nature of assuming words.

14. The Guru, however, says: ¢ Therc is no *‘ Presump-
tion from what is heard *, since what is to be assumed is only
the sense of closing, ctc. and, as such, there is no assumption
of a word.” He has already been silenced, becausc it has been
made out that there can be syntactical rclation only among
what have bcen understood from words.

15. Further, if to complete thc sentence, the sensc
alone is assumed, then in ‘ I offer what is pleasing to the sun’,
ctc. it is only the sense in the form of the sun that has to be
supplied; but there need not be the assumption of the words
‘to the sun’.

16. Now, in the model sacrifice this element is seen
only as intimatcd through a word; hence in the modelled
too a word has to be assumed.
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17. This nced not be so. Indeed, merely because
they are seen, attributes should not be dragged into the
modelled, but only if there is some purposc. But for you
there is no purposc for that element as understood from a
word, because syntactical relation rcsults otherwise. And
it it is apprehended simply because it is seen, then, since
a particular purification is seen to exist only in what is pounded,
pounding too would have to be done in the casc of the gold
grains. Therefore, ‘modification’ can be effected only

through ¢ Presumption from the heard’. Thus let it remain
at that. ’

(7) NEGATION

1. Now, if a thing is not perceived even when
it is capable of being perceived, that is the
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‘means of valid knowledge called Negation,
which makes known the non-existence.

2. Here, indeed, thc non-perception is the instrument;
and since that is of the form of a non-existence of cognition,
negation is spoken of as the means of valid knowledge.

3. And there, '

The presence in full of the causal aggre-
gate for perception except the object and the
contact, etc. dependent thcreon this of course
is capacity.

And this, when known, is the auxiliary to
the knowledge of non-existence. But the
non-perception, while not being known, gives
knowledge, merely by its existence.

4. And therefore, when, except the jar which is the
object and the contact of the senses, etc. dependent thereon,
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it is known that what constitute the cause of the percep-
tion of the jar like the opening of the, eye, the flow of light,
the attention of the mind, etc. have all been produced even
now, the non-perception of the jar as assisted by this knowl-
edge makes known the non-existence of the jar. Thus is it
to be seen in all cases.

It is, indeed, for knowing this capacity that
in the case of understanding the non-existence
of a subtle object,. one exerts oneself for such
a flow of the light from the eyes as would
reveal subtle objects.

And when there is doubt, or when there is
an error, regarding capacity, there is only
doubt or delusion in respect of non-existence
too; it is thus:

One searching for a ring that has fallen off
the hand in the dark, begins to cntertain doubt

regarding its non-existence, through doubt
regarding his having felt the entire ground.
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Similarly, when he has not felt everywhere,
believing that he has felt everywhere, he
cognizes the non-existence of the ring through
delusion, though it certainly exists.

Therefore, the ascertainment of capacity is here an auxiliary.

5. Non-perception, however, is of two kinds, being
in the form of thc non-existence of the valid knowledge and
the non-existence of the recollection. Of these, the knowledge
of the non-existence of the jar, etc. through non-perception
consisting in the non-existence of the valid knowledge, namely
perception, has been mentioned. Similarly, when there is
the apprehension of the non-existence of objects that are to
be understood through inference, what makes it known is to
be seen to consist in the non-production of the inference of
the capable; for example, the non-production of the inference,
which, with voluntary activity as its probans, makes known
the perception of colour, makes known the owl’s non-
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perception of colour by day: so has it been stated by
Manorathamisra. Similarly in regard to the other means of
valid knowledge too.

6. From the non-existence of recollection, it is as follows:
¢ The cognition in the evening that Maitra was not there in
the morning.’ Here, indeed, since for Maitra as qualified
by the morning, there is not the capacity to be seen in the
cvening, and since there is capacity for recollection at that
time, only the non-existence of the recollection can be accepted
as making known the non-cxistence of Maitra as quahﬁed
by the morning.

7. But the Logicians speak of non-existence being
understood through perception, etc. and do not agree to
its being understood through non-perception. This does
not stand to reason. For, they too, since the cognition of
absence in the morning cannot be produced through the senses
in the evening, would, as a matter of necessity accept that it
is produced by non-perception in the way explained.
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8. Now, in this case, the absence in the morning is
only inferred from ° the absence of recollection’ as probans.
It cannot be so. Because absence of recallection’ cannot
be known.

The Logicians accept, verily, that the non-
existencc of recollection can be apprehended
by the mind. This does not stand to reason.
Now, we are upholders of the doctrine of thc
non-perceptibility of cognition.

We reject the view that cognitions are
perceptible to the mind. And therefore, how
can its non-existence too be apprehended by
the mind?

9. Now, we infer the perceptibility of non-existence.
This has been thus stated by Udayana:
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Because its cognition is im.mcdiate, because the
sense-organ is not exhausted, because the instru-
ment is not known, and because the mind enters
into positives,

and so on. The syllogism is: ¢ Non-existence is perceptible,
because its cognition is immediate, like a jar.’ There, since
there is no immediate cognition of non-existence, the probans
has a non-established existence. However, since the floor,
etc. are immediately cognized, there is only the delusion of
the non-existence too being such, for you long-lived ones.

10. Now, ‘ the cognition of non-existence is peréeptual,
because it is produced by the senses which are not exhausted,
like the cognition of a jar’. This too has a non-established
qualification. Because,

When the capacity as explained before is
secured, here the sense-organ is exhausted;
and for the cognition of non-existence, capa-
city has to be accepted even by the Logicians.
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¢ If the jar exists here, then it should have
been seen, like the floor.’ In the form of
such a counter-argument, they too accept
capacity alone.

‘If it exists, it should have been seen.’
Consider what the meaning of this is. It is
that here has been every other cause of cog-
nition except the jar.

11. As for what was again said that the cognition of
non-existence is perceptual, because its instrument is not
known, like the cognition of the jar, etc. that is ‘ non-con-
clusive’ in respect of recollection.

Impression, indeed, is the cause of recollec-
tion; and that produces knowledge without
itself being cognized. In this way, though the

instrument is not cognized, recollection does
not come within perception.
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12. As for what was again said that the cognition of
non-existence is produced by the mind entering into the instru-
ment of a positive nature, like any other cognition, and that
hence it does not stand to reason to take non-perception
as the instrument, that too cannot be. Because it may also
be said thus: ¢ Cognition of non-existencc has instruments
other than the senses, because it is the cognition of a non-
existence, like the cognition of an inferred non-existence.’

13. As for what was said that cognition of non-existence
has the senses as its instrument, because it can be made defec-
tive through a defect of the senses, like the cognition of colour,
which has the sense of sight as its instrument and can be made
defective through a defect in the sense of slght this too is
certainly non-established.

Of course, defects of the scnse-organs cannot
be the cause of the delusion of non-existence.
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It has been said that the cause of that

in this case is but delusion regarding capacity.

14. Again, the other inferences like, ‘ The sense of

sight is the apprehender of non-existence, because it is a

sense, like the mind ’, and so on, all of them are particular-

contradictories, because only a sense in contact can be an

apprehender, because contact with non-existence is not

accepted, and the contact of the relation of the qualification

and the qualified has invariably to be preceded by another
relation.

Further, indeed, the capacity of the object
to be in contact with the senses is in itself
an extraneous adjunct in respect of percep-
tion. Hence, every one of them has a non-
established pervasion.

15. Now, there is certainly a contact called the relation
of the qualification and the qualified. It cannot be so;
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Indeed, if there were established the per-
ceptibility of non-existence, then there could
somehow be some contact, though with
difficulty. That itself is not established up
to now.

16. Further, the non-existence and the floor are devoid
of the relation of qualification and the qualified, because
there is no other relation, like the Meru and the Vindhya;
hence in this case there is not even the relation of qualification
and the qualified. And so how can there be a discussion
about what does not exist, whether it.is a relation?

17. Further,

In the case of a non-determinate cognition,
there cannot be to start with the recollec-
tion of the counter-correlate. And therefore,
you prefer the cognition of non-existence to.
be only determinate.
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18. Therefore it is thus inferred: ¢ Non-existence cannot
be perceptible, because it is not a fit object of a non-determinate
cognition, like super-sensuous objects.’

19. Therefore having arrested in this way the obstinacy
of the Logicians, it stands that non-existence is to be known
only through non-perception. _

20. Prabhakara says that there is no such thing
at all called non-existence. Therefore he
ridicules even this consideration about the
means for its valid knowledge. |

We shall refute him too when we establish

~ the categories. So in this way, it has been

established, as free from any opposition, that
there are six means of valid knowledge.
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8. CONCLUSION

Those who declare Ihc]usion and Tradition

_ as distinct means of knowledge, they have
~taken to the life of robbers in the region of

Inference and Authority.
It is thus:

The inclusion of the number hundred, etc.
in thousand, etc. and the knowledge of prastha,
etc. as contained within kkari, etc.

This they r.»ay‘ is Inclusion. Indeed, inclu-

sion means to be within. Clear-minded

10

persons prefer to consider this as inferential
knowledge.
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Now, from observing the inclusion of  one’
in ‘two’, etc. one understands the inclusion
of the smaller number in the larger number.

And from the knowledge of this pervasion,
hundred, etc. which are smaller numbers,
are known to be included within thousand,
etc. through °the latter being larger’ as
probans.

In the same way, among measures, the
knowledge of the smaller from the bigger
is to be inferred. Thus, since inferential
character is possible, Inclusion is dead.

What is called Tradition is said to be a
statement depending on common talk; for
example, ‘ Vaifravana sits on every banyan
tree.’
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This is recognized* to'be not a means of
valid knowledge, since, as a general rule,
it has no foundation. Now, if it be so, then,
indeed, how do you take the story of Krsna,
Rima, etc.?.

Not so; because, like the Codes, they can
have a foundation, being well known to be
the words of reliable persons; and because
there  is no opposition to other means of
valid knowledge, such things -are certainly
Authority. '

Further, the authenticity of the story of
Krsna, etc. has been firmly established by
the author of Nyadyanirnaya in establishing the
superiority of the Purusa.

Therefore, if in any case, Tradition is true,
that is only Authority. Therefore, scholars
pay heed only to six means of knowledge.
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‘Oh Riama, in thc world there are six
means whereby everything is known.” Thus
has it been said in the Ramdyana too. There-
fore cverything is auspicious.

Tuus Enps THE SECTION DEALING WITH
THE MEANS OoF VALID KNOWLEDGE

1 Rimdyana I11. 72. 8.
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1I. OBJECTS OF VALID KNOWLEDGE
1. INTRobUGTION

To the autumn moon risen from the ocean
of the flood of Kumarila’s words, to the San-
tina tree for the array of his d.lsmples, to the
Teacher may this salutation be.

There remains awake on_this carth King
Manaveda whose fame cannot be contained,
alas, within the sphere of the universe, whose

- commands the host of kings bear ever on
their bended heads, who is proficient in
drama, logic and poetry, well versed in the
system of Patafijali, and devoted to Sri Krsna.
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Commanded by this earthly Indra of ex-
traordinary glory, though our intellectual
flashes are dim, though we lack intellectual
discipline, we have through ignorance enter-
tained the idea of completing the good work
Manameyodaya written formerly by the scholar
Narayana; may good people be favourable to us.

The followers of Prabhikara and others speak
of the objects of valid knowledge in various
ways, their minds being disturbed ‘by faith
in fallacious means of knowledge.

We, however, who sport in the nectar-
ocean of the doctrine of the Preceptor, recog-
nize as objects of valid knowledge, these five
categories, namely substance, genus, quality,
action and non-existence.
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2. SUBSTANCE

1. Those who know what substance is know it
as the abode of the quality, size.

But the Logiclans say that a substance is the
abode of qualities.

¢ Twenty-four qualities have becn enumerated by
Kanada himself.’

In this, since qualities are the abode of number and since
number is accepted as a quality, this is over-pervasive in
respect of qualities. When inherence is non-existent, the
abode of inherence is rejected at a distance; hence that
substance is the inherent cause is also to be rejected; also
because, in the manner stated, as number inheres in qualities,
there is over-pervasion in respect of qualities.
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2. Nor is there under-pervasion too for thc reason
that size is a quality, that a quality is produced only at the
second moment, and that in the first moment it is not the
abode of size; because we accept for a quality and what has
that quality origination at the same time. The contingency
-of the quality and what has that quality being non-distinct,
since, when this is the case, both of them have common causal
~aggregates, does not bring about any defect to us who accept
their identity. ' o

3. Now, If this be so, between the quality and what
has that quality there would not be the reciprocal relation of
effect and cause; indeed elsewhere has never before been
seen the reciprocal relation of effect and cause between what
are produced at the same time.’ If this be said, it is not
.80; because this is intelligible even through the relation of
.material cause and the effect of the material cause being seen
to exist between what has a quality and that quality, though
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simultaneous. And this sight is not a delusion, becausc
‘there is no sublator. Therefore, substance is the abode of size.

4. Earth, water, fire, air, similarly darkness,
ether, time, space, and soul mind and sound,
in this order.

It is of eleven kinds, as recognized in the
system of Kumirila. In accordance with

the teaching, we undertake to dctcrmine their
nature.

5. Now, of these, earth is what has smell. This again,
is of the form of mountains, trees, etc. And inference, etc.
are not sublators; because, being in opposition to perception,
which is a stronger means of valid knowledge, inference, etc.
do not arise. Otherwise it would follow that even an inference
of fire being cold to the touch could arise.

6. And it is of the form of the body, and the sense of
smell. Here, the body is the vehicle for the enjoyment of
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the soul. But this is of four kinds, being divided into what
is produced from the womb, what is produced from eggs,
what is produced from perspiration, and what is produced
from sprouts. Of these, what is produced from the womb is
the human body, etc.; what is produced from eggs is the body
of birds, etc.; what is produced from perspiration is the body
of flies, etc.; what is produced from sprouts is the body of
trees, etc,

7. Of these, the followers of Prabhakara say that what
are produced from sprouts are not bodies. So says Silika-
natha: ¢ What is produced from sprouts cannot be a body at
all, because there is no means of valid knowledge in respect
of being the abode for sense-organs.’

8. This does not stand to reason; because that is in
conflict with the statements in Codes and Epics like:

In the burial ground one is born as a tree resorted
to by eagles and vultures.



v-94] saarfT 155

EHC K GUEEEIE IR

g 7 friead a9ww | aged wfasema: |
HET: TQTTHAAAT ATRTIATII: | T T A
FIq AFIAT] | T 9T TIT HATIGGTART: § A=
qraq arafvEr g a1 A s fafqeae
T A

Qo. ITATHIY | T I F UATH qreqd 6
fagsfa sfa aeammorET | SaETTEET AT EE-
gt efegerofT

qq. 7 AfsaTaaTE SHOTHTATE, goemaraard-

As a pair of arjuna trecs stood Nalakiiba(ra)
and Manigriva.

9. Now, these words have no basis at all. This is
said by Salikanatha: ¢ Because this Code has no basis, it
cannot intelligibly be the meaning of a sentence. Nor can
a basis be assumed in the Veda; because this is not what is
to be done. Those words, however, that are used thus in the
Veda, meaning an existent object, they have to be construed
either as meaning a subsidiary or as having a secondary signi-
fication. Hence, body is only of three kinds.’

10. This too does not stand to reason. Because it will
be said: ¢ The purport of the Veda-s is not only in things
that are to be done, but also in those that are existent.” There-
fore, being based on that, the statements of this nature in the
Codes and in the Epics are certainly authoritative.

11. And it should not be said that, since there is no
means for the valid knowledge of their being the abode of
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sense-organs; what are produced from sprouts arc not bodies;
when because there is found growth and decay which are
conditioned by the presence and absence of nourishment, ctc.
and there is found the effecting of loss of qualities, exactly
as for other bodies, by burning, cutting, etc. the experience
of happiness and misery is established, even from this itself
‘the assumption of sense-organs is intelligible. Indeced, for
.those that have no sense-organs, experience of happmess and
-misery is not posslble. -

12. As for what again was said that herbs have no
intelligence, after quoting the manira, ‘ Oh herb, protect
-this’, in connection with, ¢ Because what is sought is associated
‘with non-intelligent beings’ this is due to the absence of
.their facing one, not due to their not being controlled by
intelligence; because that alone is what is wanted in the
.context. For this very reason say the Preceptors, ¢ And for
~a non-intelligent being, -facing towards one is not possible;
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and cmploying it in protecting the animals is unintelligible.’
Although the herbs are controlled by intelligence, they do not
face one and do such other things. That intelligence abides
in them is to be assumed.even from their climbing trces, etc.
Or, according to the view of Viacaspatimifra and others,
let trees, etc. have no intelligence; even then there is no harm
to our system. What is wanted to be refuted by us with effort
is only that statements in Codes and Epics are non-authoritative
because of their not being what is to be donc. Therefore,
hodies arc of four or three kinds.

13. Water is the abode of natural fluidity. Thls, how-
ever, is of the form of lakes, rivers, oceans, hail, etc. and of the
form of the sense of taste.

14, Fire is what has the quality of hot touch. That
again is of the form of the sun, the moon, (ordinary) fire,
theé stars, gold, etc. and of the form of the sense of sight. - Of
this again, colour and touch are of three kinds, namely
apparent, non-apparent and suppressed. Of these, fire with
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apparent colour and touch is what is present in a hot iron-
ball, etc.; fire with non-apparent colour and touch is the
sense of sight; fire with suppressed colour and touch is gold.
It must be seen that the suppression is by the colour, etc. of
the earth, which are more powerful. Of this same colour and
touch, through one or the other alone being non-apparent,
fire is of two kinds. Of these, fire with apparent colour and
non-apparent touch is the orb of light around a torch; fire
with non-apparent colour and apparent touch .is what is
present in hot water. Similarly, in the case of suppression
too, a three fold division is to be understood. Of these, in
gold there is suppression of both colour and touch. But
the touch that is perceived is only of the earth that is present
in it. It is for this very reason that a touch neither hot nor
cold is perceived. In the same way is to be established the
suppression of colour too, as it is seen to be manifested by
another light. In moonlight there is suppression of the hot
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toﬁch through the contact of watc;. In a hot iron ball, etc.

on which water is suddenly poured, therc is suppression of
colour.

15. Air is what has touch, while having no colour.
And that is of the form of gentle breeze, the breath, etc. and
of the form qf the sense of touch.

16. Of these, those forms of these elements, which
are sense-organs, have already been established as to be
understood through Presumption; the others, however, are
known through perception. Among these, there is no con-
troversy in respect of the perceptibility of earth, water and
fire. The Logicians say that air, however, is to be inferred
from touch that is neither hot nor cold. It is thus: this touch,
which is neither hot nor cold, that is experienced when the
breeze blows, this is not the quality of ether, etc. because
they are not tangible; nor of water and fire, because their
touches are cold and hot respectively; nor even of earth,
because this is rejected even through non-perception, earth



160 - ARG £k

qo. afeewmTlasfevae | warfay wefay-
FIRTE TATANAATTAT FUT oE: TY e v&ar
e gfaag meﬁvmm A SatwsTaat
CECIIRSHEICEEME N CIE RGO G CA R I
FATATHATIeE AT |

qs. SN WEfd | a1 e HgRariaaa
afq TreiacaTg YAl weag 3T | a9 I AR s
FATHE AT ATETEAETg WA TR qeStIwedl-
AT FERTeTE AT AT SAETRAT ASaF T |

being capable of apprehension by the sense of sight. There-
fore by elimination, air is established.

17. This is the expression of ignorancc. Since, when
particular touches, like cold touch, etc. are experienced,
there is the recognition of the same substance, air, in the
form, ¢ The air is cold,’ ¢ The air is hot,” ¢ The air is neither
hot nor cold,’ your statement, ¢ We recognize only the mere
touch, nothing else,’ is certainly against experience, because
as in, ‘ The jar is dark,’ ¢ The jar is yellow,’ ‘ The jar is
white,” you have the recognition of one and the same sub-
stance, air, uniform in all touches. :

18. And therc is the syllogism: © Air is pcrceptibld,v
because while it is gross and is not a sense-organ, it is tangible,
or, because it is an element, like a jar.’ As for what was
said, ¢ Air is not perceptible; because while it is not the soul,
it is a colourless substance, like the mind,’” this is ‘ non-
conclusive ’ in respect of space, time, etc. which, though
colourless, are perceptible, according to our system,
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19. Nor is there establishment of air through elimi-
nation; because it is more in keeping with parsimony to
assume a new quality for an established substance than to
assume a non-established substance. The Preceptors say
that it is only parsimony in the matter of assumption that is
indeed far the better:

Where there is parsimony in the matter of assump-
tion, we prefer that alternative; we do not put up
with that alternative where there is prolixity in
the matter of assumption.

Therefore, air is what is apprehended thrbugh ‘the sense of
touch.

90. Darkness is that which, while being intangible,
has’ colour. ‘And this can be apprehended by thc sense
of sight alone, can be manifested in the absence of light, and

has black colour.
11
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One should understand darkness as black,
as having the beautiful shade of the kaldya
flower, as quite perceptible to the sense of
sight and as declared in scripture.

That again is of the nature of pitch darkness, etc.
21. Logicians say that darkness is the absence of light.
This does not stand to rcason.

Because of the existence of qualities, actions,
etc. because of the appearance that it exists,
and even because of the non-recollection of
the counter-correlate, darkness is certainly
of an existent nature.

22, “What has blue colour, etc. is found to be
tangible too; darkness cannot have colour,
since it is not tangible.’ This is not a correct
view;
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Because, in the case of every tangible thing
there is found colour too, and since air has no
colour it would result that air is not tangible.

In both these cases the position is the same in respect of
the possession of clearly manifested colour and touch.

23. When light is not seen, because of the perception
of the form of the Self who'is the apprehender, there is the
recollection of blue substances generally; in respect of one who
does not apprehend the recollection-form of this, there is the
empirical usage of darkness being blue, conditioned by the
non-apprehension of distinction between the two (the percep-
tion and the recollection). This is the doctrine of the Guru.

924. This too deserves ridicule; because the result would
be that, when there is the non-apprehension of the distinction
between the recollection of blueness and the apprehension
of the Self, one should discard the empirical usage, ¢ This is
blue’, and should accept the empirical usage, ‘I am
blue’; and because it is unintelligible to assume as based on
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delusion a cognition which is unsublated at any other place
or time.

25, Now, if darkness is visible, how can there be the
cognition, ¢ darkness is blue’ in the case of one who is blind-
folded, or whose eye-sight is dimmed by a film, or who is
absolutely blind ?

26. There, in the case of one whose eye-sight is dimmed
by a film or who is blindfolded, there is the empirical usage
of darkness on account of the apprehension of the shade of
the respective coverings. The delusion bf grossness is due to
the defect of proximity. But the non-apprehension of the
eyelashes, etc. is due to the absence of light at the time when
the cyes are closed. When they are open, it is due to their
not being straight in front (of the eye).

'27. Then, in the case of those who are absolutely blinds
the cognition of blueness itself is non-established. Then,
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statements like, ‘I have entered darkness as it were’, etc.
must be seen to be due to impressions produced by hearing
other statements, as in the case of ¢ The water is drunk like
nectar’, etc. '

28. The scripture too, ‘Black darkness stood clear’
restates that darkness is blue. Therefore darkness is a
distinct substance, because it is blue in character, like the
blueness of the dark lily. Some among the followers of
Kumdrila like the author of the Manaratndvali say that dark-
ness is a quality of earth. That too we permit. Therefore
darkness is either a substance or a quality. Ifit be a quality,
then substances are ten.

29. - These five are substances with parts. The parts
are the primal atoms. Here the Buddhists, who deny the



existence of a whole as distinct from the parts, must be refuted
on the strength of the unsublated perceptual valid cognition,
¢ This jar is one and gross’, etc.

30. Here, the Logicians recognize as primal atoms
particular entities which can be understood by people like
us only through inference, and which can be seen by Yogin-s
through perception. By them it is declared that the Supreme
Lord creates through the stages of binary atoms, ctc. all these
substances with parts at the time of creation, as a potter
makes a jar; that he composes the entire mass of the Veda-s,
as a poet composes a poem; and that he breaks up the four-
fold substances with parts right down to the primal atoms at
the time of dissolution, as a child breaks a jar.

31. Those particular minute entities shining in
the sun-beam proceeding through the open-
ing of ‘a window, these then the disciples
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of Kumarila, indeed, assume as the primal
atoms in this connection.

because there is no means for the valid knowledge of any-
thing beyond these, and because there is no need for the
assumption of anything beyond these.

32. Now, there is this means for the valid knowledge of
something beyond these. By the inference, ¢ The entity present
in the sun’s rays falling through the window, is a whole, because
it is of intermediate grossness, like a jar’ it is established
that it is produced by those which have a size smaller than
its own. And their grossness is not non-established, because
their grossness is justified as the cause of a substancé being
visible, as a jar, etc.; thus there is the establishment of a
means for the valid knowledge of something beyond these. -

33. This is not so. Grossness and smallness of things
are, indeed, relative. If through- perception - anything -is
known as smaller in size than another, then certainly the
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latter is gross; and such a thing is not known. The inference,
then, is invalid, its content being sublated by the non-
perception of the capable.

34, Similarly too, in the case of the Logicians who
establish grossness in what is visible as in a jar, since a mass
of clay, etc. which produce an object with parts is seen itself
to have parts and to be gross, this relation of being smaller
and still smaller among what produce them too has no finality
anywhere. And this being so, there would result sameness
of size for a fly and for an excited elephant, both being
produced by an infinite number of parts, and such. opposition
to experience in many ways. Therefore we recognize as
primal atoms only such as are established in experience.

35. Nor can they be established through yogic per-
ception. ‘The perception of the Yogin-s too is produced by
sense-contact, because it is perception, like the perception of
those like us.” ° The sense-organs of the Yogin-s do not have
supersensuous things as objects, because they are sense-
organs, like the sense-organs of those like us.’ In this way,
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since it is established that yogic perception too does not differ
from the perception of those like us, even though there is
the establishment thus of primal atoms as different from
that, nothing is lost in our system. Thus let it rest.

36. Nor is the world created by God; because there
is not, besides the Veda-s, any means for the valid knowl-
edge of God. If it be said that His establishment may be
from the Veda itself, no; because in the case of the Logicians
who establish the creatorship by God even of the Veda-s,
there is the establishment of God from the authoritativeness
of the Veda-s, and of the Veda-s from the authoritativeness
of God; and hence there would result the faults of mutual
dependence and reasoning in a circle.

37. Now, if it be said that the means of valid knowl-
edge in this case is the inference, namely  Earth, etc. have
a creator, because they are produced, like a jar ’, no; because



170 AAAIA: kit
TS, AT g TR | ATa ey | st

FATIATITHTAT SHTFH TR |
35 af—
AR faar T waAl FoTH A |
, friwwfaeg aq wedfon: |
a1 Faria Qe QAT A |

8. e w=rm mfegen, faamea: @-
RN AP IS , <

it does not stand analysis. It is thus: Is God embodied or not ?
It cannot be the first; becausc, though He should be capable
of perception He is not perceived by anybody, and it is not
recognized by you too. Nor can He be non-embodied;
because in the absence of hands, legs, etc. for the non-embodied
there is no power to create the universe. '

38. Further,

Because no agent has anywhere been seen
who is without a body, the agency. of one
without a body is ¢ contradictory to the partic-
ularity ’.

How the ¢ contradiction of the particularity’ is a defect in
inference has been explained in the treatment of inference.

39. Again, that particularity by association with which
it has been ascertained by you too that while a jér, etc. have
an embodied creator, earth, etc. have God as creator, ¢ being
in association with such a particularity’ is an extraneous
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adjunct in respect of ®jar, etc. having a creator’; hence
¢ being produced ’ is a non-efficient probans.

40. Again, ‘Soulness does not inhere in an individual
who is the creator of earth, étc. because it is a genus, like
cowness’. Since this can in this same way be justified in
the case of all the genuses right up to existence, through the
instance of cowness, ‘ being produced ’ is opposed by a counter-
probans.. '

41. After refuting the theory of the opponents in this
way, an inference is stated for the establishment of our view:
¢ Earth, etc. are devoid of a creator, because they are not
produced by an embodied being, like the soul.’

42. Now, if earth, etc. have no creator, their being

products will itself be given up. Indeed, causes are of three
kinds, being divided into material, efficient and non-inherent.
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Of these, what produces the effect too in its own form is the
material cause, for example the yarn in respect of cloth.
What is related to the material cause and is not ¢ otherwise
explained’ is the non-inherent cause, for example the conjunc-
tion of the yarn in respect of the same. A cause that is not
included in the two already mentioned varieties of causes is
the efficient cause, for example the weaver, the shuttle, etc.
Therefore, in the absence of that (a creator) how can earth,
etc. be a product?

43, This is the reply. In our system, there is no need
for a threefold cause for the production of an effect. In-
deed, in respect of objects past and future, there is pro-
duced the effect called manifestedness by cognition alone,
even independently of an inherent and a non-inherent
cause. Therefore, the production of an effect would be
unintelligible only if there were no cause at all; hence it is
only a mere cause which has to be assumed. A creator,
etc. are recognized only according as they are perceived.
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44, Now, if the causes are not presided over by an
agent, how do they approach onc another in a way condu-
cive to the product? Without the weaver, indeed, the yarn,
the loom, etc. do not approach one another for the production
of the cloth. "

45. Our reply is that just as in your system the causes
approach one another even without the bodily activity of a
creator of earth, etc. so is it in our system too.

46. Further, even if God be established as the agent,
for God’s desire and effort, which, on your: view, are active
equally at all times and places and are devoid of causes
like aversion, how can there be instrumentality to the reci-
procal approach of causes in such a way as to cause the
occasional production or destruction of particular effects?

47. If it be said that it is due to the fruition of partic-
ular ‘unseen fruits’ present in particular intelligences
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qualified for particular enjoyments, then, since by that alone
there results the approach to one another, etc. of all causes,
what is gained by the labour of postulating God? Thus
there is effected the refutation of the Logicians’ God.

48. Then the God of the (true) followers of the Veda-s
is supremely merciful, and is certainly favourable to our
system. Thus when it is established that for the universe
there is no creator, its final dissolution too is refuted.

The final dissolution of the universe is not
acceptable to the (true) followers of the
Veda-s, because it will result in an interrup-
tion of the flow along the great Vedic paths.

Now, God will create the Veda-s too in the
beginning of the universe; therefore the inter-
ruption in the Vedic paths does not import
any trouble.



¥&-Yo] AT 175
savTe wafa | ¢ SearrT aresarer arwRrETy Wil
anfearsaag | =fa
¥e. AT AQ: |

aafer faeg w famawfoggta: o

A AT AT TERTeEETEE |
mmw&r&wmmﬁw
AT |

. X aaa‘wwﬁaﬁwmﬁmwﬁwr&-
FIERTY ST : | SUTH T AR
qAEAHATT |

And there is the syllogism: * The Vedic sentences are of human
origin, because they. are sentences, like the sentences of the
Bharata, etc.

49. To this we reply:

Because there are extraneous adjuncts, be-
cause there. is opposition to the particular
and to counter-probans, ‘ being sentences’ is
not instrumental to the establishment of the
human origin of the Veda-s.

In the matter of men having freedom in respect of autho-
ritative sentences, the extraneous adjunct is ‘being based
on what is indicated by other means of valid knowledge,
like the sense of sight’.

50. And it does not result that in the same way, even
the words of Manu, etc. would be of non-human origin in
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because they too have as basis what is indicated by other
means of valid knowledge in the form of Vedic sentences.
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51. And since freedom in respect of ‘sentences has
been seen only in the case of persons qualified by the posses-
sion of a body, etc. produced through the union of father and
mother and constituted of the five elements, the assumption
of freedom in one who is not of this nature is opposed to the
particular.

52. And, ‘ being of the nature of a sentence’ is opposed
to counter-probans in: ‘ The time under discussion is not
devoid of the Véda-s, because it is time, like the well-known
time.” ‘The study of the Veda-s under discussion has as
student one dependent on others, because it is the study of
the Veda-s, like the known study of the Veda-s.’ ° Soulness
is not inherent in an individual who is the author of the
Veda-s, because it is a genus, like cowness,"

53. If it be said that in this same way the Bhdrata,
etc. can be shown to be of non-human origin, no; because
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in their case, the content of the inference becomes sublated
by the very firm tradition of authorship, and because even
you acknowledge that Logic does not extend to cases which
are not known, or which are ascertained.

54. Now, in Vedic passages the human origin of the
Veda-s is certainly declared; ¢ From his face the Veda-s pro-
ceeded.” The Rgveda was born even from the Fire; the
Yajurveda from the Wind; the Samaveda from the Sun.” * From
that sacrifice of all-oblation the Rk-s and the Saman-s were
born’ and so on; hence how is the origin non-human?

55. If this be asked it is not so. Indeed these passages
are contradictory to one another and have their contents
sublated by other means of valid knowledge; as in the case
of ¢ The Sun is the sacrificial post’, etc. these are accepted
as praises. The appellations like °pertaining to Katha’,
etc. are also due to instruction alone. Praiseworthy study

12
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is instruction, Katha-s arc those who study the branch
taught by Katha. And since the suffix vuf is taught in the
sense ‘the scripture pertaining to them is Kéthaka’ there is
not understood of ‘Katha’, etc. ‘independence’ in respect
of Vedic passages. Therefore in Vedic passages there is not
even the odour of invalidity as a human element is not brought
in. Indeed, defects in statements are imported by a human
element.

56. Now, merits in statements are brought in only by
merits in the human element, for example in the Rimdyapa,
etc. Therefore, in the absence of a human element, since the
merits in the human element are thrown far off, invalidity
in respect of the Veda-s remains in the same pesition.

'57. This would be so, if it were acknowledged that
validity is brought about by merits. And it is not thus
acknowledged by us. Therefore validity of the Veda-s is
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intelligible through the mere absence of defccts, even though
there be no merit. )

58. Further, the validity of every cognition is intrinsic,
But invalidity is brought about by defects in the causes. For
example, when there are defects like jaundice, etc. in the sense
of sight, etc. there results the cognition of the ycllowness of the
conch shell, etc.; and in their absence therc is the ascertain-
ment of the white colour which is the truth.

Here in the matter of validity, the dis-
putants speak in different ways. Some say that
validity and invalidity—these are intrinsic;

Aksapada, Paksila and others say that both
are extrinsic. Invalidity is intrinsic, validity
is extrinsic: so understand

~ the Buddhists. The Mimamsaka-s under-
stand validity to be intrinsic, but invalidity
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to be extrinsic. A consideration of this point
is taken up.

59. Here, ¢ Validity and mvahd1ty, which are present
in all cognitions as intrinsic, are manifested by merits- and
defects in the causes; because what is absolutely non-existent
cannot intelligibly be produced; or if it be intelligible, the
result would be that even sky-flower, etc. could be produced.
For this very reason, it is recognized by us that the jar, etc.
which are products of clay, were certainly existent even
carlier. And there is no futility in the function of the causal
conditions on this account; because that is for the purpose
of manifestation. Therefore just like the manifestation of
the jar, etc. by the function of the causal conditions, there
is only the manifestation of the validity and invalidity too by
merits and defects; hence both are intrinsic.” This is the view of
the Samkhya-s who uphold the prior existence of the product.

60. To this we reply thus. If in every case what is
non-existent cannot at all be produced, then is there or is



$&-%3] ATt 181
TR SETR: IRy (Eatweafrtar ar

T 971 gafed afg FTREFAIAITF qEEaeTH T | 99
Tifeq afg wemagafa: sfafveda | s garfrsasi-
AT | TEATHATEAT AT TR IR 6=
AN A | :

£q. Afw @ aEsaRaTEataegar: SHAT-
STATOAY: FURTEAAT AR FEIGUIII: | FEATGHET-
M wEaeaarteat fawa: |

R U ST - TR A T
geq: | fa arfeaT: | Fonfg | S sfioet 9 o T

there not thc manifestation of the jar, etc. present in the
clay, etc. prior to the function of the causal conditions? If
there is, then the futility of the function of the causal condi-
tions remains in the same position. And if there is not,
then how can the production of what did not exist be denied ?
Because production is recognized to be only of the manifesta-
tion which did not exist. Therefore on this account it necd
not be admitted that validity and invalidity are both intrinsic.

61. Further, how can validity and invalidity, absolutely
contradictory like water and fire, be intelligibly brought
within one and the same cognition? Therefore those who
uphold that both of them are intrinsic are refuted.

62. ¢Validity is due to merit; invalidity is due to
defects; thus both are extrinsic.” So say the Logicians. It
is thus. Validity is certainly extrinsic in point of production
and ascertainment. Of these, if validity depends solely on
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the causes of the cognition for its production, then there
would be validity even in cases of invalid cognition, because
there too the causes of the cognition are present; or if they
be not present, the very production of the cognition would be
unintelligible. Invalidity too does not depend solely on the
causes of the cognition, because by the same reasoning already
given, the result would be invalidity even in cases of valid
cognition. Therefore the production of validity is due only
to merits in the sense-organs, etc. and the production of
invalidity is duc to their defects. Hence it stands that both
are extrinsic in point of production.

63. Similarly, in point of ascertainment too, it is reason-
able to assume that it is certainly extrinsic, If the validity
or the invalidity of the cognition were apprehended by the
same means of valid knowledge which apprehend the cogni-
tion, then how can the doubt in the form ° Is this cognition
which has arisen in me valid or invalid? be intelligible?
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Indeed, doubt does not come in when there is the ascertain-
ment of one or the other form, because that would be an
undue extension.,

64. How then is there apprehension of validity? This
is the reply. ° This knowledge which has arisen in me is
valid, because it produces a successful activity; what does
not producc a successful activity is not valid, for example
a fallacious cognition ’; it is from such inferences. Therefore
ascertainment of validity is only subsequent to successful
activity. Similarly, inference must be understood in the
case of the ascertainment of invalidity too. Thus is established
that both are extrinsic in respect of both kinds of cognition.

65. To this we reply. If the validity or the invalidity
of a cognition be dependent for its production on another
cause, of what nature then is the existence of the cognition?
For cognition, indeed, there is no existence as distinct from
validity and invalidity.
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66. Now, let it be of the nature of doubt. No; because
it is opposcd to experience; and because it would follow that
invalidity is intrinsic, doubt being thrown together with
invalidity.

67. As for what was said that, should validity depend
solely on the causes of cognition, there would result validity
even for the cognition of silver in a shell, this is but favourable
to us in so far as validity does persist in respect of the elements
of being present before one, e¢xistence, white colour, brilliance,
etc.

68. As for the inference stated by Udayana to show
that validity rests on what is extrinsic, namely ‘ Valid cogni-
tion depends on causes over and above the causes of the
cognition, because while it is a product, it is a particular
variety thereof, like an invalid cognition ’, this too is unsound;
because its content is sublated by the inference, ‘A valid
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cognition is not dependent on either merit or absence of
defect, because it is a cognition, like an invalid cognition °.

69. Since it is intelligible that in comparison with the
former inference, which arises out of a probans with a quali-
fication, this inference, which arises out of a probans with
no qualification, follows more quickly, it stands to reason
that the former inference has its content sublated. Thus is
cstablished that in point of production, validity is intrinsic.

70. In this way it stands to reason that in point of
ascertainment too, it must be admitted to be intrinsic. It
is thus. The ascertainment of validity is through the determi-
nation of the object being of a particular nature, in the form,
*This object is of such a nature’. The ascertainment of
invalidity is through the determination of the object being
not of a particular nature, in the form, ‘ This object is not of
such a nature’. Of these, the dectermination of being of
a particular nature, in the form, ‘ This object is of such a
nature’ depends on the existence of the cognition; hence it

is said that validity, understood from such a determination,
is understood intrinsically.
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71. But the determination of not being of a particular
nature in the form, ‘ This object is not of such a nature’
is produced from outside, either from understanding defects
in the causes or from the cognition of a sublater; hence it is
said that invalidity, understood from such a determination,
is understood extrinsically. Therefore, the form of the cogni-
tion makes known even the object which is not of a particular
nature, only in the form, ‘ This object is of such a nature ’.
Since the determination of the object being of a particular
nature is of the nature of a delusion, the determination of
validity there is also a delusion; this is the only difference.
Its being a delusion can be concluded only from the cognition
of a sublater.

72. Nor may it be said that, since there is seen delu-
sion of this kind, the ascertainment of validity through deter-
mination of the object being of a particular nature is difficult
to accomplish; because even though delusion of smoke is
seen in vapour, inference of fire from smoke is easy to ac-
complish. Nor may it be said that the determination of the
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object being of a particular naturc in the form, ¢ This object
is of such a nature’ it dependent on another, consisting in
the cognition of successful activity, etc. because it will not
stand analysis. It is thus. Is this cognition of successful
activity valid intrinsically or extrinsically?

73. Now, not cxtrinsically, be:ause that too being
dependent on another successful activity, ctc. there would
result infinitc regress. And if it is only intrinsically,
what is the crime of the first cognition whereby it is.thrown
in with those whose validity is extrinsic?

74. As for what was said that from °the production
of successful activity’ as probans, the validity of the first
cognition is to be inferred, this too does not stand to reason;
because, although in dream the original cognition of the form
of seeing the body of a damsel, etc. produces successful activity
in the form of embracing, etc. since there is no validity, it
is non-conclusive in respect of that.



75. Again, as for what was said that since doubt is
seen in the form, ‘Is this cognition that has arisen in me
valid or invalid?’ validity is not ascertained intrinsically,
this too is not right; because every cognition is not seen tobe
associated with some doubt. Where, again, because some
cases of cognition are seen to be delusion, there is doubt in
the form, ‘Is this cognition of that nature or not of that
nature’? cven there, the form of the cognition leads to the
ascertainment, even from the outset, that the object is of such
a naturc. The determination of the absence of distance and
other defects of the object, of blindness and other defects of
the instrument, of agitation and other defects of the mind is
useful, then, only in removing the doubt of ‘ not being of a
particular nature ’, and not in the determination of the object
as of such a nature, which is dependent on the form of the
cognition, and in the ascertainment of validity dependent
on that determination. Therefore is it established- that,
since the word sva means what belongs to oneself, validity
which is understood from the determination of the object
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as of a particular nature in dependence on the form of the
cognition is intrinsic (i.e. from itself).

76. Again the inference stated by Udayana, °Vali-
dity is ascertained extrinsically, because it is of the nature
of doubt at the stage of non-repetition like invalidity’, this
is to be seen to establish what was already established, because,
in our system too, determination of validity is only extrinsic,
in the form of the determination of the object being of a
particular naturc.

77. Bythesc very arguments, it must be understood
that there is annihilated the Buddhist doctrine too that
invalidity is intrinsic and validity is extrinsic. Hence there
is no need to say anything more.

78. Now have been established the divisible substances,
with darkness as the fifth, and also the substances which as
parts produce them.
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79. Then the nature of ether, etc. are dealt with
in order. They are eternal and indivisible
substances and are all-pervasive.

80. The followers of Samkara, again, in accordance
with scriptural passages like ¢ Ether was produced from the
soul’ and so on, speak of ether, etc. as non-eternal. This
does not stand to reason. ¢ The substances which are under
dispute are eternal, because they are indivisible substances
like the soul’; as coming into conflict with such inferences,
the validity of such scriptural passages is unintelligible in their
literal sense.

81. These except the mind are perceptible; and among
them, ' ' »

~ There is first demonstrated in respect of

ether, time and space, their perceptibility,

which is not acceptable to those who do not
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cherish the sweetness of the words of the
worshipful Bhatta.

Space, time and cther are perceptible, because, while they
are not the mind, they are all-pervasivc, like the soul. Further,
if space, time and ether were not perceptible, then their very
existence would be destroyed, because there is no means of
valid knowledge in respect of them, other than perception.

82. Now, there is certainly a means of valid knowl-
edge in respect of them. Since sound is a specific quality,
and since a quality is unintelligible without something that
has that quality, ether results as the abode of the quality,
sound; time, however, is to be inferred from the concept of
simultaneity, etc.; space, again, is to be inferred from the
concepts of before, behind, etc.; hence how is it that there
is no means of valid knowledge in respect of them?

83. To this we reply. As for what was said that ether

results as the abode of the quality, sound, this does not stand
to reason; because it will be said later that sound being a
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quality is unintelligible. Or, let it be a quality. Even then
how does there result an abode different from space, time, etc.
since it is more in accordance with parsimony to assume a
further quality in an established substancc than to assume a
non-established substance?

84. Further, the followers of Prabhakara and others
who declare that ether to be imperceptible, which is ascertained
as perceptible by everyone from the young to-the old even
immediately on opening the eyes, they will certainly say that
even an dmalaka (myrobalan) placed in the palm of the hand
is not known through perception.

85. Nor is time to be inferred from thc concept of
simultaneity, etc. It is thus. ‘Devadatta and Yajfiadatta
came simultancously.’ °The son came late.” Have concepts
like these time as their content or something else? Now
they cannot have something else as content, because in case
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the relation to time of these probans like simultaneity, which
are other than time, is not ascertained through perception,
then as in the previous case, elimination docs not result. "And
if the relation is so ascertained, the result is that time is per-
ceptible. If, then, time is the content, arc those concepts
produced through the sense-organs or through the probans?
Now it cannot be produced through a probans, because no
probans is recognized other than the concept of simultaneity,
etc. And if the concept of simultaneity, etc. be themsclves
the probans, then there would result self-dependence.” Then,
if it be produced through the sense-organs, then perceptibility
alone is what results for time, because it stands that concepts
of simultaneity, etc. are produced through the sense-organs and
have time as content. Therefore it is established that since
concepts like ¢ It is now morning time’, ¢ It is now evening
time * are produced by the sense of sight assisted by the sight
of sunrise, etc. time is perceptible. And it has been said even
carlier that this time is perceptible by the six sensc-organs.
13
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86. Similarly it is to be demonstrated that space too
is perceptible on the ground that concepts of before, behind,
etc. are dependent solely on the sense of sight, and have
space as content. The inference of space, with the concept
of before, behind, etc. as probans must be refuted, through
.declaring that there would result inferability from the concept
of jar, etc. for even a jar, etc. that are in front. Therefore
has been established the invalidity of the inferences whose
purport is to establish the non-perceptibility of ether, etc.
because their content is sublated by Presumption produced
by the unintelligibility otherwise of their concepts.

87. Of these, ether, though all-pervasive, acquires
names like jar-cther, etc. on account of extraneous adjuncts
like jar, etc. and the name of the sense of hearing on account
of the extraneous adjunct of the ear-cavity.

88. For time too, though all-pervasive, there is empirical
usage of extraneous differences due to extraneous adjuncts.
It is like thie. Fifty winks make one kdstha; thirty kdstha-s
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make one muhfrta; thirty muhdria-s make a day and night;
the same number of days and nights make a month; twelve
months make a year; years in their turn make yuga-s, etc.
Similarly for space too there is to be seen empirical usage of
difference on account of extraneous adjuncts like before,
bebind, etc.

89. Soul is the abode of intelligence. And it is to be
understood through mental perception. Now, here, the
followers of Prabhdkara acknowledge that since in respect
of the cognition of every object there is the empirical usage
of the form, ‘I know this’, and since this would be unintel-
ligible if the soul and the form of the cognition itself be not
manifested, the soul and the form of the cognition itself are
understood as agent and as knowing. And they declare this
distinction that of these the soul is perceptible being under-
stood from the concept ‘I’; but the cognition is so, being
self-luminous.



90. Of these, the self-luminosity of cognition, we shall
refute later. But the self is not to be understood from the
concept ‘I’; because in all cognitions of the objects therc is
not found the empirical usage, ‘I know’. Again what has
been said by Salikanitha in this connection, ‘ It has to be
decided that the manifestation of the self continues in all
manifestations of the objects of knowledge; otherwise there
will bé no distinction between what is known by oneself
and by another,” this does not stand to reason; because the
distinction can be established even by the knowledge being
inherent in one’s own soul. It must not be said that even
the understanding ‘of its ‘being inherent in one’s own soul
forms a part of the empirical usage; because. the result would
be that the cognition of the seénse-organs too would become a
part of the empirical usage in respect of cogmuons through
scnse-organs

9l1. Further,
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In the case of the Guru who seeks percepti-
bility for the soul and the form of the cogni-
tion, which are not in contact with thc sense-
organs, what can be thc etymology of the
word pratyaksa (perception)?

Therefore, just as space, ctc. are acknowledged by you to
be inferable from the concept of before, behind, ctc. similarly
it stands to reason that of the soul too there should be acknowl-
cdged inferability from the concept ¢ I°, not the perceptibility
of what has no contact with a sense-organ. Further, when the
soul is not acknowledged to be self-manifesting, though it is
the abode of the self-manifesting knowledge, for the manifesta-
tion of the soul produced by knowledge, it is difficult to avoid
dependence on an external cause, as for the manifestation of
a jar. And if self-manifestation is acknowledged there results
opposition to the final doctrine.

. 92. Here, even in the case of fuel, etc. which are the
abode of fire, etc. of the nature of light (manifestation),
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that element which is being burnt is not different in the
state of embers from the fire which is of the nature of light
(manifestation) ; and the other elements can, like a jar, etc.
be manifested only by the parts of fire spreading around;
hence, for nothing is there manifestation in the capacity of
abode; this must be borne in mind.

93. The followers of Samkara, however, upholding
the identity of knowledge and knower, establish the self-
manifestation of the soul; and in this connection they take
as authority Vedinta texts like, ‘This Puruga the self-
luminous,’ * The self is itself its light>. Of these, the identity
of knowledge and knower will be refuted even presently.
And from Vedanta texts, self-manifestation does not result;
because there is opposition to another scriptural passage,
namely ¢ The self is known to men,” and because there is
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opposition to inference like, * The soul is dependent on another
cognition for manifestation, because it is an object of em-
pirical usage, like a jar’. Nor may it be said that
‘being an object of empirical usage’ is non-established;
because the very empirical usage, ¢ The soul is not an object
of empirical usage’ has the soul as its sphere, and as such
there is contradiction to one’s own words.

94. Now, if it be said that, this being so, there is contra-
diction in so far as the same is both agent and object, it is
not so; because, as in the case of agency, instrumentality and
objectness according to your system, so in our system too,
the very same thing being agent and object is intelligible;
and because the soul itself being agent and object can be
understood from usage, ordinary and scriptural. Indeed, the
ordinary people say, ‘Know thyself’. There is scripture
00, ‘ The self is to be seen’. Then objectness of the self,
consisting in experiencing the fruit resulting from knowledge,
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has necessarily to be resorted to even by those who uphold its
self-mamfestatlon, otherwise it would follow that the soul
itself is not manifested. Therefore the soul is certainly
perceptible by the mind.

95. And it is distinct from the body, the sense-
organs, cognition and- happiness; it is in-
finite in number, all-pervasive, eternal and
is the experiencer of (worldly) enjoyment,
Heaven and Release.

-96. Here, some say that since concepts like, ‘I am
fat’, ‘I-am lean’, etc. have as content, fatness, leanness,
etc. present in the body, the body which is the abode of
fatness, leanness, etc. is itself the soul. This does not stand
to reason; because the specific qualities of the soul, namely
happiness, misery, etc. cannot intelligibly be the qualities
of the body. If happiness, misery, etc. were specific qualities
of the body, then they would continue as long as the body.
Indeed, they are not perceived in a dead body. Therefore
it has necessarily to be acknowledged that happiness, misery,
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etc. have other abodes. Hence is established the distinctness
of the soul, the abode of happiness, misery, etc. from the body
which is not their abode. The cognitien, however, ‘I am
fat’, ‘T am lean’, etc. it must be seen, is due to the very inti-
matc relation of the body and the soul, like the concept of
water being hot. And there is found statement of distinctness
between the body and the soul in ‘ my body .

97. Nor are the sense-organs the soul. Since émong
them, the external senses are of the nature of the clements,
since the qualities of the soul like intelligence are not per-
ceived in the elements, and since therc is the rule that the
qualities of the product are generated by the qualities of the
cause, for these which are generated by non-intelligent
elements, their being the soul would have to be discarded.
This very reasoning, it must be understood, is competent to
rebut even those who maintain the body to be the soul.
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98. Then it is easy of accomplishment to understand
the distinctness of the internal organ, which is to be established
as the sense-organ instrumental to the immediate perception
of happiness, misery, etc. inherent in the soul, from the soul
whosc nature is established to be immediately perceived.

99. Nor is cognition itself the soul; becausc that is
momentary. But, for soul non-momentariness is established
through understanding its identity at the prior and subse-
quent times in, ‘I who experienced misery before, that same
I now experience happiness.” In, ¢ That I for whom there was
happiness before, for that same I misery now continues,’
although there is the understanding of the identity of the soul
at the prior and subsequent times, since there is conflict
with the recall of the cessation of happiness, the happiness-
nature must be denied to the soul.

100. Here, again, the followers of the Upanisad-s
Justify the knowledge-nature of the soul on the strength of
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Vedianta texts, ‘ Brahman is knowledge, bliss’ and so on.
And it should not be said that, since cognition is momentary
and since the soul is eternal, it does not stand to reason that
the soul is of the knowledge-nature; because knowledge is
acknowledged to be eternal. Even in particular cognitions,
like that of blueness, yellowness, etc. there is only one conscious-
ness, conditioned by blueness, yellowness, etc. ; so we recognize.

101. Nor may it be said that, sincc in °Brahman is
knowledge, bliss ’, if all the three words had a single meaning,
the purpose would be served even by one word, there is futility
for the statement of the other two words; because futility is
unintelligible since there is distinctness of whatis to be exclud-
ed, though the meaning is the same, as in ¢ Intense brightness
is the moon*. Here, of course, to the question relating to the
moon, ‘In this orb of luminous- bodies, which isthe moon??,
the reply is the statement, ¢ Intense brightness is the moon’. In
this, by the word ‘intense’, the stars which are not intense( in
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brightness) are excluded and by the word ¢ brightness’, dark-
ness, etc. which are not bright, are excluded. Hence, on
account of the distinctness of what is to be excluded, there is
non-futility. In the same way, the two words, ¢ knowledge’
and ¢ bliss’, are to exclude non-knowledge and non-bliss.

- 102. Further, in ‘ Intensc brightness is the moon ’ it has
to be admitted that for the words ‘intense’ and ‘brightness’
there is identity of meaning with each other and with the word
‘moon’. Otherwise there would result want of connection
between the question and the reply, since what is asked is
the meaning of the stem ‘moon’, and the reply is something
other than this. Therefore for the words ¢knowledge’ and
¢ bliss °, identity of meaning with each other and with the word
¢ Brahman * has necessarily to be resorted to.

103. For this very reason we accept the sense of a
sentence to be but impartite. And there is the syllogism: ¢ The
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words ‘ knowledge’, etc. relate to thc impartite, because they
are the statement of a definition, like, ““intense brightness is
the moon”.’ Therefore it is established that the words
¢knowledge ’ and ¢ bliss * refer to the same thing, that they
are not synonyms and that they are not futile. '

104 To this we reply.

The Guru spoke of the meaning of a sentence
as what is to be done, Samkara as the impartite.
We say that it is the qualified, which is another

| synonym for relation.
‘Of these, the modc of refuting the meaning of a sentence
‘as what is to be done, we shall explain in ascertaining the

qualities.

105. Nor is the meaning of a sentence the impartite. If
.all the words had for purport the very same thing, since even
-by one word that thing would have been expressed, it would
-be impossible to avoid futility for the use of the other words.
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Nor may it be said that there is non-futility because of dis-
tinctness of what is to be excluded. If the meanings are
identical, then, as in the case of synonyms, distinctness of
what is to be excluded is unintelligible. Indeed, between
words like kasta and kara (hand), there is no distinctness of what
is to be excluded.

106. Nor does the sentence, ‘Intense brightness is the
moon’ relate to the impartite; because the purport of that
sentence is merely to declare the name, the named and the
relation. Nor does there in this case result want of con-
nection between the question and the reply; because for the
question too, the content is the name, the named and the
relation in the form, € Of these, to which belongs the name
moon’? In respect of the bare identity of the moon that is
seen, even a question is not at all intelligible. Therefore
there is room for question only in respect of the name, the
named and the relation, which are unknown. And here, the
reply in the form, ¢ The meaning of the word ‘““moon * is what
is marked out by brightness, which has the quality of being
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intense’, becomes well founded. Therefore, sentences like,
‘Brahman is knowledge, bliss’, have certainly as content the
existence of the self as qualified by knowledge, etc. and do not
have as content what is imparti'te.

107. Then the apposition in ¢ Brahman is knowledge,
bliss’, it must be seen, is due to non-difference which can
tolerate difference as in ‘sugar is sweet’. Further, scriptural
_texts too, ¢ That is the one bliss of Brahmari’, ¢ One who knows
the bliss of Brahman’, declare the distinctness of bliss and
Brahman from each other. Thercfore, knowledge, bliss and
Brahman are certainly different one from the other.

108. Again the acceptance of the eternality of knowl-
edge is not at all intelligible, because there is the absence
of a recognition of knowledge during sleep in ‘I slept all this
time without knowing anything at all’, In ‘I slept happily®



208 AR EC

HHTT ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ{ﬁﬁliﬁm
<efsarfesafatemad |

908. YISTATHT TAHATIIIAS® T q(ANET:
aaﬁaﬁwmqu&mgﬁaﬁrgﬁaﬁrmmwmﬁr
EF AR | T AedarauHiafa a9y |
Wﬁﬂwﬁmmmﬁr@
TR FEAEATTEAFE | T IFrmiaraeamag-

the recognition of the experience of happiness simply states
the cessation of all misery. Otherwise there would result
non-generation of misery, when he wakes up, through the
loss of such bits of happiness as thc enjoyment of a damsel.
Indeed, in the case of one who has enjoyed the unsurpassed
happiness of Brahman, origination of misery from the loss
of paltry happiness is not possible. If it be said that though
enjoyed, it was forgotten, how is it that from the recollection
of the experience of happiness in ¢ Islept happily’ youargue
for the eternality of knowledge? Hence it is established that
the soul is distinct from the body, the sense-organs, etc.

109.  This soul is the same in all the bodies—so say
the followers of the Upanigad-s. This too is unintelligible;
because it would follow that when one is happy or miserable,
everyone should recognize happiness or misery.” And it
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should not be said that there cert;inly is such recognition;
because it would follow that for removing the thorn stuck
in the foot of Devadatta, just as his hand is active, even so
simultaneously there should be the activity of the hands
of others too. And it should not be said that the recognition
becomes blunt owing to the differences in the sense-organs;
bccause even when there is difference in sense-organs there
is found recognition in ¢ That I who heard, the very I sec’,
etc. Nor is the absence of recognition due to diffcrence in the
bodies; because, even when the bodies are different, recogni-
tion is seen in the case of those who remember past lives.- Nor
is the absence of recognition due to difference in the individual
self; because there is no evidence for an individual self as
distinct from the Supreme Self. If it be said that the evidence
for the two kinds of selves is the scriptural text, ¢ Of these one
cats the sweet berries, the other, not eating, shines bright’,
no; because it cannot stand analysis.

110. It is thus. Does this scﬁptﬁrc declare or not

the distinctness of the individual self from the supreme? It
14
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cannot be the first; because it would result in the breakdown
of non-dualism. Nor the second, since it would follow that
there is no evidence for the existence of two selves.

111. Now the distinctness is set up only as assump-
tive; hence there is no breakdown of non-dualism; nor
does there persist the above-mentioned defect of the non-
recognition of feelings.. If this be said, no; because a differ-
ence set up merely as assumptive cannot intelligibly be the
ground for valid distinctions; otherwise, it would follow that
even with a piece of shell in which a silver-nature is set up as
assumptive, bangles, crowns, etc. could be produced. There-
fore the statements in scripture and Codes, ¢ One God concealed
in all existents’, ‘ And the existent soul is only one, distinct
from existent to existent’, are, on account of conflict with
other means of valid knowledge, not authoritative in respect
of their expressed sense, like the statements about the sacrifice
extending over a thousand years, There, indeed, since
there is conflict with a declaration of obligatoriness, the expres-

on, ©thousand years’, has been explained by the Preceptors
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to refer to thousand days. Therefore it is established that
the soul is distinct for every body.

112. Now, how is the soul all-pervasive? Listen. Since in
respect of a man who was pricked by thorns simultaneously on
the foot and on the head, there is found recognition of pain
at two places at the same time, its atomic nature is unintelli-
gible. But if the size is intcrmediate, a size equal to that of the
body has to be acknowledged ; because if the size were bigger the
result would be that it could not enter the body; but if the
size were smaller, the result of non-recognition simultaneously
of the pain in the foot and in the head would continue as
before. If it be said that the size then may be that of the body
itself, it cannot be so; because it would follow that a soul
that was present in an elephant, etc. cannot enter into the
body of an ant, etc. If this be not possible, there is conflict
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with many scriptures and Codes. Therefore, by elimination,
its all-pervasivcness is established. The all-pervasiveness is
also established from the scriptures, ‘ By that Puruga is all
this filled’, etc. Then its eternality has to be cstablished
from the scriptures, ‘ Imperishable, verily, is this soul’, etc.
from its being a substancc without parts, and from its
being all-pervasive like ether, etc.

113. Now, what then are Heaven and Release? The
names, Heaven, Hell, etc, are applicd only to worldly happi-
ness and misery; Release is only the destruction of the body;
this is the view of the Materialist who upholds that the body
is the soul. But this, it must be understood, has been refuted
through the declaration of the existence of a soul as distinct
from the body. Heaven will be dealt with later.

114. The Buddhists speak of that as Release when there
remains in its own form the series of cognitions free from
adjuncts, when there is the destruction of the adjuncts in the
form of the objects like blue, yellow, etc. This does not stand



993-994] yHaTf 213

99%. UHfaufaTHRg-@rewat wier st arfeer:
Frafeq | ag: wfsfamfo wsfawan: veagw: g& g
FAT aAfaIiE = gmﬁwnaagawﬁtﬁﬁ'rmr

TR ENE ey | 7 9 gyafa
TRy gEmEaEy gfgaatafa arm ) gar-
WA fgaearcrfavaar | swaar faea geaifa-
L2 IRIEN CRIREICNE B L GRS CRC R

Ff g AT ETHTESNE I | T T @ =
WILTHTATHTSET 7 HISET @THTaATeeasyE Gvafd |

to rcason; because it is unintelligible that a scries of cognitions
remains by itself devoid of content; also because, since the
serics of cognitions are unintcrmittently being produced and
destroyed moment after moment, the experiencc of the fruit,
Release, by anyonc is unintelligible, and hence Release turns
out to be other than a human goal.

115. The Logicians glorify Release as the rooting out
of the twenty-one varicties of misery; the body, the six sense-
organs, thc six objccts, the six cognitions, happiness and
misery—these they speak of as the twenty-one varicties of
misery. This has to be discarded, because, when happiness
too is destroyed, Release turns out to be other than the human
goal. Nor may it be said that, as in sleep, Releasc too
becomes desirable merely through the non-existence of misery;
because what becomes desirable as the non-existence of misery
has a limited sphere. Otherwise, in thc case of ane whohaving
slept forgetfully wakes up, even though non-existence of misery
is recognized, it would follow that there should not persist any
misery due to regret for the absence of such bits of happiness as
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the enjoyment of a damsel. Therefore, setting aside the
happiness of Heaven, etc. a desire for mere Release would
not occur at all if Releasc were only of the nature of non-
existence of misery.

116. By this, it must be understood, there is refuted the
doctrine of the followers of Prabhakara that there is Releasc

- when the soul remains in its own nature, after all the spccific
qualities like knowledge are destroyed; becausc if there is
destruction of happiness, the dcfect of being other than a
human goal is common. Eternally going upward, ctc. arc
driven far away as conceptions of Release, because their being
other than the ultimatc human goal is clear.

117. From the discriminative knowledge of Prakrti and
Puruga, the soul remains in his own nature; this is Release:
so say the Samkhya-s. This too is only other than a human
goal, since there is possibility of the exclusion of happiness.

118. The followers of Samkara hold Release to be the
dissolution of the Universe; and this is not other than a human
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goal, since the soul is acknowledged to be constituted of blisss
This too cannot pass, because therc is no dissolution of the
Universe at all.

119. ‘Now, since the Universe is constituted of Maya,
its dissolution is certainly intelligible at the dawn of knowl-
edge, like the dissolution of the cognition of silver when there
is the cognition of the shell-nature ’; if this be said, it cannot
be so; because, that the Universe is constituted of Maya will
be refuted, because the mutual distinctness of the soul and
bliss has already been established, and becausc, the experi-
ence of bliss itself being the human goal, to bccome that
itself must be other than a human goal. ‘

120. What then is Release? And what is the means
thereto? This is the reply.

When there is the absolute rooting out of

misery, the experience mentally of the happi-

ness that already existed in the soul is said

to be Release by the followers of Kumarila.



216 AAAARA: ECL

439, 79 afe FEEEAEEATIEHAd TEE-
AR dfg w YA | AHARA AT (T T |
é%ﬁama’mmrmﬁamﬁmm@amwml
T afg agwTreEETa SHIOR | ¢ SRR SETIT & e
Mesfrersad’ gfa =1fada

R AT FWAR A9 A= A g v’ sfa
sfarrrrpafaatfaafa ama | qear aufasfmta-
R faaTaT<ang | a 9T TRgRN @S ag |

1. Frfrgmrrmiv: arreamesEE: |
freaafafarmafracmeamgesa: |

121. Now, if this bliss be certainly inherent in the soul
even in the state of transmigration, then how is it that it is
not experienced? We say that it is due to the non-existence
of the cause of its experience. Mind assisted by the absolute
destruction of the body, the senses, etc. is the means to the
experience thereof. Then what is the authority for the existence
of such a bliss? It is the scripture itself: ¢ Bliss is the nature
of Brahman, and that is manifested at the stage of Release.’

122. Nor may it be said that the scripture, ‘ Him who
becomes non-embodied, what is pleasing and not pleasing do
not touch ’, sublates the experience of bliss; because this has
as purport only the cessation of the touch of what is pleasing
and not pleasing in the world; otherwise Release would be
other than the human goal.

123. By him whose mind is properly withdrawn
from the prohibited and optional rituals,
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whose sins arc destroyed by the obligatory
and the occasioned rituals and by the expiatory
rites;

Whose karman-s that have begun to take
effect are exhausted through the experience of
happiness and misery, who is endowed with
brahmacarya and subsidiaries like calmness and
equanimity;

Who betakes himself to a respectful inquiry
into the soul along the path declared in
the Vedanta, by him is immediately
accomplished Release which manifests the
eternal bliss. '

124. Mind is the internal organ, assumed to be a sensc-
organ as the mcans for the direct experience of happiness,
etc. all-pervasive in size, and motionless. Some have said
that mind is atomic in size and moving. This is not proper;
because its all-pervasiveness is established by inferencs like:
‘Mind is all-pervasive; because it is a substance not fit to
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be touched; because it is a substance which is ncither the
produced nor the producer; or because it is the abode of a con-
Jjunction which is the non-inherent cause of knowledge; like the
soul .’ And when all-pervasiveness is established, then, as
in the case of ether, etc. its motionlessness has not to be
separately established.

125. Now, thesc inferences are sublated by the means
of valid knowlcdge whereby is apprehended the substrate
(the mind). It is thus. If the all-pervasive mind be not
conditioned, then since, like the ether, etc. it cannot be a
sense-organ, an extrancous adjunct has to be stated. Here,
for some particular part of the body to be the extraneous
adjunct, as in the case of the sense of hearing, etc. is not
intelligible; because if that part be destroyed, the destruction
of mind would follow. Nor can the entire body be the extrane-
ous adjunct; because, since the conjunction of the soul and
the mind, which is the means to the cognition of pain, comes
to exist throughout, the pain present in the leg through being
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pricked by a thorn, ctc. would be cognized as pervading the
whole body. But if an atomic size be resorted to, on account
of the difference in the conjunctions of the soul and the mind
as present in the respective parts of the body, it is certainly
intelligible that the pain is cognized as having the respective
abodcs. Hencc by the very means of valid knowledge whereby
is apprehended the mind, its atomic size too is apprehended.
Thus is established sublation by the means of valid know]edge
whereby is apprchended the substratc.

126. To this we reply. What was said that the un-
conditioned mind cannot be a sense-organ, this we admit;
because we accept the entire body as the extrancous adjunct.
It would not follow that, if this be the case, a pain present
in the leg, etc. must be experienced throughout the body,
because mind is accepted as producing an effect only through
the channel of an external sense-organ. Therefore, it is that,
for touch present in a particular part of the sense of touch,
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there is no experience as pervading the entire body. Further,
if it be atomic, it would follow that in the case of the happi-
ness, etc. present in the entire body and produced by sandal-
paste, etc. there could not arise the expericnce as simultaneous.
Therefore, since in the cases of atomic size and all-pervasive
size, the merits and defects are equal, the means of valid
knowledge by which the mind is apprehended, apprehends
only the bare mind. But its all-pervasiveness is to be concluded
through other means of valid knowledge. And that has
already been stated.

127. Nor may it be said that since there is found the
rule that conjunction is produced by the activity in one or
the other and so on, conjunction is impossible between soul
and mind, which, being all-pervasive, have no activity, and
that consequently it would follow that knowledge, to be
produced by the conjunction of soul and mind, could not
arise; because when both are all-pervasive, all the more is
their mutual conjunction intelligible. We do not say that
the conjunction of what are all-pervasive is generated by an
activity; because their conjunction is not producible.
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128. Nor may it be said that since the reciprocal rcla-
tion of what are all-pervasive has not been seen anywhere,
the inference of reciprocal relation between soul and mind
too, which are all-pervasive, is °contradictory of the parti-
cular ’; because it has been established by us that for space,
cther, etc. though all-pervasive, there is a reciprocal relation,
which is of their very nature, in the form °the castern sky’,
‘the western sky’. And there are syllogisms, ‘ Two all-
pervasive substances have reciprocal conjunction, becausc
while they are substances neither producible nor producing,
therc is no intermediate space, like a jar’; ¢ Sky (ether) is
in conjunction with time, because, while it is distinct from
time, there is no intermediate space, like a jar’ and so on.

129. Now the substance assumed as the sense-organ
instrumental to the direct experience of happiness, etc. may
be one or other among space, ether, etc. Why is there this
trouble to assume a distinct substance? It is not so; because,
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being an instrument, distinctness from the agent is estab-
lished. Since space, ether, etc. are perceptible, and since mind
is an instrument in their cognition, the establishment of dis-
tinctness from space, ether, etc. is easily to be concluded.
Hence is established mind as the tenth substance.

130. Sound is what can be apprehended by the
sense of hearing alone and has the genus,
soundness; it is all-pervasive ard eternal,
and a substance; so is it accepted in the
system of Kumarila.

Of these, there is no dispute as to sound being apprehended
by the sense of hearing. And the genus called soundness
will be explained in the establishment of genus.

131. Some scholars say that sound is a quality
of ether. That is discarded by Bhattapada
since that is in conflict with perception, etc.
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Here, since in all cases a quality is cognized as having an
abode, and since it is seen here to be cognized without an
abode, there is opposition to perception. ‘Sound is a sub-
stance, because it can be directly apprehended through a
direct relation with a sense-organ, like a jar’; ‘Sound is
a substance, because, while it has existence, it has no abode,
like ether ’; there is opposition to these and ather inferences.
Nor may it be said that, since sound has ether as abode, its
having no abode is non-established; because it is opposed to
experience; also because its having no abode is established in,
¢ The substance under discussion is not the abode of sound,
because it is a substance, like other admitted substances’,
If it be said that it is possible to establish, ¢ Sound is not a
substance, because it can be apprehended through the sense
of hearing, like soundness’, no; because, through the same
probans and example, its exclusion from being a quality is
also easy to establish as, ‘ Sound is not a quality, because it
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can be apprehended through the sense of hearing, like sound-
ness’. Therefore its being a substance has to be concluded
from other means of valid knowledge. That, however, has
been already stated.

132. *Sound is all-pervasive, because it is an intangible
substance, or because while itis not a producer, it is a sub-
stance without parts, like soul’; thus is established its being
all-pervasive. Nor is its being a substance non-established;
because that has been established. Since of the same sound
¢ g’ there is simultaneous cognition by those situated in all
directions, there is established its grossness.

133. The Logicians again justify this simultaneous
cognition through differences of the individual sounds; and
they acknowledge the destructibility of the individual sounds.
And the recognition, ¢ This sound “g* is but that’, they
assume, has the genus as the sphere.

134. And this does not stand to reason. If in respect
of a recognition, it is not possible to assume the identity
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present in the individuals as the sphere because of opposition
to a stronger valid knowledge, it is only in respect of that
that it is proper to assume the identity of the genus-nature to
be the sphere. Otherwise, if the recognition were in all
cases assumed to be of the genus-nature, the same would result
in cases like, ¢ This Devadatta is but that’. And in the present
case there is nat found any sublatmg valid knowledge.

135. Now, if it be said that here the sublater is the
cognition, ¢ Sound is produced’, ¢ Sound is destroyed’, etc.
no; for this too, like the cognition of production and destruc-
tion, which results from digging or filling up, even in the case
of what are accepted to be eternally pervasive, like cther, is
conditioned by the existence and non-cxistence of the proxi-
mity of a manifester. ¢ Sound is eternal, because, while it is
existent, it has no cause, like ether’; so is established its
eternality, Nor may it be said that since the activity of the

15
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palate, etc. are seen to be causes, its having no cause is non-
established; because the activity of the palate, etc. are intel-
ligible' even. as manifestérs, like digging, etc. which manifest
the ‘water at the bottom; and because its not having a cause
is also established as, ¢ The activity of the palate, etc. is not
the cause of sound, because it is an activity, like the other
a.dnutted activities ’. :

© 136. ‘Now the actmty of the palate, etc is the cause
of sound, because sounds follow immediately after that;
that which follows immediatly after another has that other for
its -cause; for example, the jar, which follows immediately
after the activity of the potter, has that for its cause. ~Thus
may the causahty of the activity too be established’; If
this be said, no; because there is inconstancy of the pervaslon
in respect of the water at the bottom, etc. :

137, Nor may it be said that if the activities of the
palate, etc, are manifesters, it would follow that since sounds
aré all-pervasive, the manifested sound should be audible to
all} becaus¢ what is acknowledged to be the manifester is-
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only the conJunctlon thh the sense of hearmg of the audible.
sound produced by. the activities of the palate, ete.; and be-
cause audible sounds are partlcular varieties of air, in con-
fonmty with the force of the activity of the palate, etc..

whlch set it in motxon, such distinctions as not heanng at a
dlsta.nce, etc. are intelligible. So says the author of the Bhdsya:

¢ Indeed, the airs, set in motion by some impact, push their,
way through the silent air and produce conjunctxon and dis-
)unctlon in all directions, -and travel so long as they have
velocxty. Sound is cognized so long as they do not stop,
and _not, when they stop.’

‘138. Nor may it be said that since the opposlte a.ttnv
butes of high, higher, low, lower, etc. are umntelhgnble in
respect of the very same ‘g’ sound, these ‘g’ sounds are,
certainly distinct; because, just as there is the experience qg
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difference in respect of the same face, according as it is differently
manifested in a gem, mirror, sword, etc. so in respect of sound
too, the experience of difference is intelligible by the transfer
to it of the attributes of the audible sound which manifests it.

139. Nor may it be said that, just as in the case of
the recognition of identity in a flame, this recognition of the
identity of the letter is based on a delusion; because in the
absence either of a defect in the cause or of the perception
of a sublater, the assumption of being based on a delusion is
unintelligible. Here it is possible to understand that the
recognition of identity in a flame is indeed conditioned by a
defect such as similarity present in the objects, because the
flame is found to have parts which are destroyed, because
thereby the destruction of the whole too is inferable, and
because in respect of the very same wick, even when the light
that was burning is extinguished and another light is lit, for
one who has not seen it, there is found the recognition, ¢ This
flame is but that’, exactly as before. But in the case of the
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recognition of the identity of the ‘g’ sound, since there
is not found any probans invariably associated with destruc-
tion, and since neither a defect in the object nor a defect in
the cause is seen, the assumption of its being based on delusion
is unintelligible. Therefore the ‘g’ sound that is simul-
taneously heard by the entire world is but one.

140. Further, according to the view that the sound
is produced, the first sound is produced by the activity of
the palate, etc.; the subsequent ones are produced by another
sound; all except the last are destrayed by the praduct and
the last is destroyed by the cause; what is inherent in the sense
of hearing alone can be apprehended; it is ariginated on the
analogy of the motion of a wave or on the analogy of kadamba
buds; since there is the fear of a very large number of assump-
tions of these and others that are not observed, we support only
the view of its eternality. It is thus established that sound is
a substance; is eternal, is all-pervasive and so on. :

141. This sound again is of two kinds, being divided
into significant and non-significant. Of these what is
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‘non-significant is manifested by the audible sound produced

‘by beating a druni, etc. The other is of the nature of letters,

manifested by the audlble sound produced by the actnvxty of
the palate; etc. :

" 142, The collection of sounds of the nature of

letters, which, coming together, s1gmfy a

| single object, those well versed in the doctrme

 of the Preceptor call a word.

By those who follow the doctnne of Patanjah

. the word is said to be a certain reality- desig-

. ‘nated by ‘the term Sphota, transcending
nw . letters and manifested by létters. ~ - ! -

"t 148, - Now-here, what is the evidence for the dxntenee
of the word transcending letters? ‘ Now there is the per-
ceptual experience that the word is one; for this the content
is not the letters, because they are more than one; hence there
is established its being beyond this.’ If this be said, it.is not
.80; just as a sentence. produced by more than one word is the
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content of the cognition of oneness since it makes known the
meaning of a single sentence, similarly, since more letters
than onc form the cause for the cognition of a smgle word-
sense their being the content.of a cognition of . oneness is
intelligible; nor is the cognition of oneness in a sentence due
to the Sphota of the sentence; because there tdo, it is mtel-
ligible as being due to a smgle meaning being conveyed
Indeed, when there is something seen, the assumptlon of some-
thing unseen has no place. Therefore, in a ward and
ina sentence, the cognition of oneness is due to thelr conveymg
a single meaning: 'The cognition of onéness in a letter, agam,
1s not unintelligible; hence there is no room for the assump-
tlon of a word beyond the letters.

144, As for what was said that the letters bemg the
word is not proper, since there would result the cognition of
the meaning even from letters uttered wthout an order or
:m a distorted order, this is but common even to the view that
the letters manifest the Sphota; hence it is npt necessaq
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to assume a distinct word or a distinct substance called
Sphota.

145. And of the word of this nature, the relation with
the meaning of the word, defined as that of the signified and
the signifier, is certainly eternal. That the relation of the
ward and the meaning of the ward is conventional, and that
in this, God is the author of the convention, is the view of
the Logicians. This too, it must be understood, is refuted
by the refutation of the God of the Logicians.

146. It is only the genus, caw, etc. which is to be
understood from the word cow, etc.; but the individual is
secondarily implied, since in sentences like, ¢ Bring the cow ”
the syntactical relation of the genus with the act of bringing,
etc. is unintelligible. The eternality of the genus again we
shall describe presently in deciding the nature of genus. The
non-eternality of the relation too is conditioned by the non-
cternality of the related. Hence there is no need for further
elaboration.
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147.  Indeed, if sound were non-eternal, the eterna-
lity of the Veda-s which are of the nature
of sounds, would meet with ridicule, like
hitting with a hare’s horn.

Considering this well, this discussion was

enlarged upon in detail. Thus in our
system substances stand as of eleven kinds.

——. .

3. GENus

1.  Genus is present in the individuals, is eternal,
is the sphere of perceptual cognition; it is
different and non-different from the indi-
vidual: so is it considered in the system of
Kumirila.
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2. Now, here the Buddhists .do not accept genus at
all. And they say: ‘Is genus present in the whole or in each
individual ? wNow, it is not present in. the whole; because
there would result cogmtlon of all the things. Nor is it present
in each individual; because it would follow that for the indi-
vidual produced at the present moment, there can be no
relation with the genus abiding in another individual. Nor
may it be said that at the time of the production of the indi-
vidual, the genus present therein is also produced; because
by the Mimamsaka-s themselves the eternality of the genus
is acknowledged. Ifit be said, * Let there be relation coming
from another individual ”, no; because even by them non-
"activity is acknowledged and because its non-perception in
the other would be the result. Nor may it be said that there
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may be relation as coming over in part; because its part-
lessness is accepted. Further when the individual is destroyed
is this genus destroyed even along with it, or does it remain
in that very place, or does it go over ta another individual?
Not the first, because it is eternal; not the second, because it
is not perceived there; nor the third, because it has no activity,
and because in that other individual there would result the
perception of two genuses. This is said:

‘It does not come, it was not there and it is therc
afterwards. - And it has no parts. It does not quit
its earlier abode. Alas, what a string of difficulties.’

3. To this we reply. Now as for the question, *Is the
genus in the whole or in each individual?’ we adopt bath
the alternatives. If it be present in the whole, its presence
in each individual need not be separately established. Nor
from its presence in all does there result perception in all;
-because each individual is recognized to be the manifester.
:Nowhere indeed is it possible for the manifested to be perceived
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without themanifester. Nor from its presence in each indi-
vidual is there unintelligibility in regard to the relation with
and separation from the genus, in the case of an individual
produced at the present moment; because the individual’s
relation with and separation from the genus is intelligible
even through the causes for the production and destruction
of the individual. The rules such as, ¢ The relation of what is
present elsewhere with another is preceded by motion ’, relate
to things established as distinct; therefore it is not possible to
apply them even to the genus and what has that genus, which
are related through the relation of identity. If there be
the imposition of the attributes of one on another through the
commonness of some attribute or other, confusion in the world
would be the result; hence the defect mentioned before does
not persist. .

4. The appearance of a single form ‘cow’, which is
uniform in what have brown and other colours, but which
is excluded from buflaloes, etc. and which is cognized through
perception as the means, how can this not compel the Buddhists
even though unwilling, to accept ‘class’? And this knowl-
edge has not for its content merely the exclusion of non-cows;
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because in the case of a cognition produced affirmatively,
it is not intelligible to recognize it as produced negatively.
Since even the cognition of the exclusion of non-cows is
qualified by two negations, the meaning is only cowness;
hence, once again, what has resulted to you, long-lived ones,
is the acceptance of genus through another word. This is
said by the Preceptors:

According to them by whom it has been assumed
that what is expressed is the commonness of the
exclusion of non-cows, clearly the thing called
cowness is declared by them through the words
¢ exclusion of non-cows’.

And it may not be said that the cognition of the genus in the
individuals is like the cognition of the forest in the trees;
because even when viewed as distinct, there does not arise
4any sublation.
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5. Now, is the class absolutely non-different or dlﬂ'erent
from the individual ? Not the first, because the non-existence,
df thc genus as distinct from the individual would be the result,
Nor is it diferent, because there would result the absence of
the dlstmctxon that a cow alone is the manifester of the genus

cowness * and not a horse. If this be said, it does not stand’
to reason. Since the combination of difference and non-
difference between the genus and what has that genus has
been accepted, the entry of the defects mentloned in both
the alternatives is unintelligible.

" 6. Now, how is there the combination in the same
j)la.ce’ of difference and non-difterence, which are absolutely
opposed like water and fire? We reply that it is on the
strength of what is seen. -

7. Here, then, in" “ this is a cow’, by the word “this*
the individual is expressed, but the genus by the word ¢ cow *
Of these, if the genus and what has that genus were absolutely
different, the perception would be ° this and cowness ’ ; becausg
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such 31s found to be thc percept;on in. respect of ‘a Jal‘ and'a
cloth?,. etc. which are absolutely different. If absolutely
non-different, then, like kasta and kara (hand), ©this’ and
¢ cowness’ would turn out to be synonyms. Therefore, since
for the words * this’ and © cowness ’, which are not synonymous,
there is found apposition, we have resort only to the combina-
tion of: dlﬁ'erence and non-difference between the genus and
what has that genus.

8. The followers of Prabhikara hold thatthe apposi-
tion is through inherence. This we shall refute later in refut-
ing inherence. Therefore there is nothing unmtelhgzble in
the establishment of the genus.

"~ 9. Although the genus is thus established, the Guru
shys that, since its cognition is invariably controlled by the
kpowledge of the earlier form, existence, soundness, Brahmin-
ness, etc. which have not that knowledge are:non-existent. -
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10. This does not stand to reason ; because the knowl-
edge of the earlier form exists in these cases too. It is thus:
what is it that is called the knowledge of the earlier form?
Is it the knowledge of all the forms experienced before, or
of some? Not the first, because after seeing a §abaleyi, when
one sees a bahuleyi, it is not seen that he cognizes as present
the bahuleyt, all the forms present in the fabaleyi. Or if it
were so seen, it would follow that the bahuleyi is the dabaleyi.

11, If then the second, what crime has been committed
by existence, soundness, Brahminness, etc. since the form
of existence, etc. experienced before is experienced in them
too? Therefore, since the concept and the usage of the word
¢ existent’ are found in respect of substances like earth and
water, in genuses like cowness, in qualities like colour and
taste, and in action like going, a summum genus called ! existence’
‘has to be resorted to as present in the faur categones begmmng‘
with substance.
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12. The Logicians, however, say that since there
would result infinite regress if another genus be accepted

in a genus, existence is present only in substances, qualities
and actions, but is not present in genus. ’

’

13. This does not stand to reason. If we had resort
to another substanceness in substanceness, or to another
cowness in cowness, then there would certainly be infinite
regress. But in having resort to existence, there is not any
infinite regress. Hence the defect stated does not persist
here. Further, since the usage of the word and the concept
“ existent ° are found in all these cases without any distinction,
why should we not have resort to ‘existence ’ as present in
them too?

14, Similarly when a sound, not heard before at all,
is heard, since there is found immediately the cognition in
a uniform way, ¢ This is sound ’, ‘ This is sound ’, sound-ness
is established.

16
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15. Now, the application of the same word in respect
of ‘existence’, etc. is conditioned by the same extraneous
adjunct as in the case of “a cook’, etc.; if this be said, no,
because such an extraneous adjunct has not been ascertained.
Nor is it that in the case of ‘ existence’, fitness for relation
with a means of valid knowledge is the extraneous adjunct;
because, even prior to the understanding of the fitness for
the relation with a means of valid knowledge, there is found
immediately the generation of the cognition °¢existent’,
Indeed, prior to the knowledge of the extraneous adjunct
there cannot be produced the knowledge of being conditioned
by an extraneous adjunct; because there would result the
generation of the knowledge of Devadatta being a cook, etc.
even before cognizing in him the operation of cooking, etc.

16. By this itself is refuted the view that fitness to be
apprehended by the sense of hearing is the extraneous adjunct
in the case of sound-ness, etc. because even prior to the
apprehension of the fitness to be apprehended by the sense of
hearing, there is immediately found through co-presence
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and ‘co-absence the cognition, ‘This is sound’. In this
same way has to be established Brahminness too, from there
being seen the usage of words and the concept * This is 2
Brahmin °. ‘

17, Again, ag for what was said that the usage of
the word Brahmin in respect of the father and the mother
is the condition for its usage in respect of the son, this does
not stand to reason ; because the usage in respect of one cannot
intelligibly be the condition for the usage in respect of another,
Or if it be intelligible, the result would be that, because of the
usage of the word ‘ Devadatta’ in respect of the father, etc.
it could be used even in respect of the son, etc. Therefore the
unification in a single class of a large number of families is
unmtelhgible without the genus *Brahminness’. Thus is
established ¢ Brahminness’. What apprehends it is the sense
of sight itself assisted by the understanding of his being barn of
a& Brahmin father and mother, whose Brahminness is not
corrupted; hence it is not non-perceptible either.



18. In this same way the other genuses too, like sub-
stanceness, qualitiness and tasteness are to be established, by
establishing freedom from extraneous adjuncts, through the
refutation of every extraneous adjunct that is assumed by the
followers of Prabhdkara. Thus isthe genus established.

B —

4. QuaLrry

1. That which, while being distinct from- action,
has sub-genuses and is excluded from
material causality, this.is a quality, as
accepted by those who know quality.

‘And it is of twenty-four varieties, being divided into colout,
taste, smell, ‘touch, number, size, distinctness, conjunction,
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disjunction, remoteness, proximity, weight, fluidity, viscidity
cognition, happiness, misery, desire, aversion, volition, impres-
sion, audible sound, manifestedness and potency.

2. Of these, colour is what can be apprehended by
the sense of sight alone and, existing in the three beginning
with earth, and in darkness, is a specific quality. And being
divided into white, black, yellow, red and blue, it is of five
kinds. Of these, subdivisions are innumerable,

3. Taste is what can be apprehended by the sense of
taste alone and, existing only in earth and water, is a specific
quality, And this, being divided into sweet, bitter, sour,
astringent, pungent and saline, is of six kinds. Of these
too, the subdivisions are again innumerable.

4. Smell is what can be apprehended by the sense of
smell alone and, existing only in earth, is a specific quality.
And being divided into sweet, noxious and ordinary, it is of
three kinds. The appearance of smell in water, etc. how=
ever, is due, it must be seen, to association with earth.
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5. Touch: is what can be apprehended by the sense
of touch alone and, existing in the four beginning with- earth
is a specific quality. That too, being divided into cold, hot,
and neither hot nor cold, is of three kinds. :

6. Number again, is the cause of the empirical usage,
of ‘one’, etc. Existing in all substances, it is a common
quality. And it begins with one and ends in pardrdha. -
© 7. Size toois the cause of the empirical usage of measure-
ment and, being present in all substances, is a common quality.
And it is divided into the varietics of atomic, gross, long, etc.
Of these, atomic size is present in the primal atoms. Gross
size is present in ether, etc. And the others are present in
the other substances. .

- 8. Distinctness is the cause of the empirical usage of
difference and, bemg present in all substances, is a common
quality. Here, the followers of Prabhakara do not accept
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¢ distinctness’ in produced substances. This is stated in
Padarthadipiki—

But the quality, distinctness, exists in the eternal
substances, in the primal atoms, as a distinguish-
ing attribute,. and is not needed in produced
substances.

This does not stand to reason; because the cognition of
difference has neccessarily to be resorted to even in respect
of produced substances.

9. Now, for things, their own nature constitutes their
difference. And this can be understood through perception
in produced substances; hence in these cases there is no
room for assuming a distinguishing attribute other than this.
But in the case of those whose own distinctive feature is not
perceived since their own nature is not perceived, inference
of a distinguishing attribute certainly stands to reason. In
the case of the soul, though perceptible, there is the acceptance
of a distinguishing attribute because of its all-pervasiveness.
If this be said, no; because the view of one’s own nature
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constituting the difference is unintelligible. It is thus: Ifofa
thing, its own nature constitutes its difference, the cognition
of difference as a relatum in the form, ¢ The difference of the
jar’ and as an attribute in the form, © Cloth is different from
the jar ’ would have no abode; and there would result synony-
mity of the words ¢ jar* and  difference >. Therefore distinct-~
ness is certainly present in all substances.

10. Since the understanding of the dxﬁ'erence of the
pot in the form, ‘pot is different from the post’ is conditioned
by the understanding of the difference of the post which
has gone before, and since the understanding of the difference
of the post is dependent on the understanding of the difference
of the pot which has gone before, the followers of the Upanisad-s
however, consider even the cognition of difference as difficult
to achieve through perception and deny that inferences, etc.
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consequent upon that convey difference; and in order to
avoid the opposition of Vedinta passages like ¢ Here there is
not a plurality > to perception, etc. they say that there is not
in reality a separate quality called distinctness.

11. This too is not acceptable. ‘The post and the
pot’, ¢ the disputant and the opponent’, ‘ water and fire ’:
if the mutual distinctness of these and others is not perceived
in any place whatsoever, its refutation is unintelligible. In-
deed, those who have not known a jar in any place whatsoever
do not attempt to deny a jar in the form, ‘On this floor
there is no jar’. If it is known, thc inference, authority and
presumption employed for a denial of ¢ distinctness > have no
scope, since their contents are sublated by the stronger means
of valid knowledge, perception.

12. And in cognizing distinctness through perception
there is no reciprocal dependence; because the rule, ‘ The
understanding of distinctness has necessarily as antecedent
the apprehension of the counter-correlate,” depends on the
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pervasion conditioned by the determinateness (of the cognition).
And it should not be said that since such cognition of a rule
is found in the case of dcterminate cognitions, its inference
in the case of non-determinates too is possible from percepti-
bility as probans; because, if somehaw or other there be the
transfer of the attributes of one to another through similarity
-of attributes, then, since there is found the rule that a deter-
minate cognition must have a non-determinate cognition as
antecedent, there would result the inference of a non-deter-
minate cognition too having another non-determinate cogni-
tion as antecedent, perceptibility being the probans. There-
fore, if the post, the pot and their distinctness, which appear
simultaneously in a non-determinate cognition, are known in
a determinate cognition as in the relation of attribute and
substrate, and as having a counter-correlate, there is nothmg
unintelligible. Thus is established distinctness.

13. Conjunction, existing in all substances, is a common
quality. And, being divided into eternal and non-eternal,
it is of two kinds. Of these, the reciprocal conjunction of
ether, time, etc, which are eternal and all-pervasive, is eternal.
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And this conjunction has been set forth already. Non-
eternal conjunction again is of three kinds, namely, produced
by activity in one of the twa, produced by activity in both,
and produced by another conjunction. Of these, the conjunc-
tion of the post and the hawk is produced by activity in one
of the two; the conjunction of the wrestler and Krgna, as
they fight, is praduced by activity in both; the conjunction
of the body and the tree, produced by the conjunction ‘of the
hand and the tree, is conjunction produced by another
conjunction.

14. Disjunction, again, existing in non-pervasive sub-
stances alone, is a specific quality. Of this too, three varieties
should be understood, being divided into what is produced
by activity in one of the two, etc.

15. Remoteness and proximity, however, existing only
in space and time, are specific qualities. Of these, remoteness
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perceived in what is at a distance and proximity perceived
in what is near are said to be caused by space; because they
are conditioned by space alone. ‘Remoteness perceived in
the older and proximity perceived in the younger are said
to be caused by time; because they are condtioned by time
alone,

16. Weight is the non-inherent cause of falling and,
existing only in earth and water, is a specific quality. Fluidity,.
existing in the three beginning with earth, is a specific quality.
And, being divided into natural and artificial, it is of two
kinds. Of these, natural fluidity is in water alone. Then,
for earth, sometimes fluidity is due to conjunction with water,.
sometimes, as in wax, etc. due to conjunction with fire. For
fire again, i.e. gold, etc. it is due to conjunction with fire..
Thus must it be understood. '

‘17, Viscidity, existing only in water, is a specific quality
which is the content of the cognition of viscidity, etc.
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18. Cognition, happiness, misery, desire, aversion and
volition are the specific qualities of the soul. Of these, except
-cognition, the other five beginning with happiness, can be
understood through mental perception. Cognition again is
to be understood through presumption, generated by the
unintelligibility otherwise of manifestedness, which is another
name for the manifestation of the object.

19. That cognition is self-manifesting is the view
of the Guru and Samkara; that it is preceptible
is the view of Aksapada. Their refutation
is stated. , '

20. Of these, those who uphold its self-manifestation
wuse this syllogism: ¢ Knowledge is not dependent on another
thing of its class in respect of the product in the form of an
empirical usage regarding itself, because it produces a product
of that nature in respect of another; for example, a lamp,
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Indeed, a lamp does not depend on another lamp in respect
of the product in the form of an empirical usage regarding
itself; thereforé, cognition too does not depend on another
cognition,’ :
21, This does not stand to reason; because there is
mconstancy in respect of a mark which leads to the inference
of another object and which is ta be understood from another
mark. Here, indeed, the mark which manifests another
depends on another mark for its own manifestation.
" 22, Now, if it be said that if cognition is something
to be known, then, inertness would follow as for a jar, etc.
no; because, even according to the view of its self-manifestation,
since the cognition present in another .is to be understood
through inference with voluntary activity as the mark, the
result of inertness remains in the same position, Therefore,
merely by being the object of cognition, inertness cannot be
established for cognition or for anything else, That, the
dependence on which is conducive to empirical usage, is
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non-inert; but that, the dependence on which is not sa for
anything, is inert—this alone is the distinction.

28. Thus, the opposite view havmg been refuted these
syllogisms are stated to establish our own view: ¢ Cognition
is not self-manifesting, because it is a thing, like a jar’, © the
empirical usage under discussion is conditioned by the cogni-
tion with itself as object, because it is an empirical usage,
like the admitted empirical usages’; the empirical usage
about a cognition is conditioned by the cognition of that
cognition, because it is the empirical usage about a cognition,
like the empirical usage about a cognition present in another.’

24. That a cognition is mentally perceptible is the
view ‘of the Logicians. And they say thus: ° Cognition is
perceptible because it is 2 momentary specific quality of the
soul, like happiness, etc.” This is unsound, because it is ¢ non-
-conclusive * in respect of effort, which is the cause of activities
like breathing in the condition of deep sleep. And there is
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evidence for its non-perceptibility, namely ¢ Cognition, which
is the topic of discussion, is non-perceptlble, because it is
-cognition, like admitted cognitions’.

25. Now: even if cognition is to be understood from
manifestedness, it is only the known manifestedness that
-can lead to its understanding. And, therefore, there must
be another cognition of the manifestedness. This cognition
too is to be concluded from another manifestcdness. Thus
“there results infinite regress. If this be said, it is not so;
because, such an infinite regress is not a defect, in as much as
it does not cut at the root. So they declare:

They call a defect. only such an infinite regress
as cuts at the root. -

26. How is it that there is no cutting at the root? We
-say that it is because the cognition produced need not neces-
sarily be cognized. Nor may it be said that what is not
cognized cannot intelligibly. be the manifester of an object;
because the result would be that the sense of sight, etc. too
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‘would be non-manifesters and being understood later through
presumption, when there is a desire to apprehend is equal
in both the cases. :

27. The Buddhists say tha.t cogmuon is of the form
of the j jar, etc. That will be refuted later. It was established,
in the séction dealing with the means of valid knowledge,
that cognition is of four kinds, namely, invalid cogmtxon,
recollecuon, restatement and vahd cogmtlon.

28. Happiness, again, is of three kinds, namely happl-
ness of this world, happiness of heaven and happiness of
final release Of these, the happlness of this world is produced
by garlands, sandal-paste, women, etc. and is ‘mixed with
misery. The happiness of heaven, again, is to be attained
in another region and is free from misery. That, however,
has gradation, since there is declared heaven as fruit equally
for the new and full moon sacrifices, jyotistoma, et¢.” ‘In both

17
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these cases, virtue alane is.the cause. The happiness of final
release has been mentioned even before.

29. Misery, again, is of two kinds, namely, of this
world and of the other world. Of these, misery of this world
‘is produced through disease, etc. But the misery of the other
‘'world is of the nature of Raurava, Mahiraurava, etc. In
both these cases vice is the cause.

30. Desire is of the form, ¢ I shall have this’, etc. But
aversion is the particular mood whose object is an enemy.
Volition, however, is the cause of the produc-
tion of activity in the body, etc. Thus has
briefly been enumerated these qualities of

the soul.
31. But impression, being divided into worldly and

scriptural, is of two kinds. Of these, the worldly one is
of three kinds, namely velocity, residue and elasticity. Of
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these, velocity is a specific quality, existing in the five sub-

stances beginning with earth, and is the cause of activity.

But the,impression of the form of residue, is a specific quality

existing only in the soul. Prior experience is its cause; but

recollection is its praduct: But the impression, elasticity, is a

specific quality, existing in tangible substances. It is like
this:

~ Whether kept in the hole of a reed, or tied

up for many years, when released the tail

of a dog does not discard its crooked nature.

32. The scriptural impression, hawever, is produced by
shaping, purifying, sprinkling, beating, etc. And this is to
‘be concluded from hearing a word in the second case; for
example, ‘One shapes the sacrificial .post’; ¢ One purifies
ghee’; ° One spnnkles the rice’; ° One beats the paddy’;
and so on.
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33.. Here, indeed, by hearing the word in the sécond
case, there is estabhshed the . meaning, * One shall produce
‘an impression on the sacrificial post, etc. through shaping,
etc.! And this is a specific quality existing only in things
that are already existent and are needed for somcthmg else
‘to be. Sa they say:-

A thing already existing and needed for sore-
thmg else to be, is fit for-an 1mpressl0n

Some say that this is included in potency. We a.ccept that
also.

' 34, Audible sound.is a quality of air and is thé inani-
fester of sound.. And this has been dealt with even before.

35. Manﬁesteaness is what is determinative of the object
-and, existing in all substances, is a common quality, And

this is to be understood by perception tb.rough the contact,
¢ identity with what is in conjunction ’,
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36. And though this manifcstedncss abides only in
substances, it abides indirectly in.genus, quality and action:
on account .of the rélation of identity therewith and also in'
non-existence for which they are counte;-correl_ates. Hence
it doés not follow-that they are non-objects. . The Preceptors‘
have 'stated the ‘definition’ of an object thus ‘An obJect is'
the abode of manifestedness.’

:87. The followers of Prabhakara say that whén a thing
becomes manifest in a cognition, that thing is the object of
that cognition. * But this does not stand to reason, since it
would follow that the soul and the form of cognition too:
manjifesting in the cognition of cloth, etc. would ‘be objects.

38. Now, what is this that is called manifestedness?
Listen.” Among ordinary men and inquirers, there are
empirical usages in the form, ‘ The jar appears’, ‘ The jar
is présented ’, ¢ The jar is manifest’, etc. And these are not
based on delusion; because there is no sublater. If even
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cognitions which are not sublated are assumed to be based on
delusion, it would follow that all cognitions are so. There-
fore these empiricalqusagcs themselves lead to the assumption
of an object qualified by manifestation for their own intel-
ligibility. Here, the meaning of the word ¢ manifestation ’,
which is the qualification, is called manifestedness.

39. It should not be said that the cognition which
has arisen is itself the meaning of the word manifestation;
because, of cognition inherent in the soul, an empirical
usage as inherent in the jar is umntelhglble

40. Now, if the abode of manifestedness alone can
be an object, how can those that are past and those that
are yet to be, be abjects, since they are not the abode of mani-
festedness? * And it should not be said that they are not objects
at all; because the result would be that there gannot be an
inference of past or future rain from the flood in the river,
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rise of clouds, etc. If this be said, it is not so; because mani-
festedness is intelligible even in respect of what are past and
of what are yet to be. :

41. Now, without something that can have the quality,
how can the quality arise? We say it is like number. And
it cannot be said that in what are past or what are yet to be,
there is no number at all; because it would follow that the
empirical usages, ¢ Three offerings were offered’, ¢ Six
cakes were eaten’, ‘ Ten sweets are to bc made’ and so on
are based on dclusion. Tn the same way, it must be seen that
non-existence too is the abode of manifestedness. Thus
is established manifestedness.

42. That which has the genus potentiality, which
has a substance or action or quality as abode,
and which'is to be understood from scripture
and presumption, this the followers of Kuminla
speak of as potency.
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This, however, - being divided into worldly and- scnptural
is of two kinds. Of these, the first is to be understood through
presumption; for example, the potency to burn, in the case
of fire, etc. The other however, can be understood only from
injunctions; for example the potency of sacrifice, etc. to brmg
about heaven, etc.

43, Of these potency of fire, etc. to burn is prcsent in
a substance. The potency of cruelty, etc. to bring about
falling into hell is present in action. In ‘ One desiring plenty
shall obta.m a white offering for Vayu ’, etc. since it is declared
that a substance only, as qualified by the quality of white
colour, etc. is instrumental to plenty, some excellence has to be
assumed even as present in'a quality, This itself is called the
patency present in a-quality, Thus must it be seen in all cases.
. 44, Here the view of the Logicians is.that potency
itself does not exist. ~And -they justify the potency of fire,
etc. to burn, etc, by their distinctive natures.
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45. This does not stand to reason; because one’s own
naturc exists as long as the substance lasts, while burning,
etc. ‘can be destroyed by a gem, charm, etc.; also because
it follows that even by ¢ one’s own nature’ potency alone is
understood under another term. '

46, And it should not be said that burning is due only‘
to the non-existence of a counteracting agent; because. non-
exsitence is nowhere a causal condition. And it should not.
be said that since sin is found as a consequence of the non-
performance of obligatory rites, its not being a causal condition
is non-established; because there too, there is acknowledged
as the cause of sin only faults that are unavoidable, that come.
about day by day, and that are not destroyed by the obli-
gatory rites. So they say:

But' when a non-intelligent person, not doing
something in its proper time, does something else,
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his sin is due only to that; it is not produced by
non-performance.

47. If it be asked how then non-existence of the cogni-
tion of particularity can generate a doubt, it is because non-
existence there is what makes known, and because there is
a distinction between what makes known and what is a causal
condition. Thus, potency has necessarily to be acknowledged.

48. Thcn, the followers of Prabhikara say that this
potency is a distinct category and that it is to be understood
through inference. This does not stand to reason; because
there is parsimony in assuming this to be a quality of a category
that is already established. Otherwise there results prolixity.
That potency is a distinct category too is certainly accept-
able to the followers of Kumarila. But that it is to be under-
stood through inference was refuted by ourselves in investiga-
ting inference, when we established that only that mark whose
relation is perceived can lead to an inference.
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49, Now, how is potency to be apprehended through
presumption? This is the reply:
From that kind of conjunction with fire
whence burning is always seen, since from
the very samc kind it is not scen, when a
- charm, etc. are applied,

Other than conjunction with firc, some
further causc or other there is, either visible
or invisible; the gencral valid cognition of
this nature

Comes into conflict with the valid cognition
of non-existence resulting from the non-perce-
ption of what is perceptible. Here, when there.
is opposition between these two, for the sake
of avoiding the opposition there is assumed

A certain invisible cause; this is spoken
of as potency, because of the presence of
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‘the definition stated with reference to the

qualities, it is considered to be a quality. - -

Since it exists in all the substances this too is a common
quality. ‘

50. Now, if it be asked how it is a quality since it exists
even in those which arc different from substances, it is not so;
because the definition of substance, ¢ A substance is the abode
of quality’ is not accepted by us. And this definition of
substance stated by the Logicians is over-pervasive, because
by themselves it is stated that qualities too are thie abode
of number in

¢ By Kanada himself, there have been enumerated
+" twenty-four qualities’, :
and number is accepted as a quahty Thus are established
the qualities.

51. Here the Log:c:ans, however, do ‘not accept audi-
ble sound, manifestedness and potency as qualities. And
they look to sound, virtue and vice as qualities. Of these,
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the view that audible sound, etc. are not qualmes must be
understoad to be refuted by the justification of their being
quahtles. Tha.t sound is a substance, however, has already
been justified.

-52. "The’ view of the Loglcxans that virtue and vice
are specific qualities of the soul is certainly to be ignored;
because - the words * virtue’ and “vice’ are not found used
by ordinary people in respect of spec1ﬁc quahtxes of the
soul. " So they say:

" According to us, the meanings of all words are to
be understood from usage in the world.

* 53, Further, virtue is only the instrument of prosperity.
Indeed, scripture. does not say of a quality of the soul that
it is an instrument of prosperity for anyone, as it does in
the case of Agmhotra in the form, ¢ From Agnihotra heaven
results’. Therefore, there is no virtue-ness in that, By this
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it must be understood that there are refuted merit, primal
atoms, the unseen result, etc. which according to the doctrine
of the Buddhists, the followers of Prabhakara, etc. are what
are expressed by the word virtue’, This is said by the
Preceptors: ' .

In respect of pudgalg, merits, man’s qualities,
previous births, the use of the word ° virtue * is not
seen. Nor can they be known from scripture,
etc. to be instrumental to the human goal.

54. Further, that the optative mood, etc. express the
unseen result, which is otherwise called. ¢ that which-is to
be produced ’ etc. and which is absolutely not seen before,
this too is only the obstinacy of the followers of Prabhikara;
because nowhere is a word found used without the ascertain-
ment of the relation of the name and the named through
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‘another means of valid knowledge, and because, if this be
understood even from the optative mood, etc. there would
result reciprocal dependence. Therefore since the expression
of the unseen result by the optative mood, etc. is unintelligible,
the expression of the unseen result by the word ° virtue’ is
unintelligible.

55. Now, one learns the meaning as something to be
done. It is thus. In the case of everything to be done,
like suckling, the activity of ¢ the independent one’ is seen
only out of the knowledge in the form, ¢ This is to be done
by me’. And then, on seeing the intermediate elder, doing
something immediately after hearing the words of the elder
who commands ° bring the cow ’, the one who desires to learn
understands, ©certainly from that sentence there has arisen
the knowledge of this having to be done ’, since the activity is
otherwise unintelligible. And, then, there arisés for him
the knowledge that this sentence statcs what is to be done by
him.
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§6. Later on, through insertion and deletion, one
ascertains that the optative mood, étc. express something
to be done as syntactically related to the other words, and
that the other words express their own mednings as related
to something to be done. Thus one learns the meaning that
gome action is.to be done. . Then again, in * One who desires
heaven shall sacrifice’, .etc, since there is conflict in the
proximity of the optative mood, etc. to the words ¢ One who
desires heaven’ if they (the optative mood, etc.) signify
pomethmg to be done . which is momentarily destroyed
there arises the earning of the unseen result as the meaning
in this way: ‘ The principal meaning of the optative mood,
etc. is only the unseen result issuing from the act; the action
to be done, however, is through secondary implication.’

57. If this be said; it is not so; because there is no
rule that one learns the meaning as something to be done. It
is thus, For a youngster who has seen the birth of the son,
who hurries after the servant running to give the informa-
tion to the father and who observes the father putting on 4
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cheerful countenance immediately after hearing the words
of the servant, ¢ A son is born to you’, there arises the knowl-
edge of thc meaning of the sentence in the form, ¢ This
sentence states the birth of a son’; and in the wake of such
a knowledge, when sentences like ¢ Your son is happy’, are
heard, through insertion and deletion as before, there arises
the learning that the words,  the son’, etc. signify the things,
the son, etc. '

58. Now, if you think that since there are seen many
other things like the casy dclivery of the woman, there is
not established any elimination, then, in the casc of the words
of one who commands, ‘Bring the cow’, what is seen first
is only the going of the hcarer; and hence, how can there
be the inference that what is meant is something to be done in
the form of bringing the cow, which comes about at a later
time? -

59, Indeed; the knowledge that something to be done
is not what induces activity, because what induces activity
18 . v )
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is only the knowledge that what is to be accomplished by
the volition is a means to what is desired. And this is not
unacceptable to you, because you yourself have said that
one engages oneself in activity in respect of a thing knowing,
¢ This is to be done by me’ through the knowledge that it is
a means to what is desired. Therefore what is done by a

sentencc is to state the knowledge that something is a means
to what is desired.

60. It is again reasonable to acknowledge that the
knowledge that something to be done which is another way
of stating the desire to do, is produced by the knowledge
of that something being a means to what is desired, since
it stands, ¢ The meaning of the sacred teaching is what can
be got through no other means’. The definition of what is
to be done in the form, ‘ What is to be done is the principal
in respect of volition and is produced by volition’, has to
be discarded; being inconstant in respect of the fruit. And
therefore, since the expression of the unseen result by the
optative mood, etc. is unintelligible, unséen result is not
what is expressed by the word, ° virtue’.
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61. What then are virtue and vice, in respect of which
the words ¢ virtue ’ and * vice ’ are used in the world? Listen.
Ordinary people use the word ¢ virtue ’ in respect of sacrifice,
etc.; because those who perform sacrifices are spoken of as
virtuous. - The use of the word ° vice ’, however, is in respect
of cruelty, drinking intoxicants, etc. Sa they say:

That those who, even secing no other result,
perform sacrifices, etc. are spoken of as virtuous,
is, it is understood, due to association with that
(sacrifice).

62. In this connection, Silikanitha says: ¢ The use
of the word, *virtuous” in respect of one who performs
sacrifices, etc. is conditioned by his performance of what is
enjoined. Therefore, indeed, the word; *“ virtuous * is not used
in respect of one who performs a sacrifice for which he is not
eligible,’ This does not stand to reason; because they are
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accepted as virtue only in so far as they are means to pros-
perity. Indeed, the performance of a sacrifice, etc. for which
one is not eligible, is not a means to prosperity. Therefore, the
use of the word;  virtue’ is only in respect of sacrifice, etc.

63. This is not mercly in the world. In the Veda too
occurs this: ‘ The gods performed sacrifice for the sake of
sacrifice; they bccame the primal virtues.’ Here, indeed,
scripture itself clearly says that it is virtue itself that is ex-
pressed by the word sacrifice. The variation of gender and
number is due to Vedic usage.

64. Further, scripture speaks only of sacrifice, etc. as
means to prosperity. Itisthus. There is the scripture, ‘ One
desiring heaven shall sacrifice with the jyotistoma’. Here,
in sentences where optative, imperative and the suffix fagya
(to be done) are used, there are understood two productive
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operations, namely the verbal productive operation and the
objective productive operation. Of these, the objective pro-
ductive operation is common to all the verbs. The other,
however, is to be expressed by the aptative mood, etc. So
say the Preceptors: ~

The verbal productive operation alone is the one
which the optative mood, ctc. express. But the
other productive operation is of the nature of the
object, and is found in all verbs.

65. Of these, this is the mode of expressing the objective
productive operation. The meaning of the optative suffix
that is used in ¢ shall sacrifice ’ is ¢ one shall produce’. Here,
the expectancy in the form ¢ What shall one produce?’ the
word ¢ heaven ’ fulfils in the form ¢ One shall produce heaven ’,
that word being used as qualification of what is enjoined;
the expectancy in the form ¢ By what means shall one pro-
duce?’ the word °sacrifice’, which is the meaning of the
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stem, fulfils in the form ‘One shall produce by means of
sacrifice ’; the expectancy in the form ¢ How shall one pro-
duce?’ the statements of subsidiaries and minor subsidiaries
fulfil in the form ° After making the fire, one shall produce
by procuring the subsidiaries through anvadkana, praydja, etc.’.

66. And then, after the sacrifice, on the basis of the
opposition of two valid cognitions, namely the non-perception
of heaven and the scriptural statement of instrumentality,
¢ the Presumption from what is heard * will lead to the assump-
tion of the expression, ‘ After securing the unseen result’.
Therefore there results the meaning in the form, ¢ With the
Jyotistoma sacrifice as the means, having previously done
anvadhdna, prayija, ectc. and after securing the unseen result
one shall produce heaven.’ In the very same way, in cases
like, ¢ One makes a jar’ too, there must be seen in the case
of even in all verbs, the meaning in the form, ‘ Taking clay,
staff, wheel, etc. as auxiliaries, through the operation which
forms the meaning of the stem, one brings into being a jar’.

67. Then, for verbal productive operation, what is to
be produced is the activity of the person, like heaven in the
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other case; the relation of the optative mood, etc. with that
production, defined as that of the expressed with the expression,
is the instrument, like sacrifice in the other case; the statements
‘of praise which generate an enthusiasm in the action, take
the position of the ‘how to do’, like the statements of the
subsidiaries and minor subsidiaries. This is the difference.

68. This is stated in accordance with the view of
Sucarita, etc. who follow the Varttika passage, ‘ The verbal
production > and so on.

‘ Their instrumentality in respect of prosperity is
always understaod from the Veda-s. It is in respect
of what is instrumental to the agent’s desire, that
there is the ordinary cognition ‘“this is to be done” °.

By Cidananda and others, who follow this and other Varttika
passages, it is said again that the meaning of an injunction
is only the statement of instrumentality to what is desired.
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But by Paritosa, P_a'irthasirathi and others, this is explained
in different places by adopting both these alternatives. This
is to be understood from their respective works.

69. In truth, however, both these dcfinitions have the
same meaning. Indeed, the consolidated sense of the pro-
ductive operation is: ¢ One shall do this, by means of this,
in this way.’ Therefore, the relation too of what is to be
accomplished and the means is certainly the meaning of
the expression, ‘ productive activity’. This is said in the
KiSika: ‘ Indeed, one cannot produce, if one does not know
the relation of the particular things to be accomplished and
the means, such as heaven, sacrifice, etc.’

70. In any case, nothing other than a sacrifice can be

a virtue, as instrumental to prosperity, so far as can be under-
stood from the world or from the Veda-s. Similarly, only
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cruelty, etc. are vice, as instrumental to falling into hell, etc.
Sacrifice, cruelty, etc. are of the nature of substances, qualities
or actions. Therefore virtue and vice arc included even in
them. This is said by the adorable Preccptors:
.. Prosperity, indeed, is the satisfaction of the
person. This is to be accomplished through sub-
. - stances, qualitics, or actions, as dcfined by scripture.
Therefore these alone are virtues.

71. And thc unscen result in ‘One shall produce
heaven after producing the unseen result’, need not be as-
sumed as a distinct quality or category;

Therefore, it is the mere potency of sacrifice, etc.
that are active in respect of their fruits, or of cattle,
etc. while they are being produced that is the unseen

_ result; it is nothing distinct from that;
because, this is included in potency. Therefore qualities
are only those we have mentioned.
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5. ActioN

1 They, who know what action is, know as
action that which abides only in non-pervasive
substances, is perceptible, is of the nature of
motion and is the cause of disjunction and
conjunction.

And this is only of five kinds, being divided into going up-

ward, going downward, contraction, expansion and motion
in general.

2. Here, the followers of Prabhikara and others do
not accept action as capable of being understood through
the sense of sight. This does not-stand to reason. Because
perceptibility of this too, as that of a jar, etc. is established
through its uniform and not otherwise explained co-presence
and co-absence with the sense-organ.
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3. Now, action is to be inferred from conjunction
and disjunction alone. Therefore, co-presence and co-
absence with the sense-organ is exhausted even with the
‘perception of conjunction and disjunction. Therefore, © being
not otherwise explained’ is certainly non-established. So
says Bhattavisnu:

Action is super-sensuous, because it is an activity,
like the activity present in the sun. The presence
of the sense of sight where that action is present
is exhausted with the perception of the probans.

4. This is not sound; because non-perceptibility is
dependent on a pervasion resulting from the absence of the
not otherwise explained co-presence and co-absence of the
sense-organ.,

5. And it should not be said that since even when
there is conjunction and disjunction they (co-presence and
<co-absence) are otherwise explained, ‘not being otherwise
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explained ’ is non-established; because if conjunction and
disjunction alone form the ficld of the sense-organ, and if
action be inferred from them, then there would follow the
assumption of action in the post too from the conjunction
and disjunction of a hawk.

6. Then the view may be that what leads to the in-
ference of action is only such a conjunction of an object which
is preceded by disjunction from another object, but that in
the case of the post, since conjunction and disjunction are
seen only with the hawk, there is no assumption of action there.
In that case, in a post from which there is the disjunction of
one hawk and with which there is the conjunction of another
hawk, action would have to be assumed. In a pillar, etc..
standing fixed in the current of a river, since there is con-
junction and disjunction of water-parts, the assumptlon of’
action too will become unavoidable.

7. Now, if it be said that, since even by the assumption
of action in the hawk, etc. where action is ascertained from
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other sources, the conjunction and disjunction in the post
become intelligible, there is no assumption of action in the
latter, it cannot be so; because, if action is imperccptible,
action in a hawk being ascertained from any other source
is unintelligible. It is thus. According to you, the ascertain-
ment of action in the bird cannot be by sceing conjunction
and disjunction with the ctherial region, hecause the ctherial
region, according to you, being imperceptible, the perception
of conjunction with and disjunction from it are unintclligible.

8. Nor is there ascertainment of action by se¢ing con-
junction and disjunction in the light-parts present in the
etherial region, becausc there too, by seeing conjunction and
disjunction of the light-parts themselves with rcference to
the hawk, the result would be the assumption of action in
the light-parts themselves. Similarly must it be pointed out
in all other cases. Thus the very division into movable
and immovable, well known to the entire world, would have
their funeral rites performed by you long-lived ones.



286 AR [

& N U RORE TR TR
Wadi a9 ¥ SARTaWRIEIIS: e |
qafa’ fa s foesaT T@ waq | T T qanfr
GUREIAA JSTisAT QAFawRITTara areae | geae
TR ST HATfARrT AR |
qo. T 7 Faae FufEgemaFrfaa-
FANTAWETRIT @2 FHweaa i aread, sfraTa-
AR TEEHATY | TEATETRY ooy | famaY
favame swwemfafs  9g dawq | fmmfeceer
T eI |
9. Further, the cognition, ‘ The fire-fly falls in the
darkness* would certainly be baseless; because to you, who
maintain that the category, darkness, is absolutely non-
existent, the perception of conjunction with and separation
from it are unintelligible. And it should not be said that
there too there are conjunction and disjunction with reference
to the light-parts present in the fire-fly itself; because never

can there be the cognition of the disjunction of the fire-fly
with reference to the light present in itself.

10. Nor may it be said that the assumption of action
in the fire-fly is from the conjunction and disjunction in
space inferred from having to move the eyes in seeing; be-
cause this is not possible in the case of falling towards one;
and because as before there results the assumption of action
inspace, etc. Ifit besaid thatsince space, etc. are all-pervasive,
there can be no assumption of action there, it is not so; be-
cause up to now it has not been settled that all-pervasive
substances can have no action.
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11. For one who is in a boat and who looks only at
its middle with his face down, the cognition that it has no
action, though it has action, is certainly a delusion condi-
tioned by the defect produced by extreme promixity; and
in the case of what is far away, it is conditioned by the defect
of being extremely far away. Indeed in these cases, even the
size of the boat is not apprehended. Therefore, in such
positions, the non-cognition of action is due simply to the
absence of the reciprocal conjunction consisting in the fourfold
contact of the parts and the wholes in the case of both the
object and the sense-organ; it is not due to the non-perception
of conjunction and disjunction.

12. Further, the Bkdsya too, ¢ Just as, seeing the arrival
of Devadatta at another place preceded by a motion, there is
the recollection of motion in the sun too’ must be enclosed
in a circle; for, since in both the cases action is to be inferred,
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it is not intelligible to exhibit them as the illustration and what
is illustrated.

13. Further, if action were not perceptible, then there
would be no action at all; conjunction and disjunction re-
quire, indeed, merely some non-inherent cause; in this case,
let the non-inherent cause be only the conjunction with the
body of a soul exercising volition; why should action be as-
sumed ? .

14. Now, where conjunction is the non-inherent cause,
there the product is generated in its own abode or in what is
inherent in that abode; for example when the conjunction of
the threads is the non-inherent cause, the cloth exists in the
threads which form its abode; also for example, when the
-conjunction of spread out parts is thc non-inherent cause,
grossness exists in the ¢ whole ’ which is inherent in its abode.
Hence, how does the conjunction with the body of a soul
exercising volition produce the effect called conjunction in
some space which is different from its abode and what is
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inherent in that abode? ‘Thus action alonc is the non-

inherent cause,

15. 1If this be said, it is not so; becausc, since the con-
junction of two atoms is seen to produce an effect in the third
atom, which is different from the abode of that conjunction
and what is inherent in that abode, such a rule is inconstant,
Therefore action is established by perception alone.

6. NON-EXISTENCE

1.  Thus the nature of positive categories having
been well described, we consider the fifth
category, too, called non-existence.

2. Now, certainly, there arc even some positive cate-

gories left over; thus say the followers of Prabhakara:
19
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Substance, quality and action, genus and potency,
similarity and number, inherence: these are the
cight categories. Now, analytically and bricfly
I will deal with them according to the doctrine
of the Guru.

3. Substance, quality and action, genus depending on
these three, particularity and inherence, these six
arc accepted as the categories;

so say thc Logicians. Also: ‘ Means of valid knowledge,
objects of valid knowledge, doubt, purpose, example, fina]
doctrine, members of the syllogism; counter-argument, de-
monstration, disputation, destructive reasoning, wrangling,
fallacies, perversion, quibbling, vulnerable points—by know-
ing the truth of these, there is the attainment of the highest
good.’ Then how can the statement ‘ well described ® stand
to reason ?
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4. If this be said, it is not so. Of these, potcncy and
number, enumerated by the followers of Prabhikara are
only qualities; this has been explained in determining the
qualities. And the similarity of the gavaya present in the
cow cannot be a distinct reality; because the cognition of
the similarity of gavaya in a cow is intelligible even by the
existence in the cow of qualitics, parts and generality present
in the gavaya.

5. Now, if the cognition of similarity meant mecrcly
qualities, parts and generality, the cognition should be pro-
duced in the form ¢ that ’; but here the cognition is produced
in the form ‘similar to that’; as says Bhavanitha: ¢ The
cognition of it is, indeed, in the form, *similar to that”,
not in the form, ‘ that”’,

6. This too does not stand to reason; for there is dif-
ferentiation in this way: the qualities, parts and generality
present in the gavaya, when considered as existing in the
cow, become the object of the cognition, *similar to that’,
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and, when considered in their own form, become the object
of the constant cognition, that’, just as Devadatta, when
considered as generated by Yajfiadatta, becomes the object
of the cognition, ¢ the son of Yajfiadatta ’, but when considered
in his own form, becomes the object merely of the cogmuon
¢ Devadatta ’,

7. Further, if similarity be a distinct reality, how: can
there be intelligibility for the cognitions like ‘A cow is very
similar to a gavaya, but slightly similar to a boar’? Indeed,
according to your view, smallness and greatness are not possible
for similarity. "And it cannot be said that smallness and
greatness are duc to difference in sizc, because there is no size
except for substances. Nor is the difference in size due to
the difference in the size of the abodes, because the abode
is one and the same cow. But according to our view, it is
easy to make a distinction thus: there is smallness in similarity
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for qualities, parts and generality, when they are smaller in
number, and greatness in similarity when they are larger in
number. Therefore, similarity is certainly to be included
in substance, etc.

8. Particularity and inherence arc co-disciples with
the hare’s horn, because there is no authority for their establish-
ment. Now, certainly there is inference for establishing
particularity, namely ¢ The primal atoms having a common
genus and having common qualities and products, and relcased
souls have inherent therein attributes which differentiate them
from one another, because thcy arc substances, like a jar’.

9. This does not stand to reason; because by the accept-
ance of distinctness, the probandum has alrcady been
established. Therefore the Vaifesika-s who say that partic-
ularity is the content of the knowledge of a mere differentiation
existing in eternal substances, are to be understood to be

refuted.

10. For inherence too, perception or inference should
be the authority. Of these, perception is not admitted by
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the Logicians, because it is not manifested. And it should
not be said that since in cognitions like ¢ White colour has
the cloth as abode’, ¢ There is white colour in this cloth’,
have uniform co-presence and co-absence with the sense-
organs, inherence is perceptible; because since the very
existencc of inherence is under dispute, that these cognitions
have inherence as content is non-established. When in-
herence is established, to say that such cognitions have
inherence as content will be intelligible.

11. And what contact has inherencc with the sense-
organs? It is not the relation of the subject and attribute,
because it has already been justified that this cannot be
established as a sense-contact; and other contacts are un-
intelligible and are not admitted.

12. And inference, as acknowledged by the followers
of Prabhdkara is not the authority; because in this case,
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the inference, ‘ The cognition that there is cowness in this
cow is conditioned by the relation of the abodc and what is
to abide, because of the cognition ‘‘ in this*’ like the cogni-
tion that there is rice in this jar’, is unintelligible, since
there is inconstancy with the cognition, ¢ There is no jar
on this floor’. But the inference, ¢ What is under dispute
is conditioned by the relation of the subject and attribute, be-
cause it is the cognition of the qualified, likc the cognition
of one having a stick’, is to be discarded on account of in-
constancy with the cognition, ‘ The jar is destroyed °.

13. As for what was said by Bhavanitha, ¢ The appear-
ance of a thing, though it did not come and though it was not
there, as dependent on an object that is produced, indicates
inherence ’, here, this question may be asked: ‘Is such
appearance pervaded by inherence, or is it unintelligible
without that’? Now, it is not so pervaded, because without
seeing them together elsewhere, the apprehension of pervasion
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is unintelligible. Nor is it unintelligible without inherence,
because it is intelligible through non-difference which can
tolerate differcnce.

14. Further, is inherence absolutely non-different from
the two correlates of inherences or not? Now, it is not non-
different, because there would follow the absence of inherence
as distinct from the correlates of inherence. If, however,
it be different, has inherence a relation with the two correlates
of inherence or not? Now, it cannot be said that there is;
because, that relation too being inherence, if another relation
is assumed, there must be a similar one for that too; and there
would result infinite regress.

15. Nor can it be said that there is not; for if there
be the absence of the reciprocal relation among the mass,
its genus and inherence, there would follow the adoption of
the empirical usage, ‘ The mass, cowness and inherence’,
discarding the empirical usage, ¢ This is a cow >, Therefore,
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between parts and the whole, quality and what has that
quality, genus and that which possesscs that genus, and
action and what has activity, the reciprocal relation is identity
alone; and this has already been said.

16. Although ‘means of valid knowledge’, etc. arc
included even in this, still it is said by Ke$avamisra himself
in the section dealing with the six categorics,  On account
of a purpose, there is separate trecatment’. Although means
of valid knowledge like perception are included in the objects
of valid knowledge in the form of sense-organs, their contact,
cognition, manifestedness, etc. yet, sincc they are not intel-
ligible as objects of valid knowledge without means of valid
knowledge, and since the establishment of the objects of
cognition depends on means of cognition, the separate trcat-
ment of the means of valid knowledge is quite reasonable.
The inclusion of doubt, purpose, etc. in this is clear.

17. Therefore, since the positive categories are included
even in these, and since what are not so included are not
intelligible as categories, the treatment of the category, non-
existence (hereafter) stands to reason.
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The category which has only a fourfold
"division, as divided into prior non-existence,
etc. and which is to be understood through
the sixth means of valid knowledge, is called
non-existence.

18. Non-existence is of two kinds, relational non-
existence and reciprocal non-existence. Of thcse, relational
non-existence is of three kinds, namely prior non-existence,
non-existence on destruction and absolute non-existence.

The non-existence of curd in milk is said to
be prior non-existence by experts; but the non-
existence of milk in curd is non-existence
through destruction: so say the Preceptors;
what is called absolute non-existence is the
absence of colour, etc. in air, etc.; the non-
existence of clothness, etc. in jar, etc. quickly
makes clear reciprocal non-existence.
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Prabh3kara however said that therc is no

category called non-existence. According to

~ his view, the non-existence of the jar, etc.
is considered only as the bare floor.

19. What has been said in, ¢ Non-cxistence is another
existence ’, is weak. °The floor is devoid of a jar’, ‘On
this floor there is no jar’: since these and other empirical
usages relating to qualified objects have as basis the cognition
of the floor as qualified by somcthing, some distinct reality
has necessarily to bc resorted to as being the qualification
thereof. It is not admissible that this empirical usage is
due merely to the cognition of the floor, because this empirical
usage would follow even in respect of the floor where there is
a jar. Indeed, there too, there is the cognition of the floor.

20. Now, if it be said that the cognition of ‘ that alone ’
is the cause of the empirical usage of non-cxistence, not so;
if the word ¢ alone ’ signifies something other than the floor
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there results its being a distinct reality; if it does not signify
anything else, there is the possibility (of the empirical usage)
where there is a jar, and as such the defect previously stated
is not surmounted.

21. Nor may it be said that its cause is the cognition
of the solitary floor. If the word ° solitary * signifies relation
to the number one, there is this possibility even where there
is the jar. If it signifies ‘ not associated with a second’ by
the rule, ¢ To the stem “eka >, the suffix * akinic ”, in the sense
of “having no associate’’, there would result a distinct
reality, and thus the principle of ¢ at the toll-gate at morn’
is not even thus surmounted. By these reasonings, it must be
understood that words like ‘merely’ too are explained.

22. Here says Bhavanitha: ¢ Where there is the cognition
of a non-existence, there, there is no cognition of the existence
of what is related, but there is the cognition of an existence:
thus a twofold cognition of existence must be established.
Of these, the cognition of the existence as distinct from the
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cognition of the existencc of what is relatcd, is cognition of
‘ that alone ’; and what is made known by that cognition
is * that alonc ’; hence there is nothing else to be known.’

23. Here it may bc asked: ‘ What is it that is to be
known from the cognition of existence, as distinct from the
cognition of thc existence of what is related?” Now it has
been said that what is madc known by that cognition is
‘ that alonc’. In that case, if the word ‘alone’ signifies
something more than the floor, there is another reality; if it
does not signify something more, there results its possibility
even where there is jar,

24. Now if it be said that where there is a jar there
is the cognition only of what is related, and that consequently
there is not the said contingency, no; because in the manner
stated above, both the cognition of existence come in even
there. Otherwise, the word ° alone ’, it would follow, has the
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meaning of something more. Further, as for what was said,
that the cognition of existence is different from the cognition
of the existence of what is related, there the word ¢ different ’
means only ‘ what is not related ’; this comes in inevitably.
Hence the previous defect is not overcome. Therefore a
separate reality called non-existence must necessarily be
resorted to. Therefore the categories are certainly five.

25. Now, so long as there lives the Madhyamika who
upholds that the universe is but a void, how can there be
established the fivefold division of categories? Indeed,
this is what he says:  The cognition under dispute has void
as its content, because it is a cognition, like dream-cognition,
etc.’ Now, there (in dream) too there certainly exists the
cognition and hence how can the universe be of the nature
of avoid? Ifthis be asked, it is not so; because in the absence
of something to be known, the knowledge too is absent.
Therefore the world is only an illusory modification of
the void.
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26. There comes forward the Yogicara unable to put
up with this non-existence of cognition as stated by the
Maidhyamika. Let what is known be non-cxistent; since
in dream, etc. even though there is the complete non-existence
of what are known, they are yet cognized, with these as
example, the complete non-existence even of what arc under
dispute can well be understood. Cognition, however, cannot
be denied, because even in dream, etc. cognition is seen to
arise.

27. Nor from the absence of what is to be known can
the absence of cognition too be assumed, since it conflicts
with experience. Therefore, cognition itself is transformed in
the form of the jar, etc. in the universe of the waking condition ;
and by the immediately following cognition that itself is
cognized. Thercfore the form of the jar, etc. that is cognized
belongs to the cognition itself. Further, jar, etc. are certainly
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non-different from the cognition, which is by nature self-
luminous. Thus there is the syllogism: ¢ That which is luminous
is not different from luminosity, for example the lamp as
accepted by both parties.” Therefore the universe is an
illusory transformation of cognition.

28. When the Yogidcara has established this, there
comes forward the Sautriantika who does not put up with
the denial of external reality, Let it be that cognition has
the form. Even then it is not possible to deny external reality.
Since the external objects form a ground merely for conferring
various forms on cognition which is one in nature, it is difficult
to make it intelligible that cognition which is of but one nature
is transformed variously into the forms of blue, yellow, etc.
Therefore, since the forms of cognitions are seen to be various
in nature, external objects too, quite momentary, are to be
inferred from the particularity seen in the forms of cognition,
as forming the ground for conferring such and such forms..

29. And it may not be said that if external objects
are only inferable in all cases, there would result the break-
down of the distinction of perception and inference; because
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there is this distinction: that which is directly the ground for
conferring a form is perceptible; but that whnch is indirectly
so is to be mfcrred

30. Then comes forward the Vaibhagika who does
not put up with the external objects being only inferable in
all cases. How do things like blue confer a form on cognition ?
It must be seen or inferred. Now it is not inferred, since
prior to conferring a form, its inferencc cannot arise. If it
is seen, then objects like blue must necessarily be admitted
to be perceptible, since otherwise their being’ the ground for
conferring form is unintelligible. If what has no relation is
a ground, it would follow that anything may be a ground for
anything. Thus it stands that objects are momcntanly

perishable and perceptible.
20
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31. All these four are the disciples of Buddha. Here
is a stanza which condenses their doctrines:

The Madhyamika who comes foremost con-
siders the entire universe as an illusory
transformation of the void; according to the
Yogicara vicw, cognitions exist, and every-
thing is their illusory transformation; the
Sautrantika holds that there are objects which
are momentary, and which are inferred from
cognitions; and the Vaibhasika says that
everything is perceptible and momentarily
perishable.

Of these, there remains only the view of momentariness to
be refuted by us, since the others have been refuted by the
members of their own band. :

32. Now, for momentariness the authority is either
perception or inference, since in your view there is no authority
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beyond these. Now, it cannot be perception, because through
the perceptual re-cognition in the form, ¢ This is that same
jar’, it proclaims the unity between the former and the later
moments. And it must not be said that this unity is an illusion
due to the rise of similars one after another, because the
repeated production of a jar, etc. is not possible in the absence
of clay, staff, wheel, etc. Nor may it be said that the pro-
duction may be from the cognition itself; because from the
intelligibility of production from cognition itself even before,
there would result the non-utility of clay, staff, wheel, etc.

33. Nor can momentariness be justified through infer-
ence, in the form, ¢ Every existent is momentary, because it is
existent, like cognition * because it has its content sublated,
coming ‘as it docs into conflict with the perceptual re-cognition
which rises more firmly, and thus, like the inference of fire



308 ARG EXIEE

Y. I gAafei gieafa: scenfommommt
afcremt qaraiat freaamiatreeT: amafa | sos=t
frear geacaTq EwwTswafefa | ¢ g At feee
TAGARTAAT 9Td THI | I SeqeTTRsT-
mwmﬁm‘@ﬁm&?ﬁﬁw’w&-

W I TEM: | qF Jq qEgHR qEATeeT-
@fafa, aa 5 frare 7w | fremecey s@

being cold, bccomes non-authoritative; and becausc the
example is non-established, since even cognition is acknowl-
edged to last for two or three moments.

34. Again in this connection, by the very same reason-
ings the followers of the Upanisad-s establish the illusoriness
of objects as established through perception and other means
of valid knowledge in the form,  The universe is an illusion,
because it is perceptible, like the dream world®. Vedanta
passages like, ¢ Here there is no plurality * are also authority
for this. Therefore, since the world as established by percep-
tion and other means of valid knowledge is illusory, for
Vedanta passages like, ‘Brahman is one only without a
second ’, validity remains intact in respect of their literal
sensc.

35. To this 'we reply. Of these, as for what was said
that there is illusoriness because of perceptibility, now what
is it that is called illusoriness? 1Is it absolute non-reality,
or is it being other than reality and non-reality, or is it being
the content of sublation? It is not the first since of what
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is absolutely non-real cognition is umntelhglblc, as of a man’s

horn, etc. Nor is it being other than reality and non-reality,
since, such a thing not having been known clsewhere, there
comes in the fallacy of ° non-cstabllshcd qualification * for
the subject.

36. Now it is certainly established that the dream-world,
etc. are other than reality and non-reality, according to all
disputants. It is thus: sincc of what is unreal cognition is
unintclligible, as of a man’s horn, and since of what is rcal
sublation is unintelligible as of the intelligent sclf, and since
the bringing in of existence and non-existencc in thc same
place is unintelligible, it is established that the dream-world,
etc. are other than reality and non-reality. And hencc there
is no fallacy of  non-established qualification ’.

37. It is not so. Since the cognition of what is other
than real is unintelligible as of a man’s horn, and since sub-
lation of what is other than unreal is unintelligible as of the
intelligent self, even though there can be the assumption of
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something being other than reality and non-reality, cognition
and sublation are unintelligible in respect of the dream-world.
Therefore the statement that on account of the unintelligibility
otherwisc of cognition and sublation, there is its being other
than reality and non-reality, is empty verbiage. Therefore
being other than reality and non-reality is certainly non-
cstablished for us. Hence the fallacy of ‘non-established
qualification * stands to reason.

38. Nor is being the content of sublation the meaning
of the word ‘illusory’, since there is not found another
authority that sublates the world in the waking condition.
And it should not be said that this very inference is the sub-
later; because since this inference can be sublated by the
manifestation of the world, its own rise is unintelligible, like
the inference of fire bcing cold.

'39. Now, if it be said that since the manifestation of
the world is illusory, the inference can reasonably arise, it is
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not so; because there results reciprocal dependence in this
way: the inference can arise if the manifestation of the world
is illusory; and it is illusory if the inference can arise. In
the same way must be understood the reciprocal dependence
even in respect of the non-dualistic scriptural texts coming up.

40. Therefore non-dualistic scriptural texts too are
not authoritative in respect of their literal sense. Thus is
established the reality of substance, quality, genus and action
and of non-existence, that are established on the unsublated
authority of perception, etc.

7. CONCLUSION
If here there is anything of the great doctrine of
Kumadrila whose meaning is difficult or whose meaning
is conflicting, all such things have to be examined by
men of cultured mind. And may all my performances
in the form of prattling turn out to be an adoration of
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Hari whose form of absolute bliss is extolled in the
Vedanta.

Oh, the hosts of evil karman-s, keep away from this
creeper-like body of mine. I say this on account of the
friendship that has grown out of familiarity; do not
entertain any doubts to the contrary. Lo, the Lord
who is the embodiment of the fortunes in plenty of
Bhargavi, vouchsafes unto us, born of your line, a feast
for the eyes by his beautiful limbs, blue like the bloom
of the dark lily.

There is Purusottama famed in the three worlds for
his intelligence and learning. There is a son to his
daughter. From his son who is an ocean of the doctrine
of Kumirila, who is known in the three worlds as
Subrahmanya, having drunk the nectar of sacred teach-
ing, 1, Narayana by name, have completed this treatise.
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May Krsra, the Lord of the gods (the best among
scholars), skilled in conferring learning, take away the
darkness from my heart, and develop in me all aus-
piciousness.

I, Narayana by name, write this for the ridiculc of
the entire world, I who learncd the logical methods of
the kasiké from Subrahmanya, a prominent Brahmin,
and later the entire doctrine of Kumairila from the
teacher Rama, and who learned the path of poetry from
Krsna, who became eminent among the inquirers into
the meanings of poetry.

This is the supreme magic ointment for those who
desire to find the gem of reasoning in the ocean of
Kumirila’s doctrines, majestic and very vast.

For you who adorn the entire world with your
fame which rises like the waves beating in the milk-
ocean overflowing the shores and which is beyond the
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scope of speech, and who as if in sport have conquered
your foes, what is it that we can wish for you? Oh
Lord of the hills and the ocean, King Manaveda, may
you rcign supreme for a thousand years.

The milk of your fame, though constantly foaming
forth in profusion from the big vessel of the universe
heated by the fire of your prowess of extreme magni-
tude, never suffers diminution, Oh Lord of the people,
nor ever gets heated; but, Oh best of men, it acquires
supreme sweetness.

Oh lotus of the three worlds, your fame is resplen-
dent as a stream of honey; this assembly of the wise,
however, is there in the position of a swarm of bees, Oh
Mainaveda.



NOTES

I. MEANS OF VALID KNOWLEDGE
(i) INTRODUCTION

1. ‘Divided into means of knowledge and objects of
knowledge ’ (manameyavibhagena) : this suggests the title of the
work, MANaMEYODAYA. The actual title is given in the
introduction to the second part,

2. ‘Restatement (anuvdda)’: cognition is divided into
recollection and experience. When there are two identical
experiences, one coming after and repeating the other, the
second is called anuvddagthe object being already known in
the earlier cognition, Mimamsaka-s do not bring anuvdda
within the sphere of validity and invalidity.

7. Manifestedness is established in II, 4. 35-41 and time
is established as perceptible in II. 2. 81-5.

15. For a tabular representation of the various pramdna-s
accepted by the different systems, see the comparative tables.

(ii) PERCEPTION

1. ‘Sense-contact’: according to the difference in the
intention of the speaker, cither the sense or the contact may
be regarded as the instrument (see para 23 below).

4, Sound, according to the Mimédmsaka-s, is a sub-
stance, not a quality; see II." 2. 131.

5. ¢ Mind is all-pervasive ’: established in II. 2. 124-8.

6. (a) ‘ Function by reaching to the object ’: the senses
of taste, smell and touch can function only when they reach
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to the object, not from a distance. But there is a dispute
as to whether the senses of sight and hearing can function
away from the object. On the analogy of the other three
scnses, these two are also made out to function only by
rcaching to the object. )

(b) © An extended field, which is made out as the
nature of light’: in seeing an object, rays of light are said
to go forth from the eyes and rcach the object. The sense
of sight being a modification of fire, the rays of light are of
its very nature.

(¢) ‘Unseen potentiality’: every act, though
perishing momentarly, is assumed to lcave bchind an un-
seen potentiality (apirva) or (adysta), the sum of which deter-
mines the experiences of another life. Such a potentiality
is assumed to account for the diversity of cxperiences, pleasant
or otherwise, which cannot be explained by the visible con-
ditions of the experience. The unscen potentiality is a co-
operating factor in every experience.

9. Conjunction between two all-pervasive substances:
established in II. 2. 128." Concepts like sxmultanelty have
t1me as ObJCCt established in II. 2. 85.

" (a)  Opponents ’: here refers to the Logicians.

(6) *“ Identity as relation ’: established in II. 6. 15.

17. (a) One person approaches a lamp, mistaking its
glow for a gem; he is evidently wrong. Another approaches
a gem, thinking its glow to be the gem itself; he too is wrong,
in so far as he mistakes the glow for what glows. Although

. both are wrong, one succeeds in getting the gem, not the other.

(b) ‘ The reality of genus, etc.’: established in
II. 3. 2ff. .

19. ‘Gura’: this is a term commonly applied to
Prabhakara. ’
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23. ‘Instrumentality (karapatva)’: this is used in a
technical sense. A karana is that which is looked upon as of
greatest service in the production of the effect. Thus, though
the sense-organ and its contact are both instrumental in the
production of the cognition, one or the other is prc-eminently
the karapa according to the manner in which the production
of the cognition is looked upon. Cognition is karana in
respect of manifestedness (sec I. 11 above).

26. ° Perception of soul and of the form of cognition *:
refuted in II. 2. 90-2.

27. Kefopduka is thc phenomenon of a woolly mass
which one perceives in empty space when onc closes one’s
eyes and rubs them hard.

(iii) TNFERENCE

1. “Which is not proximatc (asamnikrsta)’: for the
meaning and purpose of this term, scc para 31 below.

6. ¢ This inference’: © Sound is non-eternal, because' it
can be produced,’ given in para 5 above. This infcrence
does not represent the Mimamsaka view, according to which
sound is eternal. '

8. Maitri’s seven children are dark, and she is expecting
an eighth child. One may infer thus: ‘ The cighth child
will be dark because it is Maitri’s child.” Now, if the dark
complexion be due to the fact that Maitri had been eating
‘greens’, not because they are her children, then eating
greens is an extraneous adjunct. Suppose that during the
expectancy of the eighth child she had not been eating
greens and the child is not dark, then it is decided that
eating greens is the extraneous adjunct for the dark com-
plexion. But until the child is born, one. can only suspect
such an extraneous adjunct.
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10. ¢Doubting kitchenness, etc. to be . . . because no
inconstancy is seen’: as between fire and smoke, If really
kitchenness were an extraneous adjunct, where there is no
kitchenness the pervasion of smoke by fire should be
inconstant, i.e. absent, As a matter of fact, however, there
is no such inconstancy; therefore kitchenness is not an
extraneous adjunct. Similarly for houseness, etc.

13. ‘In the case of Maitri’s son’: see para .8 above.

15. ¢ Counter-argument (tarka)’: tarka is more familiar
to students of Western Logic as reductio ad absurdum. It
consists in establishing the untenability of the opposite of
what is desired to be established.

17. (a) Self-dependence, reciprocal dependence, etc.
are not enumerated separately, though they are among the
possible defects that may be urged against an argument;
for, they are not in essence different from tarka, in that
they involve the contingency of what is not desired.

(b) The nature of occasioning defects in parsimony
and prolixity: prolixity can occasion nothing but a
defect, and that being so, the defect is occasioned directly.
Parsimony, however, being a merit, occasions defect indirectly,
through establishing the merit of one’s own position as con-
trasted with the adversary’s, wherein the defect is occasioned.

23. ‘Doubts about invisible extraneous adjuncts’:
the Materialists do not accept inference at all. They
contend that there can be no validity in an inference in
that there may be extraneous adjuncts that we cannot
see, and as such cannot remove; hence they vitiate
inference. ' _ .

25. (a) ‘ Prescription of study’: there is the state-
ment in the Veda, ‘ One shall study one’s own Veda’. There
the question arises, ‘ Does this. prescribe the study of the
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mere recitation of the Veda for the sake of svarga or does this
prescribe the study of the meaning of the Veda too?’ Learning
the meaning is a visible result of the prescription and sverga
is an invisible result. When a visible result is possible, an
invisible resultis not to be assumed.  Therefore the prescription
is taken to be for the study of the meaning of the Veda.

(6) ‘But the twice-born . . . called the preceptor’:
here there are two parts, namely (1) the twice-born shall
teach the Veda-s to his disciple, and (2) the twice-born is
called the preceptor. Now which is important and which
is subordinate? It is decided that the second part, which
defines a preceptor, is important.

(¢) One shall bring near the smeared stones’: the
question arises as to what they are to be smeared with, ghee
or oil or some other substance. Since the sentence, ¢ Ghec,
verily, is fire’ follows on the injunction, and since this is a
eulogistic passage which would be purposeless unless related
to the foregoing injunction, it is understood that the smearing
is to be with ghee. 4

26. ‘If Veda is dependent . . . is not established ’:
because God is dependent on the Veda, as the source of the
knowledge about him. And thus reciprocal dependence
would be involved. This seems to be final, but is not really
so. For, the alleged reciprocal dependence is illusory. The
Veda is dependent on God for its being, while God is depen-
dent on the Veda for the knowledge of him. * The two depen-
dences are not on a par. The Naiyiyika-s hold that the
Veda depends on God for its validity, and this is one of the
arguments of the Naiyayika-s for establishing God rationally.
The Samkhya and the Mimamsa systems do not accept this
position; they do not bring in God within a rational inter-
pretation of the universe and its phenomena. From this it is
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sometimes argued that there is no God according to the
Simkhya and the Mimamsa systems. But really, the denial
of God in these systems is only an aropavdda (statement of what
is superimposed), not a basic doctrine of the systems.

29. (a) Krttikd is a constellation and Rohini is the
next. When Krttikd has arisen, then there is the universal
connection (zyapti) with the approach of Rohini. Here,
the approach of Rohini is neither identical with nor produced
from the rise of Krttika. Yet there is yapti.

(b) ‘ Non-existence without '(am'n&bhiva) >: ie. in-
separability from another.

31. There cannot be an inference about what is deﬁ-
nitely known to be either of the particular nature desired to
be established (according to the Mimamsa system) or of the
opposite nature. In the latter case, thc inference though
made, would suffer from the fallacy of conflict 'with other
knowledge. In the former case there would be (for the
Mimamsaka-s) no inference at all, because, knowledge, if it is
to be valid, must be of what is not already known. That which
avoids  both these possibilities is said to be ‘ non-proximate °.

36. In the way stated before: see 1. 11 above.

53. ‘Similarly all inferences that follow quickly . . -
as sublating’: when there are two possible inferences, of
which one can be effected more easily than the other, it is
the former that arises and it does not allow the latter to come
up. For example of this see II. 2. 69.

57. ‘Here, since there is an extraneous adjunct '
see para 2 above. '

(iv) AU'rnomv

1. “ Which isnot in contact (asamnikysta)’ : forthe meaning
of this word see 3.3l above and end of para 12 below.
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2. ‘“Words taken in one mass ... in one mass’:
-one does not know at this stage which part of the statement
-means which part of what is signified ; one simply understands
that the whole of that statemcnt means the whole of what is
-signified.
4. This is thc view of the Logicians. Each word
has a definite meaning. But thc purpose of a word is to
serve as part of a sentence and it has no indcpendent value
apart from a sentence. A sentcnce conveys a unitary sense,
in which one element is the important one and all other parts
are qualifications of this'important part. Now, a word means
mcrely the thing, and in a sentence therc are signified not
merely the things, but also the relations between the things.
What is it that conveys this rclation ? Is it the words themselves
~or is it the things that arc remembered by the words? The
words have finished their function by conveying the scnse of the
isolated things; and between the words and the conveying
.of the relation, there intervencs the conveying of the isolated
meanings. Therefore the order is like this: the words convey the
isolated meanings and the isolated meanings (whose final pur-
" port is to convey a unitary qualified sense) convey the relation.
5. (a) ‘Secondary implication .(laksand)’: this is the
sense of a word other than the expressed scnse. The latter
may or may not form part of the former. Thus, in  The white
runs’, the meaning of ‘the white ’ is, by secondary implication,
* the white horse’; and in ° the 'village on the Ganga’, the
.word ‘ Ganga® secondarily implies the bank and not the river
(which is the expressed sense). .

(b) The Siddhinta view of how the meaning of a
sentence (i.e. the relation of the things) is conveyed is thus.
-True, it is the sense of the words that conveys the sentence-
:meaning, but this is by secondary implication. The isolatéd
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senses of the words. in themselves are unmtelhglble, and so
we resort to secondary implication.

7. This is the view of Prabhakara. Both the isolat-
ed sense of the word and the relation are expressed by the
word. If the sense of the word is taken to convey the rela-
tion among the word-senses, there is this difficulty. One
hears the sentence, ‘ Tie up the cow’ and also sees a horse
that has to be tied up too. Ifit is the object cow that conveys
the relation with the act of tying up, the object horse too is
known at that time, and why cannot the relation be conveyed
by the horse too? To avoid this difficulty, Prabhikara holds
that the relation is conveyed by the word itself and not by
tthe word-sense,

8. This is discarded because there is the fault of prolixity
init. According to the Siddhanta, there is no need to assume
in the words the capacity to convey the relation. Further it
is more in accordance with parsimony to assume this capacity
of conveying the relation in the word-sense than in the word.
The last sentence in this paragraph is a reply to the theory
stated in the second of the two stanzas in para 5.

12. But the Guru is for importing the idea alone of
closing: see I. 6. 13 ff

18. These topics are dealt with in other texts on
Mimamsa like the Apadeviya.

(v) ANALoGY

13. ¢ The mode of this will be declared to some extent *:
see II. 6. 4-7,

(vi) PrESUMPTION

8. ‘Presumption will swallow the net of inference ’: the
Logicians have cast the net of inference to catch presumption;
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i.e. according to them, all cases of presumption should
be brought under inferénce. If all cases where there is a
conflict between two valid congitions be .considered as cases
of presumption, then, the Logicians say, all cases of inference
would have to be brought under presumption.

5. ‘There does not result its non-validity, there bemg
scope ’: if a man is alive, then it is expected that he will be
at home. Therefore his not being at home conflicts with his
being alive. Yet the man can be alive and at the same time
be out of his house; hence there is scope for his not being 'at
‘home, though he is alive. Thus, it is not necessary that the
man’s not being at home should be invalid because of being
in conflict with his being alive.

6. (a) ‘Ifhe is related merely to space . . . this person
too would become space *: what is related to space in, general
is but a particular space or locality. Individual existents
are related to those particular localities, not to space in general,
If they were related to space in general, then they would be
identical with space itself; because it is only individuals
coming under a generality that are directly related to that
generality, and individuals other than such individuals are
related to that generality only indirectly, i.e. through those
individuals. Thus Devadatta is related only to a particular
space, either in his house or outside. If when he is known
to be alive, he is known to be related directly to space in
general, he would be known but as a specification thereof,
i.c. as a particular space: see 3,33 above: ‘On account of
the relation . . . itself would be fire. ’

() < Of these, when ome particular is sublated
. « . and prior to the apprehension of the other’; when
it is known that a man is alive it is expected that he will be
at home; and the man is not seen at home. This is a stage
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of conflict between two valid cognitions. On  account of
this conflict, one begins to think further and assumes that
he must be outside. h
7. ©Well, alas, who are they... Prabhikara, babble
thus?’: see 3. 34 above.
14. ‘He has already been silenced’: see 4. 11 and 12
above. ' ‘
15. There is the sentence,  agnaye justam nirvapami’, in
-the description' of the model sacrifice. In the sacrifice
modelled on 'it, the word agraye has to be changed into
-siirpaya. Now the question arises why the word in the dative,
sirydya should be supplied in the modelled sacrifice, why not
merely the object sun’,
16. The .reply is that in the model sacrifice we see
‘the finished word (stem and suffix) and so in the modelled
.sacrifice too, we supply a similar finished word.
17. "This is objected to by the Siddhantin. Simply
because something is seen in the model, it is not to be imported
‘into the inodelled one too; it is done only when such an
importation has a purpose. In the modelled, there is no
. purpose in the object ‘ sun’ being signified by a finished word.
- It may be argued that the object “sun’ must be rclated to the
-sensés of the other words in the sentence, and that this rela-
tion can be effected only if there is a finished word. To this
the Siddhantin feplies that the relation can be obtained
.otherwise too; if we have the statement justam nirvapami and
if we have along:with this the knowledge of the Deity,  sun >,
we know that the nirvapana is to the sun. The dative suffix
'is not absolutely necessary to indicate this relation. Further,
the Siddhéntin says that if we are to import into the modelled
-some clement, simply because that element is seen in’ the
-model, then in the model there is pounding to be done of the
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paddy, and as such in the modeclled too, where instead of
paddy we use gold grains, pounding would have to be done
of them too, because there is pounding in thc model. In the
model, such pounding produces a particular kind of purifica-
tion; but no such purification is produced in thc modellcd.

(vii) NEGATION

2. (a) The first stanza explains the term ‘capable’

that occurs in para 1 (definition). :
(b) “And this, when known . .. mercly by its
existence ’: the capacity for perception must be ascertained
and fully known, if it is to help the knowledge of non-cxistence.
It is the non-cognition of the thing that lcads to the knowl«
edge of thc non-existence of the thing; this non-cognition
need not itself be known; i.c. one must know definitcly that
a thing is capable of being secn, but one need not know that
he does not see the thing; it is cnough if the thing is not scen.
8. ° We reject the view that cognitions are perceptible

- to the mind °; see IL. 4. 24.

11. ‘Because its instrument is known’: in perception,
the karape is the sense-organ; in perceiving an object one
does not have a knowledge of the sensc-organ; but in inference,
one knows the fetu before one has tha inference; i.e. it is
from the smoke that is known that onc infers fire. .Similarly
it is from words that arc known that one gets verbal knowl-
edge. Similarly in the case of all pramapa-s except perception.
In understanding the non-existence of a thing, its karapa,
non-perception of the thing, is not known (see para 2 above).
So it is concluded that the understanding of non-existence is
a case of perception.

12. The pirvapaksa is: in perception, inference, etc.
the mind comes in contact with a positive thing as karapa;
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for example, the sense-organ in perception, the ketu in infer-
ence and so on. Why should we go out of the way and say
that in the understanding of non-existence, the karags is a
negative thing? The Siddhinta is: if you are going to extend
to the understanding of non-existence a feature that is observed
in perception, etc. then we propose to extend to all cases of
the understanding of non-existence a feature that is seen in
some cases of the understanding of non-existence; i.e. the
understanding by inference of the non-existence of a thing;
and the feature is that its karapa is not a sense-organ. For
example, when we infer the non-existence of smoke from the
non-existence of fire, the karapa is the knowledge of the non-
existence of fire, and this is not a sense-organ. From this
why should we not generalize that in the understanding of
non-existence, the karapz is not a sense-organ? Then, non-
existence would cease to be perceptible. .
20. ©We shall refute him too’: see IL. 6. 19 ff.
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II. OBJECTS OF VALID KNOWLEDGE
(i) INTRODUCTION

(a) King Manaveda: one of the kings of Calicut, usually -
known as the Zamorin Réja-s; see vii below.

(b) Narayanasiirin: the author of the first part;
also the author of Nardyaniye, Prakriydsarvasva, etc. He
finished only the first part of this book, and the second
part is the work of another Nardyana.

(¢) Manameyodaya: this is the first time that thc name
of the work is explicitly stated in the book. The title is
suggested in the second stanza to the Introduction of the
first part. '

(ii) SuBsTANCE

10. ¢Because it will be said ’: see 4. 55 ff. below.

16. (a) ¢ Of these, those forms of these elements ¢ . &
understood through presumption’: see I. 3. 46 ff.

(b) ¢ The Logicians say’: it is only some Logicians
who hold this view.

38. ¢ How the “ contradiction of the particular” is...
in the treatment of inference ’: see I. 3. 46.

40. This is the idea. Iévara is, according to the Logi-
cians, a variety of dtman. Atmatva is a jati. If Iévara were
to be the creator of earth, etc. the jdti, dématva, must be shown
to inhere in the creator of earth, etc. This cannot be done
by perception, because we have not seen anyone who is the
creator of earth, etc. So it has to be done by inference. This
too cannot be done; because we do not know of a single
jéti which inheres in one who is the creator of earth, etc.
‘Take any known jati, say gotoa; it does not inhere in one who
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is the creator of earth, ¢tc. So'in' the caseof the other jati-s
too. Thus amatva cannot, by inference too, be shown to
inhere in one who is the creator of earth, etc. Thenhow can
we say that God is an_dfman and is the creator of earth, ctc.?

43. God’s desire and volition are, according to the
Logicians, common causes of all events. How can they
be the causes of events that are of a temporary nature? God’s
desire is eternal; so is his volition. The causcs for the produc-
tion and destruction of things in this world approach one
another occasionally, and things arc produced or destroyed.
If the desirc and volition of God (both eternal) be causes
for such approach, how can such approach be only occasional,.
and not constant? God’s desire and volition cannot be other
than ctcrnal. The usual causes for desire and volition are
aversion, ctc. In the case of God there can be no aversion.
So cither He has no desire and volition, or, if He has, they
must be eternal, not produted like our desire and volition,.
therg being no cause like aversion in His case.

52. ¢Soulness 'is not inherent . . . like cowness’: see
noté on para 40 above. '

55. Suflx oufi: the word kdthake is formed from
katha by the addition of this suffix. ‘

69. ¢ Follows more quickly ’: see I. 3. 53.

83.. ‘It will be said later that sound bcing a quality
is unintelligible °: se¢ para 131 below.

85. ‘And it has becn said even earlicr . . . by the.
six sense-organs ’: see I. 3. 46.

90. (a) ‘ Of these, the self-luminosity of cognition we
shall refute later °: see 4. 20-3 below. :

(b) According to Prabhikara, in every cognition.

there appear three elements, namely the cognizer, the object
(that is cognized) ‘and the form of the cognition itself. The"
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element of the: cognizer that appears in every cognition,
is the entity called the soul. It is necessary to assume that
in every cognition there is the appearance of the clement
of the cognizer too; otherwise, if the cognition stood alone,.
what is there to differentiatc the cognition of onc from that
of another? What marks out the one from the other is the
element’ of the cognizer that appears in the cognition. The
Siddhanta view on the point is this: In order to demarcate
a cognition as belonging to a particular individual, it is not
necessary that the clement of the cognizer should be assumed
to appear in that cognition; the fact that the cognition is
generated in a particular individual and not in another is
cnough to ecffect such a demarcation. To the possible
objection, ‘ Does the statcment of such a cognition include
the element that such a cognition is known to be gencrated
in that particular soul?’, the Siddhantin’s reply is, ‘No;
the fact that the cognition is generated in that particular
individual is there; but the knowledge of that is not included
in a statement of that cognition, just as in a sensc-perception,
the fact that it is a cognition generated through a particular
sensc-organ is there, but the knowledge of that is not stated,
when the cognition is expressed in language. We simply
say that we have heard or that we have scen; but we never
say that we know that the cognition is produced through the
sensc of hcaring or that it is produced through the¢ sense of
sight. Similarly, we simply say that we know; but we do not
say that we know that this knowledge is gencrated in us.’

91. 'The Siddhantin continues his attack on the view
of Prabhiakara. According to Prabhakara, as explained
in para 89 above, soul and cognition are perceptible (Cf.
Prabhikara’s definition of perception, I. 1. 24); soul is ncither
inferred from the concept ‘I° just as space is inferred from
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the concept of space; nor is it self-manifest, as in the case of
cognition. Still the soul, though perceptible, is not in con-
tact with any sense-organ, Soul is manifested in the cognition
itself and does not depend on any other cause. The
Siddhantin objects to something being called perceptible
when it is not in contact with a sense-organ; etymologically,
it is impossible. Thus it is reasonable to hold that in so far
as the soul, when it is being manifested, is not in contact
with a sense-organ, the soul is inferred, just as space is inferred.
Further, if it is not accepted that the soul, though depending
on the self-manifest cognition, is not itself self-manifest, it is
impossible to avoid the contingency that the manifestation
of the soul which is generated by the cognition, depends on some
other cause, just as the manifestation of a jar which is generated
' by the cognition thereof, depends on some other cause like
the sense of sight. And the other alternative, namely the self-
manifestation of the soul, is against the doctrine of Prabhakara.
92. Here too, the Siddhantin replies to a possible
defence of the position of Prabhdkara. Prabhikara may
say that the soul is not self-manifest, nor does it depend on
anything other than a cognition for its manifestation. It is
manifest as the abode of the self-manifest cognition, like
the firewood which shines as the abode of the burning fire,
though it is not self-manifest. The reply of the Siddhantin
is this: Even in the case of the firewood, the part that
burns is identical with fire, and the parts round about, that
do not burn but shine, are manifested by the fire nearby,
just like a jar or any other thing. Thus nothing is known
to shine merely because of being the abode of light.
104, ¢ Of these the mode of refuting . . . in ascer-
taining the qualities ’: see 4. 55 below. ‘
113. ¢ Heaven will be dealt with later ’: sec 4. 28 below.
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115. (a) ‘ The six objects’: corresponding to the six
‘sense-organs,

(6) ¢ Otherwise, in the case of one who having
slept . . . happiness as the enjoyment of a damsel’: a
person falls into deep sleep. During deep sleep there is no
misery at all. When he wakes up, he knows that he had
been sleeping without any disturbance, i.e. that he had no
misery at all. When he was asleep, he had forgotten every-
thing, even his appointment with a damsel; but when he
wakes up, he remembers the appointment and feels sorry
for the loss of the bits of happiness that he would have had.
Now, if absence of misery as such is the object of one’s ultimate
desire, then, how is it that in this case, there is dissatisfaction
-along with the complete absence of misery ?

119. ¢That the universe is constituted of Maya will
be refuted ’: see 6. 34 ff. below.

126. ‘And that has already been stated’: see para
124 above.

130. ‘And the genus called sound-ness. .. establish-
ment of genus ’: see 3. 16 below.

131. ‘That, however, has already been stated’: in
this same paragraph.

136. “In respect of the water at the bottom’: as
-stated in the previous paragraph.

139. ‘Just as in the case of the recognition of 1dent1ty
in a flame’: if a burning wick is put out and relighted,
one would mistake the second flame to be the same as the
first (as explained below in this same paragraph).

145. °By the refutation of the God of the Logicians’:
-see paras 36-47 above.

146. ¢ The eternality of the genus... nature of genus’:
-see 3. 2 below.
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(iii) GeNus

8. ‘Later in refuting inhérence ’: sce 6. 10 ff. below..

15. °© Asin the case of a cook, etc.’; we apply the term
‘ cook ’ to different persons, not because there is a genus called
‘ cook * existing in all of them, but because all such persons.
are conditioned by an extraneous adjunct, namely the act
of cooking. Similarly, Prabhikara contends, we apply the
term °existenit * to different things not because there is a
genus called °©existence,” but because all such things are:
conditioned by an extraneous adjunct, say, fitness for relation
with a means of valid knowledge. )

(iv) QuariTy

6. Parardha: means the number 100,000,000,000,000,000..

12. ‘Because the rule, *“ The understanding ... deter-
minateness > (of the cognition)’: We cannot have the knowl-
edge of a mere difference, without a knowledge of its pratiyogin.
This is the general rule. The Siddhantin says that such a
rule holds good, only if we introduce into this rule or gydpti’
the element ‘ dcterminate knowledge ’. This rule is not true
of all forms of knowledge in which ¢ difference ’ is a constituent
part. For example, we can have a non-determinate knowl-
edge likeé this: ¢ pot, pillar, difference’. Here, © difference’
is a constituent part of the knowledge, yet we do not know'
which is the pratiyogin of the differencé. Later, in the
immediately. following determinate cognition, we understand
the difference as having the pillar or the pot as the prasiyogin.

13. °And this conjunction has been set forth already :
see II. 2. 127, 128. '

27. (a) ¢ That will be refuted later ’: see 6. 28 below..
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(6) ‘In the section dealing with the means of
valid knowledge’; in the introduction to the first part of
this book.

- 39. One cannot say that the manifestation of the object
is identical with our cognition of the object, because the
cognition is in the soul (in the cogmzer) and the mamfestauon
is in the object.

48. ‘But that it is to be understood ... can lead to
an inference ’: sec 1. 3. 46.

51. ‘That sound is a substance... been justified ’:
sec II. 2. 131. ,

54. Pudgala is a potency that exists in sceds by virtue
-of which sprouts are produced from the sceds.

© 62. The difference in view is only this much. According
to the Siddhanta, yaga, etc. which arc $repah sidhana, arc to be
«called dharma; according to Salikanitha, what is enjoined is
dharma, -

63. (a) ¢ They became the primal virtues’: here, by
the pronoun °they’, sacrifices mentioned in the' previous
part of the Vedic passage are meant. By the statement that
the sacrifice became dharma, there is shown the 1dcnt1ty of
sacrifice and dharma.

(b) ¢ The variation of gender and number is due
to Vedic usage’: in the second part of the Vedic passage,
there is the pronoun tani (they); this stands for the noun
_yajiia that occurs in the first part. The noun yajfia is masculine
singular, and the pronoun !ni is neuter plural. It is this
variation that is spoken of here. :

71. ¢ Therefore it is the mere potency... that is the
unseen result ’: ydga is the cause and cattle, etc. are the fruit,
‘There'is apirva that comes between. This apiirva may be
regarded as the potency of the cause to produce, ar of the
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fruit that is produced. In the latter case, ¢ potency ’ means:
“ subtle condition °. -

(v) Action

5. * There would follow the assumption. .. of a hawk '
a hawk comes and seats itself on a post; then it flies away.
In this case there is conjunction both in the hawk and also
in the post; so is there disjunction. If from conjunction and
disjunction we are to infer action, why cannot we infer action
in the post too, just as we infer action in the hawk?

6. The piarvapaksa is this: We do not infer actiom
merely because there is conjunction in an object. If an
object is separated from something and immediately comes
into conjunction with something else, then in such an object
we infer action. In the case of the hawk coming and sitting
on a post, there is its separation from the space where it was.
before and then immediately after, it has conjunction with
the post; similarly when the hawk leaves the post. So we
infer action in the hawk. But in the case of the post, before
it is brought into conjunction with the hawk, it has no separa-
tion from anything, and when the hawk lcaves the post,
following on the separation from the hawk, the post has no
conjunction with anything. Therefore we do not infer action
in the post. This is the Siddhantin’s reply. Suppose one
hawk leaves the post and, immediately after, another hawk
comes and sits on the post; then the post has disjunction
from one object and, immediately after, it has conjunction
with another. Are we to infer action in the post in such a
case? Similarly, suppose there is a pillar fixed firm in a river;
at every moment watcr leaves the pillar and fresh water
comes into conjunction with it. CGan we infer action in such
a pillar? '
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9. The Siddhiantin further refutes the inferability of
action. On a dark night, we see fire-flics falling. How do
we know this action in the fire-flies except through perception?
The only possible object in which we may be said to see
conjunction and disjunction, from which the action in the
fire-fly is to be inferred, is darkness, and Prabhdkara docs
not accept an entity called darkness. If it be said that there
is another object and that is the fire-fly itself, thenl the reply
is that though there is conjunction of light with the fire-fly,
there is no disjunction of the light from the firc-fly. And it
has been said in para 6 that it is from conjunction following
on disjunction that action is to be inferred.

~11. Here, the Siddhantin defends his position against
a possible objection, If action is perceptible, then a person
sitting in a boat and looking only at the boat (without any
possibility of seeing the surrounding objects) does not see
the action of the boat, though the boat is moving. This
is due to the defect of extreme proximity; and extreme proxi-
mity is a defect that vitiates perception. He further defends
his position by saying that the size of the boat, which, according
to both parties, is perceptible, is not perceived by that person,
on account of the same defect.

15. ¢Since the conjunction of two atoms... inherent
in that abode’: take a jar. The product called the jar is
produced in all the atoms that constitute the jar; if we sclect
any two such atoms, the conjunction of those two atoms is a
cause of that jar, and the jar is not produced merelyin those two
atoms, but also in all the other atoms that constitute the jar,

(vi) NoN-EXISTENCE

4, ‘This has been explained in determining the
qualities’: sec IL. 4. 6 and 48,
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12. (a) ‘There is inconstancy with the _cognition
““There is no jar on the floor >’ ’: because the relation here,
even according to the purvapaksa, is only that of m!esagla-
vifesyabhava.

(8) € On account of mconstancy with the cognition
““The jar is destroyed ”’: because, there is no relation at
all in this case; onc of the possible relata does not cxist, belng
destroyed.

15. ¢ And this has already been said’: sce I. 2. 10.

17. ¢ The sixth mecans of valid knowldege’: i.e. negation.

(vii) CioNcLUSION

¢ Oh, the hosts of evil karman-s . . . like the bloom of the
-dark lily’: it is on account of duskarman that one is born in
this world. And because one is so born, one is able to sec
the Lord in His corporeal form, That is why the author
-speaks of friendship that has grown out of familiarity.
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Atiga, subsidiary
Andaja, what is produced from eggs
Atidesa, transfer
Atidesadabda, statement of analogy
Atiyyapti, being too wide
Atyantabhdva, absolute non-existence
Adrsta, unseen potentiality
Adharma, vice
Adhyéihdra, importation
Anadkyavasita, non-determinatc
Anavastha, infinite regress
Anavasthiti, infinite regress; regressus ad infinitum
Anukilatarka, favourable counter-argument
Anudbhtita, non-produced; non-apparent
Anubhava, expcerience
Anumana, inference ; means of inference
Anuvada, restatement
Anusamdhdna, recognition
Anaikanta, non-conclusive
Anyatarasiddha, non-established for cither party
Anyathasiddha, cstablished as otherwisc; otherwisc cxplained
Anyonyabhava, reciprocal non-existence
Anyonyasraya, mutual dependence; reciprocal dependence
Anvaya, co-presence; syntactical relation
Anvayayyatirekin, positively and negatively concomitant
Anvayayyapti, positive pervasion
22



338 : MANAMEYODAYA

Anvitdbkidhdna, expression of what are related
Ap, water

Aparatva, proximity

Aparoksajiiana, direct cognition

Apavarga, releasc

Apiirva, unsecn result

Apauruseya, superhuman

“Apramatva, invalidity

Aprayojaka, non-efficient

Aprasiddhavisesana, having a non-established qualification
Apramanya, invalidity

Abhava, negation ; non-existence

Abkidhkana, expression

Abhibhita, suppresscd

Abhkimana, conceit

Abhikitdnvaya, relation of what are cxpressed
Abheda, non-difference

Arthakriya, successful activity

Arthabhavana, objcctive productive opcration
Arthavida, praise

Arthapatti, presumption

Avaksepana, going downwards

Avayava, part; member of a syllogism
Avayavidrayya, substance with parts
Avinabhava, non-existence without
Avisamvadi, which does not fail to accord
Avyabhicara, non-inconstancy

Avyapti, being too narrow
Asatpratipaksatva, having no counter-probans
Asamavayikarapa, non-inherent cause
Asadkarapa, non-common

Asiddha, non-established
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Akanksa, expectancy
Akuficana, contraction
Akhydta, verb
Agama, revelation
Atman, self; soul
Atmasraya, self-dependence
Apta, reliable person
Amla, sour
Aropavdda, statement of what is supcr-imposed
Avapa, insertion-
Avitahetu, cricumscribed probans
Afrayasiddhi, non-establishment of the base
Aharya, assumptive
Jccha, desire
Indriyo, sense; sensc-organ
Utksepana, going upwards
Udaiharana, examplc
Udbkidja, what is produced from sprouts
Udbhgita, apparent
Upadesa, dircct teaching
Upanaya, application
Upamana, analogy
Upamiti, analogy (knowledge through)
Upanga, minor subsidiary
Upddanakarana, material cause
Upddhi, extraneous adjunct
Ubhayasiddha, non-established for both
Usna, hot
Uha, modification
Ukitagya, to be supplied
Enas, fault
Aitihya, tradition
22-a
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Athika, of this world

Katu, pungent

Karapa, instrument ; means
Kalpananirmita, set up as assumptive
Kasaya, astringent

Kamyakarman, optional ritc

Karaka, causal condition

Karana, cause

Kala, time .
Kalatyayapadista, discarded through lapse of time
Krsnala; gold grain

Kevalavyatirekin, purcly ncgatively concomitant
Kevalanvayin, purely positively concomitant
K'riya, action

K'sanika, momentary

K'siti, carth

Gandha, smell

Gamana, motion in gcneral

Guna, quality

Gurutva, weight

Gocara, sphere

Gaurava, prolixity

Ghrana, sense of smell

Cakraka, arguing in a circle

Caksus, sense of sight

Cailanya, intelligence

Codand, injunction

Chala, perversion

Jada, inert

Jarayuja, what is produced from a womb
Jalpa, destructive reasoning

Jati, genus; class; quibbling
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Tamas, darkness

Tarka, counter-argument

Tatparya, purport

Tédatmya, identity

Tikta, bitter

Téjas, fire; light

Toya, water

Twac, sense of touch

Dis, space

Duhkka, misery

Durgandha, noxious smell

Dustapaksa, defective subject; fallacious subject
Disana, defect

Dystanta, example

Drstarthapatti, presumption from what is seen
Dravatva, fluidity

Drayya, substance

Duesa, aversion

Dkarma, virtue

Drkaravahikajiiana, continuous stream of cognition
Dhvani, audible sound '

Nigamana, conclusion

Nigrahasthana, vulnerable point

Nityakarman, obligatory rite

Nimittakarana, efficient causc

Niyama, rule

Niyamya, the ruled

Nirpaya, demonstration

Nirvikalpaka, non-determinate
Naimittikakarman, occasioned rite

Paksa, subject

Paksadharmatva, being the attribute of the subject

341



342 MANAMEYODAYA

Paksdabhdsa, fallacious subject

Patala, film

Pada, word

Padirtha, category; word-sense; word-meaning

Paratahpramanya, extrinsic validity

Paratva, remoteness

Paramapu, ultimate atom; primal atom

Parimana, sizc

Pavamana, air

Pinda, mass

Prthaktva, distinciness

Prthivi, carth

Pauruseya, human

Prakaranasama, similar to the context

Prakrii, stem

Pratikilatarka, non-favourable counter-argument

Pratijfia, promisc

Pratibandha, mutual relation

Pratibandhaka, countcracting agent

Pratiyogin, countcr-correlate

Pratyaksa, pereeption

Pratyaksatva, perceptibility

Praiyabhijiia, rc-cognition

Pratyavdya, sin

Pradhvamsdbhava, non-existence through destruction

Pramd, valid knowledge; valid cognition

Pramapa, mcans of valid knowledge; evidence; authority;
valid knowledge

Prayatna, volition

Prayojana, purpose

Pravartakavyddha, the elder who commands

Prasarapa, cxpansion
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Prakatya, manifestedness

Pragabhava, prior non-cxistence
Pritipadika, stem

Prapyakaritva, functioning by rcaching to the object
Phala, fruit

Badhaka, sublater

Bddhitavisesana, what has a sublated attribute
Badhiiavisaya, having its content sublated
Buddhi, cognition

Bhagasiddhi, partial non-cstablishment
Bhava, positive

Bhavana, residuc; productive operation
Bhita, clement

Bhoga, cnjoyment (worldly)

Bhrama, delusion

Madhura, sweet

Madhyamavyddha, the intermediate elder
Manas, mind

Mantra, formula

Maty, agent of cognition

Mana, mcans of knowledgc

Maruta, air

Mithya, illusion

Mithyatva, illusorincss

Meya, object of knowledge

Yoga, etymology

Yogaragdhi, etymology cum convention
Yogya, capable '
Yogyatva, capacity; capability

Rasa, taste

Rasana, sense of taste

Raddhénta, final doctrinc
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Radhi, convention

Ripa, colour

Laksana, definition

Laksana, secondary implication

Lavapa, saline )

Lighava, parsimony

Lin, optative mood

Linga, probans; mark

Lot, imperative mood

Laukika, worldly

Varna, letter

Vacyartha, expressed meaning

Vada, disputation

Vitapda, wrangling

Vidhi, injunction

Vipaksa, counter-subject

Vibhaga, disjunction

Vibhu, all-pervasive

Viruddka, contradictory

Viruddhayyabhicarin, contradictory non-inconstant

Vivarta, illusory modification

Visesa, particularity

Visesaguna, specific quality

Videsapa, qualification

Visesanavisesyabhava, relation of subject and attribute; relation
of qualification and qualified

Visesapasiddhi, non-establishment of the attribute

Visesabadhaka, particular-sublater

Visesaviruddha, contradictory of the particular

Videsyasiddhi, non-establishment of the substrate

Visamavyapti, non-reciprocal pervasion

Visaya, object; content
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Vega, velocity

Vaidika, scriptural

Vyakti, individual

Vyatireka, co-absence

Vyatirekavyapti, negative pervasion

Vyatirekdsiddki, non-establishment of difference

Vyadhikaranasiddhi, non-establishment through a diffcrent basc

Vyabkicara, inconstancy

Vyarthavifesanasiddhi, non-cstablishment through a futile
attributce

Vyavacchedya, what is to be excluded

Vyavahdra, empirical usage

Vyapaka, pervader

Vyapti, pervasion

Vyapya, the pervaded

Vyapyatvdsiddhi, non-establishment of being pervaded

Vyavartya, what is to be excluded

Vyutpatti, learning; learning the meaning

Vyoman, cther

Sakti, capacity; potency

Sankitopadhi, doubted extrancous adjunct

Sabda, sound; authority

Sabdabhavand, verbal productive operation

Sarira, body

Sita, cold

Sinya, void

Sravana, sense of hearing

Srutdrthapatti, presumption from what is heard

Srotra, sense of hearing

Samkhya, number

Sampia name

Samyjfiin, the named
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Samdigdhanaikantika, suspected non-conclusive

Samdigdhdsiddhi, non-estabhshmcnt through doubt

Samnikarsa, contact :

Samnidhi, proximity

Sambandhasiddhi, non-establishment of the relation

Sambhava, inclusion

Samyoga, conjunction

Samsaya, doubt

Samsargabkava, relational non-existence

Samskdara, impression; purification

Satkarya, prior existence of the product

Satpratipaksa, having an opponent

Satpratisadhana, having an opposing ground

Sadasadvilaksapatva, being other than reality and non-rcahty

Sapaksa, co-subject

Samavdya, :inherence

Samaveta, inherent

Samayyapti, reciprocal pervasion

Salila, water

Savikalpaka, determinate

Sahakarin, auxiliary

Sddrfya, similarity

Sadharana, common

Sddhya, probandum

Sadhyasvardpaviruddha, contradictory of the existence of the
probandum

Samagri, causal aggregatc

Samanddhikaranya, apposition

Samanyagupa, common quality

Siddhavifesana, having an established attribute

Siddhasadhana, establishment of what was already established

Siddhasadhyatva, the probandum to be already established
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Siddhanta, final doctrinc; theory

Sukha, pleasure; happincss

Sugandha, swect smell

Sthitasthapaka, elasticity

Sneha, viscidity

Sparsa, touch

Sparsana, sensc of touch

Smyti, Code; recollection

Svatahpramagya, intrinsic validity

Svatantra, independent

Svaripa, form; existence; its own nature
Svardpasiddha, non-establishment of existence
Svarga, heaven '

Svatman, form of cognition

Svedaja, what is produced from perspiration
Hetu, rcason; probans

Hetvabhdsa, fallacy; fallacy of the probans















