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A NOTE

It is with genuine pleasure that I place before the scholarly
world this first number of $r1 Bahadur Singh Singhi Jaina Series.
Hemacandra Surr’s standard work on Jaina Logic ‘“‘Pramzpa
Mimamsa” was so long not easily accessible to the students of
Jaina Philosophy for want of an authoritative translation into
English or in any vernacular.,

This difficult work was entrusted with Dr. Satkari Mookerjee
who, well versed in both the orthodox systems of Indian Philosophy
and the Buddhist and Jaina Philosophy, is the best scholar
available at least in this part of India. ¥is student, Mr. Nathmal
Tatia, a young research scholar who has already made his mark
in the Jaina lore collaborated with him. I thank both of them
on behalf of the Bhiirati Jaina Parisat for their kind and valuable

co-operation and they have placed the scholars interested in the
Jaina cult under a deep debt of gratitude.

It may not be out of place to recall here in brief the facts
that led to the starting of this Series of publications. This Parisat,
which aims at wide propagation of the Jaina Literature by
publication of the best products with texts and translations, by
making rescarches into them and by other means was inaugurated
by late Sri Bahadur Singh Singhi, a true lover and patron of
Indian Culture in general and Jainology in particular. He along
with the present writer of this note prepared an elaborate scheme
to develop this Parisat into a full-fledged Institution of Jaina
Culture, a seat for training Jaina preachers and teachers. By his
sudden death the scheme could not be given an immediate effect.
His worthy sons Messrs, Rajendra Singh Singhi and Narendra
Singh Singhi who were present at the meeting organised to condole
the death of their revered father gvere impressed with the idea of
perpetuating the memory of the dex&rtcd by starting thr'ee dffferen;_.
series of publications named after him e.g. (1) The Jaina Agamas
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(Sacred Books) with texts, translations and Notes in Bengali and
other vernaculars (2) translation (with or without texts) with
Notes into Lnglish of the best treatises on Jaina Litcrature
(3) popular bulletins in Bengali and other vernaculars embodying
the gems of Jaina cult. His sons readily accepted the proposal and
kindly agrced to patronise the cause. The present book is the
first outcome of the 2nd sercis of publications. A few books of

series No. 1 are under compilation and a few bulletins of Series
no. 3 have already been published.

The publication of the present treatise has been unusually
delayed mainly due to Calcutta riot and we owe an apology to
the authors and patrons alike for the same. With the return of
normal time, we expect to publish other treatises in quick succession.

It is ncedless to mention that the Jaina Literature embraces
almost all branches of human knowledge prevalent in those days.
Their magnificent contributions have enriched the field of know-
ledge and culture to a very great oxtent. But unfortunately for
want of proper propagation they have not been well appreciated by
the scholars particularly of the West. Iy s expected therefore
that our venture in the direction will meet with a ready response
and co-operation.

Lastly, this Parisat conveys its sincere thanks to Messrs,
Rajendra Singh Singhi and Narendra Singh Singhi but for whose
patronage it could not have been undertaken. This Parigat also
expects that other members of the rich Jaina community will
ollow the example of these noble men and extend us similar
co-operation and patronage in other branches of Jaina Culture,

SATIS CHANDRA SEAL



PREFACE

The Pramanamimamsa of Hemacandra occupies an important
position in the philosophical literature of India in general and
in the Jaina philosophical literature in particular. It is standard
text-book on Jaina logic and cpistemology which every student
of Jaina philosophy has got to study. It is quite natural that
Hemacandra is deeply indebted to the previous writers both of
Jaina and non-Jaina schools and a fastidious critic will find in
Hemacandra’s text reproduction both of ipissima verba as well as
of thoughts of previous writers, sometimes acknowledged and
sometimes without explicit acknowledgement. But this need
not detract from the merits of the work since Indian writers do
not make a fetish of originality either of thought or of language
and they make no scruple of inserting the arguments of predeces-
sors even in their own language provided the views expressed
therein accord with their philosophical position. The writings
of predecessors are looked upon as public property and they are
used with perfect freedom and impunity. It is absolutely plain
that authors like llemacandra with their extraordinary command
of the Sanskrit idiom could with the least difficulty cxpress these
thoughts in their own language and pass them off as their own
aoriginal production. Buc the fact that these authors with their
uncommon felicity of verbal expression did not stoop to such
tactics is symptomatic of a profound trait of Indian character in
the past ages. It shows that they were more interested in the
views which they regarded as sound exponents of truth than in
their personal triumph. And as for the reproduction of the very
linguistic expressions or the manner of delivery it can be accounted
for by the hypothesis that they thought them to be unexceptionable
forms of expression which required no improvement or variation for
being more effective or impressive. We, therefore, take the earliest
opportunity of sounding a warning sgainst the application of tests
of recent criticism in the assessment of the value of an ancienf
philosophical work.
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As regards the originality of thought which is so highly
praised in Lurope and in the modern uuniversities of India, our
ancient writers did not set an inordinate value on it. It was as
much a matter of minor importance with them ag originality of
verbal cxpression. A serious work on philosophical topic did not
hold an isolated position in India. 1t was rather a link in the
expanding chain of philosophical speculations and what was the
object of serious concern was fidelity to the fundamentals of the
school, and originality was more or less suspect with the adberents
of the system as rather furnishing a pitfall for error or misconcep-
tion. We must not therefore expect either originality of expression
or of thought in the sense of an abrupt departure from the funda-
mental tenets which give the school a stamp of distinetive indi-
viduality. What then should be the criteria of our judgement of
the claim of a new book on our attention ? I other words, wlit
are the grounds for believing a book to be worthy of our study and
attention ?  Again, what justification, would there be  for the
writing of a book when it daes not and cannot lay claim to establish
a new conclusion or to throw new light on the problems that have
exercised the human wind ? To make it more precise and to
press the question home on the issue at hand, we may ask why did
Hemacandra compose his work and what wag his purpose if he
could not establish an original thesis @

It is an undeniable fact that [emacandra is one of the later
writers, if not the latest, of the mediaval period on Jaina Philo-
sophy. Hemacandra was preceded by a galaxy of talented writers
on Jaina logic, the foremost of whom are  Akalainka, Vidya-
nanda and Prabhicandra of the Digambara School and Siddha-
sena Divikara, Haribhadra, Siddharyi, and Abhayadeva of the
Svetambara School. He had in Vads Devasiiri, the author of the
eneyclopedic work, Syadvardaratntkara, « living contemporary.
All of them wrotc on Jaina logic and cpistemology and there is
scarcely any topic or problem which has not been discussed thoro-
ughly in their works. This bei 1g the situation there scarcely seems

ato be any necessity for writing’é book on the above lines. What
was then the incentive for Hemacandra to compose this work ?
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It is a fact that Hemacandra had very little scope for making a
new contribution. But the previous writings were extremely
elaborate and not at all calculated to satisfy the needs of average
students. It would take years of extraordinary labour to make a
study of these works and there again is every possibility for missing
the forest in the trees. It was necessary that there should be a
work which would not degenerate into a compendious manual and
at the same time would embody the solid results achieved by the
previous thinkers. The Pramanamimamsa is not as learned a work
as the Syadvadaratnakara or the works of Prabhacandra. But the
Syadvadaratnakara is encyclopadic both in size and scope and in
spite of its wonderfully lucid and elegant treatment is bound to
remain a sealed book to the majority of students. And as regards
Prabhacandra’s works they are literally formidable for their
abstruse array of arguments and their forbidding language which
has neither grace nor literary charm. The Pramanamimamsa is
written on the same pattern of siitra and commentary as the cele-
brated work of Vadi Devastri. But it compares favourably with
the latter in that it avoids the unremitting claboration of argu-
ments and prolixity of expression which have stood in the way of
its popularity. It contains all the arguments that are necessary to
elucidate a problem and the range of information is not substan-
tially inferior to that of the more ambitious works referred to above.
Hemacandra could satisfy the critic in the words of Jayanta Bhatta
who frankly avowed that he had no original theory of his own to
offer to the readers and his purpose for writing the work was to
give a rounded cxposition and treatment which would satisfy the
needs of the average run of students who would learn all that was
essential without unnecessary exertion,

It is not to be expected that Hemacandra’s work can be
understood independently of the aid of a teacher. Hemacandra

did not sacrifice matter for that would involve injustice both to the
subject-matter and to the students. But he had to compress his
information within a limit so that it\yould not frighten the young
learners by its sheer bulk, The result has been that Hemacandra
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is rather terse and more suggestive than expressive. Tt is an ideal
text book and in spite of its truncated character all the relevant
problems of logic and epistemology have received an adequate
treatment in it. It is absolutely clear that a student of Jaina logic
and epistemology will derive a comprehensive knowledge of the
subject from the study of this work. The popularity- of this book
is due to its comprehensive character alone. Tt is no doubt a
difficult book but considering the range of topics dealt with within
the limits it is idle to expect that it should be easy to follow.
Hemacandra’s purpose was to write a standard text book and he
did not condescend to cater for men of dull understanding. The
Pramanamimamsa is most probably the last work of Hemacandra
and from all available manuscripts of the work which end abruptly
in the same place it is evident that he could not finish it. Whatever
might be the reason the book remains ircomplete, It is a great
loss that we do not get the entire book which was in the contems-
plation of the author.

We have given a faithful English translation of this standard
work and as translation involves exposition and thus serves the
purpose of a commentary within its natural limijtations it may
be reasonably expected that this Unglish translation will help
the understanding of this work and consequently of the problems
of Jaina logic and epistemology among the students of our univers
sities. It is contemplated to add critical and explanatory notes
which will appear in a separate part. For the present we wish
that the English translation should sce the light of the day and
reach the hands of scholars interested in Indian thought. We are
conscious of the limitations of our work and we have fully rea-
lised in the course of our labour that however one may try to make
it as perfect as possible no translation can be a substitute for the
original. This particularly holds good in the case of Sanskrit
works.  Our authors have developed a technique and a style which
are peculiar to Sanskrit works which are known for their love of
economy of expression. Besidgs Indian logic has got a technique
<of its own which has very littld in common with that of European
logic. Our difficulty has been particularly enhanced by the fact
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that Hemacandra is fond of laconic expression and is again
determined to leave no expression vague or ambiguous. He has
sought to clarify the meanings of technical terms both by logical
definitions and etymological explanations. These etymological
explanations have caused us the greatest difficulty and we are not
sure that theyewill be intelligible to persons who are not acquainted
with Sanskrit idiom. But the translator is bound to give a faithful
rendering of the text and it will be an unpardonable offence on his
part if he seeks to avoid these linguistic speculations or to give his
own independent exposition. We felt that it would be far easier
and pleasanter to give an independent exposition in one’s own
language than to give a faithful translation. But whereas an
independent exposition of the matter would be liable to suspicion
of misrepresentation and the modern look of it might give the
impression that modern thoughts have been introduced in the name
of an ancient writer, a faithful translation on the other hand avoids
this risk inasmuch as it presents the thoughts of the writer in his
own language. It further serves to acquaint a modern mind with
the ancient technique and mode of presentation. An exposition
can be appreciated if it is preceded by a knowledge of the text
either in the original or in the translation. It may not therefore be
wrong to expect that our present venture will serve a useful
purpose.

It will be a derilection of duty on our part if we do not speak
a word on the genesis of the work, Mr. 8. C. Seal, Hony. General
Secretary, Indian Research Institute and the Bharati Jaina Parisat
proposed to inaugurate a series of publications on Jainalogy in the
memory of the Late Babu Bahadur Singh Singhi, who was a patron
of Jaina culture and research. It is a matter of supreme gratifica-
tion to us that this work will occupy the first place in the Bahadur
Singh Singhi Jaina Series. We gladly undertook this arduous task
in spite of our knowledge that the labour involved would be out
of all proportion to the actual agi}ievement. But we have not
shirked the labour because we have a2l along been conscious of our
moral obligation to the memory of the great man and we wanted
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to pay our humble tribute to the departed soul. It is not a small
consolation that his worthy sons are as much alive to the necessity
of the resuscitation of Jaina Clulture as their great father was, We
shall fail in our duty if we do not place on record our grateful
appreciation of the encouragement that we have received from
Babu Rajendra Singh Singhi and Bahu Narendra Singh Singhi who
are keen on the perpetuation of the memory of their father in
various ways.

It will be sheer perversity if we do not frankly put on record
our obligation and gratitude to Pandit Sukhlal Sanghavi, the editor
of the original text with a critical introduction and notes in Hindi.
Pt. Sukhlalji is the most learned man in the Jaina Community
and one of the foremost scholars of India. His knowledge of the
Buddhist, Jaina and Nyaya systems is astounding and this has en-
abled him to edit the masterpicces of Jaina Philosophy with perfect
mastery and accuracy. The world will remain indebted to him for
his contributions. He is one of the few intellectual stalwarts in the
traditional ficld of Sanskrit scholarship that still are loft to us.
Had he been born in Lurope he would have received the unstinted
homage of the whole continent. India al present is too much
obsessed with economic and political problems to a ppreciate scho-
larship.  We therforc take this opportunity of expressing our ad-
miration for this uncommon man. We have followed his text and
the plan of arrangement adopted and our departure has been
inconsiderable. We would ask the readers of our book to consult
his edition of the text.

In conclusion we must record our hearty thanks 1o Babu Bijoy
Singh Nahar, M.L.C,, the proprietor of Gulabkumari Library and
Mr. Sasankashekhar Dhar, the librarian for the free access to the
library which is still the best collection of Jaina books in Calcutta.

SATKARI MOOKERJEE



CONTENTS

BOOK I
Lecture—1 ° pp. 1-81

Opening verses: salutation to the Arkaf and statement of the
purpose, subject-matter and authorship of the work.

Basis of the work questioned: lack of definite beginning of the
sciences stressed; Tattvarthasttras given out as the basis (§ 1).

Writing of aphorisms criticised as vainglorious pose; different
writers have different tastes and so the criticism rejected as a

trifle (§ 2).

Composition of the work in Books, Lectures, etc., proposed;
the first aphorism sets forth the subject-matter; inspiring of voli-
tional impulse—its purpose (§ 3).

Different meanings of atha—commencement, sequence—its
utterance and promotion of well-being of the author and the
hearers—salutation of paramesthins by the siitrakara not incorporated
in the work for consideration of cconomy (§ 4).

Etymological meaning of pramana—the most effective instru-
ment of the determination of reality; meaning of mimamsa
(rendered critique)—complete consideration by the method of
enumeration, definition and examination—these three defined and
illustrated; classification is the condition of specific definition and
so not separately considered (§ 5).

Further meaning of the term mimamsa—respectful disquisition
which includes the consideration of nayas and pramana, final
emancipation (moksa) and means thereto and its opposites (§ 6).

General definition of organ of knowledge (pramana) —authentic
definitive cognition of an object (§ 7).

- Definition—predication of an’ unknown characteristic in,
respect of a known fact. Definition being a case of Negative
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. o
Inference, its subject, probandum and probans, are clearly stated;
problem of subject functioning as a probans solved by internal
concomitance (§ 8).

Definitive cognition is for the exclusion of scuse-object, contact,
and doubt, indecision and indeterminate cognition (§ 9).

Object (artha) placed under three heads—what is to be
avoided, accepted and ignored —justification of the classification.
Insertion of the term for cxclusion of self-cognition; authentic
(sampak) is for the exclusion of error (§ 10 & § 11).

Should self-cognition constitute an element of the definition
of organ ol knowledge ? Old Masters quoted; cognition of object
impossible without intuition of the act of cognition —the intuition
cannot be effected by a second cognition, hecause this will involve
regressus ad infinitum—-if the intuition made dependent upon cog-
nition of object logical sce-saw inevitable-—Negative implication
(arthapatti) also being itsell uncognised cannot he causa cognoscendi—
thus self-cognition is established ~other ohjections refuted —further
grounds given; self-cognition though an clement is not a logically
necessary factor as it overlaps cases of erroncous cognition,
(§12 & § 13).

The problem whether knowledge takes note of what is already
known—if it does redundancy inevitable—hence the object must
be previously uncognised; contention untenable-—cognition taking
note of previously cognised object not invalid as the cognition
taking note of a future event—maodes being momentary cannot be
object of repeating' cognitions—substance being eternal cannot be
previously uncognised-—hence cognition of a previously uncognised
object cannot constitute necessary element of the definition —deter~
minate perception (avagraha), speculation (3ha), etc., valid instances
of knowledge, though taking note of the self-same object—recollec~
tion another instance (§ 14-§ 16).

Definitions of doubt, indecision and error; doubt (samsaya)
refers to two extremes not yossessed by the object—etymological
" meaning of mma‘a_;-am-illustrétionwimplicaticn of the definition
clarified; indecision (anadhyavasiya) fails to take note of specific
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characteristic—falls short of certitude —Buddhist’s indeterminate

intuition a case of indecision; crror definitely takes a thing to be
what it is not—illustrations (§ 17—§20).

Problem whether validity of an organ of knowledge self-
determined or determined by another—validity cannot be self-
intuited if it were so, there would be no occasion of dispute among
thinkers—nor could it be intuited by another, for in that case the
validating intuition should have its validity self-certified which
would be inconsistent with the initial assumption—if the validating
intuition required another cognition for its own validity regressus ad
infinitum would be inevitable. Solution—validity of a cognition is
sometimes determined by itself in such instances as the following—
habitual cognition of one’s own palm, intuition of the acts of
bathing, drinking, etc.—validity of inference always sclf-certified ;
sometimes by subsequent confirmatory cognition or by a cognition
of its pragmatic consequences, or by the cognition of an object
invariably concomitant with it, validity of thesc being self-evident;
verbal knowledge always certified by external evidence (§21—§24).

Naiyayika’s definition of organ of knowledge criticised.
Buddhist view quoted and criticised —indeterminate cognition
incapable of generating pragmatic consequence—if determinate
cognition bringing up the rear gencrate pragmatic consequence,
the consequences of the maxim of decoration with borrowed orna-
ments incvitable—validity of determinate cognition should be
recognised—elimination of round about procedure the consequence
(§ 25—§ 27).

Two kinds of organ of knowledge—other views asserting
more or less organs rejected—statement of the organs accepted
by Vaidesikas, Saikhyas, Naiyayikas, Prabhakaras, Bhattas
(§ 28—§ 29).

The two organs—Perceptual (pratyaksa) and Non-percep-

tual ( paroksa); etymology of pratyaksa and paroksa—perceptual cog-
nition not the seniormost of all organs of knowledge (§ 30—§ 31).

#

Carvaka position that there %\s no other organ of knowledge'
than perception refuted-realisation of the distinction between valid
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and invalid cognitions, of another man’s thought, and negation of
what transcends sense-intuition not possible without scrvices of
other organs of knowledge such as infercnce—the grounds eluci-
dated: unfailing correspondence with fact the ground of validity
of non-perceptual as well as of perceptual cognitions: the grounds
of Dharmakirti cuoted (§ 32-—§ 36). .

Buddhist view accepting perception and inference as the only
organs refuted; sensc-intuition, mental intuition, self-intuition and
transcendent intuition subsumed under perceptual; recollection,
recognition, inductive reasoning, inference and verbal testimony

subsumed under non-perceptual—comparison subsumed under
recognition —presupposition subsumed under inference (§ 37;.

Why negation not a separate organ ; Since it has no object,
reality being made up of both being and non-being—Slokavirttika
quoted. MimAmsits accept reality as partaking of nature of both
being and non-being-~being the province of perceptual cognitions—
non-being cognised by negation--negation thus has object of its
own—Sloka-varttika quoted. (§ 38§ 40),

Mimamsist position refuted—if non-being not different from
being, perceptual cognition must cognise it—even if non-being is
different from being, it has to be admitted that a jar is perceived
when a plot of land bereft of the non-being of jar is perceived —non-
apprehension of non-being concomitant with apprehension of being
—cognition of ncgation not dislodged by organ of negation—
otherwise, perceptual cognition would become erroncous because it
cognised non-exclusive as exclusive (§ 41 —§ 42).

Perceptual cognition defined —immediacy~-cum-lucidity the
defining characteristic—objections refuted (§ 43—§ 44).

Immediacy-cum-lucidity means ‘independence of services of
another organ’, or ‘apprehension of its content as this’ (§ 45—§ 46)

Two fold division of perceptual cognition— transcendent and
empirical, full manifestation rof innate nature of self on total
~cessation of obstructive veils is transcendent—also called supreme
(mukhya) being supreme of all cognitions, and pure (kevala) being
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independent of services of sense-organs, etc., and cognisant of all
objects (§ 47§ 48).

Self-luminous, nature of self ecstablished on the grounds of
‘being not susceptible to doubt’, ‘being the knower’, ‘being the
author of an act (of cognition) cannot be an object of it’ ; obscura-
tion of knowledge, etc., by respective karmas justified—removal of
obscuration effected by meditation and contemplation ; obscura-
tion, though not historical but coeval with self, removable just like
dross in ore of gold ; obscuration of amorphous being possible like
obscuration of consciousness by spirituous liquor, etc.; self variable
constant—a continuum running through successive modes; causality
impossible in the theory of changeless eternity and discontinuous
flux—Akalanka quoted (§49 —§53).

View that ncither perceptual cognition, nor inference, nor
authoritative texts prove transcendent intuition or a person poss-
essed of it stated and refuted; transcendent intuition proved by
‘necessity of final consummation of progressive development of
knowledge’, ‘perceptibility of knowable things’ and ‘actual veri-
fication of astronomical knowledge’ ; were omniscience an impo-
ssibility, for whom would the Veda assert things spread over three
divisions of time ? Scriptures confirmed by perceptual and inferen-
tial knowledge prove person cognisant of supersensible reality :
non-absolutism  subject-matter of scriptures—established by
perceptual cognition and inference; seripture sets forth the truth
and indirectly the omniscience of the Arkat : perceptual intuition of
ascetics cognisant of supersensuous intution (§54—§57).

Omniscience of a human Dbeing denied—Jaina reply—glory
of Tirthankara stated—LIreedom from the taint of all imperfections,
the only criterion of Godhead ; omniscience is also established by
lack of contradictory proofs—perceptual cognition competent to
record positive truth alone—direct intuition of whole race of
mankind necessary for denying the possibility of omniscience:
inference also incompetent; sciptur:n text denying omniscience not
available (§58-—§62). ‘
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" Other varieties of transcendent intuition—visual intuition
(avadhi) and intuition of the modes of other minds (manakparyiya)—
etymological meaning ol avadhi ‘that which is confined’—it has for
its object only things having shape and colour — two kinds of avadhi,
congenital and acquired by merit; manaliparydya is the intuition of
mental modes cmerging into acts of thought—it knows external
object by inference (§63-—§65).

Difference of avadhi and manalparyiya consists in the difference
of purity, scope, subject and object—eclucidation (§ 66 —§70).

Empirical (samypavaharika) intuition is conditioned by a scnse
and the mind—its varietics—etymology of samuypavaharika, an
intuiton which leads to authentic activity by way of positive and
negative endeavour (§71—§72).

Different varjetics of self-cognition included in sense-poreep-
tion, mental perception, transcendent perception, ete., aceording
as they relate to sensc-perception, mental perception, etc,, self-
cognition of recollection and the like included in mental per=
ception (§ 73).

Senses enumerated and defined—¢ tymology of indriya ---sense
qua substance and sense gua function--classification of living beings
according to the number of senses possessed ; only the conditions
of specific cognitions freated as scnse-organs and so tongue, fect,
hands, etc., excluded ; different scnses mutually identical as wel]
as numerically different—absolute identity would make cogni-
tion of taste, smell, etc., by the tactile organ a possibility which
is absurd—absolute differcnce again would make the generation
of a synthetic judgement an impossibility —agency of mind for
such judgements also 1cfuted—similarly senses are neither abso-
lutely identical with nor absolutely different from the self- ~similarly
substance-cum-mode, the datum of sense (§ 74--§ 82).

Sense qua substance is material atoms possessed of definite
shape—sense qua function is attainment and conscious activity ;
sense qua attainment gencratgs capacity to apprchend a relevant
Cbject—sense gua conscious activity is an activity of self cognising
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the object—conscious activity is result as well as an ordan
(§ 83—¢§ 87).

Definition of mind—the organ of apprehension of all objects
of all the senses—also called anindripa or no-indripa—Um3asvati’s
definition—mind qua substance is substantive matter transformed
into mind sebstance—mind gua function is attainment and specific
activation of the self (§ 88—§90).

Object and light are not the direct conditions of cognition—
they are of direct service to subsidence-cum-destruction of know-

ledge-obscuring karman but not to cognition—grounds stated
(§ 91§ 92).

Assuming that sense-intuition is gencrated by objective datum
how would the Naiyayika account for eternity of God’s intuition ?
As regards human beings also, such organs as memory and recogni-
tion ought to be rejected as invalid because of the absence of the
objective datum cognised in the past—Buddhist theory which
suppose the cognition and its object to be related as effect and
cause is also untenable because the object being momentary cannot
exist at the time of its cognition—other problems raised and the
congclusion that cognition and its object derive their existence from
their own cause and stand in the relation of illuminator and
Uluminated established (§ 93).

Cognition not an effect and a copy of the object—destruction-
cum-subsidence of the relevant obscuring karman. i. e., specific
competency of the self, is the cause of cognition—postulation of
competency inevitable even in the theory of causality—cognition
being a psychical act cannot have spatial dimension and hence is
not a copy of the object—hence Dharmakirti’s plea of structural
similarity bereft of all substance—other objections raised (§94—
§ 95).

Determinate perception (avagraha) defined—indeterminate
intuition transformed into detYrminate perception—it is not
mental construction (§ 96- -§ 98).
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- +Speculation (142) defined and illustrated—difference of #hi

from Reasoning (#ha) which is the organ competent for the realisa-
tion of universal concomittance (§ 99—§ 101).

Perceptual judgement (aviya) defined. Retentjon (dhitrana)
defined, the mental trace which is the causal stufl' of memory is a
species of cognition—had it been non-cognitional, it could not
have produced recognition which is a species of cognition-—absence
of lapse also a condition of recollection and hence the definition
not in conflict with the Bhasyakara's delinition “Absence of lapse
is retention” (§ 102—§ 105),

Thread of unity through the different stages of perceptual
cognition stressed —difliculty solved (§ 106)

.

Nyayasutra’s definition ‘Unerring cognition produced by
sense-object contact is perceptual and it is indeterminate aud
determinate’ reinterpreted by Trilocana and others-«according
to thera source of such cognition, be it cognitional or non-cogni-
tional (e.g. sense-object contact), is the organ of pereeptual cogni~
tion—the reinterpretation criticised as unjustifiable—contact of
organ of sight with its datum not possible-~~the organ can work
from distance like magnetic stone \§ 107§ 109),

Buddhist definition of perceptual cognition as
conceptual construction irrational because
practical activity (§ 110).

frec  from
it has no bearing upon

Criticism of Jaimini’s de

finition cognition engendered upon
the actual contact of sense-

organs is perceptual’'~—it overlaps such
cognitions as doubt and illusion—Iater interpretations stated and
criticised (§ 111 —§ 113),

Older Sankhya definition of perceptual  cognition as g
modification of sense-organ untenable~—modification of uncon-
scious senses cannot be consciommiévarakrsxxa’s definition “Per~
ception is the determinate cognition of its specific object’ extends
to inference and hence untenable (§ 114—§ 115).

Hence immediacy~cum-luq:idity is the only defining charac-
teristic of perceptual cognition § 116),
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Substance-cum-mode, the object of knowledge—etymofog‘y
of draypa (substance) and parpaye (mode)—Umasvati quoted ;
postions of Sankhya, Buddhist, Kanada and Aksapada stated-—
causal efficiency which is the only defining characteristic of reality
is possible only if reality is substance-cum-mode—elaborate state-
ment of grounds—rival positions of the absolutists refuted—Nyaya-
Vaifesika theory also refuted (§ 117—§ 129).

Defects of Non-absolutism (syadvada) which rejects that subs-
tance and mode are either absolutely different or absolutely
identical and affirms that they are [somehow identical and
different both—(1) affirmation and negation in one substratum
mutually opposed : (2)split up in integrity if difference and
identity posited with reference to different "aspects ; (8) aspects
again mutually different and identical with reference to other sets
of aspects and so on, regressus ad infinitum the consequence : (4)
the aspects of ditference and identity again would each have
difference and identity, confusion the consequence; (5) the
aspect embodying difference will embody identity and vice versa,
transfusion the consequence ; (6) real, being both identical and
different, incapable of being determined in definite reference,
and so doubt wevitable ; (7) absence of determination the conse-
quence ; and {inally (8) impossibility of determination of objective
reality.

Defects unreal— (1) contradictorilly opposed things never
perceived in the same locus by the self-same cognition—when so
perceived contradiction unreal—blue and not-blue not contradic-
torilly opposed as they are perceived in unitary cognition of varie-
gated canvas ; (2) split up in the integrity of an entity also avoided,

* since the apparently opposed attributes have been proved to be
perceived in the same locus ; (3) regressus ad infinitum unreal
—difference nothing other than substance and modes themselves
—similarly identity is substance itself ; (4) & (5) charges of con-
fusion and transfusion parried by instance of cognition of multiform
colour, and the synthesis of universal and particular in all reals ;
(6) doubt unjustified in a matter definitely established H
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(7) absence of determination also unjustified since an entity is
known to be such by experience and consequently (8) charge of
impossibility also unjustified. Hence reality as synthesis of subs-
tance and mode established (§130).

Nature of reality s, exercise of causal efficiency ; real possess-
ed of dual nature is incapable of excrcising causal efficiency as
pure substance or pure mode; an entity cannot exercise causal
efficiency in sequence since, being efficient, it should not defer
its action—substance being unamenable to change, entirely inde-
pendent of services of auxilaries~modes also, being momentary,
unable to wait for two consecutive moments required for the
reception of the service, nor causal activity possible in simultancity
since next moment the entity would be bereft of causal activity
and hence bereft of reality (§ 131).

Change defined— continuity together with  surrender  aud
appropriation of preceding and succeeding modes respectively
constitutes change —this makes causal activity by a real possessing
substance and 1nodes as its moments a logical and real possibility,
Reality —a sui generis multiform entity comprising as its moments
continuity, origination and cessation-~hence causal activity possible
simultaneously or successively accor ding as relevant auxiliary
conditions present themselves ( §132—§ 133),

Resultant of an organ-— illamination of the object, that is,
cognition of the object; no incompatibility in self-same knowledge
béing regarded as the organ and its resultant-—activity of know-
ledge referring to the object is the resultant —the same as relates to
the subject is the organ, the illumination of the object being
realised immediately on the occurrence of it~organ and the resul-
tant identical in so far as they are the self-same cognition-—they are-
different in respect of the relation cf determinant and determina-
tum.  Or cessation of ignorance is the resultant (§ 134—§ 143).

Of determinate perception, speculation, perceptual judgment,
retention, memory, recognition, reasoning and inference each
Preceding one is the organ afid the immediately succeeding one is
‘the resultant; judgment of avoidance, acceptance and indifference
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are also resultants—the question of resultant a matter of volitional
interest and point of view (§ 144—§ 147).

Resultant is both identical with and diferent from its cognitive
organs—grounds stated—Nyaya-Vaidesika coinherence untenable
(§ 148—§ 150). '

The julgment ‘I know the jar’ reveals that self while cogni-
sing an object cognises itself as well—self is a variable constant

(§ 151—§ 153).

Lecture—2 pp. 82—123

Non-perceptual organ of knowledge defined—sub-divisions
viz. recollection, recognition, inductive reasoning, inference and
verbal testimony stated (§ 1 —§ 5).

Recollection conditioned by stimulation of memory-impres-
sion, it is non-discrepant with fact and so valid (§ 6—§ 8).

Recognition is synthetic judgment born of observation and
recollection; Buddhist opposition stated and proved to be unsound.
Recognition is not a species of perception as the Naiyayikas
maintain, it is non-discrepant and hence valid (§ 9—§ 15).

Inductive Reasoning is knowledge of universal concomitance
conditioned by observation and non-observation—perceptual cogni-
tion and inference unable to cognise universal concomitance—

Vaidesika view that the knowledge of universal concomitance is
secured by rellective thought by way of elimination and assimi-
lation criticised-—Naiyadyika’s position that universal concomitance
results from perceptual cognition aided by inductive reasoning
criticised (§ 16-—§22).

Necessary concomitance defined as ‘occurrence necessarily
of the determinant concomitant (yyapaka) on the occurrence of the
determinate concomitant (vpdppa)’, or ‘the occurrence of the
determinate concomitant (vpappa) exclusively in the locus where

the determinant concomitant (y#haka) occurs’—the implications
explained (§ 23—§ 26).
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* Inference defined as the knowledge of the probandum (sidhva)
on the strength of the probans (sadhana) —its twofold division as
subjective and syllogistic (§27—§29).

Subjective inference defined as ‘the knowledge of the pro-
bandum from the probans ascertained, by one’s own self, as having
the sole and solitary characteristic of standing in necessary conoomitance with
the probandum’—implication of the definition explained—Buddhist
theory 'of ‘triple characteristic’ of a valid probans stated, explained,
and finaly refuted as unnecessary—knowledge of the necessity of
the universal concomitance alone is sufficient to prevent the triple
fallacies of non-existent, contradictory and inconclusive probantia——
implications of ‘necessary universal concomitance’ stated~Naiyé-~
yika’s ‘quantuple characteristic’ also is nothing but an elaboration
of universal concomitance | §30—§34).

Universal concomitance consists in the universal necessity
of synchronous and successive ocecurrence of simultancous and
successive events and the knowledge of it is achieved by means of
Inductive Reasoning (§ 35§ 38).

Five types of probantia viz. essential identity, cause, etlect,
co-inherent in the same substratum, and opposite explained and
solved—non-cognition of the first four probantia is also valid ground
for the establishment of relevant non-existence~=illustrations of the
last type of probans (§ 39~§ 52).

Probandum of thesis defined and illustrated. Six types of
contradiction, viz., by perceptual cognition, inference, scriptural
evidence, popular opinion, one’s own staterent and (linguistic)
convention illustrated—probandum is a substantive qualified by an
attribute sought to be proved, but in some cases an attribute alone
is considered as the probandum —illustration (§ 53—§ 60).

The subject (dharmin) is ‘what is endorsed by valid knowledge’
—Buddhist objection and its answermthe subject is also established
by conceptual knowledge-illustration--problem wheiher existence
can be proved—when cognition of contradiction does not arise on

the assertion of the subject, its possibility is presumed and in such
Tase existence can be proved (§ 61—§ 67).
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The question whether Example is a necessary factor of in-
ference—probans being incompatible with the opposite of the
probandum establishes the probandum and hence example is un-
necessary—example defined out of deference to a pupil of slow
understanding—its two-fold division based on similarity and
dissimilarity—illustrations (§ 68—§ 81).

BOOK II
Lecture—1 pp. 124197

Syllogistic inference defined as ‘definite cognition resulting
from statement of a probans’—‘statement’ though only the condi-
tion of inference, is called inference by way of metaphor or
transference of epithet which is a warranted procedure if there
are contradiction of the primary conventional meaning, a purpose
and a legitimate ground—the conditions found to be existent in the
present case (§ 1—§ 5)

Syllogistic inference is twofold according as it is based on
logical possibility of the probans on the occurrence of the ‘pro-
bandum’ and ‘logical impossibility of the probans in the absence
of the probandum’ —illustrations—the difference merely formal,
pot in respect of ultimate intention and hence the statement of both
unnecessary—Nyayavatara quoted (§ 6§ 12).

The statement of thesis (pratijfia) is for demonstrating the
subject (vigsapa)—thesis draws attention of the hearer and so
necessary—though the conclusion is known by implication, the
advance statement of it as thesis has justification in order to rebut
a possible doubt about the locus of the attribute to be proved
(§ 13—§ 18).

Constitution of a syllogism—thesis plus probans endowed
with positive or negative concomitance—the Buddhist view that
tprobans alone it to be stated for the conviction of a knowledge-
able person’ is unjustifiable—in deference to the calibre of the
person to be edified, the syllogiyn may have five propositions,
viz. thesis, reason, illustration, application and conclusion or even
more (§ 19=—§ 23).
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Thesis, reason, illustration, application and conclusion defined
and illustrated—the inter-relation of the five members and other
corroborative statements (§ 23 - § 33).

Sham simulant (abkasa) defined—three fallacjes of reasons,
viz. non-existent, contradictory and inconclusive and their sub-
divisions defined and illustrated (§ 34—§ 48).

Sixteen types of false examples stated and illustrated —other

types included in these very types—treatment of syllogistic inference
concluded (§ 49—§ 59).

Confutation (d#sana) defined as the exposure of the fallacies
inherent in an argument (§ 60—§ 61).

False confutation or sophism (jati) defined as consisting in
the allegations of non-existent defects—they are employed in
opposition to a legitimate or false reason advanced by the propo-
nent in case the true nature of the defects in the reasons is not
realised—twenty-four types of sophisms  stated, defined and
illustrated in consonance with the plan adopted by Aksapida—
the solution of all types of sophisms lies in the examination of the
probans as to whether it embodics the characteristic, viz,, incom-
patibility with the opposite (§ 62—65).

Casuistry (chala) stated as nothing but sophism —~three types

(1) based on ambiguity, (2) based on generalisation, (3) based on
metaphor—illustrations (§ 66).

Legitimate Discourse defined as the statement of proof and
refutation in the presence of judges and other members of the
council with a view to the preservation of truth—it has four factors
—Judge, President, Proponent and Opponent—it is known as
Debate (katha)-~Disputation (jalpa) and Wrangling  (vitapda)
are not approved forms of Debate-—~grounds stated (§67—§71).

Victory and Defeat defined (§ 72—§ 74).

Defeat constitutes censure «(nigraha)~mere misunderstanding
or default of understanding as propaunded by the Naiyayikas does
not constitute censure (§ 75—§ 78).
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Twenty-two varieties of occasions of censure (nigm/zaszlz;ln;)
of the Naiyayikas stated and criticised (§ 79—§ 102).

Buddhist view of an occasion of censure also stated and
criticised (§ 103-§ 109).

The author proposes to define an epistle (§ 110).

[ Here the book ends. The rest is not available ]



AN
Aph.
AV
DV
DV, Nir.
HB
LT
MBh
NA
NB
NM
NS

PMS
pr
PS
PV

SB
Siv
ST
§v
$vU
TS
TS
TSV
VA

ABBREVIATIONS

= Answer

= Avadyakaniryukti

= Aphorism

= Ayogavyavacchedika
= Dafavaikalikastitra

= Dafavaikalikasitraniryukii
= Hetubindu

= Laghiyastrayi
=Mahabhisya

= Nyayavatara

= Nydyabindu
=Nydyamarjari

= NyZyasitra

= Objection

= PariksAmukhasiitra

= Pramanapariksa

= Pramanasamuccaya

= Praminaviarttika
=Question

= Sabarabhagya

= Siddhiviniécaya
=Sanmatitarka

= Slokavarttika
=Svetadvatara Upanisat
= Tattvarthastitra
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A CRITIQUE OF ORGAN OF
KNOWLEDGE

- ’
(Written by Acarya Sri Hemacandra, the omniscient
of the Iron age, accompanied with the
commentary written by himself’)

BOOK 1
LECTURE—1

Salutation to the Arkat who comprises in his being infinite
faith, infinite knowledge, infinite energy and infinite bliss; to
the saviour who has constructed out of mercy the bridge to
righteousness. (1)

In order to develop the seed of enlightenmentof the in-
telligent ones by means of repeated exercisé® over ultimate
truths, a commentary is being written by me on the aphorisms
of Jaina doctrine composed by myself. (2)

1. (Q) Now, il these aphorisms on Jaina doctrine are
your own (handiwork), then what and made by whom were
the aphorisms prior to yours? (A) You have posed only a
very small {ragment of the question. You might as well ask:
What and made by whom were the aphorisms on Grammar and
other sciences prior to Panini, Pingala, Kanada, Aksapada and
soon? (The truth is:) These sciences are without any definite
beginning in time, but they appear to grow ever new
according as they are delivered in abridged and amplified
forms and as such arc said to be the handiwork of this or
that person. Have you not heard (the dictum): The world
has never been unlike the present? Or, if you are so inclined,
you may cast a glance at the Taftvarthasatra (aphorisms on
the ultimate truths), the crest jewek of all fastras (rational
systematic works), composed by (Umasvati called) the
foremost Vacaka.
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2. (Q) If that be the case, why is it that you do not sct
out to compose a discursive treatise (prakarana) following
(the example of) Akalaiika, Dharmakirti and the like ? Why do
you assume the role of a writer of aphorisms—a vainglorious
pose (in all conscicnce) ?  (A) Don’t be censorious. The
present writer follows his own taste and there is neither
public (opinion) nor a royal command to put a restraint upon
the free exercisc of his will. So your contention is a
frivolous trifle.

3. Now the Master (Asarya) has composed this $astra in
five Books (adhpapas), each consisting of a group of Lectures
(@hnikas); of the latter again cach consists ofa number of
discourses (prakaranas); cach discourse is made of a group of
aphorisms (sitras); cach aphorism consists of a number of
inflected words (padas) each of which in its turn is composed
of a number of syllables  (varpas). 'The following is the first
aphorism of th? work, which proposes to set forth (he subjeet,
matter to be dealt with, (the knowledge of which is)
necessary condition of inspiring  the volitional impulse of
a man of intelligence (towards the study of the work).

(dph.) Now a eritique of organs of knowledge. (1)

4. The word atha (now) means commencement and (in
the present context) significs that (the treatment of ) organs
of knowledge which are o he set forth in this work is being
undertaken and thus by expounding the objective of the whole
work serves to enlighten and induc intelligent readers (to the
study of it). Or, let the word (fabda) stand for the idea of
sequence. The meaning would thus become: organ of
knowledge is being discussed subsequent to the treatment of
Grammar ($abda), Poctics (kigpa) and Prosody (chandas ).
Understood in this sense the word (atha) serves to signify
that this (work) is the product of the same author as that of
Grammar, etc. Again, the word atha, (though used) in the
sense of commencement, by the very fact of its phonetic
value being apprehended, serves to promote well-being just
as the sight of a garland of flowers, or a pitcther flled with
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water, though carried for some other purpose, does. The
promotion of well-being eliminates obstructive demerit and
thus leads to the completion of the work without a hitch and
hearers are blessed with long life (asa consequence;. The
author of the aphorisms has performed the auspicious
ceremony of salutation of the (five exalted beings called)
paramesthins, but he does not propose to incorporate it in the
work for consideration of economy (of labour).

5. [That pramana (organ of knowledge) is the most effective
instrument of the determination (prama) of the nature of
reality follows from the analysis of the etymological meaning
of its components. The prefix pra means ‘in excellent form’,
i.e., to the exclusion of doubt and the like and 4/m@ means
‘to determine’ and the suffix [yuf means ‘an insirument’. The
meaning of the whole word] Pramana (thus) comes to be what
is the most cffective instrument of the determination of reality
inits true character through the preliminary exclusion of
doubt, (error and indecision). AMimamsa (&ritique) of it
(organ of knowledge) consists in complete consideration (of
the subject-matter) by the method of enumeration and so on.
The procedure of a scientific work is threefold, viz,
enumeration, definition and examination. Among thes;z,
enumeralion consists in the specification of bare names, and
this very aphorism is an cxample of the same. Definition is
the statement of the peculiar characteristic of the thing
enumerated. Itis again of two kinds, viz., general and
specific. The immediately following aphorism is an instance
of general definition. Specific definition has its illustration in
the aphorism (I. 1. 13) ‘That which is immediate and lucid
is perceptual cognition.” Classification in only a preliminary
condition of specific definition and as such is not separately
considered. Examination consists in (the application of) the
logical tests to the thing defined in order to make out that
the thing defined is of the nature affirmed and not otherwise.
The third aphorism serves as its example.

6. The term mimamsd (critique) means respectful dis-
quisition, It follows from this that dissertation on organ of
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knowledge alone is not undertaken in this work, but it also
embraces the consideration of nayas (partial glimpses) which
are parts of pramipa with their scope determined by means
of exclusion of false napas. As has been observed by the
foremost Vieaka (Umizsvati): Acquisition (of knowledge of
ultimate truth) is by means of pramigas and nayas. (TS, 1. 6).
The work treats also of final emancipation (moksa) together
with the means thereto and its opposites, it being the foremost
among the ultimate values to be desired by mankind. The
dissertation thus becomes entitled to respectful consideration
(owing to its comprehensive scope as specified above).
A dissertation on knowledge alone would on the other hand
degenerate into a mere polemic since it is bound to resolve
itself ultimately into the refutation of rival theorics. If that
(dissertation on knowledge) were the intention (of the
Suirakira), the introductory aphorism should have heen
worded as: Now an cxamination (instead of critique) of
organ of knowledge. (PP, p. 1). To swun up the result:
The Master has chosen the word critique  (maminsa) in order
to make it understood that (his objective is to deal with) the
problem of emancipation together with its means of realisation
and its opposites, after a thorough evaluation of the ohjects of
valid knowledge by means of praminas and napas. ().

7. Now he propounds the general definition of organ of
knowledge (pramapa)—

(Aph.) An organ of knowledge is the authentic definitive cognition
of an object. (II)

8. The expression ‘organ of knowledge’ specifies the
thing to be defined. The restis the definition. Definition
consists in the predication of an unknown (characteristic) in
respect of a known fact given as the subject. In the present
context the subject is the substantive which is known as
‘organ of knowledge’ without dispute, and of it the
characteristic of ‘being “authentic definitive cognition of an
object’ is predicated. [Definition being a case of purely
negative inference presupposes a %ubject, a probandum and
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a probans]. The probans thereof is the character of ‘being‘
organ of knowledge’. There is nothing repugnant in the

subject, functioning as a probans. It stands to reason that
where the individual is a subject, its relevant universal may

serve as probans as in the following example: ‘The smoke is

coexistent with fire, since it has the character of being smoke

Jjust like the cases of smoke cognised before.” The absence of
(a different kind of) example does not detract from its

probative force as the knowledge of the probandum is secured

by internal concomitance alone. It will be shown (in I. 2. 18)

that the caseis quite on a par with the syllogism: The

living body is possessed of a soul because itis possessed of
vital functions.

9. The term ‘delinitive cognition’ in the definition stands
for a species of cognition which is devoid of the characteristic
of doubt, indecision and indeterminate cognition. Thus the
usc of the term ‘definitive cognition’ serveg to negate the
character of organ of knowledge of sense-object contact as it is
not a cognition and of doubt, etc., though they are included
in the category of cognition.

10, The artha (object) is what is attained or aimed at
(by a cognition) and it is placed under (three heads, viz.,)
what is to be avoided, what is to be accepted and what is to
be ignored, inasmuch as the avoidable is sought to be avoided,
the acceptlable is sought to be accepted and the ignorable
is sought to De ignored. It cannot be contended that
the ignorable should be subsumed under the avoidable
on the ground of its being unfit for acceptance, since
(by similar logic) its inclusion under the acceptable
may also be a possibility being the opposite of the avoidable.
On the contrary, (the category of) the ignorable constitutes a
field of overwhelming importance so far as the ascetics are
concerned (the number of things ignored by them being far
greater than that of what they seek to attain or to avoid).
And cven as regards men constituted like us, the magnitude
of what is to be ignored far oulweighs that of what is to be
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accepted and what is to be avoided. So it docs not deserve
to be left out of consideration. In the expression ‘the
definitive cognition of object’ (arthasya nirnayals), the genitive
case-ending (in the original) has the force of an objective
case, as the object is directly accessible (to cognition), the
object being what is defivitively coguised.  The insertion of
the term ‘object’ in the definition is ade for the sake of the
exclusion of self-cognition, as we will show that though itis a
fact it is not an exclusive characteristic.

11. The term sampak (authentic) means what is not
contrary to fact and is an indeclinable. Or, it may bea
derivative of 4/ afic with sem as its prefix. This is an adjective
to ‘definitive cognition’, because it is this alone which is
competent to be determined as authentic or unauthentic.
As regards the object, it is neither authentic nor unauthentic
by itself and so does not deserve this adjective to qualify it, since
it lacks the conditions of possibility and contingeney. The result
of the qualification of ‘definitive cognition of an object’ by the
adjective ‘authentic’ is  the exclusion of orror. So this
general definition of organ of knowledge is destitute of the
faults of undesirable extension, non-inclusion and absurdity.

12, Now (a problem is raised), ‘cognition of (its own)
self” has also been propounded by the old masters as an
element of the definition of organ of knowledge just like the
cognition of an object’, Clompare (the definitions): ‘organ
of knowledge is revelatory of sell and other’ (NA, 1), and
‘organ of knowledge is the cognition which is of the nature of
determination of self and an object’ (TSV, 1. 10. 77). Nor
is this (sc. cognition of sclf) wunjustified, since in (the
introspection) ‘I know the jar’ and the like, the fact of
cognition is as much revealed (as a content) as (the elements
of ) subject and object. Itis not possible that the cognition
of an object can happen to a subject who does not intuit the
act of cognition. It cannobt be supposed that the cognition of
such an act is effected by a second cognition, since the latter,
too, being equally uncognised canrivt amount to an intuition
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of the (first) cognition in question. Ifa third cognition is ’
requisitioned for the purpose, it will lead to a regressus ad
infinitum [the third being in the same situation with the second
gua uncognised will require a fourth and the fourth a fifth
and so on if no cognition is supposed to be self-intuited]. If
the cognition of the act (of cognition) be made dependent
upon the cognition of object, it will give rise to the fallacy
of logical see-saw. This (exposure of absurdity) is sufficient
to dismiss the attempt to account for such cognition by resort
to negative implication. viz., ‘the realisation of the object
would not be possible unless there were a cognition of the
same.” [The idea is that a thing can be known only by
means of a cognition and not otherwise. The fact of
knownness therefore implies the presence of cognition. The
reason for rcjection of the aforementioned hypothesis lies in
the fact that] implication being itself uncognised as the cause
of cognition cannot possibly be a rausa cognoscendi (which it is
admitted to be and as such should be bekieved to be self-
intuitive). If again the (first) implication (of the act of
cognition) be supposed to be cognised by another implication,
the result will be either an infinite regress or a logical see-saw
[according as a series of implications is postulated or the first
implication is made known by the second and vice versa] and
this makes the discomfiture (of the opponent) inevitable as
before. Thus (the conclusion is inescapable that) as cognition
is (invariably) felt as sclf-regarding, it must be admitted that
it is cognisant of its own sclf as well.

(Q) If cognition be an object of cognition, like a jar, it
would become not-cognition (i.e.. would cease to be a
cognition).

(A) You cannot argue like that, since a cognition is felt as
cognition just as the self is felt as self Nor is there any
logical absurdity in the fact that cognition is also cognisable,
since it is a ‘cognition’ with reference to the object and ‘cogn-
isable’ with reference to its own self (that is to say, a cognition
cognises its own secll jus as it does an object). There is no
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incompatibility in the situation just as there is none in the
same person being a son and father with relerence to his own
father and son. Nor can an incompatibility be alleged in the
action of the self upon itsclf, since incompatibility cannot
occur in a thing atiested to be true by direct experience.

The fact of sclf-cognisance (of a cognition) can also be
proved by inference. Cognition reveals an object only while
it reveals (itself), since it is revelatory just as a light. It
ought not to be urged that a cognition being an object of
revelation cannot logically function as an agent of revelation.
For it is quite legitimate that it should be an agent of revela-
tion by reason of eflecting expulsion of ignorance and the like.
It should not, however, be contended that the rule pro-
pounded breaks down in the case of sensc-organs, eye and
the like (which though revelatory are not sclf-revealed and so
the probans ‘revelatory’ is not necessarily concomitant with
self-revelation). There is no break of the rule since it i (not
physical organs~but) their spiritual counterparts which are
revelatory and they are scll-revealed as a matter of necessity.
And (the truth of our contention is proved by the following
syllogistic arguments): Consciousness is self-revealing, since it
is cognition of an object; whatever is not sclf-revealing is not
cognition of an object, for example—a jar (which is not
cognition of an object as it is not sclf-revealing).  Whatever
is a cognition is independent of the service of another
(cognition) for its own cognition, just as the last member of o
series of cognitions of an object immediately preceding the
cognition of another object is. The cognition of colour, cte.,
which is the subject-matter of dispute is certainly a cognition
(and thercfore must be independent for its own cognition).
An entity, for instance a jar, does not require another entity
of the same genus or of a subordinate species for its revela-
tion; a cognition is such an entity; (therefore it does not
require another cognition of the same genus or of a subordi-
nate species for its own revelation).

(Q) A cognition, being an entity, must he liable to be
revealed by another just like the jar.’
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(A) No. The probans (viz ‘being an entity’) is devoid of a
logical sanction. (The fact of ‘being an entity’ has no
bearing upon its revelation by itself or by another. Itisa
question of ultimate fact which can be decided by the verdict
of experience). The fact that a jar is revealed by an other
(sc. cognition) is not due to the fact thatitis an entity but
because it is other than cognition.

(The opponent now drives home the conclusion that) self-
cognition, too, should be (included in) the definition of
knowledge. Anticipating all this, he (s@trakara) observes (as
follows):

(Aph.) Self-cognition, though (unavoidably) present, is not (a
necessary element of ) the defining characteristic, as it cverlaps
cases of erioneous cognition. (IIT)

13. By the cxpression ‘though (unavoidably) present’
the author approves of the opponent’s contention. The
meaning is this: It ought not to be urged Jthat whatever
attribute is present (in a thing) should be included in the
definition (of it), simply because it is present therein, but only
that attribute which is absent from its opposite. Self-cogni-
tion, however, is common to such erroneous cognition as
doubt and the like. There is not a single instance of cogni-
tion which is not ipso facto self-cognised. Therefore, we have
not propounded self-cognition as a defining characteristic.
The old masters, however, introduced it with a view to its
cxamination (by first learners). Hence no fault (in the
definition). (III)

14. (A fresh difficulty is being raised:) If knowledge is
to take note of what is already known, it would be as
redundant as the act of grinding what has already been
ground to dust. (If this contingency is excepted to) then a
series of repeating cognitions cognisant of the pre-cognised
(object) should also be accorded the.status of valid knowledge.
So let the definition be (as follows): ~ Cognition of an object
previously uncognised (is knowledge). And so also has it
been propounded (in the following definitions): A cognition
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" which is of the nature of ascertainment of itself and an organ
of a previously uncognised object is knowledge (PMS, L. 1);
or (simply) as ‘A cognition of an ohject unknown before?,

To meet the difliculty, the author remarks:

(Aph.) The cognition taking note of an vbject previously cognised
does not lack the status of organ of knowledge exactly as the cogni-
tion which takes note of what is to be cognised in future. (IV)

15. This is the meaning (which can be brought out as
follows): Does the repudiation of the cognition of the cogni-
sed object have reference to the substance or a mode? Ifitis
the mode which is referred to, then even the serics of repeat-
ing cognitions cannot be alleged to take stock of the same
precognised object, since the modes sre momentary in dura-
tion. In that case what would be the necessity of incorporat-
ing this qualifying proviso for the exclusion of the contingency
(i. e., repeated cognition of the same object) ? 1f, on the other
hand, (the repeating cognition in question he supposed) 1o
relate to the substance, that will also be (an) illegitimate
(position), Substance being (the selfssame) unity, heing
eternal (irrespective of the modes occurring in it), does not
admit of any variation in cither state gra cognised hefore or to
be cognised hereafter.  So (we do not see any reason for this
distinctive treatment since the opponent) cannot point to a
distinguishing ci:’rcumstance in the cognition of an object to
be known hereafter on the basis of which it should e accorded
the rank of organ of knowledge which is denied to the cogni-
tion of a precognised object. [The Jaina cannot at any rate
insist on the absence of previous cognition as a condition of
valid knowledge. The commentator accordingly contends:]
Further, determinate perception, speculation and the rest
are acknowledged to be valid instances of knowledge in spite
of the fact that the succeeding cognition takes stock of what
has been cognised B¥ the preceding ones. It cannot be
contended that these cognitions arc conversant with different
objects. If that were the case, the object of determinate
perception would not be the ohjeet of speculation and the
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object of speculation would not be the object of judgment— ’
a contingency which would throw out of gear (the whole

apparatus of epistemology). It would not again be a sound

contention to maintain that the cognitions under considera-

tion are each conversant with an uncognised element furni-

shed by (the ever-occurring change of) modes. This would

be tantamount to admission that no cognition is possessed of

a content which is cognised before.

16. As regards recollection which is acknowledged to be
an organ of knowledge, its essential character consists in the
cognition of a precognised cbject. And even those, who
assert recollection to be destitute of the status of an organ of
knowledge, hase their conclusion on the fact that it is not
dircctly derived from an object and not on the fact that it is
cognisant of the pre-cognised object. As has been observed
(by Jayanta Bhatta): “That recollection has not the status of
an organ of .knowledge is not due to the fact that it is
cognisant of a precognised object. The #eason for its
invalidity, on the contrary, is found in its origination indepen-

dent of an object.” (NM. p.23). (IV.)

17  Now he proposes to set forth the definitions of doubt,
indecision and crror which have been rebutted by the
definition of an organ of knowledge:

(Aph.) Doubt is the cognition which refers to both the extremes

with reference to an object which is ot possessed of such
dual character. (V)

18. The cognition, which fully touches both the (opposite)
extremos with reference to an object which does not (actually)
posscss such a dval character, is designated as samsaya
(doubt), inasmuch as the self, on its emergence, seems to
retire into a perfectly supine state (owing to the loss of vigil).
For example, we may cite the case of the cognition ‘Whether
it is a post or a human being’, which arises on the apprehen-
sion, from a distance, of a tall @bject in darkness, when
proofs either by way of confirmation or refutation are equally
found to be wanting. Thesinsertion (of the qualifying adjunct)
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“ewith reference to an object which is not posscssed of such a
dual character’ is needed for the preclusion of the definition
of doubt from overlapping such cases of cognition as take
note of both the extremes in objects which are really possessed
of such a dual nature. As instances (of the latter category)
we may cite such jodgements as “The jar cxists and does not
exist” or, The self is both permanent and impermanent.” (V)

(Aph.) A cognition which fails to take note of specific charac-
teristic is (called) indecision. (V)

18. A cognition which fails to grasp the specific character-
istic of its object owing to distance, darkness and the like is
called ‘indecision’, because it falls short of certitude delivering
itself in the form ‘What may it be.” And as regards inde-
terminate intuition arising at the first moment (of sensc-object
contact) which is regarded by others (sc. Buddhists) as
perceptual knowledge, it is nothing but a case of ‘indecision’
inasmuch as it also lacks consideration of specific charace-
teristics (VI)

(Aph.) Error is a cognition which definitely takes a thing to be

what it is not. (VII)

20. When a cognition has for its content a characteristic,
which is actually wanting in the object concerned, and still
the object is definitely believed to be possessed of that (very
characteristic in pursuance of the cognition), it (the cognition)
isa case of error (literally a contrary cognition), being (he
reverse (of the objective fact). The following cases are
examples of it. (1) The cognition of a substance which is sweet
as bitter and such-like cases owing to the disorder of bodily
humours: (2) the cognition of one sclf-identical moon as two
owing to the affection of the eye; (3) the cognition of trees,
though actually fixed and stationary, as moving owing to the
(swift) movement of a boat; (4) the cognition of fire-brand
and the like as circular, though they arc non-circular, on
account of swift rotation (By a person).

The (consideration of the) definition of organ of knowledge
comes to an end here. (VII)
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21. Let an organ of knowledge be as it is defined Buf®
how is its validity determined—(is it determined) by itself or
another ? It cannot certainly be (determined) by itself. A
cognition being self-intuited should intuit itself as being cog-
nition, pure and simple It cannot be cxpected to take note
of the element of authenticity which constitutes its validity.
And so far as the (intuited) character of being cognition is
concerned, it is shared in common with false knowledge.
Moreover, if validity were self-intuited, there would occur no
occasion of dispute among philosophers. Nor can it (validity)
be supposed to be apprehended by some other (cognition).
The other cognition in question may be considered to be
either (1) one which has for its object the self-same object of
the cognition (the validity of which is under dispute), or (2) a
a cognition (which verifies it) by taking note of its utility, or
(3) the cognition of an object which is invariably concomitant
with the object of the former cognition. All these (possibili-
tics), having, as they do, a validity not self-certified, are them-
selves undetermined (in logical status) and as such how can
they be cxpected to determine the initial cognition, which
leads to activity, (as valid)? And if these latter cognitions
have their validity self-certified, what is the offence of the
initial cognition, that should deprive it on the right of self-
validation? It has already been definitely asserted that vali-
dity of a cognition is not known by itself and if, on the other
hand, it is supposed to be determined by an outsider (sc. cog-
nition), the result would be a regressus ad infinitum.

Having all these considerations in view the author pro-
pounds (the following):

(Aph.) Determination of wvalidity is either by itself or by some
other. (VIIT)

22. Determination of validity is in some cases achieved
(by a cognition) by itself. Such fbr instance is the habitual
cognition of one’s own palm (induced by a repeated course of
experience); or the direct intuition of results (by verification
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" afforded by) such (tests) as the acts of bathing, drinking, im-
mersion and alleviation of thirst and like processes. To be
sure, in thesc cases there is no demand for further verification
felt by a rational mind. By way of corroboration (one may
point the following analysis of a typical knowledge-situation):
in the first place, there is  cognition ol water; in the second
place, there occurs, on the part of a person aflected with heat
and thirst, a volitional impulse towards it; in the third place,
there is eventual attainment (of the object); in the fourth
place, the processes of bathing, drinking and so on take place;
in the last place, there occurs cessation of heat and thirst.
And this alone gives final satisfaction to the (knowing) subject.
And he does not feel an urge for further scrutiny of his cog-
nition of the cessation of heat and thirst. This establishes
(the conclusion) that the validity (of the cognition) is sclf-
determined.  As regards inference, however, the intuition of
self-validity in all its cases is quite obvious when all the pos-
sibility of doubt-of the universal concomitance (on which the
inference is based) being contingent has been entirely elimi-
nated. For (doubt is impossible when the inference) is known
to follow from a probans neccessarily concomitant (with the
probandum). There cannot be cognition of a probans in the
absence of the probans and a (real) probans cannot exist
unrelated to its probandum.

23. On some occasions the intuition of validity is secured
by means of an external datum. Wemay poeint for instance
to the (primal) perceptual cognition unconfirmed by repeated
experience. Since such cognition has not as yet been
ascertained to stand in unfailing correspondence with the
(relevant) object, its validity is determined by a subsequent
confirmatory cognition of the same object, or by a cognition
of its pragmatic consequences, or again by the cognition of
an object invariably concomitant with it. As regards the
latter, their validity is self-evident and so there is no loophole

. for the charge of infinite regress and the like.
- 24. Asregards verbal knowledge, its unfailing correspon-
dence with the (relevant) object is not realisable (by itself)
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and so its validity is (only) determined by the external
evidence furnished by verification and the like in those cases
where the object (of the verbal cognition) is capable of being
directly perceived. As regards (the cases of verbal propositions
that refer to) an object which is not amenable to perception,
their validity is determined, irrespective of verification on the
ground of their having been delivered by a trustworthy
person, on the analogy of his other statements regarding such
perceivable facts as the eclipse of the planets, lossof an
article, secret contents of a closed fist, whose authenticity has
been attested by verification. Thus all (the issues connected
with the prol'olem‘) find a rational explanation (in our view).
25. The Naiyayikas assert that ‘The organ of know-
ledge is that which is the condition of the cognition of an
object’. Now if the condition of the cognition of an object
referred to in the definition Dbe only an ‘efficient condition’
(other than what is propounded as material and non-material
cause by the Naiyiyika), then the subject, tBe object and so
on should also be regarded as having the characteristic of
being ‘an organ of valid knowledge’, since this (i e. the
character of ‘being an efficient condition’) is the common
attribute of all the (conditions which are meant by the)
grammatical cases. If, on the other hand, the term
‘condition’ is taken to stand for the instrumental case as
distinct from the subject, the object and so forth, then it
should logically be considered to by an act of cognition and
not a sense-organ or its contact (with the object), etc Now,
that alone is the instrumental case of a cognition on the
operation of which the object is immediately known. (Itisa
fact that) a cognition (of an object) does not occur even in the
presence of such conditions as sense-organ and its contact,
if (the conditioning) cognition is absent The instrumental
case is that which is the most efficient condition which is
found to be immediately followed Py the effect. If, on the
contrary, a condition which is remotely conducive to an
effect is regarded as its instrument, then even (such remote
condition of the alertness®f sense-organs as) ‘partaking of a
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" dish of curd’ would also lay claim to their recognition as
such. The conclusion is thus irresistible that none buta
cognition can be regarded as the organ of knowledge, except
by way of metaphor.

26. In (another definition propounded as) “That which
is the instrument of authentic cognition is the organ of know-
ledge’ (NS3, p. 1), the insertion of the word ‘instrument’ is
intended for the exclusion of the subject and the object, and
thus ends in proving that the organ of knowledge is none
other than the instrumental case. Such being the case, the
most effective condition is certainly nonec else than cognition,
inasmuch as it is immediately followed by the ellect and so
that (sc. cognition) alone should be accepted as the organ of
knowledge.

27. The Buddhists assert ‘It is non-discrepant coguition
that is the organ of knowledge’, (PV, 1, 1). I{ the cognition
referred to in the definition De regarded as indeterminate, it
would not be capable of generating a pragmatic conscquence,
If you maintain that the definition is concerned with a
conventional organ of knowledge, how can you establish ity
validity? The validity (of indeterminate cognition) has heen
supposed to be effected by a determinate cognition bringing
up the rear which is capable of generating a pragmatic
consequence. But this is exposed to the consequences of the
maxim of decoration with borrowed ernaments. It stands
to reason that the determinate cognition capable of pragmatic
consequences should rather have its claim to validity
recognised. The acceptance of this course would serve to
eliminate the labour of resort to a roundabout procedure.
Again, if determinate cognition were invalid, how could the
activity inspired by it be (as a matter of universal rule)
never incongruent (with fact)? If the congruence be
accounted for on the ground of identification of the concept
with the perceptum as is-the case with the perceptual cogni-
tion of a person suffering from disorder of the eye, then the
congruence in question would be a factitious one (resorted to
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by way of metaphor). So if (the Buddhist) is to intend
natural, as opposed to factitious, validity as the defining
characteristic of (perceptual) cognition, he must accept that
it is determinate cognition that is the organ of knowledge.

(VIII)

28. The author has set forth the general definition of the
organ of knowledge and has also subjected it to scrutiny.
Now, he proposes to propound the specific definition and with
this end in view he sets forth the divisions of the same, in
view of the fact that the formulation of such a definition is
not possible without the previous demonstration of its
divisions.

(dph.) The organ of knowledge is of two kinds. (IX)

29. The expression ‘organ of knowledge’ (pramana), though
included in the gencral definition given in the aphorism
(no. II), has been intercepted by (the discoursg involved in)
scrutiny and so it is not referred to by the pronoun ‘that’
(in the aphorism as this might make it difficult to understand
the reference). Hence the expression ‘organ of knowledge’
is bodily inscrted herein, The expression ‘of two kinds® has
the meaning ‘of two varicties on/y’—since classification implies
cxclusive determination as its logical upshot. The conse-
quence of this (exclusive determination) is that the views of
philosophers (of different schools), who assert the number of
such organs to be more or less (than this), are to be rejectad.
The Carvakas maintain that perception is the only organ of
knowledge and none else. The Vailesika philosophers
contend that there are three such organs, viz., perception,
inference and verbal testimony, which is also the position of
the Sankhyas. The Naiyayikas accept comparison in addition
to the three. The Prabhakaras again accept the four organs
and add presupposition as the fifth The followers of Bhatta
(Kumirila) accept negation as an additional organ and thus
assert six such organs in all. The refutation of these views
will be given (in a subsequant section). (IX)

2
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30. [But a doubt arises in this connection.] TIs the
twofold classification to be understood in terms of what has
been propounded hy the Buddhists, viz., as ‘Perception and
Tnference’ (PS, 1.2; NB, 1. 3) or in a diflerent way? [In
order to sct at rest all doubt,] he observes:

(Aph.) (Namely,) Perceptual and Non-perceptual.  (X)

31. [The ctymological meaning of the word pratyaksa is
stated here] The word aksa is derived from /a8 or 4/ aksa
meaning ‘lo pervade’. That which pervades (i.e. embraces)
all substance, space, time and mode is entitled aeksa which
means an individual self. The word (aksa) may also denote a
sense-organ, since it also pervades (that is, apprehends) an
object. The prefix prati has the scnse of pratigata i.c. resident or
dependent. (The whole word pratyaksa then means) what is
resident in aksa. (that is to say, in the individual). The word
aksa also means sense-organs And so the copnition which arises
in dependence upon  the  sensc-organs is called pratyaksa,
perceptual cognition, of which the definition will he stated
later.  Paroksa, non-perceptual coguition, is that which is
placed beyond the provinece of senses or that which is left
untouched by an other, ic.. a sensc-organ and the like, and
its definition will be stated below.  'The conjunction ‘and’ is
intended to stress the equal competence of hoth in their
respective provinces.  This serves to refute the position of
those who maintain that perceptual cognition is the senior-
most of all organs of knowledge Tt cannot be contended that
as all other organs are preceded by perceptual cognition, the
latter should be regarded as the seniormost of them. It is
(not infrequently) observed that perceptual cognition also
follows in the wake of other organs. Thus, for examnple, a
person having become aware of fire and so on cither by
means of a characteristic mark (probans) or the instruction
of a trustworthy person procecds towards it and comes to
have perceptual cognition of the same. (X)

32. According to the adherents of Carvaka, there is no
other organ of knowledge than perception.  In (order to
refute) this position the author says:
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(dph.) That there are organs of knowledge other than Derception
is proved by the realisation of determination, knowledge of
other men’s thoughts, and negation. (XI)

83. The realisation of the distinction between valid and
invalid cognitions, of another man’s thought, and negation of
what transcends sense-intuition is not possible without the
services of other organs of knowledge such as inference. The
Carvaka positivist is also (found) to determine at a subsequent
time that some cognitions are valid and some are invalid on
the basis of their analogy to past experiences which he has
found to be non-discrepant and discrepant (with fact)
respectively according as they did correspond or failed to
correspond (with reality). It is not possible that a perceptual
cognition, which derives its genesis from a datum present
(to the senses) and which is incapable of taking cognisance
of what has preceded and what will follow, should have the
capacity of discerning a characteristic capable qf determining
the validity and invalidity of the individual cognitions
occurring before and after. And even with regard to those
specific cases of cognitions of which he has direct cognisance,
the Carvika will not be in a position to determine the validity
or invalidity of them to the satisfaction of an outsider.
Hence it follows that he must have recourse to a different
organ of knowledge which must be of the nature of inference
and as such included under the head of non-perceptual
cognition, which will enable him to determine the validity and
invalidity of present cases of knowledge on the basis of their
analogy to cases of knowledge found to be veridical and also
to convince an outsider (of the truth).

34. Moreover, a person who seeks to prove a fact which is
not wanted to be known (by anybody), certainly runs the risk
of being ignored with contempt like 2 man who has gone out
of his senses, since thereby he would agt neither as a man of
common sense nor as a philosopher. Nor again is it possible
to have acquaintance with what passes in other people’s mind
by means of perception. If; on the other hand, (it is asserted
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that) such acquaintance (with another man’s knowledge) is
achieved by the swudy of his (outward) activity, the validity of
non-perceptual cognition is established even against his will,

35. The negation of (post-mortem existence in) the other
world and the like is not capable of being asserted merely on
the basis of perceptual intuition which has its jurisdiction only
over what is present to the senses. The behaviour of the
Carvika, who finds no peace without the denial of (life in)
the other world and so on, but still refuses to admit the
validity of other organs of knowledge, reminds one of the
conduct of a (perverse) child.

36. Furthermore, the validity of even perceptual cogni-
tion can be established only on the evidence of its unfailing
correspondence with fact. (It passes one’s understanding)
why shauld the Carvaka not acknowledge the validity of non-
perceptual cognitions, arising cither from  verbal testimony or
from a logical ground known to he necessarily concomitant
with a fact, ofi the identical ground of unfailing correspondence
with fact. 'The Carvaka may contend that the invalidity of
non-perceptual cognition is proved by the fact that there are
also cases of such cognitions which are found o lack unfailing
correspondence with fact, But this would make the denial of
validity of every cognition inevitable, since even perceptual
cognitions, arising from discased vision and suchlike defects,
are also found to be invalid [and thus should throw doubt
over perceptual cognition as a class, which is the only case of
valid knowledge according to the opponent. The result will
be unrclieved scepticism, since ncither perceptual cognition
nor non-perceptual cognition, which is unreservedly declared
by him to be invalid, will have indubious claim to validity].
The Carvaka might retort: Well, it is a case of simulated
perceptlion (and so its invalidity does not affect veridical in-
tuitions). But the case is exactly the same with the other (sc.
non-perceptual cognition), but for your biassed obsession.
Dharmakirti also makes similar observation:

“The existence of another organ of knowledge (viz.
inference) is established by means of the community of nature
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(which a subsequent cognition exhibits) with a (past) cogni-
tion of attested validity or its opposite (sc. an invalid cogni-
tion); (secondly,) by the cognisance of other people’s thoughts;
and (thirdly,) by the denial of a particular position. The
validity of a perceptual cognition also is due to (its necessary
concomitance with an objective fact, i.e.,) its impossibility
without the existence of a (corresponding) object and the two
cases (perceptual and non-perceptual cognitions) are exactly
similar, if necessary concomitance be the ground of this (vali-
dity), (which is also present in the case of non-perceptual cog-
nition to assure its validity) > (1-2)

37. Though the number (of organs of knowledge) as set
forth is cndorsed by them, yet the Buddhists insist on regard-
ing all non-perceptual cognitions as neccssarily partaking of
the naturc of inference. But this is an untenable position.
Verbal testimony and others are also organs of knowledge
and it is impossible to include them under the head of infer-
ence. Of course, there is no logical aberration in the fact that
one all-comprehensive organ of knowledge should include
other such organs (as particular instances). For instance, the
sense-intuition, mental intuition (introspection), self-intuition
and the transcendent intuition of the yogins arc all subsumed
(as species) under (the genus) perceptual intuition; and
recollection, recognition, inductive reasoning, inference and
verbal testimony are includcd under non-perceptual cognition,
since the definitions apply to all of them without exception.
As for the specific definitions of recollection and so on,
they will be stated in their proper places As regards
comparison which is regarded as a case of non-perceptual
cognition (by the Nyaya and the Mimamsa schools), it
will be shown to be included under recognition, and as
for presupposition (believed to be an independent organ
by the Mimamsa school). that also will be shown to be
subsumed under inference. (XI)

38. Asregards (the disputed cases,‘ for example,) negation,
which is not regarded as an organ of knowledge at all, it will
scrve no purpose to show that it is included in or excluded
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from (one of the accredited organs).  Why should it e denied
the status of an organ of knowledge? The answer is that it
hasno corresponding object. Why should it not have one?
(To this query the author gives the reply):
(dph.) Since reality partakes of the nature of being and non-being
(both), negation cannot have an object of its orwn. (Xiar)

39. Itis absolutely unthinkable that the nature of reality
should be exhausted exclusively by the element of being, as
in that case all things would have all the possible
characteristics (and thus there would be no real diversity).
Nor is it possible that reality should consist in the element
of non-being alone, :ince that will result in denuding it of
all character. In point of fact, a rcality is made up of hoth
being and non-being (as its constitutive clements), since it
has being in respect of its own uature and non-being in
respect of the nature of another and this is the invariable
{inding of all organs. T'hus, for instance, it is manifest that
a perceptual cognition determines by way of aflirmation and
negation its object in the following terms: It is certainly a
surface of the ground and not a Jar and like, and this
contradicts an additional object of the nature of pure non-
being, What does then remain of the objective real with
reference to which negation as an organ could function ?
Likewise, non-pcrceptual organs also invariably tend to
take note of sucha dual reality partaking of the nature of
both being and non-being. (The denial of this), on the
contrary, would make the apprehension of mutually exclusive
facts as their relevant objects impossible. Our position is
endorsed by the following observation:

“That a positive real is determined as “this is exclusively
of such and such a character’ is not capable of heing
understood without the concomitant cognisance of the
negation of what is different from it.’’ ($v, Abhawva, $1. 15)

40.  (The Mimamsist might contend): Well, let reality he
accepted as partaking of the nature of hoth being and non-
being, but that does not affect eur position in the loust, as
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we, too, have proved this very truth. (OQur contention is #
that) only the positive element of being with which a sense-
organ comes in contact is the province of perceptual
cognitions and as regards the element of non-being, it cannot
beso (i.e., the object of sense-contact and sense-intuition).
The latter (i.e., non-being) is consequently held to be
cognised by a separate organ, viz., negation. How can then
it be maintained that (negation as an organ) would have no
object ? Thus has it been observed (by Kumarila):

““The judement ‘a thing does mnot exist’ cannot be
supposed to be generated by a sense-organ, since a sense-
organ can have connection with the element of being alone
for which it is competent. The negative judgement is due to
a purely mental activity which comes into being after the
presence of a real (sc. the locus of negation) is cognised and
the relevant negatum is recalled independently of all the aid
of sense-organ.” (SV, Abhava, . 18, 27).

41. [The contention of the Mime’tmsist‘is not free from
objections.] If the clement of non-being be not different from
the element of being, why should it not be liable to
apprehension by perceptual cognition (like the latter). If,
again, it be different, still it has to be admitted that (the
negata, viz.,) jarand the like are perceived when (a locus,
c.g.,) a plot of land is perceived as bereft of the non-being
of jar and the like. It is a universal rule that the non-
apprehension of the non-being of anything is necessarily
concomitant with the apprehension of its being. Such being
the case, the organ of negation (if possible at all) would
necessarily follow in its wake and thus would not be able to
dislodge (the cognition of ) the negata. If the situation were
otherwise, a perceptual cognition would invariably be
erroneous, if it cognised a non-exclusive object as exclusive.

49. TFurthermore, this (so-calldd organ) is nothing but a
fiction being of the nature of the negation of five positive
organs. And thus it is ghe reverse of cognition and as such
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“how can it function as organ (which is invariably of the nature

of cognition) ? So it must be admitted that such organs as
perceptual cognition and the rest invariably take note of non-
being while they are cmployed in apprehending the element
of being which is somchow identical with the clement of non-
being. It follows, therefore, that negation as an organ has
no object, since there is no (such) thing (as pure non-being)
separate and distinct from the (double nature of the) real.
The conclusion, therefore, stands that it cannot be an (addi-
tional organ (XII)

43, Having set forth the classification (of the organ of
knowledge), the author now proposcs to formulate the specific
definition (of each class):

(Aph.) (Of these, viz., perceptual and non-peréeptual cognitions)
that which is immediate-cum-lucid s perecplual cognilion.

(XIII}

44, Since the predication of a specific characteristic (sic.
specific definition) is made by adding (a differentia) to the
general characteristic (of which it is an instance), the difler-
entia ‘immediate-cum-lucid’ is predicated of what is known
to be perceptual cognition, in addition to the general charace
teristic of an organ of knowledge, viz., ‘authentic definitive
cognition of an object’. [As delinition is a species of inforence,
it consists of three terms—the subject or the minor term, the
probandum or the major term and the probans or the middle
term; of the terms of the present delinition], ¢(this) perceptual
cognition’ i> the subject, ‘of the nature of immediate authentic
definitive cognition of an object’ is the probandum and
‘quality of Dbeing a percoptual cognition’ is the probans.
(The cogency of the infercuce is based on negative concomit-
ance, viz.,,) Whatcver is not of the nature of an immediate
authentic definitive cognition of an objectis not a case of
perceptual cognition, as for instance, non-perceptual cognition,
by way of opposition, It iias been urged that the impossibility
of logical connection would be the defect if the subject itself
were made the probans. But the centingency does not arise,
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since the subject is a specific individual and the probans is the’
universal character of the subject (typifying a class). And

there is no logical incompatibility in the connection of such

an attribute with the subject, since universal is always exempli-

ficd in the particular individuals. And it has already been

established that a probans proves (the probandum) by virtue

of its necessary absence in heterologous cases, in spite of the

fact that it is not existent in the homologous instances (since

such non-existence does not detract from its probative force).

45 Now, what does the attribute ‘immediate-cum-lucid’
consist in ? If it be supposed to consist in the apprehension
of its relevant object, that would make it applicable without
offence to non-perceptual cognition (which) also (possesses
this characteristic). Again, ifit be construed as being ‘trans-
parent’, that also (would not be a differentia, since it) is a
common characteristic of all cognitions, as they are self-

intuited. Having kept this objection in view, he defines it
as follows: o

(Aph.) “Immediacy-cum-lucidity’ consists in either its independence

of the scrvices of another organ, or in the apprehension of its
content as ‘this’. (XIV)

46. An organ such as ‘the cognition of a linguistic
symbol’, or, ‘of the (concomitant) probans’ other than the
organ under consideration is here referred to as ‘another
organ’. ‘lmmediacy-cum-lucidity consists in its independence
of such an organ. 'To be sure, a perceptual cognition does
not stand in nced of another organ such as the cognition of
the linguistic symbol or of a probansin order to be brought
into being, unlike the cascs of verbal or inferential knowledge.
‘T'his is onc declinition of ‘immediacy-cum-lucidity’. The
other definition is ‘the apprchension of its content as
this. ‘The apprehension by an authentic cognition of its
content as this, that is to say, as cferring to a particular
existent, also gives a clue to ‘imm(éﬂiacy—cum-lucidity’, The
conjunction ‘cither——or’ (vit) is inserted to indicate the
possibility of another defmition.  (XIV)
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' 47. Now having in contemplation the twofold division of
perceptual cognition as transcendent and empirical
(pragmatic) the author proposes the definition of transcendent
(perception):

(dph.) The (full) manifestation of the innate nature of a conscious
self, emerging on the total cessation of all obstructive
veils, is called  ‘that’  (intuition) transcendent and
pure. (XV)

48. The pronoun ‘that’ is advisedly employed to indicate
that it refers to ‘perceptual cognition’, Had it not been put
in it, the word ‘immediacy-cum-lucidity’, which precedes it
immediately. would have been syntactically construed with
it. The self has consciousness as its cssence and stufl, and is
consequently luminous by its very nature. The manifestation
of the luminous nature of the self, which is nothing hut
the self as manifested, is stylod muls hya, that is transcendent,
Intuition. It is supreme of all cognitions, just as the
face is the sufireme part of thoe body (and so is called
mukhya). It is characterized as ‘pure’ (kevala) in scriptures,
since it is independent of the services of (an extornal instru-
ment such as) sensc-organs, is cognisant of all objects, and
thus stands apart (in a category of its own), having nothing
in common (with other modes of cognition). [The mani-
festation of the luminous being of the self occurs] on the
disappearance of the obscuring veils which occurs on the total
purging of all the destructive karmas that sorve to obfuscate
the innate knowledge, (belief and conduct). (This purgation,
again,) is occasioned by the acquisition of the perfection of
what is called ‘triple jewel’ by a course of prolonged,
unremitting and reverent practice, and by the power of
unflagging meditation on an aspect {of an entity conscious or
unconscious), as laid down in the scripture, without change
of object.

49. (Q) But how d& you establish the (self—) luminous
nature of the self ? (A) (By the following arguments,) wo
reply:  Firstly, “The self is of ~a self-luminous nature,
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because its being is not susceptible to doubt. That which i
not of self-luminous nature cannot but be susceptible to
doubt, e.g., a jar. The self is not like (a jar) by any means.
Nobody is known to doubt ‘Do I exist or not’ and so the
probans (‘not susceptible to doubt’) is not non-existent (in
the subject)®’. Secondly, “The self is of luminous nature,
because it is the knower. Whatever is not of luminous
nature, such as a jar for example, is not a knower. Itis not
a fact that the self is not a knower”. Thirdly, “That which
is the author of an act cannot be the object of such an act.
(We may point by way of illustration to a typical instance),
Claitra is the author of the act of going but is never the object
of the latter. The self is the author of the act of knowing
fand hence cannot be its object)”.

50. (Q) Ifthe self be luminous by nature, why should it
he subject to obscuration? And if obscuration be possible, it
must be subject to obscuration for all time. (A) The
objection is groundless. It is observed that ®though luminous
in nature, the moon, the sun and such other bodies are
liable to be obscured by a veil of dust, by fog, by a patch of
cloud and so on  The case of the selfis exactly parallel to
these, when it is found to be obscured by knowledge-obscuring
karmas and the like. And the removal of the obscuration of
the self is efTected by (the practice of prescribed courses of)
meditation and contemplation exactly as the obscuration of
the sun, the moon and such other bodies is removed by a
blast of wind.

51. (Q,) There is nothing strange about the fact that an
obscuration having a definite origin is liable to be removed
by some means. (But the obscuration of the self is not a
historical event, being coeval with it). (A) No, (the fact of
origin is entirely irrelevant). The dross found in an ore of
gold is as old as the gold, but still ?: is found to be removed
by the action of an alkaline substance, or by calcination in a
scaled vessel. Exactly like this case, the removal of knowledge-
‘obscuring karmas, though Wit}i&“.‘,,‘a begiqning, can be?o‘rg’e a
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f)ossibility by the repeated practice of the triple jewel, which
is its antidote.

52. Nor is it a sound objection to say ‘How can there be
obscuration of an amorphous being like the self ?* The power
of consciousness, although immaterial and amorphous, is not
infrequently found to be obscured by the consumption of
spirituous liquor, intoxicating drugs and (fermented) wild
grains. (So the objection has no basis).

53. (Q) But does the self undergo change by (the action
of) the obscuring fkarmas and their opposites? (A) What
would you deduce from this? (Q) “Well, both rainfall and
sunshine leave the sky (pure space) unaflected ; they produce
their effects on a picce of leather. If (the self) be like
leather, it would be impermanent (and perishable); il, on the
other hand, it resembled space, it would he beroft of any
change”.  (A) Not so. The alleged absurdity would he
inevitable if the_cternity (ol the sclf' ) were held to be only
static (impervious to change). In the Jaina point of view the
self is a variable constant and is of the nature of a continuum
running through the succession of modes in which the cessition
of the predecessor is synchronous with the origination of the
successor. On the contrary, the exercise of causal elliciency
would be impossible in every way, if things were absolutely
permanent, or absolutely momentary (which are the rospective
positions of The Vedantist and the Buddhist Fluxist).  So it
has been observed (by Akalatika):

“The exercise of causal efliciency would be unaccountable
in the theory of (changeless) cternity and of (discontinuous)
flux, since it (i. e., exercise of causal eflicicncy) can be a
characteristic of entities which admit of sequence and non~
sequence” (L T, IL. 1). (XV)

54. (Q) The determination of the rcality of objects
depends on the organs &f knowledge. There is not an iota
of proof in favour of transcendent intuition, or, of a person
possessed of it. The function of (perceptual cognition s
entirely restricted to such (sensible) objects as colour and the

¢
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like, and hence it (i. e., perception) cannot have the capaciey
of extending to a super-sensible fact, Inference, too, cannot
be of any help, since it unfailingly derives its genesis from the
concomitance of the probans and the probandum as observed
by perceptual cognititon. As regards the proof aflorded by
authoritative texts, if they are believed to be the outcome of
transcendent intuition, the argument would be a case of
logical see-saw, since “It (viz., transcendent intuition) can-
not be established without appeal to scriptural authority and
scriptural authority would not be valid without the former
(viz., transcendent intuition)” (SV, v. 142 ad satra 11). As for
impersonal scripture (sic. the Vedas), there is not (a single
sentence in it) which would prove the position. There are
of course such statements as the following:

“Though without hands and feet He moves fast and catches
hold of things; He secs, though without eyes, and hears,
though without ears. He knows the whole universe and
there is none to know Him. Him (the Seers) declare to be
the supreme Male— the Great One” (évU,III. 19).

But the statementis of a parasitical nature (meant to
exhort the sacrificer) and hence has no validity of its own,
which is acknowledged to belong exclusively to injunctive
statements. The other organs of knowledge again have
absolutely no jurisdiction over the present (issue). \Vith this
objection in view, the author says:

(Aph ). The proof of it follows from the proof of the necessity of the
Jinal consummation of the progressive development of knowledge
and other grounds. (XVI)

55. The progressive devclopment, that isto say, the
realisation of degrees of excellence, of knowledge must reach
its consummation somewhere, since this is the way ofall
progression, as seen in the progrgssion of magnitude. This
argument proves knowledge ne puls ultra, which furnishes the
proof of pure transcendent knowledge, since the proof of
transcendent knowledgd'is the same as that of the former,
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The mention of ‘other grounds’ (in the aphorism) stands for
the following proofs. The objects, which are subtle (infra-,
and supra-sensible), intercepted by barriers and remote, are
perceived by some person, since they are knowable, asis the
case with a jar. This is one further proof. And there is
another more proof of this, found in the actual verilication of
astronomical knowledge which is unaccountable on any other
hypothesis. Thus has it been obscrved:

“If the knowledge of absolutely imperceptible things be
not possible for a person, how can the verification of
astronomical knowledge be accounted for ? If you account
for it by appeal to scripture, that furnishes another proof™
(SivV. p.413A).

56. Furthermore, the opponent too must admit that the
knowledge of past and other (inconceivable) objects is possible
1o some person when he aflivms ““The Vedic injunction makoes
known past, present, future, subtle, intereepted, distant and
suchlike objects of which none of the seuse-orgins is eapable.”
(SB, I. 1. 2).  Were it not so, for whose sake would the Veda
assert things that are spread owver all the three divisions off
time ? In thevery actof such assertion, it prosupposcs a
duly qualified subject who is certainly capable of cognising
the truths which hold good for the three divisions of time,
Thus has it been observed: “For whose sake does the Veda
affirm truths which hold good for all the three divisions of
time, if no person could comprchend them to be so, the
obscuring veils being absolutely (fixed and) ineradicable ?”
(8iV, p. 413A). Thus is proved the possibility of pure super-
sensuous transcendent intuition from the assertion of facts
spread over three divisions of time, which is otherwise
unaccountable.

57. Moreover, the very (contents of) scriptures, which
are confirmed by verificatim afforded by perceptual and in-
ferential knowledge, furnish the proof of the existence of a
person cognisant of supersensible reality. The doctrine of
non-absolutism, which is the very subject-matter of scriptures,
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is found to be as well the self-same subject-matter of percep?
tual cognition and the like, and this constitutes its verification.
To be explicit, the doctrine of non-absolutism is established
by such indubitable proof as the argument “Everything exists
in its own individuality, and does not exist in the individuality
of another. Were it not so, everything would be alike existent,
and thus there would possibly be no individuality at all.”
The scripture sets forth this truth, and thus indirectly sets
forth the omniscience of the A4rkat also (who is the author of
the scripture). I, too, have affirmed this in a hymn: I
offer my homage to your instruction, so that the noose of evil
predispositions may meet its destruction—the instruction by
realising the authenticity of which we find ourselves in the

position to realise the glory of your status as the Supreme
Self ” (AV. 21).

Though empirical sense-intuition cannot apprehend the
existence of supersensuous intuition, the intuition of ascetics,
born of the force of meditation, is undoubtedly as cognisant
of its own self as it is cognisant of an ecxternal object. And
thus it (sic. the supersensuous intuition) is also proved by the
evidence of perceptual intuition.

58. (Q) ““The Lord of the world has these four (perfec-
tions) which are concomitant with his being, viz., knowledge,
dispassion, power and righteousness —all untramelled by
fetters”. Well, on the strength of this assertion, one may allow
for omniscience in God and other divinities. But it is inconceiv-
able in 2 human being, though endowed with learning and
(appropriate) conduct. It has been verily contended by
Kumirila: “Brahman, Visnu and Maheévara, of whom the
Vedas are the (external) embodiment, may, for aught we
know, De allowed to be omniscient But how can omniscience
be predicated of human being?” (TSa, v. 3208). (A) O thou
defiled by the sin of the repudiation of an omniscient !
Utterer of unutterable slander ! Dgrest thou vilify them who
are even the lords of gods on the pretext of censuring
humanity? Thou might as well slander the Sumeru Mount
" (the abode of gods), an¥l put it on the same level with a clod
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- ~of earth, on the ground of its carthy constitution, when thou
darest denigrate those (perfect souls), who, having enjoyed
the fortune of the mastery of righteousness with its twenty-
four excellences, have attained the ever Dblissful state of
supreme Brahman, with the dissolution of all bonds of
Karmic matter; who, having experienced the unparalleled
happiness incident to celestial birth which they attained hy
dint of superabundance of merit of high order acquired in
previous births, descended to the world of men with the
mission of delivering the whole world of suffering souls
submerged in the quagmire of misery after having scattered
showers of nectar of happiness for the noncein the hells;
whose birth was celebrated (with festivities) by all the lords
of gods whose thrones moved simultaneously with the birth
of these blessed ones; in whose honour the gods assumed the
role of menials, and vied with one another in offvering their
worshipful services; who discarded like a Dlade of grass the
fortunc of an empire with its superabundant plory, which
automatically prt:sented itself; who were equally impartial in
their dealings with f{riend, foe, a gem and a blade of grass;
who subdued, by their natural power, such calamitics of the
world as epidemics, fis (excess of rainfall, droughbt, rats,
locusts, rapacious birds, the oppression of the military of the
state as well as of an aggressor); who have hurnt to cinders the
destructive karmas by the fire of white (pure) meditation;
who destroyed the progress of ignorance of the entire living
creatures by dint of transcendent knowledge which illumined
the whole order of existent and non-existent facts falling
within its ken; who promulgated the path of righteousness in
a language which transformed itself into the respective
dialects of the pcoples concerned from the preaching hall
which was constructed Dby the gods and demons. Further,
how can Brahman and the like spoil for the glorious possession
of the empire of omniscience, who are vitiated by attachment,
antipathy and ignorance, € yhose mental restraint is dependent
upon such devices as the counting of a rosary, who bear
arms of various descriptions and who are incessantly occupied
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with the enjoyment of the persons of women and thus evince
indelicate dispositions? As I have observed ina hymn: “In
vain do the other divinities spoil for the highest sovereignty
when they are forcibly vanquished by vanity, pride, sexual
love, anger, avarice and a feeling of elation” (AV. 25).}

If, on the other hand, Brahman and the rest be (held to
" be) free from the pollution of the faultsof attachment and
the like and be the perennial embodiment of knowledge and
bliss, in that case, we will not enter a caveat against them.
As I have observed (elsewhere): Whatever be thy creed,
whatever be thy role, whatever be thy personality and
whatever be thy name, if alone, thou, O Lord, art free from
the taint of all imperfections, I offer my obeisance to thee
(AV. 31). But in that case, the stories concerning the
divinities such as Brahman as recorded in the Vedas, Smytis,
Puranas and Itihasas are to be condemned as false.

Thus the possibility of supersensuous knowledge has been
established by means of positive proofs. (XV4§)
(Aph.) And also on account of the lack of contradictory proofs.
(XVII)

59. The construction is: ‘it (omniscience) is established
like pleasure and the like on account of the lack of well-
" attested contradictory grounds’. To be claborate, let us pose
the problem: What can be the proof contradictory of transcen-
dent knowledge—perceptual cognition or some other organ?
Perceptual cognition cannot furnish a contradiction as it is
competent to record positive truth alone. As has been obser-
ved by (Kumirila) himself: Our senses such as the visual
organ apprehend what is present and is in relation (with
them) (SV, Su 1V, v 84).

60. Now, it is contended that the contradiction is fur-
nished by sense-intuition not when it is in operation, but by the

1. Our author here loses all pafflence with the opponent
and indulges in invectives which are not all parliamentary—a
procedure of which we cannot approve according to our
modern standards of debatg,

3



34 A CRITIQUE OF ORGAN OF ENOWLLEDGE

same when it has ceased to operate. If, however, such nega-
tive evidence be supposed to have reference to a determinate
sphere of space and time, we agree. If, on the contrary, it
were supposed to have reference to the entire extent of space
and time, it could not be eflective without direct intuition of
the whole race of mankind spread over all the divisions of
space and time, and the admission of such possibility would
only establish the position we seck to prove. Now itis not
deemed possible that Jaimini or any other person should
have the capacity to have intuition of all places and times on
the ground of their being an ordinary human being or an
ordinary animal, just like the man in the street. If, on the
other hand, the superiority of those persons is inferred on the
ground of their excellence of knowledge, why should not then
a person having dircct knowledge of all objects be inferred
on that very ground? Tow can the opponent advance lack
of perception as a proof contradictory of an ommiscient
when he does not admit its validity in proving his own
thesis ? ‘

61. Nor again can inference be deemed to allord a con
tradictory proof in respect of that (an omniscient person).
There can possibly be no inference without knowledge of the
subject (minor term, sic, the omniscient person). If the
knowledge of the subject he allowed, the organ of such know-
ledge would contradict the opposite finding of inference and
thus would make the rise of such inference impossible. The
contradictory inference might be put in the following syllo-
gistic form: ‘The person under dispute is not omniscicnt
since he is a speaker, or 2 human being, just like the man in
the street’. But this is an unsound argument. If the logical
ground, viz., ‘speaker’ be interpreted as ‘the speaker of a fact
known by an accredited organ’ it would be a case of contra-
dictory reason (since it will prove the very opposite conclu-
sion) inasmuch as thg quality of being a speaker of such
truth is possible only in an omniscient person. If again,
‘the speaker’ be meant to be the speaker of a fact which does
not exist in reality, the argument would be a case of proving
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an admitted truth, It is admitted that a person who speaks
what is contrary to the verdict of all organs of knowledge is
not omniscient. The quality of being a mere speaker is in-
conclusive as a logical ground, since its absence from the
opposite (sic. the omniscient) is a matter of doubt. It is com-
mon knowledge that the defects of the delivery of a speaker
diminish in proportion (o the growth of his knowledge and on
the contrary the excellence of the speaker is seen to grow
with the progress of knowledge. This (refutation of the logi-
cal ground, viz., ‘being a speaker’) would also serve to dismiss
the validity of the other ground, viz., manhood. If manhood
be undefiled by attachment and the like, then it would prove
the opposite of the intended conclusion. Without omniscience
it is not possible that a person can come into possession of
knowledge, dispassion and such-like virtues. (If the denial of
omniscience be based upon) manhood vitiated by such defects
as attachment and the rest, it would be an instance of wasted
labour as there is none to dispute its obvious truth. If the
quality of manhood as such (be put forward a$a contradictory
ground) it is bound to fail, since the incompatibility (of man-
hood with omniscience) —the opposite (of what the opponent
seeks to establish)—is a matter of doubt (as has been shown
above that it is the speaking of untruth which is incompatible
with omniscience and the speaking of truth, on the contrary, a
necessary accompaniment of such perfection. This also holds
good of manhood when itis absolved from the moral and
intellectual limitations).

62. Nor again can a scriptural text be cited as an
invalidating proof. If reliance be placed on uncreated
impersonal scripture it would be to no purpose as uncreated
scripture does not exist. Were (the Vedas) to be regarded
as uncreated revelation, still there would he no difficulty
since there is no text which is found to contradict the
existence of an omniscient. As regaids the scripture which
owes its origin to an omniscient “person how can it be
supposed to contradict the possibility of omniscience (which
is its very presupposition)® (The position is proved beyond
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have reference to material object having shape and colour,?
then why should a difference be made between them ? In
reply to this question (the next aphorism) is stated.

(4ph). The difference of the two consists in the difference of

purity, scope, subject and object (XIX)

67. There isa difference between the intuition called
avadhi and manalparyaya owing to the difference in respect of
purity and the rest, notwithstanding their community of
nature in certain respects. Of these, the intuition of mental
states is more lucid than visual intuition. The person
possessing avadhi intuition cognises the mind-substances, but
the person possessing the manalparyiya intuition knows the
self-same objects in a more lucid form.

68. There is also a difference between them in reference to
scope. The scope of avadhi intuition varies from an extremely
minute part ol an afigula (about } of an inch) upto all the
inhabited worlds. But the manalipary@ra intuition is confined
to the sphere inhabited by human beings.

69. There is difference also in reference to subject.
Avadhi intuition is possible for living beings in all the four
states (in the three different stages of spiritual progress, viz.,)
restrained, unrestrained.  and partially-restrained-cum-
partially-unrestrained. But manahparyiya intuition is possible
only for a human being possessed of self-restraint and of
cxalted conduct occupying any one of the stages of spiritual
perfection ranging from the sixth to the twelfth, and even
regarding these stages it is possible only for those whose
spiritual devclopment is continually on the wax; and with
regard to the latter only those who are possessed of super-
natural powers are entitled to this intuition and not any one
else, and again it is possible only for a few and not all of them.

70. There is difference in reference 1o objects also. The
jurisdiction of avadhi intuition is limited to material objects
(with shape and colour) and that again not covering all
their modes; but that of manahﬁdwﬁgﬂ extends to by far the
minuter parts called ananta. Here ends the discourse on
transcendent intuition. ‘(XIX),
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= 71. Now we shall deal with empirical intuition,

(Aph). Empirical intuition is conditioned by a sense and the
mind and is of the nature of determinate pereeption, specu-
lation, perccptual judgement, and refention, (XX)

72. The senses are touch and the rest which will e
defined later.  The intuition which has for its condition the
senses and the mind is called such. This clause is to be
construed as an adjective to ‘authentic definitive cognition of
an object’ which follows from the genecral definition (and is to
be read into the present aphorism). Thus the definition of
empirical intuition comes to be ‘authentic definitive cognition
which is conditioned by the senses and the mind’. Having
stated its condition, he now states its nature as ‘of the nature
of determinate perception, ote’. Determinate perception and
the rest will be defined.  And the intuition which consists of
these varieties is said to be of the nature of the same. The
phrase ‘of the nature of (thesame)’is employed to demons-
trate the fact that determinate perception and the rest do
not absolutely differ from one another, but the antecedent
variety only develops into the subsequent variety and thus all
of them partake of the same cssential nature. The term
samyyavahirika (rendered cmpirical) is derived {rom semoyava-
kira which means ‘authentic activity by way of positive and
negative endeavour’ and thus the word sthwyavahirika comes
to mean an intuition which leads to such activity as its result.
The meaning of the phrase ‘conditioned by a sense and the
mind’ is to be understood in both distributive and collective
reference. It is said to be ‘conditioned by a sense’ when a
sense plays a major part and the mind exerts influence in its
generation; and itis said to be ‘conditioned by the mind’
when it is generated by the mind alone endowed with a
particular kind of purity.

73. (Q) Now, self-cognition is a recognised varicty of
perceptual cognition. Why does the author omit its enume-
ration? (A) The objection cannot he advanced (with justifica-
tion) inasmuch as the éelf‘-cognition relating to sense-percep-
tion is included in sense-perception; “he self-cognition of the
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perception of pleasure, etc., is conditioned by the mind and?
as such is subsumed under mental perception; the self-
cognition of the transcendent perception of the ascetic is
subsumed under the transcendent perception of the ascetic;
as regards the self-cognition of the acts of recollection and the
like, they are nothing but mental perceptions; and since there
is no additional variety of perception called self-cognition, it
has not been stated as a separate kind of perception (XX).

74. Senses have been referred to and the author now
defines them.

(Aph.) The senses are touch, taste, smell, sight, ear having
respectively for their characteristic the capacity of apprehend-
ing touch, taste, odour, coloured shape and sound. Each of
these again is of two kinds, called substance and  function.

(XX1)

75. The senses of touch, etc., are respectively those hav-
ing the characteristic of the capacity of apprehending touch
and the rest. The proof is as follows: Cognitions of touch
and the like must be conditioned by relevant instruments,
since they are acts like the act of cutting. Indriyas (senses)
are so called because they have been produced by indra which
means karman, since the senses are brought into being by
manifestation of nima-karman as their condition. The reason
for their being named indriyes may also be due to the fact
that they are the distinguishing marks of the self which is
designated by the name indra. The senses serve as the organs
of perception of objects for a self which is contaminated
with karman and is thus unable to perceive things by
itself.

76. (Q) The cognition of an object by the self, genera-
ted as it is by a mark. viz., a sense, should be regarded as
inferential. Such being the case, the inference cannot arise
if there be a lack of the knowledge off the mark. If the mark
were to be known by another inference, the result would be a
regressus ad infinitum. (A)gThe objection is baseless, since the
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*senses qua (spiritual) functions are intuited by themsclves and
so the consequence of infinite regress has no raison d’etre. Or
(an alternative explanation may be given): The senses are
the marks of the self and as such they aflord proof of the self’s
existence. It is universally scen that an instrument (and the
sense is an instrument), like the carpenter’s axe, is operated
by an agent.

77. The senses again arc divided into two categories, viz.,
substance and function. Of these, the sense qua substance is
caused by the manifestation of the corresponding nima-karman.
The senses qua functions are brought into being by the subsi-
dence and destruction of the obscuring karman and obstructive
karman frustrating the rclevant capacity. ‘The present
aphorism is a conglomeration of five aphorisms, viz., ‘the
sense of touch has the capacity of apprehending touch as its
characteristic’, ‘the sense of taste has the capacity of appre-
hending taste as its characteristic’ ote. 'The place of honour
(in the order of enumeration) has been assigned to the sense
of touch since itis universally present in all living beings
subject to transmigration and as it pervades the whole body.
And the respective positions in the order of enumeration of
the senses of taste, sight and hearing are dueto their inci-
dence in progressively decreasing number of  cembodied
beings.

78. Of these the sense of touch is born from the subsi-
dence and destruction of the corresponding veiling Aarman and
is present in such immobile creatures as carth-bodicd, water-
bodied, fire-bodied and air-bodied heings, and plants, which
have the remaining scnses veiled by obscuring karman, ‘I'he
existence of these creatures is established by the statement of
authoritative scripture as follows: The carth-bodied being is
stated to be animated with consciousness (DV. 4. 1). Itis
established by inference also. Consciousness must reach its
lowest limit of diminutiop in some soul, since it is a determina-~
tion admitting of progressive diminution, like magnitude,
Now, (the living beings) in which the lowest limit of diminution
is reached are immobile onc-scnsed creatures, It cannot he
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legitimately urged that knowledge reaches its maximum dimi-#
nution in burnt cinders since they lack even the sense of touch.
There is absolute non-existence of consciousness in the latter
and not a diminution of the same. And as magnitude which
is seen to undergo diminution from the magnitude of space as
its highest limit and reaches its maximum diminution in the
atom,so also consciousness which is known to suffer diminution
from its highestlimit in perfect knowledge reaches its utmost
culmination in one-sensed creatures. And it will be proved be-
low that earth-bodied and the rest are living conscious beings.
The two senses, viz. touch and taste, are present in such
mobile creatures as Worms, Solecids (Vermes without lateral
appendages), Annelids (ring-like vermes with unsegmented
lateral appendages), Knotty-legged {Anthropoda), Conchifera,
Pearl-mussel, helix, leeches and the like The senses of
touch, taste, and smell are present in ants (Formicidae)
red-ants  (rohanikis), bugs and fleas (upacikas, Fkunthus,
tubarakas, Hemiptera, Hemimetabola), cucumber, cotton-
weevils and licc (Aptera), centipeds, ayenakas, Plant-lice
(trnapairas), kasthahirakas (Termites, white-ants), and the
like. The sense of touch, taste, smell and sight are present
in black-bees, wvataras (Wasps), sarangas (Hornets), flies,
gnats, gadflies mosquitoes, scorpions, spiders (nandyavartas),
butterflies and moths (kitekas), grasshoppers and locusts
(patangas), etc. These (four) combined with the sense of
hearing are present in fish, apodal reptiles, limbed reptiles
and Batrachians, birds, quadruped brutes belonging to the
groups of subhuman species and in men, gods and denizens
of hell without exception.

79. (Q) According to the philosophers of the Saikhya
school, there are five other organs. viz., the tongue, hands,
feet, rectum and generative organ which are respectively the
organs of speech, prehension, walking, evacuation and
gratification, That being the casef: why should the number
of sense-organs be fixed at five only ?. (A) The question does
not arise; only those which. are the .conditions of specific
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‘cognitions are treated of under the head of sense-organs in
the present context. If the rank of sensc-organs were
accorded to them on the ground of their being instruments of
particular varietics of physical action, the number of sense-
organs would have to be extended indeflinitely since no limit
can be set to diflerent kinds of action. Tt follows therefore
from the specification of the individual senses that the number
ol sensc-organs is only five (ncither more nor less).

80. (Asregards the relationship of these sense-organs)
they can be regarded as mutually identical when viewed from
the standpoint of substantial unity and can again be regarded
as numerically diferent from one another if viewed from the
standpoint of differential modes. 1f the identity (of the
sensc-organs) were absolute the consequence would be that
the tactile organ could take cognisance of taste and the rest
just as it does of touch. That again  would make the
postulation of Qther organs a superfluity. And further the
perfection or paitial defection of one would make the
corresponding perfection and defection of others an inevitable
consequence. And if, on the other hand, the mutual
difference of these (organs) were absolute, they could not
possibly co-operate in the gencration of a synthetic judgement
involving reference to the identity of the different sense-data
(e.g., the judgement ‘I see what I touch’) as is seen to be the
case with reference to the organs of different persons.  This
(synthetic judgement in question) cannot be set down to the
causality of the mind since it cannot produce such (a
cognition) without the aid of sense-organs  Nor should it be
contended that the mind aided by the sense-organ is the
cause of this synthetic reference, since the question would
arise, why should not (the mind) produce (the result) aided
by the sense-organs of other subjects. (The opponent may
retort that the question_does not arise) since there is no
relation (between the mix!ﬂ of one person and the sense-organ
of another). But what is the kind of relation in auestion, if
it be anything else than identity wi¢h one substance ? (The
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postulation of) any other kind of relation is (out of the
question) since itis found to lack necessary concomitance
(with synthetic judgement). The same (line of argument)
would suffice to dismiss the theories of absolute difference and
absolute identity of the senses with the self. If the senses
were absolutely identical with the self, the former would
function as the subject or the latter would function as the
organs, or both would function in dual capacity, since there
is no difference (in the relation of identity). If, on the other
hand, the senses were absolutely different from the self, they
could not be held to belong to the self as its organs, just as
the senses of other subjects are not. Or, in the alternative,
the reverse might be the case (ie., the senses of A would be
the scnses of B and vice wversa). It follows, therefore, that
(the relation in question) should be accepted in terms of non-
absolutist position (as neither absoulutely different nor
absolutely identical but both), which is endorsed by the
verdict of experience which again is not ligble to (be set
aside by) an invalidating proof.

81. As regards (the relation of ) the senses qua substance
among onc another and to the material atoms from which
they are produced, it should also be understood in terms both
of identity and difference from the same standpoint of non-
absolutism, since the element of identity (of the senses) is
intelligible in respect of the matter qua substance and the
clement of difference is intelligible (in respect of the same)
qua modes.

82. The same (line of argument) would enable us to
understand the dual relation of identity-cum-difference of
the data of senscs, e. g., touch and the rest qua substance and
modes, as attested by experience uncontradicted by any other
proof. It follows, therefore, that the datum of sense is neither
a pure substance nor a pure mode, and this is corroborated
by (the grammatical interpretation of the terms) sparsa and
the like in the sense of object and acth (thus sparfa may mean
an ohject of touch which is a substance’ and act qua touch
which is a mode). (XXI)
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" 83. It has been said (sitra 21) that the senscs arc of two
kinds, viz., as substance and function, and the author now
propounds their respective definitions.

(Aph.) The sense qua substanee is material atoms as possessed
of definite shape. (XXIT)

84. The singular number in the ‘sense qua substance’ has
reference to the class character, the word ‘definite’ means
‘specific’ and relates to both internal and external (shape),
and ‘shape’ means. ‘particular structural arrangement’, and
so the whole expression ‘as possessed of definite shape’
comes to mean (that) ‘the atoms having a specific structural
arrangement’ (are the sense gua substance).  The (atoms) are
called pudgalili because they arc subject to aceretion (phrana)
and decomposition (galana). And they are possessed of the
qualitics of touch, taste, odour and colour.  Thus, e.g , in the
external combination of the atoms in the shape of an cllipse
and the internal combination of the same in the globular
shape of a kakambaha (lower are both to Dbe taken in their
entirety as the sense qua substance and this iy typical of the rest
of the organs. The reason (of their being called substance) is
that they are the same as the material substance.  'The term
dravya in drayyendripa (rendered sense gue substance) may in
the alternative be taken to connote inferiority as it is found in
the proposition ‘Angiramardaka is a drawpacarye (inferior
teacher)’. So the expression drezyend)iva would mean ‘an
inferior sense-organ®. Its inferiority is due to the fact that
even when it is in operation and the whole group of auxiliary
conditions such as light, etc., are present intact, the cognition
of touch and the like does not materialise without the arousal
of the function-sense, (XXII)

(Aph.) The function-sense is (of two kinds, viz.) attainment and
conscious activity. (XXIII)

85. ‘Attainment’ means acquisition (of the manifestation
of the sense-activity) which consists in the subsidence-cum-~
destruction of a particular kind of karman which obscures
knowledge, Conscious activity is a particular modification
of the self due to the former (i.e attainment) owing to the



BOUK I, LEGTURE 1 45

presence of which the self is directed to the substance-sense-e
organ roused to activity. Here also the singular number in
the expression ‘function-sense-organ’ has reference to the
class. The word ‘function’ (bhava) has the sense of (actual)
pre-eminence. Just as the individual who is actually and not
by way of metaphor in possession of the attribute of
sovereignty (over gods and thus the predication of the
attribute is not a case of false attribution by a rhetorical
device) is called real functioning sovereign, so also (the
changed state of the self) is called the real functioning
sense when it is actually and not by way of metaphor in posse-
ssion of the attributes of ‘being a sign of this self’ and
the like.

86. Of these (two function-senses), the sense gua attain-
ment generates the capacity of the self to apprehenda rele-
vant object and thus comes to exercise the role of a function-
sense. The competence of the sclf for the apprehension of its
object is (called) attainment, (the acquisition &f which is nece-
ssary in view of the fact that) the said apprehension is not
produced in a substance which is constitutionally incompetent
for the same, c.g., spacc which is incapable of developing
conscious activity). The sense qua conscious activity again
is of the nature of an activity in respect of the cognition of an
object. (The postulation of this conscious activity as sense is
necessitated by the consideration that) the sensing of touch
and the like by the tactile sense, etc., is not capable of reveal-
ing its object touch and the like unless it is appropriated by
the conscious activity of the self; (otherwise) the emergence
of such cognition in deep sleep also would be an undeniable
possibility.

87. (Q) The conscious activity (of the self) employed
upon the sense-apprehension of a relevant object is rather
the result, and as such cannot be reggrded as an organ (which
is necessarily of the nature of a condition). (A) The objec-
tion docs not apply to the case since (it is a general rule that
certain) attributes of the&ausc follow into the cffect. There
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is nothing repugnant in the fact that because fire has quality
of illuminating things, the light of the lamp and the like which
areits effects should also have the capacity. Nor is it admitted
that conscious activity is an organ in the same capacity in
which it is the result which might involve a contradiction,
1t becomes an organ in the capacity of the ellicientmost ins-
trument and becomes the result in the capacity of an act
(both of which characters are discernible in it. (The matter
becomes clear from the example of ) a light which discharges
the function of the cflicientmost instrument in its character
as an illuminator, and is the effect in its character as the act
of illumination, and plays the role of an agent on account of
its independent status. And all this is not at all diflicult to
vindicate from the position of non-absolutism and there is no
necessity for further claboration. (XX111)

88. It has been said (in aphorism 20 that empirical intui-
tion is) ‘conditioned by the mind’.  (And for its clarification
the author mow) proposes (o give the definition ol
the mind.

(Aph.).  The mind is the organ of apprehension of all vbjects (of
all the senses). (XX1V)

89. All the objects (of all the senses) -~ and not specifically
determined such as touch is of the tactile sense --are approe-
hended by the mind and so it is called ‘the organ of appre-
hension of all the objects’. It is also designated as ‘non-sense’
(anindriya) or ‘not-semse’ (no-indriya). 1f the aphorism were
worded simply as ‘the mind is (cognisant of) all the objects?,
then this (definition of the mind) would also apply to the
self, and so the phrase ‘the organ of apprchension’ (grahanam)
has been inserted in order to emphasise the instrumental
character (of the mind). And thus the definition does not
extend to the self which is but the agent. That the mind is
cognisant of all sense-objects is a matter of common knowledge.
As has been observed by Umisvati, the foremost of
the Vicakas—(The object of ) scriptural (cognition) is (the
object) of the mind (TS. II. 22)2 The term ‘scriptural’,
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though it stands for a cognition having objective references
here stands for object. The term ‘scriptural’ is typical of
sensuous cognition also. Thus it comes to mean that whatever
is the object of sensuous and non-sensuous cognition is also
the abject of the mind. It has been observed by the Vacaka:
“The sensuous and non-sensuous cognitions have for their
scope (all) substances though not with all their modes”
(TS, 1. 27). And it follows from this statement of the Vacaka
that sensuous and non-sensuous cognitions jointly are
cognisant of all objects, and thus a foriiori the mind is also
proved to be cognisant of all things.

90. The mind isalso of two kinds, just like the five
senses, according as it differs as substance and function. The
mind gqua substarce is nothing but substantive matter
transformed into it (viz., the mind-substance). The mind
qua function is the attainment (labdhi) consisting in the
subsidence-cum-destruction of the relevant obscuring karman
and the specific activation of the self apt to apprend its object
(upayoga). (XXIV)

91. (Q) Well, the statement (of the etiology of sensuous
cognition) ‘itis conditioned by a sense and the mind’ is
extremely inadequate. Thus, for instance, visual cognition
has for its additional conditions (the presence of) the object
and light. As has been remarked “The (visual) cognition is
produced by the colourcd object, light, attention and visual
organ (all combined), just as fire is produced by (the
combination of) the lens, the solar ray and dried cow-dung”.
In answer to this, (the author) says:

(Aph.) The object and light are not the conditions of cognition,
because of the lack of concomitance in difference between the
two. (XXV)

92. The external object and light are not the direct cause
of visual cognition, though itis pot denied that they are
remote conditions just as time, spafce and the like are. Itis
admitted that they are of direct service to the cause of
subsidence-cum-destructien  of the knowledge-obscuring
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Tkarman. and also (of indirect service) by benefiting the visual
organ like a collyrium-paint. (Q) But why should not they
he held to be the direct cause (of the visual cognition) ? The
answer is: ‘because there is no concomitance in difTerence
hetween them’. Certainly the method of agreement which
consists in (the observation) that ‘A is followed by B’ is not
alone competent to determine the relation of cause and ellect,
but it must be supplemented by the inethod of difference
which consists in (observing) that the absence of A is followed
by the absence of B. But this (concomitance in diflerence)
is not observed so as to ensure the causality of the object and
light. For example, it is observed that the cognition of water
takes place in mirage in the desert in spite of the absence of
water in it and cats and the like have, notwithstanding the
absence of light, perceptual cognition of objects ina place
steeped in thick pall of darkness. And regarding the intuition
of past and future cvents by ascetics, how can objects have
any causal efliciency ? (The adinission of past and future
events) exercising causal cfliciency (which is a criterion of
existence) as condition (of intuition) would on the contrary
(invest them with existence and) make them cease to he past
and future.

93. Nor can it be maintained that the capacity for
illumination possessed by the illuminator is nothing but its
individual being that is derived  from the object to he
illuminated, since it is deflinitely observed that light, though
not engendered from the jar and the like, does actually
illuminate them. And how can the opponent (sic. Naiyayika
who believes sense-intuition to be generated by an objective
datum) allege that the intuition of God, whichis (believed
to be) eternal, is generated by an object ? And as regards
ordinary human beings like us the theory thatitis only the
generator (of cognition) which can be the object of cognition
would necessarily lead to~the rejection of the validity of such
organs of knowledge as m:amory and recognition. (The object
of these cognitions is a past datum which cannot be supposed
to exert its influence upon them as their generating
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condition), Regarding the view (of the Buddhists) who
maintain that an existent is absolutely momentary and that
the cognitum is (necessarily) the generator (of the cognition
in question, it would suffice to point out that) in this theory
the cognition and its object which are supposed to be related
as effect and cause respectively cannot possibly stand in
the relation of cogniser and cognitum on account of their
being separated by an interval of time. It may be maintained
that the relation of cognitum and cogniser subsisting between
cognition and its object is not anything distinct and different
from the relation of causality unlike the relation between a
pair of pincers and an iron ball, and this (position has been
endorsed) by the argument (of Dharmakirti), viz., “How can
a thing occurring at a point of time different (from that of
the cognition) be the object (of such a cognition) ? The
answer is that the philosophers who are conversant with the
rationale (of the origin of knowledge) affirm that the character
of being a cognitum consists in nothing but the causal effici-
ency of the object to imprint its likeness on the cognition
concerned’ (PV. IIL. 247). If that (be the true position),
then the intuition of an omniscient would under no circums-
tance be supposed to be conversant with an object present at
the time. inasmuch as a present datum (synchronizing with
it) cannot be its cause and what is not a cause cannot be
thought (ex Appothesi) to be the object of the cognition. The
problem again deserves the serious consideration (of the
opponent) as to how can a cognition exercise its self-intuitive
function, that is to say, how can a cognition become its own
cogniser ungenerated as it is by itself and how again can the
sclf of a cognition be its object (thoughitisnotits generator)?
The conclusion, therefore. legitimately follows from the above
considerations that cognition and its object derive their
existence from their own causes and stand in the relation of
illuminator and illuminated just like the light o1 the lamp and
the jar. And this knocks down the® plea ‘that the objective
datum and light are the ‘causa] conditions of (perceptual)
cognition. “

4
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94. (O) If a cognition be not causally conditioned by its
object what will be the means of detcrmining the relation of
cognition and cognitum ? The determination of this relation
finds an easy cxplanation in the theory which holds that
cognition is an effect and a copy of the object. (The opposite
theory fails to explain) how can a cognition which is neither
produced by nor is a copy of its object (have reference to that
particular object) when (as a pure act of awareness without
any intrinsic specific determination) it can unreservedly
relate to all possible things. (A) The position is not so
(desperate). That a cognition reveals a particular deter-
minate object is due to the destruction-cum-subsidence of the
relevant obscuring karman, which constittutes its specific
competency and the relation of causality has no bearing upon
it. The postulation of competency is, on the contrary,
inevitable even in the theory of causality; otherwise there
would be no cxplanation possible of the determination that a
particular cognition is generated by a particular object though
an infinite number of objects is present there (to any one of
which it could be afliliated). As regards the sameness of
structural form (of the cognition) it cannot be accounted for
by the hypothesis that it is transferred by the object to the
cognition concerned, as this would deprive the physical object
of its own structure. And what again can be the kind of
similarity between a physical object which possesses spatial
dimension and a psychical act of cognition which lacks
spatial dimension? And so (the similarity of structural form)
must be understood to be nothing other than the transition
(of consciousness as such) into the cognition of a particular
object. And so the plea (of Dharmakirti) “Consciousness is
brought into relation with a physical object by means of
structural similarity and never without it (PV. III, 305)
is bereft of all substance.

~ 95. Further, let us consider whether the two factors
(causality and structural"similarity) are jointly or severally the
conditions of (objective) cognition. If the latter alternative
(i.e., causality or structural similarity were determinant of
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the cognitive relation), then the parts of the jar in the first
moment (of their origin) should be cognisant of the whole jar
in the last moment, or, the moon’s reflection in water should
be cognition of the moon in the firmament. as (in the former
case) the two phenomena stand in the relation of causality
and (in the latter case) structural similarity subsists (between
the two). If both of them collectively (determined the same),
then the jar in the subsequent moment should be held to be
cognisant of the jar in the previous moment (the former being
~ both an effect as well as a structural facsimile of the latter).
If it is held that the two factors operate as the conditions of
cognition only when they relate to states of cognition (and
thus the alleged consequences are ruled out), then a
subsequent cognition which is homogeneous with the
immediately precedent cognition which generates it should be
cognisant of the latter. Thus (on the scrutiny of the
opponent) we do not find anything else than competency to
be the condition of cognition, (XXV) °

96. It has been observed before that (empirical intuition
consists) of determinate perception, speculation, perceptual
judgement and retention and now with reference thereto he
defines determinate perception and the rest.

(Aph.) Determinate perception is the cognition of the object,

which jfollows in the wake of indeterminate intuition upon
the contact of the sense-organ with an object. (XX V)

97. Sense-organ is of two kinds—the material organ and
the (psychical) function. The object is a composite of
substance and modes. The ‘contact’ between them is a
relation (which in the ultimate analysis transpires to be) a
sort of competency constituted by the situation (of the object)
in a spatio-temporal context which is neither too far, nor
too near, nor intercepted (by an obstructive barrier). And
this (competency) of the sense and object is a specifically
determinate (characteristic). Thus has it been observed
“QOne hears a word when it is in conjunction (with the
auditory organ) but se#s a coloured shape even without
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conjunction” (AN, 5) and so on. Now, indeterminate

intuition is the cognition of an object which leaves the
specific determinations out of account and it takes place
(immediately) on that very sense-object contact. The
expression ‘which follows in the wake of that) indeterminate,
intuition)’ serves to show the chronological order. This
further elucidates the fact that indeterminate intuition is (the
stuff which is) transformed into determinate perception. It
is a truism that nothing i- . produced which was absolutely,
non-existent and nothing absolutely existent suffers
destruction, Thus indeterminate intuition itself undergoes
transformation into the subsequent state (sic. determinate,
perception). (In the phrase ‘the cognition of the object’), object
stands for an entity which consists of substance and muodes,
capable of excrdising causal elliciency, and ‘the cognition’ is
to be understood as delinitive cognition in pursuance of the
wording of the general definition (sic.) ‘authentic definitive
cognition’ which’ runs down (to the present :111h0ri§m). So
determinate perception is not  (to be confounded with) mere
indeterminate cognition.

98. This (determinate perception) must not be held to
be a mental construction, since it depends (for its existence) |
on the active execrcise (lit. vicinity) of the sense-organ such
as sight and also because itis not linble to be corrected by
discursive thought. A mental construction, on the other
hand, is cancelled Dby discursive thought. CBut this
(determinate perception) isnot so (found to be cancelled
by discursive thought) and consequently it cannut be a
mental construction. (XXVI)

(Aph.) Speculation is inquisitive pursuit ( for the knowledye) of

specific details of the perceived datum. (XXVII)

99.. On the determinate perception of an  objective
datum, for example a soynd, there arises a doubt whether
the sound emanates from a’ conch or a horn, and the mind is
driven to consider the specific points of agreement and
difference in the form (of the Jjudgement) ‘it is perceived as

-
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sweet and agreeable which qualities ‘belong to the sound of a,
conch and not as harsh and shrill which are the qualities of
the sound of a horn’. The mental urge as embodied in the
aforementioned consideration is called speculation. It is
.absolutely certain that doubt crops up in the interval between
determinate perception and speculation even when the object
is a matter of habitual perception. But its existence is not
detected owing to the rapidity (of the succession). But it is
not valid knowledge, since it lacks the (fundamental)
characteristic of being authentic and definitive cognition.

100. (Q)) It will be stated later on that there is a species
of non-perceptual organ of knowledge called #ka, reasoning.
What then is the difference from that (reasoning) of this
speculation ?  (A) Reasoning is the organ competent for the
realisation of universal concomitance between the probans
and, the probandum and has reference to all the three
divisions of time (sic. past, present and future) The logicians
. affirm. that the subject while apprehending@the universal con-

comitance exercises this organ and appears to attain to the
level of (supernatural intuition of ) an ascetic. But specula-
tion takes stock of things existing in the present time and is
a species of perceptual cognition and thus there is no room
for (the charge of ) repetition.

101. Though speculation is said to be of the nature ol
conation, it appertains to the consciovs self and thus must be
of the nature of cognition. It stands to reason then that it
should be comsidercd as a species of perceptual cognition.
One should not however call in question its title to validity
on the ground that it is of the nature of indeterminate cogni-
tion, since it is a fact that it is a determinate cognition in
regard to its own subject matter. If the lack of analogy
with other instances of determinate cognition were the ground
(of this allegation), the accepted instances of determinate
cognition would be liable to be (condemned as) indetermi-
nate in character (on the ground of difference from specula-

' tion). (XXVII)
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e o (Aph.) Perceptual judgement is the determination of the specific
characteristic which was the object of speculation,
(XX VIII)

102. Perceptual judgement is the (final) determination
of the specific characteristic regarding the object of specula-
tion as illustrated by the proposition ‘the sound must be of the
conch and not of the horn.” (XXVIII)

(Aph.)  Retention is the condition of memory.

103. The condition is the causal stuff capable of change
(into the effect) as memory which consists in the recollection
of a past event. Itis nothing but the latent mental trace
(left over as legacy by previous experience). Retention is
thus the continued existence of a cognition for an (indefinite)
length of time which has been designated as sapkhyeya or
asankhyeya. The trio consisting of determinate perception and
the rest (viz., speculation and perceptual judgement) can
exist for a period of time varying from a mathematical
instant to a mukfirta (forty-eight minutes) minus one
instant,

104. The latent mental trace should be deduced to be a
species of cognition from the fact that it is a species of percep-
tual cognition. It must not, on the contrary, be supposed as
has been done by a class of philosophers (Vaifesikas) that it
is different from cognition as such and so called (by a
different name, viz.,) bhdvand (a sort of psychic leaven). If
it were not cognitional in character, it could not produce
recollection which is a species of cognition, Certainly one
kind of existence cannot be transformed into another
(opposite) kind of existence. If, on the contrary, it were
non-cognitive in nature, it could not possibly be an attribute
of the self, since it is a truism that the characteristic of a
conscious entity cannot be unconscious per se.

105. (Now a problem arises in this connection). The
older Jaina masters assert that absence of lapse is also a case
of retention. The followin"fg statement of the Bhagyakira
“absence of lapse is retention” (VABh, 180) (may be quoted

®
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in support). How then (in the face of such declaration)’
have you stated in the aphorism that the condition of
memory alone is retention? (A) True, there is such a thing
as absence of lapse which is called retention. But this is
included within the fold of perceptual judgement and for this
reason it has not been separately mentioned. Perceptual
judgement when protracted for a length of time is entitled
retention gua freedom from lapse. Or, as freedom from
lapse is also a condition of memory, it has been included
under retention (as defined by us). Itis positive that mere
perceptual judgement bereft of absence of lapse does not
give rise to recollection. Perceptual judgements which are
not subjected to attentive reflection are almost on the level
of (unheeded cases of perception) as the touch of grass by a
man in (hurried) motion and such cases of cognition are not
found to give rise to any recollection. Thusathere is no
occasion for complaint as this (aphorism in question) includes
both ‘absence of lapse’ and ‘mental trace’ as the conditions
of recollection. Although recollection Gtself has been
affirmed to be a species of retention in authoritative texts, it
has not been mentioned in the aphorism, since it is an
instance of non-perceptual knowledge (and as such is not
relevant to the present context). Thus all the relevant
issues have been elucidated.

106. Now, in the present context one should take clear
cognisance (of the fact) that there is somehow a thread of
unity which runs through the different stages of perceptu'al
cognitions, sic. determinate perception and the rest in spite
of their occurrence in succession. It is certain that the
presence of contradictorily opposed attributes is an impedi-
ment to the knowledge of identity; but such occurrence does
not operate as an impediment in the case of an object wh1c.h
is apprehended by an accredited organ of knowledge: It is
a commonplace of experience that the self-same consciousness
is felt to be vested with such (appargntly) incompatible sta.tes
as pleasure and pain and so on. How is it that the Bu.ddhlsts
who are notorious for their horror of (contradiction in) the
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¢ the juxtaposition of opposite attributes, do admit (the validity
of) the unitary cognition of wvariegated carpet, with its
obvious reference to unity and muliiplicity of the same? And
how do again the Naiyfiyikas and their allics admit the
possibility of a diversified colour?

~107. The Naiysyikas propound the deflinition of perceptual
cognition in the following terms : The uncrring cognition
that is produced by sensc-object contact is perceptual and
it is (both) indeterminate and decterminate (NS, I. 4). Now
‘scholars of eminence with Trilocana and Viacaspati in the
vanguard have set their face against the interpretation of the
siitra by the previous exponents and sought to propound their
interpretation in the following terms. They contend that
the definition of perceptual cognition is' (summed up in the
clause). “That unerring cognition which is produced by
sense-object contact is perceptual” (and the rest is only an
elaboration). (Now these exponents propose to) read (into
the aphorism the term) ‘whence’ as an ellipsis and on the
strength (of the dictum) that (the relative and de monstrative
pronouns) ‘which’ and ‘that’ stand universally and necessarily
in relation (they further supply the term ‘that® and they
interpret the aphorism thus completed as follows): (The
source) ‘from which’® the cognition as qualified by the
aforesaid adjectives is engendered, that (source), in other
words, the instrument of such cognition. be it of the nature
of cognition or different from it, is the organ of cognition
known as perceptual. Now the cognition resulting from it is
‘possibly of two kinds, indeterminate and determinate. The
statements of the classification (in the aphorism) as indeter-
minate and determinate is intended to bring home the fact
that the instruments of both such cognitions are to be
regarded as organs of knowledge.

108. Now, the attempt to invest such non-cognitional
facts as sense-object contact with the status of organ of
knowledge is (extremely® unjustifiable. particularly when it
seeks to achieve this end by resort to the tortuous stratagem
of supplying an ellipsis in (flagrant) disregard of the claim to

.
i
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validity ‘of both these kinds of cognition. How can senses
object contact and the like which are not of the nature of
cognitions function as efficientmost instruments of the
determination of object, lacking as they are in necessary
concomitance, since the cognition of object fails to materialise
in spite of the sense-object contact being present and is seen
to emerge into being only when there is a cognition at the
back of it? An instrument is what is the efficientmost
condition and immediately produces the effect.

109. If, again, the sense-object contact is something

-different from the aptitude (of the sense-organ) and is deemed
to be of the nature of relation like conjunction, then certainly
no such contact with the object is possible for the organ of
sight which acts from distance, aloof and out of contact. Itis
a matter of observation that things are perceived by sight
even when they are intercepted by such transparent media as
glass, mica and lens. If you contend that the organ of sight
is an instrument and as such it can work only in close contact
like (other instruments such as) the carperter’s axe, (it can
be easily rcfuted by citing the case of) the magnetic stone
which attracts iron, though out of touch with it—which shows

‘that the concomitance in question is not universal. It is not
possible to suppose that there is an actual contact between
them in the shape of conjunction-cum-conjunction through a
medium (c.g., Ais in conjuction with B and B with C and
so A is in mediate conjunction with C. In the present case
the magnet may be supposed to be indirectly conjoined with
iron through the space which connects hoth at the two ends).
Such indirect rclation is available everywhere (even as
between facts which do not stand in causal connection).

] 110. The Buddhists again have propounded the definition
(of perceptual cognition in the proposition) ‘“Perceptual
cognition (is a cognition which) is free from conceptual
construction and is not erroneous” (NB, 1.4). “The
conceptual construction is a cognition the content of which
is liable to be associated with verbal expressions. And the
cognition which is untainted with such conceptual construction
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«is to be understood as the meaning of the clause ‘which is free
from conceptual construction’” (NB, 1. 5.6 ). This
definition of an organ of knowledge is irrational, since it has
no bearing upon practical activity. In support of our position
we need only observe that philosophers set about the task of
evaluating the likely definitions of knowledge as an organon,
with the sole object in view that persons, desirous of practical
advantages, may be directed to the pursuit of objects capable
of yielding such benefits and be saved from disappointment.
The labour involved in the philosophical examination of the
definition which is devoid of all practical consequences is as
infructuous as the speculation regarding the existence or
otherwise of the teeth of a crow. If, on the other hand, the
practical activity is supposed to be conditioned by determinate
knowledge which occurs subsequently to the indeterminate
cognition, the consideration (of equity) would rather make
it inevitable that all validity should be set down to the credit
of determinate cognition. The postulation of indeterminate
cognition (as an intermediary link), which is as inoperative
as Sikhandin, is an absolute superfluity.

111, The followers of Jaimini, on the plea (of eliminating
those sources of knowledge) which are not organs (of the
knowledge) of religious duty set forth the definition of
perceptual cognition rather by way of reproduction ofa
known fact (than as an original contribution) in the following
terms: “The cognition which is engendered in (the mind of)
a person upon the actual contact of sense-organs (satsam-
prayoge) is perceptual (awareness) and being awareness of an
object existing at the present moment, it is not a competent
organon (for religious duty)” (MS. I. 1. 4). So has it been
observed (by Kumarila): Such being the case, it is possible to
regard the definition as the reproduction ofa known fact
(SV,s04,39). It has been interpreted as follows: The
cognition that occurs to a subject as a sequel to the contact
of sense-organs is perceptpal (awareness).

112. Now the definition is too wide inasmuch as it over-
laps such cognitions as doubt and illnusion which also occur as

€
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the result of sense-contact and thus should, (in terms of the
definition), be accepted as instances of perceptual cognition.
If the term ‘actual contact’ be interpreted as contact with
actually existent datum, it would lead to the exclusion of the
cases of hallucination alone which are unfounded on reality
and come into being independently of an objective datum,
Tt will fail to exclude doubt and illusion which are based
upon real data. Again, if the phrase, ‘upon actual contact’
(satsamprayoge), be interpreted as ‘upon the happening of the
contact as an antecedent event’ (sati samprayoge) and thus the
locative construction (in the original Sanskrit) be not surren=
dered at all, the prefix ‘sam’ (actual) in the term samprayoge
(contact) may be deemed competent for the exclusion of
doubt and illusion. And exactly this has been proposed (by
Kumirila in the following) : The prefix ‘sam’ (actual)
has the sense ‘authentic’ and thus serves to preclude
(the cases of) defective contact. (Thus for instance), the
contact with shell, which gives rise to the visual preception
of silver is debarred since it is vitiated by a deféct (SV, su 4,
38-9). [The proposed interpretation is open to grave objec-
tion]. The authenticity of contactis a supersensuous fact
and so cannot be known by perceptual intuition. It must be
admitted that the knowledge (in question) can be had by
(inference based on) the effect. The effect here is the (percept-
ual) cognition and certainly it is not competent to produce
the assurance of the authenticity of the contact unless itis
qualified (by a restricting adjectvive). But as the definition
stands, there is no such word present in it as can be under-
stood as its qualifying adjective. (The term satsamprapoge, on
the actual contact, should be analysed as) sata samprayoge
(on the contact with actually present objects) and this would
serve to exclude (subjective) objectless cognitions. The cons-
truction with the term sati is redundant, since its purpose is
served by the locatve case-ending (in samprayoge).

113. One exponent (Sabara) seel® to make out the defi-
pition free from all faults (by proposing a change in the
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syntactical construction) through the transposition of the
words tat and sat (in the aphorism) as follows: ‘atsamprayoge
...... satpratyaksam, and he interprets the changed definition
thus. The cognition which is cngendered in  a person
upon the actual contact of the sensc-organ with the fact
which is the object of resulting cognition is authentic
perception; the cognition, on the contrary, of an object which
is different from that with which the sense is in contact is not
(autheuntic) perception i8B,I. 15) But the result achieved
is nothing more than a tortuous ecxposition (which effects no
improvement), since it fails to remove the contingency of its
extension to doubt. Now in doubt, the senseis certainly in
contact with the objective datum which is the object of the
resulting cognition. Though doubt is a cognition of two
objects, yet it is undeniably a fact that the sense is in contact
with one of the objects concerned. Doubt being cognisant
of two alternative oljects, it is absolutely positive that it has
for its object that very fact with which the sensc, say sight,
isin actual contact., Thus the definition fails to avoid its
unwarranted exteasion. The definition again lies exposed
to the charge of being too narrow, since it fails to include
visual perception which is not the result of sense-contact,
That the organ of sight functions independently of actual
contact with the object has heen established hefore,

114. The older exponents of Sankhya define perceptual
cognition to be a modification of the sense-organ, such as the
organ of hearing and to be indeterminate,  Now, the
‘sense-organs beginning with the organ of hearing arc
‘devoid of consciousness and it follows a fortiori that a
modification of such organs inust be devoid of consciousness.
How can then such modification serve as an organ of
knowledge ? If, on the other hand, it is assumed to derive
its conscient character from its association with a conscious
principle (sic. self), if stands to reason that the status of an
organ of knowledge should rather be accorded to the
conscious self. Moreover, there is no evidence to prove that
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indeterminate cognition is an organ of knowledge. This
(definition under review) is thus found to be hollow.

115. Idvarakrsna propounds the definition of perception
in the following terms: Perception is the determinate
cognition of its specific object (praotivisayadhyavasayah). This
also is not a proper definition on account of its undue
extension to inference. It may, however, be contended that
the word® ‘prati’ (rendered specific) here stands for ‘position
in the front’ and thus perception is the determinate cognition
of an object standing in front. But this also is on the same
level with inference. Just as the perdeption ‘thisis a jar’
refers to the object present in the front, so also the inference
‘this hill is possessed of fire’ (has reference to an object
standing in front and thus there would be no difference
between perception and inference). It may be held that
determinate cognition of an object in the front as distinguished
from inference is to be understood as perceptual cognition.
But in that case there would be no necessity for setting forth
the definition of perception as the proposed (definition) would
be automatically known by virtue of its mere difference from
the definitions of verbal and inferential cognitions.

116 Now, it follows (from the examination of) the
definitions propounded by rival philosophers which have
heen found to be vitiated (by some defect or other) that the
definition of perception (proposed by us) viz., that which is
immediate and lucid is perceptual cognition’ is (the only
possible definition which is) free from censure. (XXIX)

117. (The knowledge of) reality is summed up under the
four topics, viz., knowledge, the object of knowledge, the
result (of knowledge) and the subject. Ard so the definition
of organ of knowledge is bound to remain incomplete unless
the definition of the object and the rest are known.
Accordingly the author proposes to define the object (as
follows).

(Aph.) The object of an organ of knofbledge is the real which i

of the natwe of substance-cum-mode. (XXX)
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118. Though it is perceptual cognition that is the subject
matter of consideration and accordingly such issues as the
definition of the object and the result of the same should
alone be considered in the present context, yet the expression
‘an organ of knowledge’ (in the aphorism) stands for the
whole class. In consideration of the fact that there Is no
difference (in this respect among the several kinds of organs
of knowledge) itis appropriate that the definition of the
object etc. of the other kinds of organs of knowledge, as of
perceptual cognition, should also be stated here and this
procedure would have the further advantage of logical
economy. The expression ‘organ of knowledge’ (in the
aphorism) stands for the whole class and so includes a]] the
varieties of knowledge, perceptual and the rest, and the
object of all these is a real which is of the nature of substance-
cum-mode. The term dragya (rendered substance) is derived
from dru (to go) and ctymologically means that which runs
through the défferent modes-——which sets forth the character-
istic of persistence. it thus ultimately transpires to be the
vertical universal which is revealed by the coguition of jts
identity running (in succession) through the antecedent and
subsequent states. The term parydye  (rendered mode)
etymologically denotes the state which has the characteristics
of coming into existence and ceasing to be (in succession),
The real which is of the nature of substance and mode
(dravyaparyayatmakam) thus comes to mean that which has the
former (sic. identity) and the latter two (coming into
existence and ceasing to be) as constitutive of its nature,
The term real thus means what is truly existent as an
objective fact (in its own right). This has been endorsed by
Vacakamukhya (in the aphorism) “Real is that which is
endowed with origin, cessation and persistence” (TS, V. 29)
and also by the following statement of paramarsi “Real
originates, ceases and is continuous’’.

119.  The incorporafion of ‘substance-cum-mode’ (in the
definition) serves to counteract the conception of the object
of knowledge as exclusively subgtance and as pure mode
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respectively advocated by the philosophers (of the Saikhya
and Buddbist schools). The insertion of the term ‘nature’ is
intended for the refutation of the conception of the object
sponsored by the adherents of Kapida and Aksapada who
maintain that substance and modes are absolutely different
from one another. (The following statement of ) Siddhasena
lends support (to our position): Ulaka has built his system
in pursuance of both nayas (points of view), yet it is vitiated
by untruth, because he has advocated that substance and

modes are mutually independent and that each is supreme in
its own sphere (ST, III. 49). (XXX)

120. But what is the reason that the real which is the
object of the organs of knowledge should be only a complex
of substance-cum-mode and peither pure substance nor pure
mode nor both independent of each other ? In reply the
author states:

(Aph.) Because of the capacity for the generation of practical
consequences. (XXXI) .

121.  Practical consequences are of the nature of accept-
ance and avoidance and thelike. ‘Generation’ means
production., The capacity for such is possible only in a real
which is a complex of substance-cum-mode. (Hence the
impossibility of alternative conceptions above referred to).
(XXXI)

122. Granted that this is the case; but what consequences
would you deduce therefrom ? In reply to such a question
he siates:

(Aph.) Because reality has that for its characteristic. (XXXII)

123. ‘That’ (in the aphorism) means capacity for generat-
ing a practical consequence. ‘Characteristic’ means the peculiar
nature. So the expression ‘has that for its characteristic’ is
equivalent to ‘has capacity for' generating a practical
consequence as its peculiar nature’. The fact of having this
is the reason (for the exclusion of the opposite views). What
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D

<Joes it pirtain to P It pertains to the real, i.c., the fact
which is possessed of independent existence, The meaning
(of the whole aphorisin) is this: It is invariably the case that
every person engages in the pursuic of an organ of knowledge
only when he is impelled by the desire for the acquisition of
a practical consequence, in the hope that he will be able to
satisfy his requirement by finding the object capable of
yielding the (desired) consequence with the aid of such
knowledge, and not wantonly (without regard for practical
consequence). Itis a truism that if (the subject is 'persuaded
that) the object of an organis not capable of satisfying a
requirement he will not set any store by the pursuit of such
an organ. As has been observed (by Dharmakirti): “What
will a person have to do with the examination of an object
which is incapable of yiclding the consequence of which he is
in quest P What can a woman in love gain from the
examination of the beauty or ugliness of an impotent man ?*
(PV, L 215).

124. Now, regarding the (character of reality) it must he
held that a real which is exclusively of the nature of substance
cannot Dbe possessed of causal elliciency, How can a sub-
stance, having a static identity which does not admit of lapse
or growth in being, exercise any causal efliciency which is
possible cither in succession or in non-succession, since there
isno teriwm quid in hetween two mutually exclusive opposites?
Of these two, the alternative of succession is out of the
question. A substance will perforce discharge in the very
time of executing its primal causal operation all the operations
which are (as a matter of fact) due in other times, since there
is no reason for an entity which is fully endowed with the
relevant capacity 1o wait idly and let the opportunity slip.
On the contrary, a thing which waits for a lapse of time is
to be condemned of incapacity. It might be contended that
though possessed of capacity, it actually produces its relevant
consequences only when 7t comes to be associated with the
relevant set of auxiliary conditions, But the contention is
suicidal, since in that case the entity.in question would have



BOOK 1, LECTURE ] 65

to be denied the capacity which is admitted to be vested in
an entity needing the association of other factors. Have you
not heard the dictum: That which stands in need of others is
incapable ? (MBH, III 1.8). It might be further argued
that the entity (guq cause) does not stand in need of the
auxiliaries, but it is only the effect, which does not come
into being in the absence of auxiliaries, that requires (the
presence of ) these (ancillary conditions), But the question
arises, is the entity concerned incapable (of the effects in
question) ? If it is conceded to be possessed of the capacity
why should it wait in indifference for the effects which are
condemned to look forward in utter helplessness to the
emergence of the auxiliacy conditions, and not, on the
contrary, produce the effects on the spur of the moment 2
It has been argued that the seed which is quite endowed
with the causal capacity is seen to produce sprout only when
it is associated with the auxiliary conditions. such as soil,
water and so on and not otherwise, [n that case the question
pertinently arises whether the auxiliaries are of any service
to the basal cause or not, If they render no service, -why
should it not persist in the state of neutrality as before ? If
they are supposed to render some service, the question has to
be decided (how does the service in question relate to the
basal entity) ? Does the service rendered by them become
identical or remain numerically different ? If the relation
be one of absolute identity, (the issue transpires that) it is the
basal cause that is produced and this puts (the opponent in
the position of a merchant) who invested his money for profit
but eventually lost even the capital. If the service under
consideration maintains its numerical difference, how can it
(be supposed to) relate to that (main cause) ? (If thatis
not a bar), what would prevent such a relationship between
the Vindhyas and Sahyas (the mountain ranges of the Eastern
and Western Ghats) ? Tt may be urged that one (A) belongs
to the other (B) by virtue of 2 definite relation in which it
stands to the other, (Granted), but what is the relation

between service and receiver of service ’?’ It cannot be cone
5
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tactual conjunction, since it is possible only between two sub-
stances. Nor can it be inherence, since (ex hypothesi) it is
present everywhere in like manner and there is no gulfof
separation to cut ofl its incidence and thus it does not seem
logically justifiable that it should function asa relation
between determinate terms. And even if this were allowed
to be possible, it must be admitted that the terms render
some service to it (sic. inherence). Such Dbeing the case, the
dilemma regarding the relation of the service in question in
terms of identity or difference would emerge in the same way
as before. If the service produced were regarded as identi-
cal with inherence, it would be (tantamount to the admission
that it is inherence that has been brought into being. And
if the service in question were to remain different and aloof,
inherence could not he supposed w behave as a relation
between determinate terms. It would be a poor defence to
argue that relation of substantive and adjective determines
irs specific ix{cidenco, for the former relation also can-
not function asa determinate condition unless there be a
relation of Lenefactor and bencficiary between them at its
back. And the admission of an actual benelit aceruing will
open the gate to the old dilemma based on difference and
identity for making a fresh appearance. (The conclusion)
therefore (irresistibly follows that) an entity absolutely eternal
is not capable of exercising a causal activily in succession,
125. Nor again does it fare better in non-succession, It
is‘ not endorsed by experience that a self-identical entity
simultancously discharges all the functions which are due to
occur in all the divisions of time. Let it be supposed that it
does not do so. What will it do in the second moment ? I
it does anything, the difficulties incident to the alternative,
viz., successive discharge ol causal efficiency will reappear.
And if it does not do anything (at the second moment), it
would forfeit its claim= to reality being destitute of causal
efficieney (which is the criterion of reality). The exercise of
causal activity is determined by succession and non-succession
(as jts cleterminantkconcomitants]. The absence of these

“~
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determinant concomitants ascertained on the evidence of
the non-observation of them entails as its consequence the
absence of causal activity in the absolutely eternal entity, and
this absence of causal activity) in its turn proves the absence
of the agent of causal activity. This {lack of causal agency)
necessarily involves the lack of existence which is its
determinate concomitant. Thus an absolutely unchanging
substance transpires to be a non-entity.

126. An entity again (supposed to be) of the nature of
an absolute mode is no more capable of exercising its causal
activity in succession inasmuch as it is liable to perish in the
immediately succeeding moment and as such succession either
in respect of time or of space is not possible (of being
predicated of it). In fact, occupation of different points of
space and occurrence at different moments of time which
are possible only for an enduring entity, are respectively
designated as spatial and temporal succession and certainly
such characteristics are not predicable of an absolutely
perishable entity. As has been aptly observed (by some one):
““Whatever is in a point of space is exclusively there alone
and whatever is at a moment of time is also exclusively
thereat. Thus it is not possible for entities to continue
through different points of space and time”’.

127. Nor is succession possible of preceding and
succeeding moments in the role of a continuum, since
continuum is an unreal (abstraction). And if it were supposed
to be a reality and at the same time momentary in duration,
it would not have any difference from the constituent
moments (and so the impossibility of historical continuity
wlll not be transcended). If (the continuum were) not
momentary, the doctrine of absolute modes would have a
happy defence indeed ! As has been said (by Jayantabhatta):
“If, on. the other hand, you admit an absolutely real and
eternal entity which you call by the name of continuum, then
arise, O monk ! your hopes have indeed borne fruit. The
doctrine of momentariness of things has received the finishing
blow (once for all)”” (NM, %.464),
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128. The other alternative of the exercise of causal
efficiency in non-succession is no more tenable of a momentary
entity. + 1{ the selfsame moment called colour which is
supposed to produce the taste:moment and others is to
produce all these diverse results in and through a self-
identical nature, the effects should in all logical propriety be
identical being produced by a self-identical nature. If, on
the contrary, the cause is thought to produce (all the diverse
effects) through diverse natures according as it functions as
a material cause and as an auxiliary condition (in respect
of the diverse effects), then the question will arise whether
these natures are integral to that (cause) or not integral. If
they were not integral (to the cause), they would not consti-
tute the nature of the latter. And if they are constitutive of
the very nature of the cause, then either of these two conse-
quences would become icresistible.  This (cause) would be
as diverse (as the natures) or the natures in question would
become as sxmple an identity (as the cause would Dbe, if it
never abandoned its simplicity). If again, it is thought that
what plays the role of a material cause in one context plays
also the role of an auxiliary condition in another and thus
diversity of nature be admitted, then there would be nothing
(repugnant in the supposition) that an eternal and uniform
entity also exccutes diverse effects in succession without
undergoing change of nature and without giving rise to the
consequence of the effects being identical in nature. If it is
contended that the latter (hypothesis) is untenable on the
ground of the impossibility of the production of successive
eﬁ'ects simultaneously from a non-successive (cause), owing to
the (palpable) contradiction involved (in the supposition)
that one simple sclfidentical cause should simultaneously
produce diverse effects which are (as a matter of fact)
capable of being produced by a number of diverse causes,
(the same difficulty) wopld make the production of diverse
effects by a momentary entity all at one time equally an
impossibility. ~ Thus the determinant concomitants (of

production), namely succession andr non-succession, are found .
¢
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to be impossible in a real supposed to be absolutely of the-
nature of a (momentary) mode, and this (impossibility)®
makes the production of an effect which is its determinate
concomitant impossible. The absence of this (productive
activity) entails the absence of reality (in an absolutely
momentary mode) in pursuance of the law that the lack of
the evidence of the presence of the determinant (takes away
the warrant of the presence of the determinate). (Thus the
theory of reality) consisting entirely in a mode is found to
be unsound.

129. Now the followers of Kanada admit (the reality of)
both substance and modes. (Of these) earth and the rest
are substances, being receptacles of qualities and the like.
Qualities and actions are the modes being contents thercof.
Of them some are transitory, some endure as long as the
substance and some are cternal. Now these philosophers
cannot be regarded as exponents of the true nature of reality,
since they assert that substrates and attributes are absolutely
different from onc another. Now by way, of proof (the
question may be put) whether existence is absolutely different
from substance. Ifit be so, substance would by itself be
non-existent. I[it were contended that substance becomes
existent by virtuc of the inherence of existence in it, (the
contention would be unsound), How can non-entity be
made existent by participating in existence ? And il entities
(substance ctc. were intrinsically) existent, the inherence of
existence would be a superfluity. If again things are believed
to he possessed of existence per se (as an inalienable part of
their individuality), then why should a superfluous interme-
diary be postulated in the shape of inherence of existence ?
It has been contended that a thing is necither existent nor
non-cxistent before its participation in existence as such ‘and
it bccomes existent only as a consequence of its relation to
existence. But this is a verbalism (and has no meaning)
since a tertium quid different from existent and non-existent
both is an impossibility. Morcoves, (there is no evidence
from experience) that there are felt three elements (in a real,
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viz.,) the entity, existence, and a relation (between them).
*Again, if the relation between an entity and its existence
were a case of identity, that would be contradicted by their
refusal to endorse it. Regard being had to this (same very
reason of denial), the relation cannot be supposed to be
conjunction (which is possible only between two substances).
As for inherence, it is not (believed to be) dependent (for its
being upon the terms, and if such an independent fact can
serve as a relation) everything can come into relation
with every other thing, or no entity can be in relation
with any other entity. Now all these considerations are
liable to be pressed according to the nature (of the terms)
against the relation posited between substance and sub-
stancehood, quality and  qualityhood, action and
actionhood ; between one substance and another substance,
quality, action, universal, specificity; between ecarth and
carthhood, water and waterhood, fire and firehood, air and
airhood; between substances such as ether (aka2fa) and their
relevant qualities. (It is crystal clear that) there can possi-
bly be no relation in any way whatever between things which
are absolutely different. It has become obvious that the
determination of (the nature of) reals in the scheme of
Kanada is vitiated (by a fundamental defect).

130. Now an objection is raised. Even ifa real were
supposed to consist of substance and mode both, the same
difficulty would persist as before. Thus, for instance, the
exponents of Syadvida (the doctrine of non-absolutism aflirm=
ing multiple nature of things) reject the view that substance
and mode are either absolutely different or absolutely iden-
tical and think that they are somehow identical and diflerent
both, But this position cannot be legitimate inasmuch as it
is vitiated by contradiction and other defectsas follows;
(1) Affirmation and negation cannot coexist in one substra-
tum like blue and mnot-blue (owing to their mutual oppo-
sition).  (2) If difference is affirmed in respect of one aspect
and identity in respect ofranother, the result will be that the
difference will have one locus and identity another and

¢
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thus there will be asplit in the integrity of the locus. (3)
The aspect in reference to which the difference is asserted®
and the aspect in reference to which identity is affirmed—
both of these aspects are to be regarded as mutually identi-
cal and different in order to avoid the consequence of abso-
lutism, and this would lead to a regressus ad infinitum (the
locus of the opposite predicates being placed under the nece=
ssity of bifurcation and the bifurcated aspects being again
identical-cum-different would again require bifurcation in
their turn and so on). (4) The aspect in which difference is
posited will have difference and identity both as its traits,
and likewise the aspect in which identity is asserted will have
identity and difference as its predicate, and this means
confusion (which consists in the incidence of oppoéite
attributes in the same substratum). (5) The aspect which
embodies difference will embody identity also, and the aspect
which embodies identity will embody difference, and this
thus gives rise to the fallacy of transfusion (the exchange of
function and attributes). (6) A real being, both identical
and different will not lend itself to be determined in a definite
reference, and this would create doubt. (7) The conse-
quence will be absence of determination. And (8) this will
result in the impossibility of determination of objective
reality.

No, there is no occasion for contradiction ina thing which
is cognised as such. One thing is supposed to be the opposite
of another when in the presence of one the other is not percei-
ved, But in a perceived datum what is the raison d” eire of the
faintest trace of contradiction ? As regards blue and not-blue,
if they were perceived in one locus, there would be no contra-
diction (in the situation). and thus the Buddhists do not
acknowledge the contradiction between blue and not-blue in
the (unitary) cognition of a variegated canvas. And as re-
gards the Nyaya-Vailesika philosopher he admits the reality
of multiform colour. Further when one single piece of linen
is found to possess (in harmony) <the apparently . opposed
attributes of being mobile and immobile, red and not-red,
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covered and not-covered, what thenis the ground for allegation
«of doubt ? This (line of argument) would again put a quictus
to the charge of the bifurcation of locus, since, in confor-
mity with the principle set forth above, they have all been
(proved to be) perceived in the same locus, As regards
the charge of infinite regress, it is advanced by one who is
ignorant of the position of the non-absolutist who un-
mistakably maintains that in a real which is the synthesis of
substance and mode, the difference is not anything eclse than
substance and modes themselves, because the term ‘difference’
(whenever employed) stands for these two elements alone,
‘When it is asserted that identity is in the aspect of substance,
it is to be understood that substance itself and not anything
else constitutes the identity in question, and (the proposition)
that a real is onc and many (lends support to this truth).
As regards the charges of confusion and transfusion, they are
easily parried by the instance of the cognition of the multi-
form colour, and the instance of the synthesis of universal and
particular in all reals. If, on the contrary, it is maintained
that the solution of the dilliculties in the above-quoted
instances is furnished by direct experience of the data, the
same (experience) will also come to the aid of the opponent
(sic. Jaina philosopher), since experience cannot be guilty of
partiality. And there is no logical justification for the
emergence of doubt in a matter which has been definitely
established. Doubt is a sort of cognition in which the mind
wavers (between two conflicting alternatives). It is absolutely
out of the question when the cognition is found to be
unfaltering and unwavering. To say that knowledge is not
possible regarding an object that is known is a bold assertion,
The establishment of knowledge proves that there is no
justification for the charge of lack of knowledge, and
consequently for the impossibility (of such a multiform real).
The conclusion follows that the conception of reality as
synthesis of substance and mode is not incompatible with
verdict of experience and interest (of truth).
_ 131. But the question Frises—how can even a real consisting
df substance and mode exercise causal efficiency ? The

~
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exercise of causal efficiency has been found to be a concomitant
of succession and non-succession, and must be held to bes
incompatible also with areal of dual nature exactly in the
same way as it has been found to be incompatible with pure
substance or pure mode (advocated by the absolutists),
It is perfectly allowable to assert that a real possessed of a
dual nature is not capable of exercising causal efficiency in
sequence on the ground that an efficient entity has no reason
for deferring its action. (The hypothesis) that it stands in
need of the auxiliaries is absolutely illegitimate for the
subsiance which is unamenable to change is entirely inde-
pendent of the service of the auxiliaries. And as for the
modes, they are momentary, and so they cannot be supposed
o wait for two consecutive moments (required for the reception
of the service accruing from the auxiliaries and for producing
the effect at the next moment), Nor (is the exercise of
causal activity possible) in simultancity because a real which
simulataneously cxecutes all its effects and ceases to do so
again will forfeit its claim to reality being bereft of causal
activity. And if it does produce (an offect at the next
moment) the charges incidental to the theory of successive
activity will come in force. Thus the defects which appertain
to the theory of pure substance or pure mode are found to be
equally shared by the theory of dual reality in conformity
with the dictum: Why should not the defect which is
inevitable in each of the alternatives be not inevitable when
both the alternatives are allirmed”? In reply to this
objection, the author says:

(Aph.). The realisation of cawsal activily by the same is warrant-
ed by its (susceplibility to) change having for its charac-
teristics continuity, and surrender and appropriation
of the antecedent and consequent determinations (rese
pectively ). (XXXIII)

132. Continuity together with the surrender and
appropriation respectively of the precedmg and succeeding
determinations, that is to say, of th® states (in due order),
constitutes the defining characteristic of change, and this



BOOK 1, LECTURE 1 75

would be the identity of the organ and the resultant What
is the harm if it be so ? (No). Ifthe organ and resultant
be identical it would be liable to the objection which applies
to the position of non-existent (cause) and existent (effect).
A non-cxistent can not be an organ, nor a (previous) existent
be the resultant.  True, this defect is really present in respect
of origination and not in respect of determination. As has
been said ‘A non-entity cannot be a cause, nor can the
existent cause be itself the resultant. This charge applies if
it is a case of efficient causation (origination), but a case of
determination (which it is held to be) is not liable to such
accusation.”

[The force of the contention can be brought out as follows,
The organ of knowledge being a species of eflicient cause can
be so only if it produces expected effect, viz.,, knowledge.
But when the organ is said to be nothing but knowledge and
knowledge againis said to be the resultant it commnits the
fallacy of making the cause and effect identical. It is obvious
on the face of it that the cause and effect mjust be different
and they must occur at different moments of time. If there
is no difference, chronological and numerical, the assertion
of causality is nothing short of non-sense. Hemacandra
admits the justice of this objection in abstracto but he avers
that the present instance does not fall within it, because the
relation of organ and knowledge is not of efficient causality
and bence is not temporal. Itisa logical relation and it is
the logical relation of determination which occurs at the
same time. And there is no logical incompatibility in the
same thing being its own determinant and determinate, The
relation of determination as maintained here does not
presuppose numerical difference, but only a difference of
function. And this is going to be substantiated in the
following aphorism]. (XXXIV)

136. The author is showing the nature of determination:

(4ph.) (Its) activity (reference) concerns the object. (XXXV)

137. The activity of knowled@e having reference to the
object is the resultant. (XXXV)
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138. What is the organ ? In reply he states:
= (dph.) (The same activity) as relates to the subject is the
knowledge. (XXXVI)

189. The cognition in so far as it takes note of the activity
of the subject is the organ, (XXXVT)

140. But how can it be an organ of knowlege ? An organ
is an instrument, and the efficientmost (of the causal condi-
tions) is stated to be the instrument, and it is immediately

attended with the effect. In answer he says: ,

(Bph.) The illumination of the object is realised (immediatelp)

upon the occurrence of that. (XXXVII)

141. Upon the occurrence of that ‘means’ after the acti-
vity in the shape of knowledge which has been stated to be
the organ has taken place in the subject.” Realisation of the
illumination of the object means ‘the determination of it as
the resultant.” The organ and the resultant stand in relation
of identity in so far as the two belong to the sclf-same cogni-
tion. Their diﬂ}zrence isin respect of the relation of deter=
minant and determinatum, Thus the relation of organ of
knowledge and the resultant partakes of the dual character
of identity and difference, and as such follows the track of
the theory of non-absolutismm (syadvida) which stands
uncontradicted. The immediate eflect which is common to
all cognitive organs is thus set forth in the given discourse.,
(XXXVII)

142 'The author now states an alternative resultant as
immediate (as the previous):

(Aph.) Or the cessation of ignorance. (XXXVI1I)

143. Others hold that the resultant is the cessation of the
ignorance of the subject regarding the object in question
before the application of the organ of knowledge. As has
been said: The immediate effect of an organ of knowledge'
is the removal of ignorance; that ol pure transcendent know-
ledge is bliss and unconcern (for everything else): that of the
rest is the notion of accéptance and avoidance (NA., 28),
(XXXVIII)
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144. Hec now states the remote (resultant):

(Aph.) Or, of determinate perception and the rest, which have
the characteristic of occurring successively, each antece-
dent member (of the order) is the cognitive organ and each
succeeding member is the resultant, (XXXIX)

145. Itis to be understood that of determinate percep—'
tion, speculation, perceptual judgement, retention (disposi-
tion), memory, recognition, reasoning and inference, which~
occur in the order of immediate succession, each immediate
antecedent is the cognitive organ and each immediate succe-
ssor is the resultant. The self possessed of the determinate
perception as its cvolved state is transformed into the state
of speculation and so determinate perception functions as
organ in relation to its resultant in the shape of speculation,
And subsequently to it speculation again is the oigan
and perceptual judgement is the resultant. Again perceptual
judgement is the organ and retention (digposition) is the
resultant. And speculation and retention (disposition) can
be inferred as partaking of the character of cognition being
derivatives of cognition. Nextin order, retention (disposi-
tion) is to be regarded as the organ and memory as the
resultant., Next to that, again, memory is the organ and
recognition is the resultant. Next again to that, recognition
is the organ and reasoning is the resultant. Lastly, reasoning
is the organ and infcrence is the resultant. This completes
the division of organ and resultant. (XXXIX)

146, Now he states a different kind of resultant:

(Aph.) Or the judgements of avoidance and the rest (XI).

147, The judgements of avoidance, acceptance and in<
difference are the resultants of a coghitive organ. The
enunciation of a plurality of resultants is made with the pur-
pose of bringing home the truth that there is no antagonism
among the different resultants sigce they paitake of one
common character of ‘being resultant’ and the question of
what is a resultant is amatter of vyolitional interest and point
of view, (XL) !
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148. Now with a view to examination of the views of
rival philosophers who hold that the resultant is absolutely
identical with or absolutely dlfferent (from the cognitive
instruments), he states :

(Aph. It is both identical with and different Sfrom its cognitive
organs. XLI)

149. A cognitive organ being of the nature of an
instrument and the resultant being of the nature of an effect
are mutually different. If the relation be one of absolute
identity, the conventional treatment of a cognitive organ and
its resultant as numerically different would be logically
absurd and in that case, it would be either exclusively a
cognitive organ or exclusively a resultant., It might be
urged that the treatment (of the self-same fact) as a
cognitive organ is justified on account of its difference from
what is not a cognitive organ, and also as a resultant on
account of its difference from what is not a resultant. But
the contention has no substance, If this were (the basis of
such differentiation), the fact of one cognitive organ being
numerically different from another cognitive organ should
make the former liable to be treated as a non-organ,
Likewise, the numerical difference of one resultant from
another resultant should justify its treatment as a non-
resultant. The truthis that a real is diflerent from both
what is homogeneous and what is heterogeneous (and thus
difference alone cannot be made the basis of classification, as
it does away with the clement of identity which is the
presupposition of such procedure). '

150. [It has been shown that the difference between a
cognitive organ and its resultant cannot be obliterated].
Now, the same (logical necessity would compel us to
recognise) that a cognitive organ and its resultant are
identical in so far as they relate to one individual subject, in
view of the fact that the self-same self which changes into a
cognitive organ transforms itself as the resultant. If (the
two modes were) different absolutely, the relation (between
the organ and the resyltant) would be ag absurd (even in fhe
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same subject) as it is (between two such modes occurring) in‘
two different subjects.* Now it has been contended (by the
Nysya-Vaidcyika school) that the self in which a cognitive
organ inheres is the very self in which the resultant is found
to inhere and the determination of the two occurrences as
organ and resultant is effected by the relation of inherence,
and this prevents the occurrence of either of the events in a
different self (though the two events are absolutely different
and do not participate in some form of identity which the
Jaina thory would have us accept). But the contention is
untenable. Inherence is propounded to be eternal and
ubiquitous, and is thus bound to be as existent in "one self
as in all other selves, and thus it fails to account for the
determinate relation (of the evenis) to a particular subject
The conclusion, therefore, iollows that the result is somehow
different from and identical with the cognitive organ. (XLI)

151. Now the author is propounding the definition of the
subject: .

(Aph.) 'The subject is the self which reveals its own self as
well as another and is liable to change. (XLII)

152. The self has the nature of revealing its own self as
well as an object which is other than the self. That this is the
case is apparent from the circumstance that the self has a

1. Itis not possible that A has his cognitive organ set in activity
and B comes to have the expected cognition. The absurdity is plain
in the supposition that A opens his eyes and B has the vision. But
what is the reason behind this absurdity. Itis nothing but the fact
that the two events are not absolutely iso'ated and unrelated as they
would be if the occurrence of one were followed by the occurrence of the
other in numerically different subjects. That they are possible only in
the same subject proves that they are not isolated occurrences but
cemented by a bond which is the index of their identity as opposed to
unqualified difference. The bond of identity is not exclusive of and
antagonistic to the numerical difference of the terms which are held
together. Identity coinciding with numerical difference shows that
neither of them is absolute. This is the non-absolutist interpretation
which the Juina philosopher offers as the solution of the apparent

contradiction,
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subjective and an objective reference as is unfolded in the
judgement ‘I know the jar’ in which (the three factors) the
subject, object and the act are clearly open o notice.
There is absolutely no ground for repudiating the cognition
of any one of them. Nor is there any incompatibility between
auto-revelation and hetero-revelation, which is found to be
the case with light. Certainly a light does not depend upon
anything other (than its own self) when it reveals its own self,
This finding constitutes the reductio ad absurdum of the theories
sponsored by a school of thinkers that cognition only reveals
its own self and also the other theory which maintains that
the cognition reveals only an object,

153, In the phrase ‘Hable to change,” change should be
understood in terms of the definition given before. Were the
self an unchanging constant, such phenomena as  joy,
depression, pleasure, pain, ‘enjoyment and the like which are
liable to origination and cessation would not be possible
attributes. Weue it, on the other hand, absolutely perishable
the (ethical fallacies of ) loss of carned merit and acquisition
of uncarned deserts would become unavoidable,  Iurther-
more, such activities, which are known to be the characteristic
of every living being as memory, recognition, search for an
article deposited in the past would entirely collapse.  But all
these facts find an easy and natural explanation in the cone:2p-
tion of a dynamic sclf which necessarily owns up the character-
istics of origination, cessation and persistence. As has becn
said:

“Just as the coiled state passes away and the state of erect
posture succecds, but the character of the serpent as serpent
continues, so with regard to the self as an eternal continuous
principle possessed of the nature of pure consciosness, there
is neither efflux of its total nature, nor is there the continuity
ofits entire character. But the states such as pleasure and
pain which happened to it in the past pass away and other
states supervene, and consciousness continues throughout, If
the self were liable to absolute destruction, there would arise
the fallacy of lost deserts and unearred enjoyment, and were
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it again absolutely uniform the (transitional) experiences o
pleasure and pain would be absolutely unexplainable. The
agent and the enjoyer both are not the changing modes of the
self, but it is self which as the agent reaps these consequences
being the self-same entity which owns up these states”
(TS, 223-7).

This line of argument would serve to condemn the theories
which posit the self to be absolutely unchanging or absolutely
perishable. ‘The self’ (in the aphorism) dismisses the theory
of not-self (of the Buddhist). The fact that the self comes to
possess the same dimension as the body it inhabits has not
been dealt with, because the problem has no bearing on the
present topic. The definition of ‘subject’ is thus found to be
sound and secure. (XLII)

Here ends the First Lecture of the First Book of ‘A Criti-
que of Organ of Knowledge’ and the Gloss thereon composed
by the Acdrya Sri Hemacandra.



LECTURE~2

1. Of the two-fold organ of knowlcdge, which consists of
perceptual and non-perceptual varieties which were specified
at the outset (as the topics of discussion), the perceptual has
been defined. Now, the author proposes the definition of
the non-perceptual variety as follows:

(Aph.) The non-perceptual is what lacks immediacy-cum-
lucidity. (1)

2. Now (in pursuance of the dictum that) the predication
of a specific characteristic (in the specific definition) is made
by way of adding (a diflerentia) to the general definition,
the phrase ‘authentic definitive cognition’ has to be read into
the present aphorism (as the continuant link). Accordingly,
(the full definition assumes the form): Uhe non-perceptual
organ of knowledge is definitive authentic cogunition which
lacks immediacy-cum-lucidity.” (I)

3. He sets forth the sub-divisions (of the above):

(<Aph.) The varicties of the same are recollection, recognition,
inductive reasoning, infevence and verbal testimony
(1)

4, ‘The same’ refers to the non-perceptual,  Thus these
are to be taken as the varieties of the non-~percrptual cogni-
tion and not as independent organs, since (the latter alter-
native) would involve contradiction of the number of cognitive
organs stated before.

5. (Q). But why should not recollection and the rest be
affirmed as independent organs ? Why is this insensate imita-
tion of the way of feeding on gruel current in the Dravida
country ? (A) Do not speak like that. Now (the types of
cognition), which are comprehended Ly the definition ol
non-perceptual cognition, cannot be regarded as different and
distinct from non-perceptual cognition as an organ. Just as
the types of intuition, viz., sensexintuition, mental intuition,
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self-intuition, and transcendent intuition of the mystics,
which are comprehended within the definition of perceptual
intuition according to the Buddhists, are not regarded as
separate from perceptual intuition (By them), so exactly re-
collection and the rest, which fall within the purview of the
definition of non-perceptual cognition, ought not to be regard-
ed as standing in conflict with the number of fundamental
organs of knowledge. The five words beginning with smr#
(recollection) are to be construed as members of the dzandva-
compound. (II)

6. Of them, he now defines Recollection.

(Aph.) Recollection (is a cognition which) has for its con-
dition the stimulation of a memory-impression and
which refers to its content by a form of the pronoun
‘that’. (III)

7. A memory-impression is the disposition (deposited by
past experience), Its ‘stimulation’ means its emergence to
the surface of consciousness. The clause ‘which has for its
condition, etc.” means that the emergence of recollection
ig necessarily conditioned by it (stimulation). Itis apparent
from the remark “A disposition can persist for a length of
time which may be calculable (saiikhyeya) or incalculable
(asanlihyeya)” (VB, 333) that a disposition, though it may
have continued for a great length of time, does not operate
as the cause of memory unless itis roused (by a stimulus).
When, however, the requisite conditions such as the exhaus-
tion and subsidence of the obstructive veils, observation
of similar objects and the like are at work to bring it to
maturation, it produces recollection. And so the clause
twhich has for its condition the stimulation of a memory-
impression® has been stated. The clause “which refers to its
content by a form of the pronoun ‘that’’’ is inserted for
setting forth its mode of deliverance. The word tat’ (in the
original aphorism) is given in the nedter gender in order to
bring out that no specific gender is implied. Thus all these

cognitions which deliver thejr content as ‘that (sa}, mascu-
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line) jar (ghatah),. that (sa, feminine) cloth (patl)’, ‘that (tat,
neuter) ear-ring ((kundalam)’ are cases of recollection.

8. TItisan orgam of knowledge since it is never found to
be discrepant with fact which is further attested by such
(successeful) activities as search for thing deposited by one’s
own self. But how can recollection be an organ when it is
not cognisant of a datum perceived at the present, and thus
is found to lack an objective basis ? No. It is certainly
possessed of an object that has been experienced in the past.
[The reality of the object, and not its actually felt presence,
is the condition of validity of a cognition, If it be contended,
on the analogy of perception, that the object must be felt as
present in order that the cognition may be valid, one might
with equal propriety contend that] perceptual cognition is
invalid since it is found to lack the criterion of referring to a
fact that has been experienced in the past. If revelation of
the relevant object (be the criterion of validity), it is found
to be equally present in the case of memory also. (Q). But
how can a defunct object be the generating condition of
recollection ? Hence it cannot lay claim to validity as it is
not generated by an object. (A) [The doubt raised has no
substance]. Are you deluded to think that the condition of
lack of discrepancy in other organs of knowledge consists in
their being generated by an object ? You ought not to be
led away by such delusion (as the situation has no concern
with causation). Thus as, for instance, light which comes
into being on the operation of its own conditions reveals the
objects, jar and the like, though not generated by them, so
also does a cognition reveal its object, if it is brought into
existence by its requisite conditions, viz., sense-organ, or the
mind accompanied by the elimination and subsidence of the
obscuring veil. The statement that “Nothing is the cause
which is not followed in agreement and in difference (by an
event) and nothing is the object which is not the cause (of
its cognition) is orfly nonsensical utterance, since there is no
dispute regarding the validity of the mystic’s intuition of the
. past and unborn objects, thgugh it is not generated by the

%
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latter. Moreover, if recollection be convicted of invalidity
one must offer oblation of water to inference (that is to say,
one must be prepared to repudiate the validity of inference),
since there is no possibility of inference being realised unless -
recollection has already taken note of the necessary
concomitance. It is universally accepted by all logicians
that inference is conditioned by apprehension of the probans
and recollection of its necessary concomitance (with the
probandum). Itis established, therefore, that recollection
is to be accepted as an organ of knowledge, as otherwise the
validity of inference would become unaccountable. (III)

9. Now the author sets forth the definition of Recognition.

(Aph ). Recognition is the synthetic judgement born of observation
and recollection as typified by suck forms as “that necessarily
is it’ ( judgement of identity), ‘it is like that’ ( judgementof
similarity),” that is dissimilar to that’ (judgement of
dissimilarity), ‘this is different from that’ ( judgement of
difference), and the like. (IV)

10. “‘Observation’ is perceptual cognition. ‘Recollection’
is an act of memory. These two (separately and jointly)
are the conditions of recognition which is a kind of synthetic
judgement. The author exhibits the form in which it delivers
the contents: ‘That necessarily is it.” The neuter gender in
the original is given in order to bring out that no special
gender is implied. Thus all such judgements as ‘this (masc.)
is necessarily that jar,’ ‘this (fem.) is necessarily that cloth’,
‘this (neut) is necessarily that water-pot’ are the cases (of
judgement of identity); ‘this is like that,” e.g., ‘the cow
is like the gayal’ (judgement of similarity). (The judge-
ment of dissimilarity, viz.,) ‘this is dissimilar to that’ is
(illustrated by the proposition) ‘the buffalo is different from
the cow.’ As for the judgement of difference, it is exemplified
in the following : ‘thisis less than, greater than, farther
than, nearer than that, etc.’ The emp]oyment of the words
‘and the like’ (in the aphorism) is for (the inclusion of such

cases as (the following :
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“Know him to be Caitra who is shaggy all over the body,
has protruding teeth, is swarthy, dwarfish, possessed of broad
eyés and a snub nose” (NM. p. 143). “The swan is (an
aquatic fowl which is) capable of separating milk from water
(in a solution) . The bee is (the fly) possessed of six feet.
The seven-leafed tree is to be known by the learncd as one
that possesses an odd number of leaves in each stem. A jewel
with five colours is called multicoloured. A young damsel is
one who possesses swelling breasts. The one-horned animal
is said to be the rhinoceros.”

When, on hearing such descriptions, one finds out Caitra,
swan and the rest, and -vouches them for the objects as
described, all these instances of synthetic judgements are to be
classed under recognition, since (they satisfy the terms of the
definition), being generated by observation and recollection,
The following is also an instance in point. Suppose a
Northerner happens to censure a camel in the following
terms : Cursed be the camel, the worst of the Dbrutes, with
its long crooked neck, with its clongated upper lip, with its
ugly disposition of limbs, addicted asit is to feeding on hard
and sharp bramble. Suppose a Southerner who has heard
all these, and happens 1o see, on a visit to North India a
thing of the above description, he would naturally judge—
‘the object ahead is certainly what is meant by the word
camel.” Now this synthetic judgement is to be accepted as
a case of recognition, since it is derived from observation
and recollection as its conditions.

11. Now, those philosophers who acknowledge a judgement
of similarity to be an independent organ called ‘comparison’

cannot decline to regard judgements of dissimilarity and the
rest as separate cognitive organs :

“Comparison is (regarded as) the organ of knowledge of
the relation of similarity to a known object. If so, why not
cognition of the name-relation based on diversity be regarded
as a (separate) organ of knowledge ?* (LT, III, 10). “More-
over, the following judgements, on the basis of the relation
between perceived data, should be regarded as independent

L3
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organs also : “This is less, greater, farther, nearer, taller or
otherwise than the other” (LT, III. 12).

12. If, however, the term ‘similarity’ be regarded asa
typical illustration (and not an exhaustive enumeration), or if
you resort to the stratagem of splitting the aphorism (in order
to add the predicate ‘dissimilarity’ in a resultant aphorism),
your procedure will show that the author of the aphorism
is an unskilled craftsman, since his aphorism is found to
lack in the essential characteristics (of an aphorism). As has
been observed—‘Those who are acquainted with the nature
of an aphorism lay it down that an aphorism is one which
consists of the minimum of syllables, is indubious (in signi-
ficance), states only the essential elements, is comprehensive
of all issues, is devoid of superfluity, and is not liable to
censure.”” ‘Devoid of superfluity’ means devoid of an excess.

13. [ Now the scholiast records the objections of the
Buddhist who denies that recognition is a unitary cognition,
far less an organ. The Buddhist observes ] : “We do not
find any phcnomenon called recognition, which is given out
as a separate organ, as anything different from the two
cognitive acts, viz.. recollection indicated by the word ‘that’
and perception indicated by ‘this’.”” This is certainly not a
sound contention (A little reflection will show that) theobject
which is envisaged by recognition cannot be comprehended by
recollection and prception combined togethzr. The province
of recognition is the substance which stands out as the identity
in and through its antecedent and subsequent modes.
Certainly, this identity cannot be the content of recollection
which is cognisant only of what has been experienced before.
As has been said; ‘“Now, recollection comes to cognise only
what has been known before and refers to its content as ‘that’
(apast event). As for recognition (which envisages the
identity of a past datum with a present one) in the form ‘that
is this’ it is certainly different from it” (TS, 453). Nor can
this (identity) possibly be the content of perception which is
constrained to take stock of a present mode alone. Nor is it
a sound contention that there is no cognition different from
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perception and recollection, inasmuch as it (recognition) is a
different cognition which is distinctly felt to emerge sub-
sequently to perception. It is certainly not a justifiable
attitude to deny what is felt, since this (habit of disregarding
the plain testimony of experience) may lead to unwholesome
consequences (denial of what the opponent rightly believes
to be true).

14. (The scholiast now Proposes to take up the issue
with the Naiyayikas) who maintain that recognition is noth-
ing but a species of perception. But this view cannot be
accepted to be true. For the province of perceptual cogni-
tion is limited to what is actually present and given to the
sense. You (Naiyayika) ought not to forget the dictum.
“That which is in direct * contact with senses and actually
present is directly apprehended by the senses of sight and
the like “(SV., sz, 1V. 84). Hence the identity or a past
and a present datum cannot lie within the jurisdiction
of perception. It has been urged that a sense-organ as aided
and reinforced by memory does give rise to the perception
of such an identity, and so recognition is asserted to be a
species of perceptual cognition. But this is an impossibility.
A sense-organ, which is entirely delimited to its own relevant
sphere, cannot be supposed to proceed to another object
(which is beyond its Jjurisdiction), in spite of the aid rendered
by a hundred of auxiliary factors, It is a truism that the sense
of sight cannot take stock of odour and the like which tran-
scend its province, though it may be aided by a memory of
its fragrance, A substance qua the identity which embraces
the past and the present states does certainly fall outside the
scope of senses. Nor will it be a sound argument, for the
reasons set forth above, to maintain that g sense-organ aided
by.an unseen potency can apprehend this identity, On the
other hand, it will be more appropriate to assert that this,

cognition of identity directly eventuates from the self as rein-

forced by such unseen potency, Itisseen thata gelf rein~ -

forced and strengthened by the knowledge of a secret science, -

acquired in dream, comes to have a distinct kind of knowledge
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even in regard to ohjects which are beyond its ken. It has,
been contended that just as the organ of vision acquires addi-
tional efficiency when it is anointed with the paint of a colly-
rium, so likewise it might acquire efficiency regarding identity
when it is in alliance with recollection. But this (analogical)
argument overreaches itself. The additional efficiency that
might be acquired by a sense-organ is never found to overstep
its proper jurisdiction. It is never found to operate in the
way of apprehending an object which lies within the jurisdic-
tion of another sense, We may quote (Kumdirila) Bhatta in
support: “Where an additional efficiency is seen to
materialise (in a sense-organ), itis found to manifest itself
in the apprehension of such objects as are distant and infra-
sensible, and is never found to transgress the limits of its pro-
per jurisdiction which would be the case if the auditory organ
were to operate on colour’ (8V, sz 11, 114), The conclusion
must be taken to be established that recognition, which has
an object of a different kind from that of perception, is
different from the latter, and falls within the®category of in-
direct non-perceptual cognitions as organs.

15. It (recognition) cannot be regarded as lacking in
validity, since the lack of discrepancy (which is the criterion
of validity) is present init. If an occasional occurrence of
discrepancy (e. g.; in the case of growing hair, nail, flame,
etc.,) were to condemn it as a whole kind to invalidity, the
same issuc would be unavoidable in the case of perception
also. Moreover, if the identity of the self and the like, as
determined by the cvidence of recognition, were to lack
objective reality (as a rule), the logical justification of
bondage and emancipation (as states of the same ethico-
religious aspirant) would become absolutely impossible. If it
is the self-same person who suffers bondage and achieves
liberation, itis possible that the person in bondage feeling
himself to he subject to the misery (of bondage) can be
expected to put forth the requisite Mbour to achieve the joy
of freedom. If, on the other hand, there wasno personal
identity and one is unhappy and another achieves happiness,
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« who will labour and for what end ? It follows, therfore that
recognition is a valid organ since the sense of identity can
have a lease of life only if there is recognition to validate its
claim, and it is this sense of identity, again, which is at the
root of all secular and spiritual activity. (IV)

16. Now the author is propounding dcfinition of Induc-
tive Reasoning:

(Aph ) Inductive Reasoning is the knowledge of universal

concomitance conditioned by observation and non-observation.
(IV)

1. ‘Observation’ in this context stands for valid cognition
as such, and not for perceptual cognition alone, since the
middle term  (probans) may be an object of inference also,
and there is no incompatibility in the f{act of universal
concomitance obtaining hetween terms kuown by inference as
(between terms known) by perception.  ‘Universal concomi-
tance’ will be explained subsequently and the knowledge of
it is a specific kingl of determinate cognition taking stock of
the same. Such (determinate cognition) is Inductive
Reasoning.

18. Now, it cannot be maintained that such knowledge
of universal concomitance is derived exclusively from percep-
tual evidence. It is not conceivable that, perception is com-
petent to discharge the entire series of operations (that are
involved in the knowledge that) ‘Whatever is a case of smoke
is invariably the product cxclusively of fire in all places and
times, and not of anything clse’. The reason is that it (sic.
perception) is not discursive and owes its genesis to the
influence exerted by a datum that is present.

19. Nor can it be maintained that such knowledge is
obtained by inference inasmuch as this too is quite unequal
to the stupendous burden imposed by the knowledge of
universal concomitance, when, on the occasion, the subject
becomes (as omniscient as),a yogin (mystic). Even were its
competency (for such a task) conceded, it remains to be
thrashed out—which of the inferences, the present one or
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another, is cognisant of this universal concomitance ? If the ,
knowledge of concomitance were supposed to be secured by
the present inference, the result would be a logical see-saw.
Inference comes into being only after universal concomitance
has Dbeen ascertained, and the knowledge of wuniversal
concomitance will again be secured just on the emergence of
this very inference. If it was supposed that the knowledge of
universal concomitance were to be secured by another act of
inference, the result would be a vicious infinite series. The
latter inference, which is supposed to yield the knowledge of
universal concomitance which is the condition of the contema
plated inference, is | ossible only if the universal concomitance
(which makes it possible) has been already apprehended (as
an antecedent condition). If the apprehension of this
universal concomitance were thought to be secured by its
own self (thatis tosay, ifit were self-cvident) then why
should the previous cognition of universal coucomitance be
condemned (of incompetency) and why again a second
inference be held in request for the purpoSe ? If, however,
(the universal concomitance underlying the validating
inference were sought to be secured) by means of another
inference, the apprehension of universal concomitance would
not be possible of realisation even in thousands of epochs.

20. (Q) Even conceding that indeterminate perception
is undiscursive (aud hence incompetent for universal con-
comitance), there is no reason (for doubt) that determinate
reflection which follows in its wake should scize hold of
univeisal concomitance. (A) But this is not possible. If
indeterminate perception were not competent to apprehend
universal concomitance, the deterininate reflection would
not succeed in comprehending the same for the reason that
reflection has for its contents the same data as are apprehen-
ded by indeterminate perception. If, however, reflective
thought were supposed to be conversant with a different
datum and were not in any way dependent upon the contents
of indeterminate perception, (the initial objection of equal
incompetency would be avoided, no doubt, but this would
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give rise to another difficulty, viz.,) whether this reflective
thought were an organ of knowledge or otherwise. If it be
considered to be an organ, you arc compelled to tolerate an
additional organ in excess of perception and inference. And
if it be regarded as invalid, expectation of the knowledge of
universal noncomitance therefrom would only be as absurd
as the expectation of a child from an impotent husband).
This very consideration will demolish the contention (of the
Buddhist). “The relation of necessary ccncomitance and
that of causality are known from the non-observation (of the
effect and of the determinate concomitant) following upon
the non-observation of the cause and the determinant con-
comitant.”  Non-observation of the cffect and of the
determinate concomitant is a species of perceptual cognition,
and non-observation of the cause and that of the determinant
concomitant being nothing but the logical ground, the
knowledge resulting from it would be nothing but inference.
And we have already set forth the objections that lic against
the capacity of perception and inference for apprehension of
universal concomitance.

91. The Vaifesika philosophers, on the other hand, hold
that reflective thought, which works Iy way of elimination
and assimilation, is the eflect of perceptual cognition and the
knowledge of universal concomitance is secured by this
(reflective thought.  If (this rellection which is) the result
of perception falls under the head either of perception or o f
inference, the old difficulty of incompetency (of perception or
of inference) for the realisation of universal concomitance
would remain (unresolved). And if, again, be it different
from both of them, it would be tantamount to the admission
of an additional organ of knowledge. It will not be a valid
contention to say that the knowledge of universal concomi-
tance is only the result, and as such the question of its being
an organ does not simply arise. The fact is that though it is
a result (of perceptual cognition), it is a condition of a
subsequent result in the shape of inference, and as such there
is 'no inherent incompatibility of its serving as an organ
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(regarding inference). The case is exactly on a par with the
knowledge of the adjectival determination which, th:)ugh
itself the result of sense-object contact, serves as an organ of
the knowledge of the substantive (in the judgment).

99. As regards the Naiyayikas, they hold that the
apprehension of universal concomitance results from percep-
tual cognition when aided and reinforced by inductive
reasoning. When it is admitted even by them that appre-
hension of universal concomitance is effected by perception
not in isolation but only when it is aided by reasoning, it is
quite proper to acknowledge that the apprehension of such
concomitance should be set down to the credit of reasoning
alone. What is sought to be gained by this attempt at
obliterating the credit of reasoning (the poor victim of
injustice), and by cxposing perception to the charge of
ingratitude which is involved in the repudiation of the favour
of reasoning which alone makes the former capable of the
knowledge of universal concomitance? It may be urged
that reasoning can not be an organ of knowledge and so it is
not regarded as the instrument of the knowledge of universal
concomitance. But we do not see any valid ground why
reasoning should not be regarded as an organ of knowledge,
(particularly when it fulfils all the criteria tbat an organ of
knowledge possesses). As for the criterion of lack of dis-
crepancy (between knowledge and its object), it does share
it with all acknowledged organs of knowledge, and it is not
a truth that it does not possess 2 distinctive object of its
own. since its object is nothing but universal concomitance
itself. Tt follows, therefore, that rcasoning is a separate
organ of knowledge of universal concomitance which is not
apprehended by any other accepted organ. (V)

93. Now the author sets forth the definition of necessary
concomitance in the following terms :

(Aph.) Necessary concomitange —consists in  the ‘occurrence
necessarily’ (bhava eva) of the determinant concomitani

. -

(major term) on the occurrence of the determinate con-



94 A CRITIQUE OF ORGAN OF KNOWLEDGE

- comlant (middle lerm), or, the occurrence of the deter-
minate concomitant (middle term) ‘exclusively in the
locus®, fatraiva, (where the majur term oceurs). (V1)

24. ‘Necessary concomitance’ (the relation of determina-
tion) is the property of both the terms—-that which determines
(the occurrence) and that (the occurrence of ) which is deter-
mined. Now, in so far as it is considered as the property of
the determinant (major term), the necessary occurrence
(bhava eva) of the determinant, that is, of the inferable predi-
cate, on the occurrence of the determinate (middle), in other
words, in all the cases where the determinate (middle) cxists,
is an illustration of ncecessary concomitance qua the intrinsic
property of the determinant (major).  Such being the case,
the determinate alone is deseribed as the concomitant (and
not the determinant, notwithstanding the fact that the doeter-
minant cqually with the determinate is the locus of necessary
concomitance), and this characterisation of the determinate
as ‘concomitant’ s to be understood only with reference to
quality qua determinate (and thus in conformity with linguis-
tic usage, the term ‘concomitant’, ayipta, is 1o he taken as the
equivalent of determinate concomitant’ and not of ‘determin-
ant concomitant’).

[The employment of the adverb  ‘necessarily? in the apho-
rism is iutended for conveying restrictive qualification and is
construction cannot be reversed].  The restrictive qualilica-
tion ‘necessarily’ is thus not to be construed with ‘determinant
concomitant’ (but with the word ‘occurrence’.  Were it to be
so construed, it would mean the occurrence of the major
exclusively and thus the occurrence of the middle would be
excluded and this would mean that the middle term is not
concomitant with the major) and would thus cease to function
as the logical ground, (and it would further involve contradic-
tion of the actual truth), since there is also present such
attribute as ‘limited magnitude’ which is other than the
major term in the same locus with it. Nor can again the
restrictive adverb ‘necussarily’ be construed with the phrase
‘on the occurrence of the determinate_concomitant’ (which
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would come to mean that the occurrence of the determinants
is necessarily hound up with the occurrence of the determinate,
in other words, nothirg would be the determinant major
term, which is not necessarily concomitant with the determin-
ate middle). Were it so. such a fact as the quality of ‘being’
produced by an exertion’ wou.d not function as a logical
ground (of the inference of impermanence, since the latter is
not necessarily coincident with the former as is found to be
the case with a flash of lightning which is impermanent though
not a product of exertion). Furthermore, this would involve
the admission of a common (inconclusive) attribute as a logi-
cal ground, inasmuch as permanence is found to be coincident
with the attribute of being cognisable; (if one were to argue
‘Sound is permanent, since itis cognisable’, the argument,
though fallacious, would pass muster as valid if necessary con-
comitance were defined as the occurrence of the major on the
occurrence ‘necessarily of the middle’. In the case cited
above ‘permanence’, which is the major, necessarily coincides
with the attribute ‘cognisability’. In other words, a perma-
nent is necessarily cognisable and nothing is permanent which
is not cognisable. In order to obviate such a contingency,
the proposed construction of the definition of necessary con-
comitance as the ‘occurrence necessarily’ of the major on the
occurrence of the middle should be 1egarded as the only
legitimate interpretation).

95. When necessary concomitance is viewced as the
property of the determinate concomitant, it should be cons-
trued as the occurrence of the determinate—that is, of the
logical ground—exclusively in the locus (tatraiza) in which
tne determinant—that is, the inferable predicate—exists, and
notin a locus where the determinant is non-existent. Here,
too, the restrictive qualification is not to be construed as the
occurrence of the ‘determinate exclusively’ (spipyasya eva), since
such construction would be tantamount to the stultification
of the middle term (for it would ot be concomitant with the
major and thus would fail to prove the existence of the major
term, for which a middle term is requisitioned). And (further
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such assertion would be incorrect) since things other than the
middle term are also present. Nor again can the construction
be as follows: the middle term ‘exists necessarily’ (bhiva eva)
in the locus of the major (and is thus co-extensive with the
latter). Tor this would result in the repudiation of a middle
term which exists in a part of locus of the major, and would
lead to the acceptance of an (inconclusive) common term as a
true middle. Thus the quality of ‘being cognisable’ would be
vested with the title of a sound middle term, since it neces-
sarily occurs in all things which are eternal. [The argument
in view is, for example, ‘sound is eternal because it is cogni-
sable’. Here the middle term tcognisable’ is invariably pre-
sent in all cternal things, and thus would satisfy the criterion
involved in the proposed construction, The absurdity which
necessarily results from all the hypothetical constructions
shows that the construction of the restrictive qualification in
the definition of necessary concomitance cannot be other than
what is set forth in the aphorism].

96. The characterisation of the middle and the major as
determinate and determinant respectively is  deliberately
undertaken to guard against the possibility of the relation of
necessary concomitance being understood in a uniform fashion
on the ground that it is the common attribute of both the
terms. Thus, in reference to the former alternative (as given
in the aphorism), the restrictive qualification has the force of
excluding the contingent occurrence (of the major term in
the locus of the middle), and in reference to the middle, it
has the force of excluding the occurrence (of the middle) in
a locus other than that (of the major). Thus how can there
be the possibility of necessary concomitance being regarded
as the uniform characteristic of both the middle and the
major ? As has been said : “The major ‘necessarily exists’
(bhavati eva) in the locus in which the middle occurs, and as
for the latter (the middle), it occurs ‘exclusively in a locus
where the major exists’ ([73gini eva). If this necessary restric-
tion were reversed, the concomitance between the middle and

- sthe-major term will not be necessary”. (VI)
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27, Now the author defines Inference which comes next
in order.
(Aph ) Inference is the knowledge of the b obandum (major
term) on the strength of the probans (middle term). (VII)

28. The probans and the probandum are (to be under-
stood) in terms of the definitions propounded below. The
knowledge of the probandum, which is of the nature of
authentic cognition of a real fact, and which arises from a
probans either observed or expressly stated, is called Inference
(anumana), literally, a cognition which takes place subsequent
to the apprehension of the probans and recollection of the
necessary relation (between the probans and the probandum).
It is called anumana, being an organ of subsequent (anu)
cognition (mana).

(Aph.) It is of two kinds— for one’s own self (subjective) and

Jor others (syllogistic). (VIII)

29. It, that is, inference is of two varieties according as
it is subjective or syllogistic. Subjective inference is what is
calculated to remove personal misconception and syllogistic
inference is competent to remove the misconception of
another person . (VIII)

30. Of these, the author defines subjective inferencc as
follows:

(Aph.) Subjective inference consists in the knowledge of the
probandum from the probans ascertained, by one’s cwn self,
as having the sole and solitary characteristic of standing in
necessary concomitance with the probandum. (I1X)

31. Necessary concomitance with the probandum means
the impossibility of the probans apart from the probandum.
And the knowledge of the probandum from such a probans
definitely cognised by the arguer himself as having for sole
and solitary characteristic this inseparable relation with the
probandum is called subjective infexence. The probans is
also designated as the sign (/ifiga) and the probandum as the
signet (content, linga). Itis to be understood in this context
that the probans or the sigm is the condition of the cognition
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of an unperceived datum not by virtue ol its causal efliciency
as a seed is of sprout. The knowledge of fire does not arise
from the mere presence of smoke unobserved, Nor again
doss such knowledge materialise from the coguitiou of the
probans as such as is found to be the case with light revealing
a jar. It is never found that a probans though observed but
not known as having a nccessary concomitance leads to the
knowledge of anything beyond itself. The operation of the
sign or probans, thercfore, consists in the definite knowledge
of its impossibility independent of the unperceived datum,
and it is for this reason that the word ‘ascertained’ has been
inserted in the aphorism.

32, [The Buddhist position]. ‘T'he Buddhist monks
assert, in order to rebut the [fallacies of non-existent,
contradictory and inconclusive probantia, the  triple
characteristic of the (valid) probans, viz., its subsistence in
the subject (the minor term), its subsistence in the homologue,
and the absence of the same in a heterologue, Thus the
first characteristic is satisfied when it is definitely known that
there is ‘subsistence necessarily’ (saffvam eva) of the probans
in the subject (minor term) of inference. The assertion of
subsistence serves to exclude the nonexistent middle term
such as visibility (c.g., in the inference: Sound is perishable
since it is visible—the probans ‘visible’ is invalid since it
does not belong to sound). The insertion of the word
‘necessarily’ serves to exclude the fallacy of non-existence (of
the probans) in a part of the subject (minor term), which is
illustrated in the following casc: Earth and the other clements
are impermanent since they are possessed of smell. In this ins-
tance, the attribute of smell subsists only in earth out of the
four elements which are all made the subject. The insertion
of the particle ‘necessarily’ subsequent to the word ‘subsis-
tence’ is intended to exclude an uncommon attribute. If the
position were stated in ~the order ‘the subsistence in the
subject alone’, the quality ‘audibility’ alone would serve as
the probans (as the quality of ‘being audible’ belongs to
word alone and nothing else). The expression ‘definitely



BOOK I, LECTURE 2 99

[ ]
known’ serves to exclude all cases of middle terms whose
subsistence is a matter of doubt. The second chatacteristic
is satisfied when it is definitely known that there is subsis-
tence (of the probans) in the homologue alone. The inser-
tion of the word ‘subsistence’ in this (definition) is calcu-
lated to dismiss the contradictory (probans), which certainly
does not occur in a homologue. The insertion of the word
‘alone’ rebuts (the fallacy of) the common inconclusive
probans, since the latter does not subsist in the homologue
alone but in the heterologue also. The employment of the
restrictive particle ‘alone’ after the homologue (in the Eng-
lish rendering) is intended to assert that such attributes as
‘being the outcome of exertion’ are instances of valid pro-
bans, notwithstanding the fact that they do not embrace the
whole extent of the homologue.? If, on the other hand,
restrictive particle were put after ‘subsistence’ the meaning
be this: ‘the (valid) probans is one whose subsistence in the
homologue is necessary and universal’ and i in that case ‘the
outcome of exertion’ would not be reckoned asa valid
probans. The insertion of the clause ‘it is definitely known’
is made for the purpose of excluding the inconclusive
reason whose concomitance in agreement is a matter of
doubt. Thus, for mstance, in the inference ‘X is omnis-

1. The refercnce isto the following inference: Word is imperma-
nent, becausc it is an outcome of exertion, as a jaris Herein the pro-
bans belongs to the jar, no doubt, but does not belong to a lightning
flash which though impermanent is notthe outcome of exertion. The
inference is valid, since there is necessary relation between impermanence
and the attribute of <being’ the outcome of exertion’ It is universally true
that all that is produced by exertion is impermanent, though not the
converse, i, e. all impermanent things are products of exertion. This
restrictive interpretation of the second characteristic is intended to
prove the fact thatthe necessary connection of the probans and the
probandum is not necessarily a case of equipollence. Thus there are
two possible cases of necessary concomitafice. One is found in the
case when the two terms are co-extensive and thus the universal propo-
gition hecomes convertible (samayya pti) and the other is a cate of unequal
extension when the propositign is not convertible as in “All men are
mortaly”?
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cient, because he is a speaker,’ the attribute of ‘being spea-
ker’ is of doubtful occurrence in the homologue ‘omniscient.’
(It is not necessary that an omniscient person must always
speak and, on the contrary, it is quite possible that there
may have been an omniscient person who has not made a
single utterance in his life-time. So the atribute of ‘being
speaker’ is not necessarily concomitant with omniscience ]
The third characteristic is that the valid probans must
be definitely known as having ‘non-existence necessarily’
(asattvam eva) in the heterologue. The term ‘non-existence’
serves to exclude the contradictory. The contradictory
necessarily occurs in the heterologue. The term necessarily’
serves to exclude an attribute which occurs in a part of the
heterologue; and is thus common (both to the homologue
and to the heterologue). Thus the attribute ‘imapermanence’
is incompetent probans with regard (o ihe probandum
‘being the outcome of exertion’ since the former occurs
in a part of “the heterologue, viz., a (lash of lightuing,
and does nat occur in space and the like (which are
instances of the heterologue). So this type of attribute is
of necessity excluded by the cmployment of the term
‘non-existence’. If the restrictive adverb ‘necessarily’
were placed after (the term ‘heterologue’ in the translation)
the mesaning would he as follows: The valid probans is that
which does not exist in heterologue alone (with the implica-
tion that its non-existence is necessarily confined to the hete-
rologue and its existence in the homologue is 2 matter of unive-
sal necessity). The result would be that the attribute ‘being
the outcome of exertion which does not occur even in cer-
tain homologous instances could not be regarded as a valid
probans. In order to preclude this (confusion, the adverb
‘alone’) was not placed after (the heterologue). The inser-
tion of the expression ‘must be definitely known’ is intended
for the rejection of the inconclusive reason whose non-exist-
ence in the heterologue is a matter of doubt. [Thus the in-
i"erence *X must be non-omniscient, since he is a speaker’ is
invalid, because the absence of the »probans in an omniscient
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person (heterologue) is a matter of doubt. There is no in-
herent impossibility for an omniscient person to be capable of
giving instruction by speech]. The conclusion irresistibly
follows that the triple characteristic alone is capable of exclu-
ding the fallacies of impossibility and the rest from the pur-
view of valid probans and it is proper that we should accept
this as the necessary condition and not the unitary characteri-
stic (insisted upon by the Jaina logician).

33. The contention is devoid of substance. The know-
ledge of the necessity of the universal concomitance alone is
calculated to prevent the triple fallacies. ‘Necessary univer-
sal concomitance’ consists in the incompatibility of the pro-
bans with the contradictory (of the probandum). This in-
compatibility with the contradictory cannot be brought home
in regard to a reason which is impossible, contradictory or
inconclusive. With regard to the triple characteristic, on the
other hand. a reason is found to lack all cogency in spite of
its triple characteristic, if the condition of universal concomi-
tance be not present in it. The inference ‘X must be swarthy
in complexion, like other sons of Maitra, sifice he is the son
of Maitra (a man of swarthy complexion)’ is an instance in
point. It may be contended that the necessity of absence in
the heterologue is not satisfied by the probans (in the above
inference) and the lack of cogency is due to this defect. That
being the case, this element of the ‘necessity of absence in the
heterologue’ should be alone reckoned as the necessary factor
of universal concomitance, since the absence of this condition
in spite of the presence of other characteristics is responsible
for the incapacity of a probans to prove a probandum, It is
legitimate that this alone should be regarded as the dominant
characteristic (of a valid probans). Furthermore, the presence
of this condition alone, irrespective of the other two character-
stics, is found to invest a probans with full cogency. Thus
the following inference may be cited asan example: (The
admission of ) organs of valid knowledge is necessary for the
monist also, as the proof of the desired conclusion and dis-
proof of the undesired positions become otherwise absurd. In
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this instance of inference, there is neither subsistence of the
probans in the subject (minor term), nor in the homologue.
But still the probans is found to be conclusive, only on the
ground of the presence of universal concomitance (proved by
the necessity of the incompatibility of the probans with the
contradictory possibility). It has been contended that if sub-
sistence in the subject (minor term) bhe not a necessary condi-
tion, the probans in such inferences as *“The palace is white,
because the crow is black® would pass for a valid one. No,
this is not possible Even the probantia which do not subsist
in the subject (minor term) are admitied to be perfectly
cogent only because they possess universal concomitance. In
the present case this universal councomitance is not present
(and so the inference is not valid). Thus universal concomi-
tance alone should be regarded as the principal characteristic
of a probans, the presence of which even in the absence of the
triple characteristic makes the probans valid and cogent. The
triple characteristic, furthermore, is not a necessary feature
of a valid probans, since itis not universal. Thus in the
following case of inference—All is momentary, since existent-—
which is the most predominant argument of the Buddhist
(being the corner-stone of his whole metaphysical edifice), the
probans ‘cxistent’ is held by them to be valid, though it does
not occur in a homologue (since every existent is included in
the subject and there is nothing outside which can serve as an
example). Thus has it been said:

“What does the triple characteristic serve, if incompati-
bility with the contradictory be present?  Aund what would
again this triple characteristic avail, if' incompatibility with
the contradictory is absent?”

84. The aforesaid consideration will also serve to dispose
of the quadruple characteristic maintained by the Naiyayika,
since this is nothing bot an elaboration of universal concomi-
tance. Thus the aforesaid triple characteristic plus the
absence of contradiction of the probandum and the absence
of a countervailing probass constitute the five characteristics.
Of them, the inference with the contradicted probandums



BOOK 1, LECTURE 2 io3

consists in the employment of a probans subsequent to®the
assertion of the probandum contradicted by perceptuab
cognition or verbal testimony. “A body of fire is unhot
being a product, like a jar'’ is an example of the same
(contradicted by perceptual cognition). ‘“Wine may be
drunk, as it is a liquid substance, like milk’ is an example
(of contradiction by verbal testimony). The negation of
this possibility gives rise to (the fourth characteristic
of) a probans having an uncontradicted probandum.
A probans which is assailed by a counter-probans is an
instance of countervailing probans. ‘“Sound is impermanent,
as no characteristic of a permanent entity is found to be
present therein” (is an inference the probans of which is
oflset by) a countervailing probans (in the inference) “Sound
is eternal, as no characteristic of an impermanent entity is
found to be present therein”.  The negation of this possibility
gives out (the fifth characteristic, viz,) the absence of a
countervailing probans. Now, the two cases of contradicted
probandum and countervailing probans lack universal
concomitance and so the nccessity of universal concomitance
includes (within its ambit) the two latter characteristics also
(and hence their addition is a superfluity). As has been
observed: ““The opposition between contradiction and
universal concomitance (is irreconcilable” (HB, ch, IV).
Morcover, these two fallacies are accounted for by the
default of the characteristics which are asserted by (the
Naiyayika) himself to Dbe the defining attributes of the
subject-matter of inference and hence they ought to be
regarded as defects of the latter. What is sought to be
gained by this explicit formulation? Thus it is established
that a probans having the sole and solitary characteristic of
standing in necessary relation with the probandum (is alone
sufficient to make inference possible). (IX)

35. Now the author is propounding the definition of
universal concomitance:

(Aph.) Universal concomitance consists in the universal necessity
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of synchronous and successive occurrence of simultaneous
and successive events. (X))

36, Synchronous ecvents arc those which are the co-
products of the same set of causal conditions such as colour
and taste of a fruit, or which stand in the relation of deter-
minate concomitant (included) and determinant concominant
(includent) such as genus and species, ¢. g., tree (genus) and
SimSapn (species). Successive events are those which occur
in succession, as for instance, the appearance of kr#tika' and
Sakata® ; or, which are related as effect and cause, e. g., smoke
and fire. The universal necessity of sychronous and successive
occurrence respectively of those two sets of facts, that is to
say, the necessity of synchronism of synchronous events and
the necossity of succession of successive cvents, is what is
meant by universal concomitance, It is gathered from the
context that the terms of the relation function as probans
and probandum. (X)

37. Now it bas been observed that universal concomitance
of the aforesaid,type is the condition of the knowledge of the
probandum, when understood (as such). But what is this
organ by which such understanding is achieved ?  Clextainly
it is not by perceptual cognition, since being sensuous its
operation is confined to an object standing in close proximity
(to the senses). Nor can the mind (be the organ) which,
though it is capable of cognising all possible objects, is
subject to the limitation that it can operate only in the
sphere of the objects which have been apprehended by the
senses. Otherwise (if therec was no such limitation), there
would be no case of a person subject to blindness or deafness,
As regards the capacity of mind for the apprehension of all
possible objects, it should be understood as having reference
to the objects which are cognisable by all the senses taken
together, and not in its independent capacity. If mystic

1. The pleiades. The third of the 7lunar mansgions or asterisms
(consisting of six stars). ’
2, Also called rohini. Name of the {ourth lunar mansion (contain-
i ng five stars) figured by a cart.
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intuition (were to be posited as the organ) for the comprehen-
sion of universal concomitance, what would be the necessity
of inference, perfectly unavailing, as the knowledge of the
probandum to be inferred would be easily secured by the
former ? Were knowledge of universal concomitance supposed
to be secured by inference, it has been shown that it would
give rise to the consequences of regressus ad infinitum or a
logical see-saw. Nor is again an additional organ available,
which can be credited with the capacity for the apprehension
of such (a relation as its) object. With this consideration in
view, the author observes:

(Aph.) The knowledge of the same is (achieved) by means of
Inductive Reasoning. (XI)

38. Inductive Reasoning is reductio ad absurdum, which
has already been defined (I, 2. IV). The knowledge of the
same, i.e., universal concomitance is secured by its aid.

39. 'U'he probans has been defined and examined. Now
the author propounds its classification:

(Aph.) The probans is of five types, viz.,' essential identity,
cause, effect, co-inherent in the same subsiratum, and
opposite.  (XII)

40. The first four beginning with essential identity are
the probantia for a positive probandum. The last, viz., the
opposite, is the probans for a negative one. Thus we have
five types of probantia. Of these, essential identity is
illustrated by the attribute of ‘being a product’ or ‘audible’
with regard to the inference of impermanence in a word -
(word is impermanent, because it is a product or because it is

audible).
4]. Here a difficulty arises: Audibility is an uncommon

attribute. How can universal concomitance between it (and
impermanence) be established ? Our answer is that itis
established by the cvidence of the organ of reductio ad absurdum
of the contradictory possibility. The case is- exactly on a par
with that of the attribute ‘existénce’ (which is made the
ground of the proof of impermanence by the Buddhist). It



106 A CRITIQUL OF ORGAN OF KNOWLEDGI

would not be a tenable contention to urge that existence
alone is the legitimate probans in the case under consideration
(and audibility is only a case of existence and as such cannot
be looked upon as an independent probans in its  own right).
Were it so, such probantia as ‘having an origin’, ‘being a
product’; ‘being a conscquent to cxertion’, ‘heing  variable
with the variation of causal factors’, which are the derivative
species of existence, would ccase to be legitimate grounds of
inference. Moreover, what is this concept of uncommon
attribute thought to consist in ? Ifit is supposed to consists
in the fact that an attributeis present exclusively in the
subject (minor term), the situation is exactly the same in the
case of cxistence (put forward as the probans) in order to
prove that all entities are mowmentary. If it be maintained that
the subject may also serve as the homologue, if known to he
possessed of the attribute whichis the probandum, then what
is the ground for aversion against the present case (audibility) ?
If, on the other hand, any term entirely other than the subject
be regarded as (a legitimate) homologue, then the inference
‘diamond is inscfibable by iron, being o derivative product
of the element of carth, just like a picce of wood” would be
valid as the probans ‘being an carthy substance’” would be
competent to bring howe the probandum ‘heing inscribable
by iron’ in the diamond.  If you seek to escape the fallacy
under the contention that therc is not the inherent incom-
patibility (of the probans ‘being an carthy substance)’ with
the contradictory (of the probandum ‘inscribable by iron’
—in other words, the possibility that an earthy substance
may be uninscribable by iron is uot shown to he absurd),
then it is quite proper that the latter condition alone should
be regarded as the only characteristic of a probans, But
this would make even what is not an attribute of the subject
a ground of inference, (so may the opponent contend). We
answer: Let it be so, provided necessary concomitance is at
its back. It is common experience that the emergence of
the star kritiki  (pleiades)F serves as the ground of inference
of the emergence of Sakala (rohint), and instruction found to
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be congruent with fact serves as the ground of inference of
the speaker being omniscient. The blackness of the crow, on,
the contrary, is not a valid ground, as it is inconclusive (for

the proof of the whiteness of the palace), since the blackness

of the crow is not logically impossible without the whiteness

of the palace. Likewise, theattribute of the jar ‘being visible’

is intelligible even without reference to the impermanence of
word; (hence the formeris not the probans of the latter.)

It follows, therefore, that such attributes as ‘audibility’,

though uncommon, are not contingent to impermanence

(but, on the contrary, necessarily concomitant with it).

(Q) Now, if the impermanence of word is to be established
on the ground of its being product, will it not establish
impermanence of substance as it does in the case of modes ?

(A) Certainly not so. It is impermanence of the modes
only that is sought to be proved, How do you forget that
the probandum is what is intended to be established though
not expressly stated ? A problem is again raised—If the
quality of ‘being a product’” and ‘impermanence’ are
essentially identical, the probandum is as much a proved
fact as the probans, or the probans will be accounted
unproved like the probandum. The answer is—This (your
contention) has truth in it. But the syllogistic argument is
employed in order to remove a delusion; as has been
observed: “l'or a person who does not realise through
delusion that a thing which has a definite beginning must
have a definite end, the sclf-same entity used as probans and
probandum is not liable to objection.”

42, The causc (as probans is illustrated in the following
situations). For example, fire serves as the probans of
smoke when the latter becomes the subject-matter of doubt
as to whether it is a volume of vapour or an assemblage of
mosquitoes; or upsurge of a special variety of cloud as the
probans of impending rain-fall. It is passing strange how it
has escaped the notice of the Buddhgst logician who plumes
himself upon his minute observation although is is a matter
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of common knowledge among such ignorant persons as
.children, cowherds, shepherds and women and the like It is
a truism that all persons who arc interested in the eflect set
to work after the observation of a special kind of cause.
The special kind that is to be known is what is an
invariable concomitant (of the effect in  question),
(Q) Is not the activity due to the knowledge
of causality alone (A) Yes, it may be granted that
the knowledge of (the causeas) the special kind of probans
is derived from perceptual cognition, but with regard to
the effect which is yet to come into being, we cannot imagine
anything as the source of its knowledge save and except in-
ference. If all causes are to be condemned to be destitute of
the character of valid probans on the ground of the fallibility
of some individual cases, the same contingency will be inevit-
able in the case of (such recognised probantia as) the eflect
also. It may be urged that the contingency does not arise
inasmuch as (such pscudo-effects as) vapour and the like are
not effects proper. But then in the present case also there is
no room for objection, since the formula of causality is: If A
is not the outcome of B, B is not the cause of A, (The causal
relation is to be understood in a specilic reference). Thus as a
particular eflect is afliliated to a particular cause, so cxactly
a particular cause, is to be affiliated to a particular ellect.
Just as the relation of ‘being an effect’ is not understood with
reference to what is not its causa essendi, so also the relation of
‘being a cause’ is not to be understood with reference to what
is not its effect. Thus there is no material difference between
the two situations. Furthermore, the Buddhist logician also
endorses the position that the cause may function as a probans
while he advocates the inference of colour from the presence
of taste mediated by the inference of the self-same set of
causal conditicns (of which the two are the common effects).
As has been observed (by Dharmakirti): “The knowledge of
colour which is the co-product (with taste) of the self-same
set of causal conditions from the presence of taste is made
possible through the ifiference of causal efficiency (of the
cause of taste with regard to colour). The case is on a par
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with smoke (serving as the probans of) transformation of
fuel” (PV,I 11)

43. We, too, affirm the character of logical ground
(probans) not of any and every cause, but only of that which
has not suffered from obstruction of its (causal) energy by
means of spells and the like., or from inadequacy owing to
the diminution of any causal condition. But how can this be
ascertained ? Well, there is a (clear) difference between
what is deficient and what is other than it (adequate). And
the knowledge of this is found to arise even among common
folk with no education. As has been said, “Such types of
cloud do not fail to he attended with shower ofrain which
make the caves and ravines of mountains reverberate with
their thundering roars, with their upraised bodies rendered
yellow by the flashes of lightning entwining like creepers, as
black as black-bees, horn of buffalos, black snakes and tamala
trees” (NM, P. 129),

44 The effect as probans is illustrated By such instances

as the appearance of a particular type of flood serving as the
probans of rainfall, smoke serving as the probans of fire,
vital function of consciousness, But how can this special
nature of the flood be known ? The Naiyayikas have given
the answer to this in the following words: “‘It is not a fact
that the special nature of the flood is not capable of being
known with its enormous volume of muddy water exhibiting
eddies and whirlpools, marked with conspicuous lines of foam,
swirling with mighty waves, littered with the floating masses
of moss, fruits, and patches of green grass” (NM. p. 130).
As regards smoke and vital functions also, it is not difficult
to ascertain that they are effects. As has been observed:
“Smoke is the effect of fire, as the characteristics of effect
are observed to be presentin it. If it were to come into
existence even when it (the cause) were absent, it would
forfeit the character of being @nditioned by a cause™
(PV, 1.35). :

45. 1Ifthe effect were'to come into existence even in
the absence of a cause tife former (the effect) would either
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be destitute of a cause or have a cause other than the
recognised one. Ifit (the effect) were destitute of a cause,
it must have either existence or non-existence for all time
(neither of which is warranted by experience). If it were
supposed to be conditioned by some other cause, then being
the consequence of a condition other than the observed
datum, it could not be regarded as the product of the observed
datum' Again, on the other hand, being perceived to follow
upon the obssrved datum even in absence of any other
(antecedent condition), the effect in question cannot be
regarded as the eflect of another cause.  And thus the effeet
would he destitute of every possible cause (.oth the observed
and the unobserved data heing ruled out of court)., As has
been said in this conunection “What has been apprehended
to emerge into existence from some other (cause) cannot have
the properties of smoke just because of the difference of causes,
It has been asserted that fire is the cause of smoke.”’
Morcover, “If the head of Sakra (king of gods) were of the
nature of fire, it would be nothing bur natural firve (eapable
of producing smoke). If; on the other hand, it wereof a
nature different from that of fire, how can smoke be possibly
there ?” (PV, 1. 37).

46. Likewise, vital function qua eflect sorves as the
ground of the inference of' consciousness without which it
is impossible, cven as audibility is the ground of inference
of impermanence. As regards its universal concomitance
(with the probandum) it has already been asserted almost in
so many words that the former is established by the reductio
ad absurdum of the contradictory possibility as is the case with
existence (as the probans of momentariness). Thus vital
function, though it is the uncommon peculiar attribute (serves
as a legitimate ground of inference, since) it does not lack
necessary concomitance with consciousness.

47. Furthermore. coficomitance in agreement is not a
characteristic of a probans, since its default does not entail a
fallacy. A probans which exists exclusively in the hetero-
logue, is (dubbed as- the fallacy or the type called) the
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contradictory ~ What exists also in the heterologue (as well
as in the homologue) is known as inconclusive. As regards the
attribute ‘speakerhood’ advanced to prove omniscience, (it is
regarded as fallacious and) the reason of its being a fallacy
is duc to its absence of concomitance in difference and not
doubt of its concomitance in agreement—by this observation
the Buddhist logician also has affirmed the two types of
fallacy to be due exclusively to the absence of concomi-
tance in difference. As regards the uncommon attribute
again, it cannot be deemed inconclusive, if it can be ascer-
tained to cease to exist int he absence of the probandum,
and thus in default of an alternative possibility, it perforce
establishes the probandum, Moreover, if concomitance in
agreemnent were a characteristic (of a valid probans), then
a probans which exists only in a part of the homologue should
also be regarded as devoid of pirobative force on the ground
of its partial lack of concomitance in agreement, exactly on
the analogy of an attribute which exists oflly in a part of
the heterologue and is thus deemed incompetent on account
of its partial lack of concomitance in difference. As has been
aptly observed: If concomitance in agreement were deemed
a characteristic of a probans, just as the concomitance in
difference is, then it could not have both (existence and
non-existence) in the homologue, just as it cannot have
both (existence and non-existence) in the heterologue. (The
Buddhists may urge that) concomitance in agreement means
the existence of the probans exclusively in the homologue
and not universal and necessary existence in the same.
Granted, but thisis indeed tantamount to concomitance
in difference. And thus you would endorse the position
which is maintained by us. It is we who have been at pains
to establish that a valid probans has incompatibility with
the contradictory as its sole and solitary characteristic.

48. [As for the coinherent i the same substratum, it
is illustrated by the situation in which] an attribute inheres,
that is to say, subsists along with the probandum in one and
the same substratum wh&ther perceived or.unperceived. Now,
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the probandum, and so it is not a case of two attributes sub-
sisting in a common substratum,’’

50. The four probantia beginning with essential identity
are instruments for proving positive conclusions; the opposite,
however, is the instrument for establishing a negative con-
clusion. The latter establishes the negation of the other by
its presence; were it otherwise, the relation of opposition
(between them) would not be established.

51. The implication of the word ‘and’ is: since essential
identity, cause, effect and determinant concomitant (as the
grounds of inference) lead to the establishment of their
respective probandum by virtue of their imcompatibility with
their opposites, it follows that they cannot possibly come in-
to being in the absence of the probanda concerned, and so
the non-cognition of these (grounds of inference) is also valid
ground for the cstablishment of relevant non-existence Of
them, the non-cognition of essential identity is illustrated by
the case “The jar is not here, since it is not pgrceived though
competent to perception.”  The non-cognition of the cause,
is illustrated by the case “There is no smoke here,, as there is
no fire”’. The case of the non-cognition of the effect is:
“The causes of smoke with their powers unfrustrated are not
present here, since there is absence of smoke”. The case of
the non-cognition of the determinant concomitant is: ““The
existence of the ifu tree is out of the question, since the
existence of trees (as a class) is impossible (in the place)™.

52, As regards the opposite, it is what is opposed to the
negatum or to the eflfect, cause or determinant concomitant
thereof, or to the effect of its opposite. The respective ex-
amples of the above are as follows: There is no touch of cold
(herein, as fire is present); the causal conditions of cold with
their powers unfrustrated cannot be present (here, as fire is
present in this place); there can be no case of horripilation of
the kind (due to cold, as there is firegin the place); there is-.
no possibility of the feel of snow (here, as there is fire in the
place). If smoke is substituted for fire in the instances cited

s
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_above, it will give rise to cases of inference on the basis of
the effect of the opposite. Thus the syllogistic forms of
inference on the basis of the opposite as probans arc of
various types.t (XII)

1. The fundamental ground of inference of negation i8 nothing but
the relation of opposition in which the probans stands to the proban.
dum. Andthis opposition may be direct and indirect. Fire is directly
opposed to cold and thus on the perception of fire one can naturally and
legitimately infer the absence of cold. The indirect types of opposition
are based on the indirect opposition between the probans and the
probandum which is necessarily related to the negatum cither ag cause
or condition. Thus the presence of {ire being opposed to the presence
of cold ensures the absence of the cause of cold, since the presence of
the latter would make the presence of cold inevitable, and thus the
absence of cold is the ground for inference of the absence of the requisite
causal conditions of cold,  The fuet of the matter is that fire and cold
being related as opposites, the presence of fire is the hmmediate ground
of the inference of the absenve of cold, The absence of cold again iy the
ground of inference of the absence of the requisite causal condition of
cold. The dictum in that the effect proves the eause and the absence of the
effect proves the abuence of the requisite cansal conditions of the same.
The inferences based on these inditect types of opposition are rather
canes of plurality of inference and it is only due to the facility induced
by constart practice that they wme regurded s unitary processes of
inference. The point to he conridered in all theve types of inference js
the relative position of the negetum concerned in itk relation to the
direet opposite of the probans.  Thus in the first instance the negatum
is the cause of cold, the effect of which iy the direct opposite of the
probans fire, The opposition really subsists hetween fire and cold and
the derivative opposition hetween fire and all that is necessarily relate d
with cold cither as its cause or its cffect or as its concomitant i3 indirect
as the probans immediately leads 1o the inference of its opposite which
in its turn leads to the inference of the facts necessarily related with it.
The absence of shivering is directly inferable from the absence of cold
which is inferred from the presence of fire. The ahsence of a particular
species of cold is inferred from the absence of the genus cold. Thus fire
is the direct ground of inference of absence of cold and the latter iy the
ground of inference of the absente of ity effect, or its particular species.
So, at bottom all these infererces are multiple in character and hence
they are regarded as cases oi indirect inference. The indirectness of
inference based on the opposition between the probans and the

neeessary correlates of the probandum has been illustrated in all the
L3

»
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53. After having defined and classified probans, thg
author now sets forth the definition of the probandum:

(dph.) The probandum, (otherwise called) the thesis, is what is
intended lo be proved, unproved (before) and incapable
of being contradicted. (XI1I)

54. The phrase ‘intended to be proved’ (is significant
and) serves to rebut the possibility of what is not intended
(by the arguer) to be established, being ‘regarded as the
probandum. For instance, the proposition “Word is eternal’
cannot be regarded as the probandum of the Vaifesika, nor
again the fact of it (word) being a quality of ether be regarded
as a probandum, though it is set forth in the system (of
Vaidesika philosophy as a valid conclusion) and hence
endorsed by the Vaifesika philosopher, because that is not
intended to be proved (and hence is irrelevant to the discourse
in question). A probandum may be what is desired (to be
established) though it may not be expressed. Thus, for
instance, (in the argument of the Sankhya) ‘yisual organ and
the like are subservient to an other, since they are composite
bodics like bed, articles of food and such other subservient
things.’ the phrase ‘subservient to an other’ means ‘subservient
to the self’ (and this is the probandum). Again, (in the
argument of the Vaifesika) ‘earth and the like have for its
antecedent an intelligent agent, as they are products,’ the
probandum is to be understood to ‘have for its antecedent
a disembodiecd omniscient being’.

cases cited above. But the same may be due to the character of the
probans also according as it is a necessary correlate of the opposite.
Thus smoke is opposed 1o cold only hecause it being the effect of fire
leads 1o the inference of fire which in its turn leads to the inference of
the ahsence of cold. Thus the inference of the absence of cold is not
directly capable of heing reached from the presence of smoke hut only
because the presence of fire is inferred asthe intermediate stage in the
process. 'The enumeration of the types of syllogism serve rather the
uselful purpose of exercises for a student ®f logic and it is imperative
that one must not lose sight of the fact that these are not cases of
inference hased on opposition proper, but rather of that between. facts
with which the probans and the probandum are necessal ily related.

W
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« 95. The word ‘unproved’ (in the aphorism) means that
the probandum is always a fact which is the object of indeci-
sion, doubt and erroncous judgement and not a proved fact,
as in the example ‘Word is audible’. The dictum A logical
discourse does not come into play in regard to a matter which
is unknown or definitely established” is universally acknow-
ledged by all schools of thought.

56. The phrase ‘incapable of being contradicted’ means
that the probandum cannot be what is contradicted by percep-
tion and the rest. This (aphorism) scts forth the definition
of the probandum. The word ‘thesis’ is only another syno-

nym of whatis called the probandum and not anything
else. (XIIT)

57. Now the author sets forth contradiction which is
sought to be eliminated by the employment of the expression
‘incapable of heing contradicted’.

(Aph.) Gontradiction is constituted by perceplual cognition, inference

seriptural evidence, popular opinion, one’s own statement
and (linguistic) convention (X1V)

58. Perceptual cognition and the rest are regarded as
evidence of contradiction since they serve to contradict (the
alleged statements) by presenting facts which are contradictori-
ly opposed to the propositions asscrted. Contradiction Dby
perceptual cognition is illustrated by the following cases:
Fire is not hot, honey is not sweet, the blooming jasmine
bud is not fragrant, the jar is not visible, sound is not audible,
there is no extra-mental object, and so on and so forth, [All
these assertions are contradicted by evidence of direct experi-
ence]. Contradiction by inference is illustrated in the follow-
ing cases; The palm of the hand is overgrown with hair; or,
word is eternal. Now, these assertions are respectively con-
tradicted by inference based on ‘non-perception’ and ‘heing a
product’ as their logical grounds. Contradiction by scriptu-
ral evidence is illustrated Ry the statement ‘a pious act results
in unhappiness in the next world’. That a pious act is the
cause of happiness in the next world is endorsed by scriptures
(of all schools of religign). Contradigtion by popular opinion
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is exemplified in the assertion “Human skulls are ceremonia-
lly clean”. That human skull and the like are ceremoniall’y
unclean is much too well-established by popular opinion.
Contradiction of one’s own statement is exemplified by such
agsertion as ““My mother is barren”. (Contradiction by
(linguistic) convention (is illustrated in the case): ““The
rabbit-bearing luminary is not the moon®. This assertion
is contradicted by linguistic convention which sanctions the
usage that the rabbit-bearing luminary is also designated by
the term ‘moon’. (XIV)

59. The author propounds (the next aphorism) with a
view to the elimination of the doubt whether the probandum
consists in an attribute or a synthetic whole composed of the
attribute and the substantive

(Aph) Lhe probandum is a substantive qualified by an ottribute

sought to be proved; but in some cases an attribute alone is
considered as the probandum. (X V)

60. The term ‘probandum’ stands for ‘what is designated
by the word ‘probandum’ and is the same thing as is also
designated by the term ‘thesis’. But what is designated by
this term ? Well, it is the substantive qualified by the attri-
bute sought to be proved, as for example, ‘word’ as the sub-
stantive qualified by the attribute ‘impermanent’ (‘word is
impermanent’) is a probandum. This meaning of the term
‘probandum’ is denoted when it is used to designate a
member of a syllogism, The phrase ‘but in some
cascs’ means ‘at the time of the comprehension
of universal concomitance’ and in such situation the term
‘probandum’ is employed to designate an attribute, Were
the meaning to be understood otherwise, there would be no
comprechension of universal concomitance. Certainly one
cannot comprehend in all cases on the observation of smoke,
the universal proposition that the hill is possessed of fire, since
this is in direct conflict with valid I;rxowledge.1 (XV)

1. The necessary concomitance of smoke can be comprehended with
fire as such and the occurrence of the latter in a hill is only accidental.
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61. The author introduces the next aphorism in order to
expound the nature of the subject.

(dph.) The subject is what is endorsed by valid knowledge.
(XVI)

62. The subject is what is established by such organs of
valid knowledge as perception, as for cxample, ‘this locality
is possessed of fire>. In this case, the locality is established
by perception. By this assertion the author refutes the
Buddhist doctrine ¢“All this assertion of probans (ground of
inference) and probandum (object of inference) is due to the
conception of subject and predicate which has its genesis in
our understanding and does not presuppose cxisience and
non-existence in the cxternal world”, It is not possible that
conceptual knowledge unrelated to an object either inside
or outside can establish a subject.  And with the unreality of
the subject, the reality of probans and probandum which
have their seat in the subject, cannot be logically tenable.
Thus conceptual knowledge cannot lay claim to establish the
nature of reality cven ina remote fashion. So it must be
admitted that a hill and the like can assume the character of
the logical subject (only) when it hecomes the object of and
as such is determined Dby conceptual or non-conceptual
cognition. Such being the case, itis quite reasonable to
assert that what is cstablished by an accredited cognitive
organ ought to be accepted as the subject.  (XVI)

63. Now-he states an cxception:

(Aph.) It (subject) is also established by conceptual knoreledge.

(XVII)

64. The subject is not exclusively established by an organ
of knowledge. The subject can Dbe one which is affirmed by
conceptual knowledge also. The particle ‘also’ (in the

So when itis said that the probans and the probandwm ought to be
understood as related by way of universal convomituncey, the term Sprobans
dum’ can mean exclusively arffattribute and the intoduction of the sub-
ject as the substantive is illegitimate, as there can be no universal relution
with the subject which may be variable,

t
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aphorism) indicates that there may bhe a subject which is
established both by an organ of knowledge as well as by"
conceptual knowledge. Now with regard to the subject
affirmed by conceptual knowledge, the probandum, that is
the predicate to be proved, e.g., existence or non-existence,
is established on the strength of (the verdict of) an organ of
knowledge, for instance, ‘There exists an omniscient person’,
‘A sixth element is not in existence’; (the subjects are affirmed
as ideally possible, but the predicate is established by the
application of the organs of knowledge).

65. But how is it. possible, it may be urged, to establish
existence or non-cxistence as the predicates regarding a
subject which is not directly cognised to exist—particularly
when the predicates cannot be legitimate objects of inference
in view of the fallacies of non-existent, contradictory and
inconclusive probans involved in the assertion of a probans
positive, negative and ncutral (common to both) in
character ? As has been obscerved (by Dharmakirti): “How
can existence ' be proved ? If the subject is not known to be
existent, an attribute pertaining to existents cannot belong
to it (as probans); if the probans again be equally affirma-
ble of both (existent and non-existent) itis bound to be
inconclusive. If again, it (the probans) be a characteristic
of the non-cxistent, it will transpire to be contradictory
(since it will end in proving the non-existence of the subject’’
(PV, I.192-3).

66. No such contingency arises in our position. The sub-
ject cnvisaged in conceptual intuition is undoubtedly positive
in character. But it may be urged that if a positive subject
is envisaged, it follows that its existence is also envisaged by
the same cognition, and so inference (called in request to
prove existence) is superfluous. The answer is that inference
is necessarily fruitful for compelling recognition of the truth
by a person who refuses to accept gruth, though realised by
him, out of perversity. It cannot be urged that if mental
intuition (is to be banked upon as an organ of knowledge) it
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may lead to the establishment of such {ictions as an ass’s horn
(and thus reliance upon such intuition will inevitably) result
in (the obliteration of all distinction between truth and false-
hood)—the fallacy called over-extension. But no such conse-
quence arises. The alleged intuition (of fictions like ass’s
horn) is not an intuition proper, but only a deceptive appea-
rance, since the existence of the object of such intuition is
clearly set aside by the sense of contradiction involved in it.
But how can then fictions like the sixth element be made a
logical subject ? The answer is that when the subject is
asserted, the cognition of comtradiction does not arise and
hence its possibility is presumed. It cannot, however, be
contended (on the analogy of the aforesaid cases) that the
existence of omniscient being is liable to be called in ¢uestion
owing to the absence of all proofs in its support.  ‘The truth
is that the existence of such a being is asserted as pleasure and
pain, and more 50 on account of unimpeachable realisation
of the impossibility of any evidence contradicting its possibility
and so there is fio reasonable ground for doubt regarding
this.

67. The subject established by both (an aceredited organ
of knowledge and mental intuition) is illustrated by such
propositions as ‘Word (as a class) is perishable.” The sub-
ject ‘word’ is established both by valid knowledge and men-
tal intuition, since all the individual words spread over infi-
nite time and space are not capable of being cognised through
perceptual cognition by persons whose power of vision is
limited within a narrow sphere. (But it is the entire class of
words that is made the subject and hence the necessity of
resort to mental intuition over and above empirical intui-
tion). The predicate ‘perishable’ and the like are established
(of this indefinite number of individuals for which the subject
stands). (XVII)

68. A question is raised (by the opponent). Itis csta-
blished by tradition that é'xample is a necessary factor of in-
ference. Such being the case why have the probans and pro-
bandum exclusively becn asserted as factors of inference and
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not example also ? In anticipation of such a contention the
author says: ’
(Aph.) Example is not a factor of inference. (XVIII)
69. ‘Example’ is to be understood in terms of the defini-
tion to be propounded hereafter. It is not a factor, that is
a condition, of inference. (XVIII)

70  Why should it not be so ? He answers:

(Aph.) Because it (inference) is realised by means of the probans

alone. (XIX)
71. Because inference which consists in the knowledge of

the probandum is made possible from a probans which is by
its inherent character known to be incompatible wi:h the
opposite of the probandum and for this no reference to an
example is felt to be necessary. Itis for this reason that an
example is not regarded as a factor of inference.

72. Would it be of service in the knowledge of the pro-
bandum, or in the apprehension of necessary concomitance,
or in the recollection of necessary concomitgnce ?  The first
alternative is not tenable. since the knowledge of the proban-
dum quite naturally and legitimately follows from the pro-
bans as specified before. Nor does the second alternative
stand (a better chance) for the reason that the apprehension
of necessary concomitance is achieved by proof of the contra-
diction of the opposite possibility (in other words, reductio ad
absurdum). Moreover, example is nothing but the statement
of an individual instance, How can such an individual case
be of help in the knowledge of necessary concomitanc: which
is necessarily universal in reference ? It would be necessary
to ferret out another example in order to understand the
extension of the concomitance to another individual case.
But the latter (example), again, being nothing more than an
individual, there would be no ground for the determination
of necessary concomitance in its universal reference, and the
search for exémples one after another would only lead to a
regressus ad infinitum. The third Ylternative, again, will
equally prove to be abortive. Recollection of necessary
concomitance is possible on the apprehension of the probans
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for a person who has apprchended the relation (between the
farobans and the probandum). And if the person concerned
is not previously aware of the relation in ¢uestion, no amount
of example would cnable him (o recollect the concomitance,
since recollection is necessarily conditioned by an antecedent
apprehension.  (XIX)

73. The author now propounds the definition of example:

(Aph.) That is the locus of the apprehension of necessary
concomitance. (XX)

74. ‘That’ stands for the example which is the subject-
matter of delinition. ‘Necessary concowmitance’ is to De
understood in terms of the definition given before.  ‘Appre-
hension’ {here means) communication 1o another person
(of the truth of the concomitance which an example serves to
drive home to the other party). ‘T'he locus, that is the
objective substratum of'such comarunication, (in the example).
This is the definition (of the exmumple),

75, Now it may be urged if example is not a condition of
inference (in your view), why should you take the trouble of
propounding delinition of the same. Ihe answer is: (It isin
pursuance of the recogunition of) illustration which will be
allowed for as a case of cexception out of deference to a pupil
(of slow understanding) in syllogistic argument (employed
for the conviction of the other party to a debate). And even
in the field of subjective infercnce (for arriving at subjec tive
conviction) the definition of example is not entirely inappro-
priate in view of the fact that there may be a person who is
helped to arrive at the knowledge of internal concomitance

from the observation of external concomitance in an
example, (XX)

76. The author now sets forth the divisions (of the
example):
(dph.) That is of two kinds according as it is based on similarity
and dissimilarity, €(XXI)

77. ‘That’, i., example isof two different kinds
according at it is based on ‘similarity’, i. e., concomitance in
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agreement, and on ‘dissimilarity’, i. e, concomitance in,
difference. (XXI)

78. The author now expounds the example based on
similarity:
(Aph.) The example based on similarity is an individual
possessed of the probandum logically entailed by the
possession of probans  (XXII)

79. The example based on similarity is an individual
which is endowed with the probandum logically enforced by
the nature of a probans and not as a matter of accident as
illustrated by the maxim of ‘fall of palm-fruit and death of
the crow’. Thus, for instance, jar and the like serve as
examples in relation to word which is sought to be proved to
be perishable on the ground of its being a product. (XXII)

80. The author now sets forth the example based on
dissimilarity:

(dph.) The cxample based on dissimilarity is an individual
which is shown to be characterised by%he default of the
probans which is cntailed as a necessary consequence by
the default of the probandum. (XXILI)

81. The example based on dissimilarity is an individual
which exhibits the destitution of the probans logically entailed
by the destitution of the probandum and not by way of
accident. Thus cther and the like serve as such examples in
relation to word which is sought to be proved to be perishable
on the ground of its being a product. (XXIII)

Here ends the Second Lecture of the First Book of ‘A
Critique of Organ of Konwledge’ and the Gloss thereon
composed by the Master $r1 Hemacandra.



BOOK II
LECTURE 1

1. Subjective inference has been defined and now the
author proposes to give the definition of syllogistic inference
which comes next in order.

(Aph ) Syllogistic inference is (definite cognition) resulting from
statement of a probans having the characteristics set forth
before. ()

2. ‘Having the charactevistics set forth hefore’ means
having the sole and solitary characteristic of neeessary con-
comitance with the probandum, ascertained by one's own self,
(The probans in question must have this qualilication, and)
the statcment of such a probans (implics that it i) an
assertion which is the instrument of communication to
another person (of this fact) and the delinite authentic
cognition of fact that arises from such (assertion) is designated
as ‘syllogistic inference’ which means, in other words.
knowledge of the probandum derived from the communication
made by another person, (I}

3. A question is raised.  Syllogistic inference is (custo-
marily) stated to consist in verbal assertion. But how does
itaccord (with the definition of inference) ? In reply to
this (the author) says:

(A ph.) *Statement’ is called inference by wap of metaphor. (11)

4, Astatement being a non-mental fact cannot be the
direct condition of valid knowledge as its result, and as such
cannot possess the character of a cognitive organ in its own
right and without resort to a metaphor. But it comes to be
designated Ly the appellation ‘inference’ by transference of
epithet, being the condition of inference proper. The
transference in the presciit case consists in the ascription of
the nature of effect to its condition. Therc arises a recollecw
tion of it (probans) from the statement of the probans as set
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forth before, and this recollection gives rise to inference.,
Thus the statement of the probans as defined before is the
indirect condition of inference. Now, (by a recognised
rhetorical device) the character of the effect, here inference,
is transferred to, that is to say, super-imposed upon the
condition, i.e., statement. It is by virtue of this transference
that the statement, that is the condition (of inference), is
designated by the term ‘inference’. Or (viewed from the
other side), it may be considered to be a case of superim-
position of the condition, viz., inference, on the effect, viz.,
statement, which is the result of the inference made by the
arguer. The statement is thus designated as inference by
(the rhetorical device of) transference of epithet, and is not
‘inference’ proper in the conventional sense of the term.

5. Now transference of epithet is a warranted procedure
if there are contradictions of the primary conventional
meaning, a purpose (that is, a result to be achieved) and a
legitimate ground (that is, recognised relation between the
primary and sccondary meaning. And all these conditions
are present in the present context). The primary meaning
of the term ‘syllogistic inference’ which is in apposition with
the term ‘organ of knowledge’ (which follows from the
aphorism 1. 1. II. and is to be construed 1n apposition with
the term ‘statement’ in IL. 1. II) is authentic definitive
knowledge having direct knowledge as its result. This
primary meaning is contradicted because a statement cannot
be the same thing as cognition. The purpose (of this tortuous
procedure) is (for validating) the usage, in standard works
on logic, of thesis and the rest as members of inference, which
usage would not be possible if the meaning ‘cognition’ were
adhered to, since a cognition has no parts or members. The
ground (of this transference of epithet) is that statement is
the condition of inference which is a case of cognition (and
thus there is a recognised relation between the primary and
the secondary meaning). (II)

(dph.) That is twofold. (III) '
6. ‘That’ stands for syllogistic inference which consists
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in statement. The term ‘“wofold’ means that it has two
different types  (I11)

7. The author now states the (ground of) dillerence of
types:

(Aph.) The difference is due lo (the consideration of firstly) the

logical possibility on the occurrence of the other and
(secondly) of logical tmpossibilily in the absence of the
other. (IV)

8. ‘On the occurrence of the other’ means on the
necessary occurrence of the probandum. ‘Logical possibility’
is to be understood in relatioa to the probans (in other words,
when the possibility of probans is understood to he necessarily
dependent on the occurrence of the probandum). This is
onetype. The second type arises from the consideration of
the impossibility of the probans in the absence of the other,
that is to say, of the probandum. ‘l'o cite conerete examples:
The hill is on fire, because the logical possibility of its being
possessed of smoke is intelligible only on that condition (that
is, on the necessary occurrence of fire): or, because the fact
of its possession of smoke would hecome logically impossible
in the absence of the other (fire). The dilference of syllogistic
inference is conditioned merely by this (difference of form)
and not a real difference and this is indicated by the term
tdifference’ (in the aphorism), (IV)

9. That this alone is the case (i.e. that the difference is
merely formal) is expressly stated (in the aphorism following):

(Aph). The difference between these two is not in respect of

ultimate intentio n.

10. ‘Between these two’ that is, between logical possibi-
lity and impossibility as exhibited in the difference of verbal
form there is no difference, i. e. opposition, so far as the
ultimate intention is taken into account. Ultimate intention
is ultimate meaning as understood in terms of the definition.
The meaning of a word is that which is ultimately intended
by it.’ What is implied by it is this : The primary meaning
expressed by a word is one thing and the ultimate meaning
(i.e. logical content) intended as the result is quite another.
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In the present context there is difference (between the verba]
propositions), so far as they are expressive of different
primary meanings, but the logical content intended by them
is identical. When concomitance in agreement is stated (in
a propositional form), the concomitance in difference is
understood by implication, and when, on the other hand,
concomitance in difference is stated (in a propositional form)
the concomitance in agreement is understood by implication.
But both these propositions imply the same logical content,
viz., the necessary concomitance of the probandum. It isnot
necessarily true that there is difference of logical meaning with
the difference of primary meaning. The two propositions,
viz., “Devadatta is stout, but does not take his meals in
daytime” and “Devadatta is stout, and takes his meals at
night” have different expressed meaning, but it does not
follow that their logical meaning should differ on that account.
This is the upshot, (V) '

11. The consequence of the identity of Iggical content is
set fort (in the following aphorism):

(Aph.) For this very reason, the statement of both (the propositions)

is not (necessary). (VI)

12. Since there is no difference in logical content, the
simultaneous cmployment of both the propositions stating posi-
tive and negative concomitance respectively is not warranted.
The statement of the probans with its logical possibility and
impossibility respectively with and without the probandum
(that is to say, with positive and negative concomitance) is
made for the demonstration of necessary concomitance. And
when the demonstration of necessary concomitance is accom-
plished by one of them, the employment of both the proposi-
tions is superfluous, As has been observed : The employ-
ment of the probans may be twofold, viz., in a proposition
showing its logical possibility (in connection) with the pro-
bandum (i. e. positive concomitancg), and its impossibility
when out of connection with the probandum (i,e. negative
concomitance) in another proposition, But so far as the
question of the knowledgf of (necessaryl concomitance of the
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probans with) the probandum is concerned, it is achieved by
cither of them® (NA, 17),

13. Now, a question is raised : If the demonstration of
necessary concomitance of the probans is achieved by either
of the propositions; the employment of the second proposition
is superfluous and as such is to be dispensed with, But
(parity of reasoning requires that) the statement of thesis
should be (as a member of syllogism) dispensed with on the
ground of its superfluity. It is certainly not a fact that a
person comes to understand a conclusion from the thesis
alone. Were it true, there would be no room for divergence
of views. In order to rebut this contention. the author
states (the next aphorism):

(Aph.)  But the thesis is intended for demonsirating the subject.

(VII)

14. ‘The subject’ is that with reference to which the pro-
bans with its positive or negative concomitance is requistioned
for cstablishing its relevaut probandum, The demonstration
of it means communication of the same to anather person. It
is for this reason that thesis is #o be stafed (the italicised
expression supplies an cllipsis).

15. This is the implication.  When a sane person utters
a sentence for the enlightenment of another person, he ought
to take care to communicate only that which the persons in-
tended to be enlightened desire to know. It is only by follow-
ing this procedure that a person who states only what is desired
to be known succeeds in cenlightening others.  luv is a truism
that a person who speaks of gayals when asked about horses
cannot expect to enlist respectful attention to his assertion
from the interrogator. And how can a person succeed in
enlightening others when his assertion is not even entitled to
serious consideration ? To give a concrete illustration :
Suppose a monk commands his acolyte “O acolyte ! serve
food.”” Suppose, again, the acolyte does not return an answer
(in some such words) ‘‘I%m doing so, O Sir !”’ but actually
sets about for it, The monk thereupon takes offence and
rebukes him “Ah ! False pupil, a rascal of a monk, thou



BOOK 2, LECTURE 1 129

silghtest me!” Similarly, when a person desires to know (how)
a word is impermanent and another person seeks to convince
him by stating whatever reason comes handy, e. g., ‘because
it is a product’, or ‘whatever is a product is perishable’, or the
fact of being product is logically possible on that ground
alone’, or ‘the fact of its being a product would be logically
impossible were it otherwise’—without caring to state the
subject in some such proposition as ‘word is perishable’—all
these assertions fail to receive audience from the person
addressed who would take them to be irrelevant statements.
Thus all these assertions fall lat upon him and he does not
succeed in understanding anything for want of attention.

16. It might be contended that ‘Whatever is a product is
perishable, e.g., ajar. Soundisa product” is a (perfect)
syllogism which will by the mere logical implication of its
meaning drive home the intended conclusion ‘‘Sound is peri-
shable” and so it will (not fail to) enlist proper attention. No,
since the contention involves a vicious circle. There would
arise knowledge of the conclusion from it (ie., the syllogism),
if attention were directed to it, and the direction of attention
again would be possible if there were such (knowledge at its
back). Nor could it be supposed that both the council (of
umpires) and the opponent would have unquestioning faith
in the authority of the proponent, and as such would endea-
vour to bring out the logical relation of the premises stated by
him (and thus there would be no room for suspicion of the
lack of proper attention). Were it so, the parties concerned
would not demand the statement of the probans and the rest
since they would be persuaded of the truth of his conten-
tion in spite of his omission of the statement (of reasons etc,).
[But the situation becomes entirely different] when the con-
templated conclusion “Sound is perishable.” is propounded.
as the thesis, and in anticipation of the query ‘Whatis the
ground (of this assertion) ?* the statement—the fact of its
being a product is logically possible anly on the condition (of
its being perishable)’, or ‘the fact of its being a product is
logically impossible without implication (of its perishability)’,

9 ,
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~ appropriately presents itself (as the answer to the query).
This constitutes the logical justification of the thesis for the
purpose of demonstrating the subject. (VII)

17. It has been further contended that when a syllogism
is stated in the typical form, e.g., “Whatever is a product is
perishablejust asajar, and sound is a.product”,t he conclusion
necessarily follows that ““Sound is perishable”. It (the con-
clusion) is derived from logical implication. And if in disre-
gard of this consideration, an express statement of the same
is made, the consequence would be a case of superfluous
tautology which has been defined as follows: “The statement
of a fact, derived by implication, again by means of explicit
language constitutes tautology”. It has been observed
(facetiously by Dharmakirti): Dismiss this fascination for the
way of dunderheads (who love to kick a row from the very
start of any procedure), shut up your eyes and (calmly)
contemplate whether the syllogism (proposed) gives rise to
knowledge (of the conclusion). If it does so, what purpose
would this (uncalled for) claboration scerve ?’> With this
objection in view, the anthor says:

(Aph.) Though (the conclusion is) known by implication, (the
advance statement of ) it (as thesis) has justification in order
to rebut a possible doubt about the locus of the attribute to
be proved (major term), justas is the case with the assertion
of the probans in the subject (minor premise), (VIII)

18. When a person asseris a proposition, viz., ““What is

a product is perishable”, it is absolutely certain that a doubt
will arise regarding the subject—Is it sound or a jar that is
asserted to be perishable ? In order to rebut such a doubt
about the locus of the attribute sought to be proved, it is
necessary and legitimate that a statement of the thesis (‘Sound
is perishable’) should be made. Itis exactly on a par with
the statement of the minor premise which is employed for
imparting knowledge of the incidence of the probans in the
subject, (To be explici@), though it is a fact that when the
probans is stated to be necessarily concomitant with the
- probandum, the logus of such a probans is known (in the
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generality of cases), it is felt to be necessary that the minor ,
premise, viz., ‘Sound is a product’ should be expressly stated
for demonstrating the factual relation of the probans with a
definite subject. Likewise, the statement of the thesis equally
answers a logical necessity in that it serves to generate
knowledge of the factual relation of the major term with a
definite subject. (VIII)

19. Now a problem arises from the fact that philosophers
(of different schools) hold different views with regard to the
constitution of syllogism. Thus, for instance, the Saakhyas
maintain that a syllogism consists of three members, viz.,
thesis, logical ground and example. The Mimamsakas assert
four members with the addition of application (to the three
mentioned above) The Naiyayikas (assert) five members
with the addition of conclusion (to the four mentioned above).
In view of such divergence of opinion, the question naturally
arises: What is the proper form of a syllogism ? The author
answers:

(Aph.) This much constitutes a syllogism *adequate for a

knowledgeable person. (IX)

90. ¢‘This much’ means the thesis and also the probans
endowed with positive or negative concomitance. It is the
syllogism (adequate) for the conviction of an intelligent
person. And it is neither more as the Sankhyas maintain,
nor less as the Buddhists affirm in the following proposition.
«The probans alone is to be stated for (the conviction of) a
knowledgeable person® (PV, I.28). (IX)

21. It may be legitimately urged that persons of
charitable disposition, who have taken up the mission of
service of people at large, should endeavour to enlighten
others by whatever method they would find it to be
convenient. It is not proper that one should produce
confusion of understanding in the public mind by promulga-
tion of questionable theories. That being the case, how can
it be said that this much is the syllog®m for a knowledgeable
person ? Anticipating such an objection, the author endorses
a second form of syllogism (out of congession).

. P
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. (dph.) In deference to (the calibre of) the person to be edified
(the syllogism may have) five propositions also, viz., thesis,
reason, tllustration, application and conclusion. (X)

22. ‘The person to be edified’ means a pupil and ‘defe-
rence to him’ means obligation to the pledge of edification of
the same (pupil). It is in pursuance of such obligation that
the five propositions also, beginning with thesis, ought to be
affirmed. These propositions are designated by the name of
members, as has been observed by Aksapada : Thesis, reason,
illustration, application and conclusion are the members
(NS, I. I. 32). The particle ‘also’ (in the aphorism) is
significant and implies that cach of the five members, thesis
and the rest, should be supplemented by a corroborative
statement, totalling five in all out of deference to (the
requirement of) the pupil. As has been remarked by Tdis
Holiness Bhadrabzbusvamin  of adorable feet : “(The
syllogism) is said to consist of five members, or of ten
members in the alternative, We denounce ncither (but
accept both as legitimate)”. (DV, Nir. 50).

23. Now he sets forth the delinition of the proposition:

(Aph.) The thesis is the statement of the theme to be proved.

(XI)

24. The theme-to-be-proved 1is the subject with the
predicative  attribute  contemplated to be established.
Statement here means a sentence which states a fact. Lhe
statement of the theme-to-be-proved is called the thesis
(pratijiia) which sets forth a pledge (or undertaking to be
logically established). *“This locality is posscssed of fire” is
a typical illustration. (XI)

25, The author now defines the reason (as follows):

(Aph.) Statement of a probans ending in an inflexion unfolding

the character of probans is (called) the reason, (XII)

26. The ‘inflexion unfolding the character of probans’ is
either the fifth or the third case-ending (in Sanskrit). The
statement of a probans “as defined before with the proper
case-ending is what is called reason. The phrase ‘ending in
an inflexion, etc.” serves to rebut the role of probans of a
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word with the first case-ending, e. g., (the unqualified state- R
ment of it as) smoke (without the relevant case-ending in
Sanskrit and such words as ‘because’ or ‘since’ prefixed to it
in English). The expression (second in order in the Sanskrit
original) ‘statement of a probans’ serves to repudiate the
character of reason to the statement of an attribute lacking
in necessary concomitance, This (statement) is twofold
according as its concomitance is shown affirmatively or nega-
tively. (The proposition) ‘the existence of smoke is logically
justifiable only on the condition of its positive concomitance
(with fire)’ or ‘the existence of smoke is logically impossible
unless the said concomitance be a fact’ are typical examples,
(XII)
27. Now he defines the illusiration:

(dph ) Illustration is the statement of an ¢xample. (XIII)

28. Illustration is the statement which sets forth the
example in conformity with the definition given before. It
is also of two kinds on account of the difference of examples.
The statement of an example based updn similarity of
attribute is called illustration in agreement—the example
found to have the attribute to be proved (the probandum)
entailed as a consequcnce of the attribute adduced as the
logical ground (probans). ‘“Whatever is possessed of smoke
is possessed of fire, as for example, the kitchen” is a typical
instance (of illustration in agreement). Illustration in
difference is the statement of an example in dissimilarity in
which the absence of the attribute gua probans is logically
entailed by the absence of the attribute gua probandum.
“Whatever is possessed of the absence of fire is possessed of
the absence of smoke, e. g., a lake’® may be cited as a typical
case. (XIII)

99. He now propounds the definition of application: .

(Aph.) Application is the act of bringing the probans into

connection with the subject. (XIV)

30. The probans is the attribute which was found in the
example (subject of the illustration—as concomitant with the

probandum) and the predication of the same (probans) in
» -~
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, respect of the subject is called application (upanaya), an act
by which the probans is brought into connection (upsamhriyate)
with the subject.* It is of the nature of a proposition, The
proposition “It is possessed of smoke” is a typical example
of the same. (XIV)

31. He now defines the conclusion.

(Aph.) Conclusion is (the predication) of the probandum.
(XV)

32. The predication of probandum as an attribute of the
subject is called conclusion which consists in a proposition
that unfolds the logical intention of the foregoing members
(premises). The proposition ‘Therefore it is possessed of fire’
is an illustration of it.

33. These five members are rather parts of one (self-con-
tained) proposition, cach member contributing a quota of
meaning which stands in necessary relation (with what is
conveyed by others). The five corroborative statements
alluded to in 1L i, X.) relate to these [ive members respecti-
vely. None of ihe five members can gencrate an unexception-
able conviction of the truth of their meaning, if they happen
to be subject to defects, either suspected orgerromieously superim-
posed. Itis, therefore, necessary that each of these members
~—thesis and the rest should be supplemented by corroborative
statements in which the likely charges should be anticipated

1. dharmiyi sadhanasye’ pasamliira upanayak  The word apsamhira
it derived by Hemacandra in the sense of the instrumental cose. upa
means ‘proximity’, i.e, eonnection, sam, with and hrto cawry forward,
and the word upansya which consists of ups and  #i which also means
‘carrying’ has the same eclymological meaning with wpasamhdra. ‘Lhe
etymological meaning of both the words thus comes to be that proposi-
tion which carries forward an attribute into connection with the subjeet,
The upanaya rendered ‘application’ is the logical equivalent of the minor
premise in which the middle term is predicated of the minor ferm i.e.
the subject. Literally, the wgrd upasamhira and upanaye mean simply an
instrument of predication and in terms f the definition given, it stands
for a proposition in which the probans (i, the middle term) iz predi-
cated of the subjeet, the minor term.

° ”
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and resolved. It follows, therefore, that in pursuance of the
requirement of the pupils, a syllogism consisting of ten mem-
bers should te employed (in order to disarm even the faintest
suggestion of doubt). (XV)

34. The topics which have been defined in this treatise
(should be understood and used in terms of their respective
deflnitions). In the default of any constituent element of
these definitions, they are customarily regarded as sham
simulations. Thus, for example, on account of the lack of
the characteristics of valid cognition in general, doubt, error,
and indecision are called sham simulations of valid cognition,
in the absence of the characteristic of doubt and the like,
the cognitions in question are called sham simulations of
doubt, etc.: in the absence of the characteristic of perceptual
cognition, it is called a sham simulation of perceptual cogni-
tion; likewise, in the defection of the relevant characteristics,
memory and the like included under the head of the indirect
cognitions are designated as sham simulations..Smilarly, when
a probans lacks in its essential characteristic, it can be easily
detected as sham dissembler of the same, i.e., as afallacy. In
view of the consideration that the determinate number and
the characteristics of individual fallacies in particular do
not lend themselves to easy apprehension, the author gives
(alist of) the fallacies with a view to the formulation of
their definitions.

(Aph.) The fallacies of reasons are three, viz, non-existent,
contradictory and inconclusive. ' XVI)

85. The reasons which are not probantia proper, but
which do have the deceptive appearance of real probantia are
called fallacious reasons, such as non-existent and the rest.
Though the defects actually belong to probantia (and not to
reasons) because they do not occur if the probantia are valid,
yet these defects are transferred by extension of meaning to
the reasons which are but statements of probantia and they
have been designated by previous writers as defects of reasons,
We have not thought fit to make a break with the tradition
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.and have also designated them as defects of reason (asa
tribute to the custom).

36. The number ‘three’ is expressly stated for rebutting
any other possible number. It is for this reason that the
so-called fallacics viz., contradictory and countervailed
reasons are excluded from the category of fallacy of reason.
Of these two, the contradicted reason is casily subsumed
under defects of thesis—(a fact which is apparent from the
definition and illustration given as follows): The reason
employed after the assertion of a predicate which is contra-
dicted by perception or verbal evidence is called contradicted
(literally mistimed on account of the absence of the predicate
at the tme of the assertion of the reason). This is the
definition, and itis illustrated by the following argument:
The mass of lire is unwarm, since it is a product, just like a
jar (which is unwarm). As regards countervailed reason, it
is not possible at all. "U'here is not the remotest possibility of
another inference, so long as the inference as defined before
stands as employed or unrefuted. An illustration is given of
it as follows: Suppose one asserts ‘“Sound is impermanent,
being either a subject or & homologue® and imunediately the
second man retorts ““‘Sound is cternal being either a subject
or a homologue”. But this is the height of impropriety.
Who can make such incoherent assertions in a council con-
sisting of four parties (the president, the umpire, the proponent
and the opponent)—be he the proponent or the opponent—
unless he has taken leave of his senses ¥ (XVI)

37. Now the definition of the fallacy called ‘non-existent
probans’ is stated below:

(Aph.) The non-existent probans arises from lack of proof, or

doubt of its exisience, according as the reason assigned is

Jfound to be non-existent and lacking in necessary concomi-

tance, or lacking in definite proof of its existence as well as
necessary concomitance. (XV1I)

38. The fallacy called ‘non-existent probans’ ariscs

when there is no proof of its existence. that is to say, when

§ ~
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the reason is found to be non-existent and to lack in necessary
concomitance; in other words, when the reason is found to be
non-existent e ipso. ““Word is perishable, since it is visible”
is a typical instance. It must not be supposed that it is called
non-existent, since it is not a necessary attribute of the
subject and so the author adds the phrase ‘found to lackin
necessary concomitance’ (to rebut the prevailing misconcep-
tion). The reason is ‘non-existent’ not because it is not the
attribute of the subject, but because it lacks in necessary
concomitance which is the (sole and sufficient) characteristic
of valid probans, Itis not the necessary characteristic of a
probans that it must belong to the subject asits attribute,
That an attribute can function as a valid probans, even in
spite of the lack of its existence in the subject provided it is
armed with nccessary concomitance has been sufficiently
indicated. As has been observed by Bhatta (Kumarila) also:
“It is a matter of common knowledge that the son is inferred

to be a Brahmaga on the ground of the Brahmanahood of
his parents and for this the subsistence of the probans in the
subject is not required.” '

39. Likewise, a reason ‘which is lacking in definite
proof of its cxistence’, that is to say, whose existence is subject
to doubt and (also is ‘lacking in necessary concomitance’ is
also a case of the fallacy called ‘non-existent probans’ even
when its existence 1s subject to doubt. It is also called
‘doubted-cum-non-existent’. Thus® for instance, (this fallacy
occurs when) a risfng column of smoke doubted to be stream
of vapour it adduced to establish fire, or when the ubiquity
of the soul which, though by itself is a proved fact. is sought
to be proved on the ground of ‘its having a quality perceived
everywhere’, (the fallacy being) due to the fact that there is
no proof (in support of the truth of the reasons advanced).
(XVII)

_40. The author now enunciates the varieties of non-
existent reasons.
(Aph.)  The different varieties of this fallacy arise from the
difference of the proponent, opponent, and both
(combined). (XVIII)
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41. The proponent is one who propounds a thesis, The
(;ppoxlerlt is the party that gives the reply (in opposition) and
‘both’ stands for the propounent and the opponent combined.
The difference of non-existent reason arises from the differ-
ence of the parties concerned (from whose standpoint the
lack of evidence is judged). The instance of non-existent
from the point of view of the proponent is furnished by the
proposition: Sound is liable to change since it has origination.
The reason is non-existent when the Sankhya himself is its
proponent, inasmuch as he does not admit the truth of origi-
nation. His philosophical position is that a non-entity does
not come into being and an centity does not cease to be, and
origination and cessation are cases of manifestation and
unmanifestation (and so origination and cessation in their
ordinary acceptation are impossible phenomena).  Or; take
the proposition (asserted by the Jaina): ““Irees are animate
beings, since they meet with death if they are stripped of the
whole of their bark”. "The reason (assigned here, viz,) ‘death’
which connotes Tinterception of life, sense organ, and con-
sciousness is non-cxistent in trees with regard to a Buddhist
(who is the) opponent here.  As for the case of reason with
regard to both, the instance of ‘visibility’ that has heen cited
before will serve as an illustration, (The consideration of the
first type of ‘non-existent’ based on definite lack of proof is
now finished). And as for the doubted-cum-~non-existent
variety, it too should be understood to be threefold on the
basis of the difference of proponent, opponent and both (as
explained before). (XVIII)

42, (But a question may be raised). There are other
cases of fallacies called non-existent in respect of the subs-
tantive and the like which are endorsed by some logicians,
but why are they not specified here? In reply to this (charge
of omission), the author observes:

(Aph.) The so-called fullacies ‘non-exisient in respect of the
substantive’ and the like are included necessarily in these
(varieties noticed above). (XIX)

¢ [
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43. ‘Necessarily in these (varieties)’ means °‘in the non-
existent in respect of the proponent, opponent and both’.
Now, the cases of non-existent substantive and the like are
being illustrated here. ‘‘Sound is perishable, since it has
visibility while possessed of a universal’ is a case of non-
existent substantive (since the attribute of visibility used as
the substantive is non-existent). The case of non-existent
adjective is illustrated by the following proposition: ‘“Sound
is perishable being possessed of a specific universal accom-
panied with visibility’®> (the adjective ‘accompanied, etc.’ is
non-existent). The variety called ‘non-existent in respect of
a part (of the subject)’ is illustrated in the syllogism: ‘“Sound
is perishable, being the product of an effort”, (there being
cases of sound such as a clap of thunder which is not the
product of a volitional effort, and thus the reason is true only
of a part and not of the other part). The following is a case of
‘non-existent subject’. Primordial matter is existent, since
it is the prius of the evolution of the whole world (since the
existence of such principle is not endorsed by philosophers
other than the Sankhyas). The case of ‘non-existent part of
a subject’ is the following argument (when advanced by a
Sankhya or a Naiyayika as the former does not believe in
God and the latter in Primordial Matter): Primordial Matter,
Self and God are eternal verities being ungenerated. The
case of non-existent because of a superfluous substantive is
the following: Sound is perishable being produced-cum-
possessed-of-universal’’ (since the substantive element of
tbeing possessed of universal’ is a superfluity as the pro-
bandum is proved even without it). The case of non-exis-
tent because of a superfluous adjective is as follows: “‘Sound
is perishable being possessed-of-universal-cum-produced”
(since the adjectival element ‘being possessed of universal’ is
superfluous inasmuch as the substantive alone establishes the
probandum). The fallacy called ‘non-existent because of
doubtful substantive’ is illustratesl as follows ; “Kapila is
still subject to attachment and the like, because he isa
human being and still unblessed with the knowledge of
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ultimate reality”’ (since the clause ‘still unblessed ectc.’ is
not true from the point of view of the proponent who is a
Sankhya). The case of non-existent Dbecause of a doubt-
ful adjective is the following argument : “Kapila is still
subject to attachment, etc.” since he is a human being  desti-
tute of the ultimate truth for all the time”’ (since the adjecti-
val phrase ‘destitute etc.’ is an object of doubt). These
varieties of non-existent reason turn out to be cases of non-
existent from the point of view of the proponent or the oppo-
nent according as the reasons concerned happen to be non-
existent with regard to the proponent or the opponent.
When they are so asserted to be non-existent by both the
parties, they transpire to be cases of non-existent with regard
to both, (XIX)
44. The author next cnunciotes the fallacy callod
contradictory.
(ph.)  The contradictory s « reason which is necessarily of the
opposite concomitance and is thus possible in the ubsence

(of “the probandum) as a matter of  necessity,
(XX)

45. ‘Opposite’ means contrary to what has been stated (to
be the nature of necessary concomitance). ‘Concomitance’
means necessary relation. The reason which has this (oppuosite
concomitance is called contradictory). The phrase ‘possible in
the absence’ is only an explication of this (characteristic).
For instance, “Sound is cternal hecause it is a product”
(is an illustration of the contradictory since the reason
‘being a product’ is concomitant with the opposite of the
probandum, viz., eternal. A product is necessarily perish-
able and so can never be ecternal). Another instance (of the
fallacy is found in the argument of Sankhya, viz.) “The
organ of vision, and the like exist for the purpose of an
other since they are composite bodies, like bed, articles of
food and such other subservient things.” Now in this argu-
ment ‘subservience to a”non-composite entity’ is what is
sought to be proved. But (the reason advanced, viz.,) the
composite constitution of the visual organ, etc., transpires to

! i
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be contradictory (of the intended probandum since it Proves
the opposite of it, viz., that it is subservient to another
composite thing, viz., the embodied person). “Earth and
the like have an intelligent agent as their cause since they
are products’ (is an argument of the Naiydyika which is
another instance of) the contradictory reason because ‘being
a product’ proves the very opposite of the intended pro-
bandum, viz., the fact of being created by a disembodied
omniscient agent (in view of the fact that all intelligent
agents are found to be embodied persons and we have no
experience of a single instance of a pure disembodied
spirit functioning as the creator of any thing).

46. The other varieties of the contradictory which have
been (set forth and) illustrated by other logicians are also
comprechended by this (definition within its scope). Thus
there are four varieties when a homologue is available. (1)
When the reason is includent of the subject and the hetero-
loguc, e.g., “Word is eternal, since it is a product” (the
reason ‘being a product’ occurs in the subdject ‘word’ and
perishable entities such as a jar—constituting the entire
sphere of the heterologue). (2) One which covers (the whole
of) the subject and a part of the heterologue, e. g., “Sound
is cternal being possessed of a universal and being cognisable
by an external sense-organ possessed by us’® (as the reason
occurs in the subject ‘sound’ and also in such perishable
entities as the jar, though not in subtle composite substances
like diads which are not cognisable by an external sense-
organ). (3) One which exists in a part of the subject but
in the whole of the heterologue, e. g., “Earth is eternal
since itis a product” (here the reason ‘being a product’
exists in all composite bodies of earth but not in the atoms of
earth and thus is found to exist only in a part of the denotation
of the subject. It embraces, on the other hand, the whole
extension of the heterologue and is thus contadictory.)
(4) Onme which exists only in a® part of the subject and
of the heterologue, e. g., “Sound is eternal being a
consequence of effort’ (the reason here applies to such

1
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sounds as produced Dby animal agency but not to
natural phenomena like the noise of a river current or
thunder and so the reason is partially true of the subject.
1t is, again, partially true of the heterologue, since noi all
produced phenomena are consequences of volitional effort,
viz., a lightning-flash which though perishable is a purely
natural occurrence). There are four varieties of the contra-
dictory in the absence of the homologue. (1) A reason which
occurs in the whole of the subject and the heterologue, e. g.,
“Sound is a specific quality of ether, since it is knowable
(an attribute which belongs to the subject in its entire
denotation and to the whole extent of the heterologue which
in the present case is everything other thaun the specific
quality of ether).  (2) Which belongs w the whole of the
subject, but to the part of the heterologue, ¢. g, “Sound is
a specific quality of ether being cognisable by an exteinal
sense-organ” (since ‘sound’ as a class is certainly audible
and hence the reason belongs to the whole of the subject
without exception] but as regards the heterologues represented
by everything other than sound which is exclusively specific
quality of ether, they are not all cognisable by an external
organ such, for instance, as the magnitude of ether). (3) A
reason which exists only in a part of the subject and the whole
of the heterologue, ¢. g., “*Sound is a specific quality of ether,
since it is not an inflected word®® (that is, a sound which has
a meaning. The reason holds good only ofa part of the
subject, viz., unmeaning sounds only but belongs to the whole
of the heterologue which is not sound). (4) A reason which
exists only in a part of the subject and of the heterologue,
e. g, “Sound is a specific quality of ether, being a conse-
quence of effort’” (since all sounds are not consequence of
effort, the reason is partially truc of the subject, and since
also whatever is not a specific quality of ether, that is to say,
the whole class of the heterologue, is not the consequence of
effort, the reason exists orly in a part of the latter). In four
cases (out of these eight) the contradictory is the exclusive
fallacy. But in the other four cases where the reason belongs

‘ r
-



BOOK 2, LECTURE 1 143

to a part of the subject thereis a combination of both the
fallacies, viz., the non-existent and the contradictory. (XX)

47, The author now states the definition of the ‘incon-
clusive’.

(Aph.) The inconclusive reason is one which is possible even
in the absence of the probandum and occurs when the
necessary concomitance is either non-existent or subject fo
doubt. (XXI)

48. ‘Necessary concomitance® means absence of existence
of the probans without (the probandum) and when it is non-
existent, the reason is ‘inconclusive’. For instance, in the
proposition “Sound is perishable, since it is knowable”, the
reason ‘to be knowable’ (is inconclusive since it) exists even
in such eternal entities as ether. The same fallacy, again,
occurs when necessary concomitance is subject to doubt.
The proposition “X is non-omniscient, or possessed of
attachment and the like, since he is a speaker’” may be
(cited as) an example of the above. The concomitance in
agreement (between speakerhood and non-omniscience, etc.,)
is subject to doubt inasmuch as the incompatibility of ‘being
a speaker’ with ‘omniscience’ or ‘absence of attachment’
which are by their nature placed beyond (the range of
perceptual cognition) cannot be established (by intuition or
by inference since) speech is not the effect of attachment and
the like. The other varieties of the ‘inconclusive reason’
which have been cited by some logicians are necessarily
inciuded under the ‘Inconclusive’ as defined by us. Thus,
fot instance, (1) the reason which covers the three terms
(viz., the subject, the homologue and the hetervlogue), e. g,
““Sound is perishable since it is knowable” (the quality of
‘being knowable’ which is the reason adduced belongs to
the subject ‘sound’, the homologue ‘jar’, and the heterologue
‘space’, ‘time’, etc.). (2) Which covers the subject and
the homologue and belongs to a part of the heterologue, e. g.,
Tt is a cow, since it is possessed of orns’’ (the reason ‘possess-
ion of horns’ is a quality of the subject, of the homologue
other cows’, and of a part of the heterologue ‘a buffalo’,
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though not of the ‘horse’ which is another part of the same),
(3) Which covers the subject and the heterologue and
belongs to part of the homologue, e.g., “It (the goat) is not
a cow, since it is possessed of horns,” (here ‘possession of
horns’ is a quality of the subject—the goat as a class, and of
the heterologue, not-not-cow, i.e., the cow as a class, and it
belongs only to a part of the homologue, viz., not-cow, i.e.,
horse, buflalo and the like of which buflalo and the like are
possessed of horns while the horse and the like are not).
(4) That which cxists in the whole of the subject and in a
part only of the homologue and the heterologue, e.g., “‘Sound
is perishable since it is perceivable” (here the quality of
‘being perceivable’ exists in the whole of the subject-~sound
as a class, but belongs only to a part of the homologue, viz.,
the jar. though not to diads which are also included in the
homologue ‘being perishable.” 1t is also found in a part off
the heterologue—cternal entities such as universal which is
perceived in a perceivable substratut, and not to space, ete.,
which are also invluded in the heterologue ‘heing cternal’),
(5) That which belongs to only a part of the subject and to
the whole of the homologue and the heterologue, e¢.g., “Rther,
time, space, self and mind are not substances, since they are
destitute of specific qualitics which are momentary.” (Here
the reason bclongs only to a part of the subject, thatis, to
all the terms barring the self and other which are possessed
of momentary speciflic qualities, viz., pleasure, pain, cte.,
and sound respectively. Tt coves the whole of the homo-
logue, viz., non-substances, that is, all the categories other
than substance, which do not possess any quality—specific or
generic. The reason also belongs to all cases of the hetero-
logue, viz., the four substances—earth, water, air and fire
which are possessed of specific qualities but not momentary
specific qualities). (5) That which exists in a part of the
subject and the heterologue, butin the whole of the homo-
logue, e.g., ‘“Space, time=and mind are not substances since
they are destitute of limited dimensions.”” (Herc the quality,
viz.) ‘being destitute of limited dimension’ belongs only to a
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part of the subject, viz., space and time ar d not mind which
is possessed of atomic dimension according to the N aiyayikat
It again belongs only to a part of the heterologue, viz.,
earth, water, etc., though not to self. The reason covers the
whole of the homologue, that is, non-substances, such as
quality, action, etc.) (7) That which exists in the whole
of the heterologue, but only in a part of the subject and the
homologue, eg.. “Space, time and mind are substances,
since they are destitute of limited dimension.” (Here the
reason belongs to space and time but not mind—the subject,
It again belongs only to a part of the homologue. viz., self
and ether, though not to earth and therest. The reason
covers the whole of the heterologue, viz., non-substances such
as quality and the like). (8) That which exists only in a
part of all the terms, e.g., “Earth is perishable, being an
object of perception.”” (Here the reason belongs to earth
which is not atomic, only to a part of the homologue—
water and the like other than atomic, and to a part of
the heterologue, such as universal, thougk* not to ether,
space and the like), (XXI)

49. The author now states the defects of illustration :
(Aph.)  False examples are esght in number in each class accord-
ing as it is based upon similarity and dissimilarity,

(XXII)

50. Though in conformity with the context of syllogistic
inference they should be necessarily designated as the defects
of illustration, yet they are called defects of example, since
they are derived from the examples (proper). Examples
again are of two kinds according as they are based upon simi-
larity and dissimilarity and each one of these (two classes)
has got eight false examples which have merely the sem-
blance of examples proper.

51. He now illustrates and clagsifies these very (false
examples).
10
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(Aph.)  When sound is sought to be froved to be eternal on the
ground of the lack of finite magnitude, action, alom and
dar (would be false examples) being destitute of proban-
dum, probans and both respectively. (XXIII)

52. In the syllogism ‘Sound is cternal, since it is desti~
tute of definite magnitude’, action and the rest (i.e. atom
and jar) as examples will be found to be destitute of the pro-
bandum and the rest (i.e., probans, and both probans and
probandum) respectively. Thus ‘like action’ (if stated as an
example) “would be onc destitute of the probandum since
action is non-cternal; (if the example be stated as) ‘like an
atom,’ it would be one without probans, since atoms are
possessed of a finite magnitude; the example ‘like a jar’
would be destitute of both prohans and probandum, since a
jar is both non-cternal and possessed of finite magnitude,
These three are typical cases of false examples in agree-

ment,  (XXIII)

P
(Aph.)  In respect of opposition (concomitance in difference) atom,
action and ether are fulse examples; being not in oppo-
sition with the probandum and the rest (vig., probans

and both). (XXIV)

53. In the very syllogism (cited also before) ““Sound is
eternal being destitute of finite magnitude. atom, action and
" ether are false examples being notin opposition with the
probandum, probans and both., Whatever is not destitute of
finite magnitude (to put it in the positive form: “Whatever
is perishable is possessed of {inite magnitude”), for instance
(in opposition), an atom.” The example (viz., atom) Is not
possessed of concomitance in opposition with the proban-
dtm (in other words, is not concomitant with the opposite
of the probandum), in as much as atoms are eternal. Were
action cited (as the oppposite example) it would be one lack-
ing the absence of the frobans since action is destitute of
finite magnitude (and not lacking in the probans as it should
have been). Were ether (cited ag an example in op}?qsition

~ LY
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it would be one) lacking the absence of both (the probang
and probandum), for ether is both eternal and bereft of finite
magnitude, Thus these three are the types of false examples
in opposition. (XXIV) ‘

54. Likewise,

(Aph.) When attachment is sought to be established on the ground
of speech, and ‘mortality’ and ‘limitation of knowledge’
on the ground of attachment, the man-in-the-street and the

- like will be examples of doubtful concomitance 1n agree-
ment and in difference in respect of the probandum and
the rest (viz., the probans and both). (XXV)

55. Three types of false examples are possible in each
case according as the presence of the probandum, probans
or both is subject to doubt or the absence of the probandum,
probans and both is subject to doubt (in the examples
concerned). What are examples, pray ? (The answer is) the
man-in-the-street and the like. In respect of what probandum ?
(The answer is) in respect of attachment on the one hand and
‘mortality’ and ‘limitation of knowledge’ on the other. On
what logical grounds, pray ? (The answer is) on the ground
of speech and on the ground of attachment (respectively),
Of these, the example of doubful concomitance with the
probandum in agreement is ‘“The person under contempla-
tion is subject to attachment (to worldly things), as he makes
a speech like the man-in-the-street’”. (Here it 'is doubtful
whether the man-in-the-street is actually possessed of attach-
ment because speech is not necessarily concomitance with
attachment). The example of doubtful concomitance of the
probaus in agreement is ‘““The person in question is subject
to mortality being possessed of attachment like the man-in-
the-street.”” (It is doubtful whether the man-in.the-street
is possessed of attachment). The example of doubtful
concomitance of both in agreement is ““The person concerned
possesses limited knowledge since %e is possessed of attach-
ment like the man-in-the-street”. In all these arguments

the example in agreement is the man-in-the-street, but the
. .
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presence of attachment and limited knowledge is a matter of
doubt since the mental condition of another person is not
casily accessible to an outsider. Similarily, the example of
doubtful concomitance in difference in respect of the
probandum is “X 1is a prey to attachment since he makes a
speech, unlike the man-in-the-strecet (who happens to be
mute)”’, The example of doubtful concomitance in difference
in respect of the probansis “Xis subject to mortality since
he is possessed of attachment, unlike the man-in-the-street’’.
The example of doubtful concomitance in difference in
respect of the both (the probans and the probandum) is
“X isa man of limited knowledge, since he is subject to
attachment unlike the man-in-the-street”. In all the latter
syllogisms just asin the previous ones, the non-existence of
attachment and limited knowledge in the man-in-the-street---
an example in opposition-~is a matter of doubt because of
the inaccessibility of the mind of another person.  (XXV)

56, Likewisc,

(Aph.) The two cases of reversed concomitance in agreement
and difference.  (XXV1)

57, There are again two false examples, viz,, of reversed
concomitance in agreement and reversed concomitance in
difference. Of these, the reversed concomitance in agreement
is illustrated in the following situation: when the concomi-
tance in agreement is stated (inversely) in the form “What-
ever is perishable is a product such as a jar” instead of the
legitimate form #“Whatever is a product is perishable”,
(The fact is that the proposition “All products are perishable”
is true, but the converse is false). The case of reversed
concomitance in difference is illustrated when the universal
proposition is stated as ‘“Whatever is not a product is not
perishable, for example, ether” instead of the legitimate
form “Whatever is not perishable is not a product”.
Legitimate form of the wtatement of concomitance in agree-
ment is one in which the probansis given as the subject and
the probandum as the predicate, Legitimate form of the

" i
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statement of concomitance in difference is one in which the
absence of the probandum is the subject and the absence of the
probans is the predicate. The fallacy of the reversed example
occurs when the order of assertion is reversed. As has been
observed: “When the probandum is made the subject and
the probans the predicate, it gives rise to the fallacy of ex-
ample called reversal of concomitance in agreement. And
the fallacy of reversal of concomitance in difference occurs
when the absence of the probans is made the subject and

the absence of the probandum is made the predicate.
(XXI)

(Aph ) The other two cases of undemonsirated concomitance in
agreement and in difference. (XXVII)

58. The other two cases of false example are (1) one of
“‘undemonstrated concomitance in agreement’ and (2) one
of “‘undemonstrated concomitance in difference.” These
two (fallacies of example) arise when the proof (of universal
concomitance) is not demonstrated and nos merely from the
omission of expressions connoting unqualified extension,
such as whatever!, all, and such adverbs as exclusively

1. For example the universal concomitance may be stated in the
form ‘Whatever is a productis perishable (yad yat krtakam tadanityam)
this form of assertion connotcs indefinite extension (uipss); seeondly
‘All that are products are perishable’. The word ‘all® signifies that
the subject is taken in its entire denotation. Thirdly, it may be expres-
sed as “That which is a product is necessarily perishable’ (yat kytakam
tadanityameva). The adverb ‘necessarily’ (eza, in the original Sanskrtt)
signifies necessity (Avadhdrana) All these verbal forms do not differ
in their ultimate import which consists in the assertion of the univer.
sal proposition. What Hemacandra secks to emphasise is the truth
that the universal proposition, however variously it may be express-
ed, does not by itself warrant a valid inference unless it be materially
true. Indian logicians have not recognised mere formal validity as the
criterion of logical validity. In the Aristotclian syllogism the universal
proposition is introduced by the word. ‘All’. Hemacandra admits the
justice of this formal procedure, but doc¥ mnot restrict the expression
universal concomitance to this particular mode. There are other
equally valid modes of statement also. But the validityis bound to
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comitance of the two (speech and passion) is not enforced
by necessity. Thus (the two examples) are cases of th®
fallacies called ‘non-concomitance in agreement’ and ‘non-
concomitance in difference’. ;Why are they not mentioned
here (by the author) ? The aforesaid cases (of fallacious
examples) are not in any wise different from these two, (in
other words, they are included in the cases cited above).
Thus the number of false examples in agreement and in oppo-
sition do not exceed eight in each case. As has been observed:
There are eight (examples) of non-concomitance in agree-
ment and eight (examples) of non-concomitance in difference.
These serve to demonstrate in a manner the absence of
necessary concomitance of the probans employed.”” (XXVII)

60. The treatment of syllogistic inference is concluded.
Now, the author gives the definition of confutation connected
with the same.

(Aph.) Confutation consisis in the exposure of the fallacies inherent

in an argument. (XXVIII)

61. ‘Argument’ stands for syllogistice inference. The
fallacies are the defects styled non-existent, contradictory
and so on as said before. Exposure means that which serves
to expose, thatis, to drive home and consists in a state-
ment directly revealing the aforesaid fallacies, Such state-
ment is entitled confutation. It follows, however, from the
employment of the adjective ‘untrue’ in the next (aphorism),
that confutation in the present (aphorism) stands for the ex-
posure of fallacies truly present (in the argument advarced
by the opponent. (XXVIII) :

62. When one has the knowledge-of the true nature of a
confutation, one can easily divine the character of a false con-
futation (that is, which has an outward semblance of the
same). But the author propounds the characteristic 'of the
same with a view to demonstration of its differént
varieties. ‘

(Aph.) False confutations consist 4n the allegations of nonexistent

defects and are called counterfeit rejoinders (or sophisms).
(XXI1X) ' '
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63. The allegations of defect which do not really exist
n the arguments (advanced by the proponent) constitute
false confutations, since they only have the appcarance of
confutation, though in reality they arc innocuous charges.
These are called counterfeit rejoinders or sophisms ( jati).
The word @i’ (sophism) connotes analogy. Because they
resemble true rejoinders being cmployed in the place of
legitimate replies they are called counterfeit rejoinders (sop-
hisms). Thus the meaning of the term ‘counterfeit rejoinders’
is analogous rejoinders, that is to say, counterfeit rejoinders
are rejoinders by analogy. They are as it were reflections of
true reasons, and are employed in opposition to a legitimate
or false reason advanced by the proponent in case the true
nature of the defects in the reasons is not realised. And
though as a matter of fact there is no limit to these cases of
opposition and hence it is not possible to count their number,
yet in consonance with the plan adopted by Aksapada they
are demonstrated to be of twenty-four types according as the
basis of opposition is variously considered to be similarity
and the like, and they arc called (1) Parity per Similarity,
(2) per Dissimilarity ? (3) per Augmentation, (4) per Sub-
traction, (5) per Uncertainty, (6) per Certainty, (7) per
Contingency, (8) per Probandum, (9) per Contact, (10) per
Non-contact, (11) per Interrogation, (12) per Counter~
instance, (13) per Non-generation, (14) per Doubt, (15) per
Neutralisation, (16) per Non-probativeness, (17) per
Implication, (18) per Non-difference. (19) per Logical
Ground, (20) per Apprehension, (21) per Non-apprehension,
(22) per Eternality, (23) per Non-eternality and (24) per
Character of Outcome.

64. Now, among these, when the opposition is based on
similarity, the sophism is an instance of Parity per Similarity.
For instance, (1) when the proponent argues ‘Sound is non-
eternal since it is a produgt, like a jar,’ and the opposition
izset up, on the same basis of similarity, in the counter-
argument as follows : ‘Sound is eternal being devoid of
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parts like space’, there is no reason for discriminating as
to why sound should be non-eternal on the ground of its3
similarity to a jar being a product, and not eternal on the
ground its similarity to space being devoid of parts.
(2) When the opposition is based on dissimilarity, the sophism
is called Parity per Dissimilarity, For example, ‘Sound is
non-eternal being a product’ is the original syllogism and the
counter-argument is propounded on the basis of dissimilarity
as follows: ““‘Sound is eternal being devoid of parts. What is
non-eternal is found to be possessed of parts, justasa jar”.
There is no reason for discrimination that sound should be
regarded as non-eternal on the ground of its similarity to a
jar in resprct of being a product, and not eternal on the
ground of its dissimilarity from jar in respect of possession of
parts. (3) The opposition based on augmentation and sub-
traction respectively gives rise to the sophism called Parity
per Augmentation and Parity per Subtraction. Thusin the
self-same syllogism, the opponent may use the sophism called
Parity per Augmentation by insisting on the occurrence of
some additional attribute of the example in the subject (in
which it is non-existent), e.g., If sound be held non-eternal
on the ground of its similarity to a jar in respect of the attri-
bute of being product, 1t should be possessed of such dimension
equally with the jar. If it be not possessed of such dimension
it should not be regarded as non-eternal like jar’”. (In the
argument in opposition the opponent) seeks to enforce the
admission of an additional attribute in excess in sound.
(4) Parity per Subtraction (is illustrated in the following):
“The jar being a product is found to be inaudible; by parity
(of reasoning) sound should also be so (inaudible). Ifit be
not so, it ought not to be also non-eternal like the jar’’. (The
opponent here) seeks to subtract the attribute of ‘audibility’
from sound. (5-6) The opposition based on uncertainty (the
attribute of ‘having to be proved’) and certainty (provedness
of the predicate) gives rise to the cases of sophisms per
Uncertainty and per Certainty respectively.  The attribute
which is to be established is one which is uncertain, and the
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opposite of it is one which is established and so certain, and
“the,y are the respective attributes of the subject and the
example, When the opponent reverses these attributes (by
attributing to the example uncertainty which is the charac-
teristic of the predicate of the subject and attributing to the
subject certainty which is the characteristic of the predicate
in the example) he is said to employ these two counterfeit
rejoinders (sophisms). (For example, the opponent adopts
this procedure when he insists that) the attribute of ‘being a
product’ which belongs to sound is not the self-same attribute
of the jar (being associated with an unproved predicate in the
former and with a proved predicate in the latter), and like-
wise, the attribute (of ‘being product’) is not the same in
'sound as it is in  the jar (being associated with o doubtful
predicate iu the former and with the same as established in
the latter).  (7) The opposition based on the analogy of the
contingencey of some other attribute constitutes the sophism
called Parity per Contingency.  For example, (when one
‘argues as follow§): “Some products are found to be soft, e.g
a blanket, bed, otc ; some again are hard, ¢.g., an axe; like-
wise, some products, such as the jar, will possibly be non-
eternal, and some products, such as sound may be eternal”
(bere the contingency of such attributes as softness or hard-
ness, though found ina product, is made the basis of the
affirmation of the contingency of permanence in regard to
sound). (8) The opposition hased on the extension of the
analogy of the probandum is called Parity per Probandum.
The following argument is an illustcation  If sound is simi-
lar to a jar, it follows that a jar is similar to sound. But
sound has to be proved (10 be impermanent) and so (by
parity) the jar ought also to be subject to proof. Such be-

ing the case, one to be proved cannot possibly serve as
example for another which is equally to be proved (since the

example is always one in which the predicate is a proved
fact). If, however, the CSimilarity were not (symmetrical,

‘the jar cited as example) would not be an example all the
more since the divergence (between jar and sound is pro-

‘nounced). (9) The sophisms called Parity per Contact

L4
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and per Non-contact arise when opposition is disjunctively
based on attainment and non-attainment respectively. The
following argument is an instance in point: Well, the fact of
‘being produced’ is the reasan advanced by you, biit does
it prove the predicate by coming in contact with it or
out of contact ? On the former alternative (the position
transpires to be as follows); Contact is possible between two
present facts and not between one present and another
absent, and when both (the probansand the probandum)
are equally present, which can possibly be the probandum
and the probans? (10) And if, on the other hand, there
is no contact it is logically impossible that one should be
the probans (of the other without an actual relation) since
this would involve unwarranted extension (11) When the
opposition is based upon unwarranted interrogation it is
called the sophism of Parity per Interrogation. (It arises
when one argues): If the fact of being a product be the
probans of its impermanence, what again is the probans
of being a product and what again is the probans of that
probans (and so on without end) ? (12) When the oppo-
sition is set up on the analogy of the heterologue, it is called
the sophism of Parity per Heterologue. The following
situation is an illustration. Suppose one argues: Sound is
impermanent, it being a consequence of effort, like a jar
and in refutation the sophist makes the following rejoinder:
As jar which is a conscquence of effort is found to be im-
permanent, so also the space cited as a heterologue which
though permanent is found to be the consequence of effort
since it is perceived subsequently to the effort of digging
a well. This instance of the rejoinder should not be regarded
as tantamount to exposure of the fallacy called In-
conclusive reason, since the opposition is based upon a
method quite different from that of the former, (13) The
opposition based upon non-generation gives rise to the
sophism called Parity per Non-ggneration. For example,
when one asks Wherein docs the property ‘being produced’
exist when the subject itself, viz., ‘sound’ has not been
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produced?” Such being the case impermanence cannot be
established (in sound) for the impossibility of the probans.
(14) The sophism based upon similarity or dissimilarity
which has already been illustrated is turned into the soph-
ism called Parity per Doubt when it is affirmed in the form
of a doubt. For example, “Is sound non-eternal by reason
of similarity to the jar on the ground ofits being product?”
or “Isit eternal by reason of its dissimilarity to the jar
or its similarity to space in respect of incomposite consti-
tution ?”* (15) The sophism based upon parity per simi-
larity or parity per dissimilarity is converted into what is
called the sophism ‘Parity per Neutralisation’ when the
former is propounded with the intention of setting up a
second (rival) thesis, Thus, for instance, when in opposi-
tion to that very syllogism (which has been used all along
as the centre of dispute) viz.,, Sound is non-eternal, as it
isa product, like the jar”, (the following syllogism is
employed) viz.,, “Sound is eternal, since it is audible like
sound-universal "(class character inherent in all sounds).”
The difference (of the present sophism from those based
upon similarity and dissimilarity) is to be understood to
consist merely in the difference of the mode of statement.
(16) When the opposition is based upon the allegation of
impossibility of the occurrence of the probans in all the
three time-determinations (past, presont and future) the
sophism called Parity per Non-probantivenes arvises. The
probans is that which is an instrument o proving (the
probandum). Now the question arises whether such probans
exists, either before or after or synchronously with the
probandum. If it (probans) be (supposed to ecxist) before
(the probandum), of what can it bet he probans when the
probandum does not exist ? If the probans be (supposed to
come) after (the probandum), it must be held that the
probandum exists prior (to the probans) and what cana
probans avail when the probandum (for the proof of which
it is held in request) exists as an accomplished fact (before
‘the occurrence of the probans) ? Finally, if it be held

v



BOOK 2, LECTURE 1 157

that the probans and the probandum exist simulta-
neously together then none of them <can play the
role of probans or probandum in regafd to the other
like the left and right horng ofa cow, (17) The opposi-
tion based upon (logical) implication gives rise to the sophism
Parity per Implication. (The following is an example). If
sound be non-eternal by reason ofits similarity to non-eter-
nal things in respect of the property of ‘being produced’, it
follows by implication that what bears resemblance to eternal
entities should be eternal. But sound has resemblance with
such eternal entities as space and the like in respect of incom-
posite constitution. This variety is nothing more than a
variation in the mode of statement. (18) Ifthe opposition
is based upon non-difference, it would be a case of Parity
per Non-difference. For instance, if the quality of ‘being
product’ be the common property of sound and jar, and if
on the basis of this common property the two are recognised
to be non-different, then all things should have to be regarded
as non-different (on the basis of the property of existence
which is present in all). (19) The opposition based upon
the presence of logical groundis called Parity per Presence
of Logical Ground, Thus, for instance, if the non-eternity of
sound be inferred from the character of ‘being a product’
serving as a logical ground, then why should it not be
regarded as eternal on the ground of its incomposite constitu-
tion? What is intended by this sophism is that the upshot
must be a case of indetermination, since there are present
in both the alternatives equally cogent logical grounds and
thus it is nothing but a variation of the manner of statement
at bottom. (20) The opposition based upon apprehension
is called Parity per Apprehension. The following situation is
an illustration. When a person puts forward the argument
“Sound is non-eternal since it is a consequence of effort,”
and the opponent raises the objection as follows (it gives rise
to the sophism under question): Certainly, the fact of being
the consequence of eflort cannotsbe the ground of the in-
ference of impermanence. That alone is asserted to be the
logical ground (or probans) without which the probandum is
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not apprehended. But lightning and such other phenomena
ave found to be impermanent though they are not the con-
sequences ol effort,  And even with regard to sound itself
which is produced hy the breaking of a trec and the like due
to the impact of a violent storm, it is equally found to be
(not an outcome of effort). (21) The opposition based upon
non-apprehension is called Parity per Non-apprehension.
Thus, for instance, in the aforesaid argument in which the
ground is asserted to be ‘the outcome of cffort’, the opponent
may employ this type of sophism in the form of the argument
as follows: “Sound is not the product of effort. It un-
doubtedly exists before it is articulated though itis not per-
ceived owing to the presence of an obstructive barrier™, It
may be urged in opposition.  “Lhe barrier is not perceived
(and hence it must be [lictitious).  The non-apprehension of
sound (in spite of the absence of a barrier precluding its
apprehension) proves that sound (unarticulated) certainly
does not exist”. The answer is; No, non-apprehension is
equally present with regard to the alleged non-apprehension
of the barrier (which goes unperceived). The fact that the
non-apprehension of a barrier is unperceived shows that it
dous not exist.  The non-existence of this (non-apprehension
of the barrier) establishes the existence of the apprehension
of the barrier, It follows, therefore, that the non-apprehens
sion of sound prior to its articulation is occasioned hy the app-
rehension of obstructive barrier, and it is thus on a par with
roots, posts water ete,, which lie underground (hidden from
view). The conclusion is established that sound is eternal,
since it is not the product of effort (as alleged by the
Naiyayika). (22) The sophism based on parity per eternity
comsists in urging the necessity of sound being eternal by
urging the dilemma of eternity and non-eternity with regard
to the attribute to be proved (probandum). It occurs when
in opposition to the assertion ‘“‘Sound is non-eternal’”’ the
opponent urges the dilemma: Is the character of being
non-eternal which is predicated of sound non-.eternal or
eternal ? If it be non-eternal, then it is of necessity subject
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to cessation and thus with the cessation of the character of
non-cternity sound must be held to be eternal. If, on the
other hand. the attribute of non-eternity be itself eternally
present, then the very fact that the attribute is eternality
present and further that the presence of an attribute without
a substratum is impossible entails the consequence that sound
too, being a substratum of the attribute in question, must
be eternally present. The non-eternity of this (substratum)
makes the eternal presence of the attribute an absurdity.
The conclusion, therefore, follows (from the consideration
of both the horns of the dilemma) that sound is eternal
eitherwise, (23) The sophism called Parity per Non-eternity
consists in the opposition derived from the supposed truth of
the proposition “All existents are non-eternal”. Thus it
may be contended: If you seek to prove that sound is non-
cternal on the ground of some attribute shared in common
with the jar which is non-eternal, then it must be admitted
that all existents are non-eternal since they must share in
some common attribute with the jar. If, on the other hand,
the non-ecternity of other entities is not provéd notwithstand-
ing the community of attribute, there is no reason why this
possibility be not admitted in the case of sound also. This
sophism differs from Parity per Non-difference in that it
seeks to establish a specific attribute by showing that all
entities are non-eternal (whereas the other sophism seeks to
prove that they are non-different), (24) The opposition
Dased on the demonstration of the diversity of the character
of the outcome of effort constitutes the sophism called Parity
per Character of Outcome. It occurs when in opposition to
the assertion. “Sound is non-cternal because it is an
outcome of effort”, the opponent propounds the following
sophism: ‘It is a matter of observation that there are two
varieties of effort—by one something that was non-existent,
e. g., a jar is brought into existence and the other serves to
make manifest by removal of obstruction something which
has already been in existence, as is found to be the case with
roots, posts, etc., lying buried underground. Such being
the condition of things, it is obviously a case of doubt
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whether sound is produced or made manifest, since the
iversity of outcomes of eflort is an established truth”. The
sophism based upon parity per character of outcome differs
from Parity per Doubt, because there is a difference in the
manner of assertion of doubt. ©

65. Though as a matter of fact the number of sophisms
is practically infinite if stress be laid upon the difference of
the contents of the assertions, we have demonstrated herein
only twentyfour types as we intend (to avoid overlapping
contents and) to show only unmixed instances. The solution
of all types of sophisms lies in the examination of the probans
as to whether it embodies the characteristic, viz., incom-
patibility with the opposite. It is obvious that such
attempts at throwing the dust in the eyes cannot be successful
if the probans possesses the unmistakable characteristic of a
sound probans. ‘The nccessity of concomitance between a
product and an outcome of effort is securely established and
it cannot be alleged that the non-apprehension of sound is
due to obstruction of some barrier, but must be explained
by reason of its “being a contingent phenomenon., When,
however, the opponent cmploys a sophism, the proponent
ought to formulate sound refutation and never to take his
stand upon other sophisms by way of opposition since this
would only lead to a consequence incompatible (with the
canons of honourable dialectic).

66. As regards casuistry, it should be regarded as
nothing but sophism, since it also lacks the character of a
sound answer. It has heen alrecady remarked that the
number of sophism is infinite according as it is based upon
the difference in the manner of demonstration (and so there
is no incompatibility if cases of casuistry are subsumed under
sophisms when they are found to embody the characteristics
of the latter). As for casuistry, it consistsin the refutation
of the statement put forward by the proponent by ascribing a
meaning different (from rwhat is intended). Itis of three
different types, viz., (1) based upon ambiguity, (2) based
upon generalisation and (3) based upon metaphor. Of these,
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(the first variety, viz.,) Verbal Ambiguity consists in the
refutation of the proponent when he makes use of a verbal
expression susceptible of double meaning by putting upon the
same a meaning altogether ifferent from one intended by
him (the proponent). Thus, for instance, when a person
makes the assertion “The boy is navakambala (possessed of a
new blanket, or possessed of nine blankets)” intending to
convey the meaning of ‘new’ (by the word nava), the
opponent seeks to refute this statement by attributing the
meaning of number (nine) by rejoining “How can he have
nine blankets (when he has only one) ?”’ (2) When by way of
presumption a statement is made in general terms, which
taken literally may extend to unintended cases, and the
opponent sceks to refute it by attributing to it the character
of a logical probans it gives the illustration of casuistry based
upon gencralisation. Suppose, for instance, that there is an
occasion of eulogising a particular Brihmana endowed with
learning and right conduct and a man delivers himself in a
casual way of the statement “Learning and' piety are (as a
rule) quite natural in Brahmanas” (without meaning that
Brahmanahood is the necessary concomitant of learning and
piety, but only bases it on probability). Suppose again that
a casuist seeks to refute this by making a counter-charge on
the supposition that Brahmanahood is made the logical
ground and rejoins “If dearning and piety be the properties of
Brahmanas, then they should be equally present even in the
uninitiated Brihmana on the ground of his Brahmanahood”,
(it becomes a case of the second type of casuistry).
(8) Casuistry based upon metaphor consists in the opposition
based upon the refutation of the primary meaning of a word
used in a figurative or a metaphorical sense, Suppose a man
makes the statement “The platforms are shouting” and the
opponent opposes it as follows: ‘“How can inanimate
platforms shout ? Itis certainly the men on the platform
who are shouting’, (the opposition becomes a case of
casuistry based on metaphor). Now, the solution of all the
three types of casuistry is found to he furnished by the
11
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scrutiny of the denotative capacity of a word sanctioned by
o r id Ad
the usage of normal adults, (XXIX)

67. Since the statement of proof and refutation is a
matter of frequent occurrence *in legitimate discourse, the
author propounds the delinition of a legitimate discourse (in
the following aphorism):

(dph.) The statement of proof and refutation in the presence of
Judges and other members of the council with a view ¢ the

preservation of truth is called a legitimate discourse.
(XXX)

68. ‘Proof’ is the argument propounded by the proponent
in order to cstablish his thesis and ‘refutation’ is the countor-
argument set forth by the opponent in order to controvert the
aforesaid thesis. The opponent also has to offer proofin
order to establish his own thesis, and the (original) proponent
has to submit counter-arguments in refutation of the position
of the opponent.” Thus the proponent has his own ‘proof’
and ‘refutation’, and the opponent too has also his own
‘proof” and ‘refutation’ (in opposition). A legitimate discourse
thus consists of the assertions of these two sets of arguments
and counter-arguments as employed respectively by the
proponent and the opponent. What is the procedure ? In
reply (to this question the author) says: ‘in the presence of
the judges and other members’. Judges are the members of the
council, who are possessed of the following qualifications set
forth in the definition given as follows: ““Those are called judges
who are equally familiar with the philosophy of their own
school and that of others, men of high pedigree, freely
chosen by both the parties, tolerant (of small peccadilloes),
possessed of long acquaintance with the methods of legitimate
discourse, and as impartial as the weighing balance’. The
expression ‘other members’ stands for the Presideat,
Proponent and the Opponent. The discourse thus rests on
four factors, and is known as Debate, And if even one of
the factors be wanting, it would forfeit its title to be regarded

' ~
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as a legitimate Debate. It is a truism that neither the,
proponent nor the opponent can hope for success in the
pursuit of their respective plan of ‘proof’ and ‘refutation’
according to their free convietions, unless there be present
(to maintain order and discipline) judges endowed with the
qualifications set forth before, and a President who is free
from partiality and has equal consideration for both
(proponent and opponent), capable of discriminating between
rightful and wrongful procedure, and able to enforce the
observance of duties incumbent upon the different castes
and graduated stages of life. Nor would it be possible that
the mass of people who (are incapable of independent
judgement and) are prone to blindly follow in the footsteps
of persons happening to gain the upper hand will unwaver-
ingly pursue the path of right conduct, once their convictions
are upset by a set of fools who on account of their wrong
cducation are vociferous with their sophistical arguments
(and determined to subvert the moral order).. (The author)
states the purpose of such debate by the words: ‘with a view
to the preservation of truth’. By the word ‘truth’ is to be
understood ‘conviction of truth’ which is uppermost in the
minds of persons known for their rectitude, and this has to
be preserved from the onslaughts of sophistry created by a
set of people misguided by a vicious training.

69. (Q) The preservation of truth isthe objective of
Disputation or Wrangling as has been stated (in the NS, IV,
2.50): Disputation and Wrangling are resorted to for the
purpose of defending conviction of truth justas a hedge of
thorny brambles is set up for the protection of sprouting
seeds. (A) No, even a legitimate discourse which is held
to be liable to the application of censure is equally directed
to the preservation of truth. Nor can it be contended that
it is not a fact that it falls within the scope of censure. It is
apparent from the definition of ‘l&itimate discourse’ laid
in the aphorism (NS.I.2.1.): ‘A legitimate discourse
congists in the propounding of a thesis and a counterthesis,
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each supported by an argument consisting of five members,
‘not standing in opposition to the established truth, and in
which the establishment of a thesis and the refutation of the
counterthesis are sought to #be achieved by means of
recognised organs of knowledge and legitimate recasoning.”
The expression ‘not standing in opposition to the established
truth’ implies the recognition of the censure called the
admission of a position incompatible with established truth’;
the expression ‘consisting of five members’ again implies
the application of censures called ‘incomplete’. ‘redundant’
and the ‘five fallacies’, in all, of the eight types of censure,
and these are rather indicative of other types of censure
(that can possibly be applied even in a legitimate discourse).
1t follows, therefore, that Disputation and Wrangling are not
approved forms of Debate, since it is legitimate discourse alone
that is competent to achicve the defence of trith.

70. (Q) Tt has been urged that Disputation and Wrang-
ling are certainly leghimate forms of debate, since they are
distinguished by characteristics (which are not found in a
‘legitimate discourse’ and that it is so is obviously deducible
from) their respective definitions viz., ‘“‘Disputation is that
which is endowed with the said characteristics (aiming at
the establishment of a thesis by means of accredited organs
of knowledge and rcfutation of the counter-thesis by
Reasoning) in which casuistry, sophism and censures are
employed in addition in support and refutation” and
““Wrangling is (a debate) which is destitute of the establish-
ment of the thesis opposite to the position refuted.” (A) No,
this is not admissible. Wrangling which does not aim at establi-
shing the oppisite position (of what is refuted) cannot be regar-
ded asalegitimate form of debate. How can a mere wrangler,
who does not claim to establish his own position and seeks
to refute the position of the opponent by means of any
argument that comes handy, lay claim to respectful atten-
tion (and consideration? ? As regards Disputation though
itis entitled to be regarded as a legitimate form of Debate
in virtue ‘of the consideration that both the proponent and,

v
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the opponeént respectively aim at establishing (their own
position) and refuting (the opposite thesis), still it cannot
be regarded as a different species of Debate from what
is called a ‘Legitimate Disgpurse’. The reason is that a
legitimate discourse can entirely account for it (Disputation),
It has been urged that the purpose (of a Disputation) is not
served (by a Legitimate Discourse) in view of the frequent
application of Casuistry, Sophism and Censures (in the
former). But this is not a legitimate contention, inasmuch
as the application of Casuistry and Sophism which are only
the simulations of refutation is to be ruled out of court and
as for Censures, they are incompatible with a legitimate
Discourse also. Itis a truism that such improper devices
as the use of whip, slap, and gagging of the mouth are
not regarded as legitimate means of securing defeat of
the opponent. The application, on the other hand, of
legitimate censures is not anywise repugnant to a Legitimate
Discourse. Thus there is no difference in character between
a Disputation and a Legitimate Discoutse. As regards
such coveted personal interests as gain, honour and repu-
tation, they are apt to follow as a matter .of necessity
upon the achievement of the main objective, viz., the
preservation of the conviction of truth and thus cannot be
prevented (from operating as incentives) even in a (dispa-
ssionate) Philosophical Discourse, since (such desires) are
natural to human beings.

71. (Q) Itis contended (by the Naiyayika) that there
is a fundamental difference between a Legitimate Discourse
and a Disputation, because the application of Casuistry and
Sophism, which are illegitimate forms of argument, is
banned in a Legitimate Discourse whereas it meets with
approbation in Disputation. As has been observed (by
Jayanta Bhatta in NM. p. 11) “How can such misguided
zealots vociferously rattling forth the tiny tit-bits of sophis-
try and those even not properly taught and apt to show their
proficiency in the vigorous pursuit of wrangling be defea-
ted except by recourse (to Casuistry and so on) ? The
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gracious sage has propounded Casuistry (and Sophism)
“with a view to guard against the eventuality that the mass
of people, who are apt to follow blindly in the footsieps
of others who show the way, pay be inveigled into treading
the wrong path being deluded by (the sophistry of) those
(artful persons)’,

(A) No, this cannot be a legitimate procedure. It is
improper to sccure refutation of the opponent with unfair
arguments. High-souled persons do not scek to attain, as
a matter of established practice, either victory or fame or
wealth by unfair means, It has been contended that (resort
to such tactics) does not entail an offence when the oppo-
nent is found to he possessed of superior resources and a
victory on his part is calculated to bring about loss of
religion (on the part of the vanquished) and a legitimate
counter-argument does not present itself owing to the loss
of presence of mind, and in these circumstances the propo-
nent attempts to throw dust (in the eyes of the opponent)
by means of even unfair dialectic, rcalising that the emer-
gence of a doubtful situation is preferable to certain defeat,
But the contention is not convincing, It only shows that
employment of such sophisms may be necessitated by a situ~
ation of exceptional gravity, but this cannot be regarded
as the consideration powerful enough to vindicate the justice
of its being considered as a distinct type of Debate,  Suppose
that the proponent is driven to employ an unfair argu-
ment even ina Legitimate Discourse in deference to the
peculiar nature of a particular substance, time, place and
function, will that alone make it assume the character of
a different kind of Debate ? It is, therefore, established
that a Legitimate Discourse alone is entitled to be consi-
dered as the only form of Debate in view of the fact that the
claims of Disputation and Wrangling have been successfully
demolished. (XXX)

72. Considering that Legitimate Discourse is terminated
by either victory or defeat, the author propounds the
definition of victory and defeat (in the next aphorism).
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Aph.) Victory consists in the prog s 7 ; i1
(X}(C}gl)) Victory t  the p oof of one’s respective position.

73. The proof of one’s respective position either by the
proponent or the opponent cgnstitutes (his respective) victory.
This again is compassed by repudiation of the charges
brought against the probans employed in support of one’s
position, and by demonstration of defects in the probans
employed in support of the opponent’s position. The
opponent succeeds even when he does not adduce a probans
in support of his position in defeating the proponent by
proving that the probans employed by the proponent is
contradictory. The reason is that exposure of the contra-
dictoriness (of the probans employed by the proponent) is
tantamount to the sratement of a probans in support of
one’s position. As has been observed: ¢“The other party
(opponent) defeats the proponent when the former shows
the probans employed to be contradictory.” (XXXI)

(4ph.) Defeat consists in the failure of proof. (XXXII)

74. The failure to establish one’s pogition whether by
the proponent or by the opponent constitutes defeat (of the
party concerned). This failure is due to the statement of a
false probans, or to the inability to repudiate the charges
advanced by the opponent against the probans employed
in spite of its being legitimate. (XXXII).

75. But a question is raised. If failure to prove one’s
position constituted defeat, what would then be the nature of
censure ? Tt is common knowledge that 2 debate ultimately
culminates in censure. In reply the author says: )

(Aph.) That is censure of the proponent or the opponent.
(XXXIII)

76. “That’, in other words, ‘defeat itself’ constitutes the
censure of the proponent and the opponent, and not
execution or imprisonment and the like. Or, that defeat
alone consisting in the failure to prove one’s position is
called censure (in 2 figurative way), since it is the cause of
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censure and it (censure) cannot be anything different as has
ebeen (erroncously) propounded by others: “The occasion
of censure is misunderstanding or default of understanding®
(NS, 1.2, 19),  (XXXIII),
77. In opposition to this the author asserts:

(dph.) Mere misunderstanding or default of undersianding
does not constitute censure). (XXXIV)

78. Misunderstanding is understanding which is perverted,
vitiated and worthy of condemnation. It consists in regarding
a false probans as a legitimate probans and a false confutatisn
as a legitimate confutation. As regards ‘default of understand-
ing’ it consists in the failure to accomplish the object due to be
accomplished, This (‘failure to accomplish’) is again (illus-
trated by) the “failure to achieve’ the confutation of the
probans (employed by the other party), and the repudia-
tion of the objection (of the opponent), and this constitutes
‘default of understanding®. It is held that the proponent
is defeated in either way, viz., when he fails to attend to
what is to be dont or resorts to the opposite course.  The
expression ‘mere misunderstanding and default of understand-

" ing’ means misunderstanding and  default of understanding
per se.  'The expression ‘does not (constitute censure)’ means
that it is not the cause of defeat, On the contrary, the
failure to prove one’s own position alone (is the cause of
defeat and censure). It follows from the repudiation of
misunderstanding and default of understanding as the ocea-
sion of censure that the varieties of the same are also to be
repudiated as occasions of censure,

79. These (censures) are again (said to be) of twenty-
two varieties. They are as follows: (1) abandonment of the
thesis; (2) amendment of the thesis; (3) contradiction of
the thesis; (4) repudiation of the thesis; (5) amendment of
the reason; (6) irrclevant digression; (7) meaningless jargon;
(8) unintelligible assertion; (9) want of syntactical construc-
tion; (10) violation of the ttmporal order; (11) deficiency;
(12) superfluity; (13) tautology; (14) failure of reproduc-
tion; (15) want of comprehension; (16) bewilderment; (17)
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evasion; (18) acceptance of the charge; (19) overlooking
the censurable; (20) censure of the uncensurable; (21)
acceptance of the opposite position; and (22) fallacies of
reason also. Of these, silence, want of comprehension,
bewilderment, evasion and overlooking the censurable are
the different modes of default of understanding. The rest
are the varieties of misunderstanding.

80. Of these, the definition of ‘abandonment of the
thesis’ is given in the aphorism. (NS, V. 2.2.): ‘Abandon-
ment? of the thesis’ consists in the admission of the property
of the counter-example in the example cited by one’s own self
(the proponent). The interpretation of this as given by the
Bhasyakara (Vatsydyana) is as follows: ‘“When the pro-
ponent is assailed by the assertion of a property which is the
oppusite probandum and he admits the property belonging to
counter-cxample in the example cited by himself, he abandons
his own thesis and this becomes a case of ‘abandonment of the
thesis®.  Suppose, tor example, the proponent puts forward
the argument ‘Sound is non-eternal because it is perceptible
by a sense-organ, just as a jar is’ and the opponent assails it
(by the argument) ‘A universal is perceptible by a sense-
organ, but isobserved to be eternal, why then sound also
should not be so (eternal) ?* Ifin the situation the propo-
nent does not terminate the debate, though realising the
fallacy in the probans adduced by himself, but, on the con-
trary, asserts ‘If a universal, though perceptible, be eternal,
let the jar also be eternal (on your own showing)’, he aban-
dons his own thesis. The proponent in such a case abandons
his whole position including the conclusion by admitting the
eternal existence of the example (the jar which he has) cited
in proof (of his position). And by abandoning his own
position, he is said to abandon the thesis, since the position
is grounded upon the thesis” (NB.V. 2. 2.)

(Criticism)  The interpretation @given here entirely lacks
relevancy since it amounts to direct abandonment of the
example inasmuch as the predicated attribute is abandoned
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in the example alone, Itis ouly indirectly that the reason,

"upplication and conclusion too are abandoned, since the
unsoundness of the example entails the unsoundness of these
factors (as a matter of necewsity). Tt becomes, therefore,
entirely devoid of bearing (upon the issue) to assert that it is
only a case of ‘abandonment of the thesis’.

The author of the Varttika (Uddyotakara), on the other
hand, proposes the following interpretation: “The word
‘drgtanta’ (in the original aphorism NS. V. 2. 2, does not
mean cxample but the thesis which follows from the ctymo-
logical meaning of the term, viz..) that which is drgfa (obser-
ved) and ante, that is to say, that which is observed (to be
established) at the end, and thisis the thesis. I'he word
svadystunta therefore comes 10 mean one’s own thesis and
pratidystinta is but the counter-thesis.  When the proponent
is driven to admit the presence of the attribute prediented
in the counter-thesis as the predicate in his own thesis,
he abandons hjs (original) thesis. [Suppose, for example,
the proponent first asserts the syllogism ‘Sound is non-
eternal, because it is perceived by a sense-organ’, and the
opponent opposes it by asserting that universals also are
perceived by sensc-organ but they are nevertheless eternal
and so the probans ‘to be perceived by a  sense-
organ’ is inconclusive, If now the proponent makes
a fresh assertion] well, if a universal, though perceivable by
sense, is etermal, let also sound be so (cternal)”’—(the
proponent is said to surrender his thesis) (NV, V. 2. 2).

(Criticism) This interpretation also is not quite sound,
since it makes it impossible to arrive at an exclusive (and
exhaustive) determination of the nature of the ‘abandonment
of the thesis’. Ttis certainly not a fact that ‘abandonment
of the thesis’ arises only when the proponent admits the
presence of the predicate of the counter-thesis in his own
thesis, and so this wowld be the only possible mode of
‘abandonment of the thesis’. It is also found thata person
originally makes assertion of one predicate and next asserts
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the opposite predicate for various reasonssuch as personal
embarrassment on account of a censure or a rebuff received:
or owing to a natural timidity which makes him fight shy of
the council, or absentmindedness. And itisa truism that
human error may naturally be induced by causes more than
one. (1)

81. When the matter of the thesis is controverted
by the opponent and the proponent asserts some other
property as the probandum with reference to the same subject
it turns out to bhe the occasion of the censure, viz.,
‘amendment of the thesis’. Suppose, for instance, that the
proponeut asserts the syllogism ‘“Sound is non-eternal
because it is perceptible by sense-organ’ and the opponent
drives home the failure of necessary concomitance (between
non-eternity and sensibility) on the basis of universals. Ifin
the circumstance (the proponent) observes (in defence) ‘It
is quite legitimate that a universal, though sensible, is eternal
since itis ubiquitous whereas sound is non-ubiquitous® the
proponent here asserts a new thesis, viz.,, ‘“Sound is nonubi-
quitous” in opposition to his original thesis “Sound is non-
cternal® and thus makes himself subject to censure ‘amend-
ment of the thesis’.

(Criticism) But this variety also is as unsound as
‘abandonment of the thesis’ since it can be induced by causes
more than one. How again can there be a difference in this
variety from ‘abandonment of the thesis’ when there is no
difference in respect of the surrender of position in both the
varieties ? Just as the admission of the predicate of the
counter-example in the example cited by oneself involves
surrender of position, so also does the ‘amendment of thesis’.
Just as again the ‘amendment of the thesis’ is resorted to for
the purpose of establishing one’s position so also is the
admission ‘Let sound also be eternal like that (universal)’
made through mistake for the purpose of establishing the
thesis ‘Sound is non-cternal’. Just®again as this (veering of
position) is an absurdity (and hence impossible) in 2 man
who is not under delusion, such also is the ‘amendment of
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the thesis’, If the difference of conditions be made the basis
of the difference of these (two occasions of censure), it will
make the admission of other undesirable cases of censure),
inevitable (in addition to thee recognised types). It these
(additional cases) can admit of inclusion in this (*abandon.
ment of the thesis’) ‘amendment of the thesis’ can (with
equal propriety) besubsumed under the same ‘abandon-
ment of the thesis’. (2)

82. ¢ ‘Clontradiction of the thesis’ consists in contra-
diction betwecen the thesis and the reason™ (NS, V. 2. 4)
and this is an occasion of censure. It is illustrated in the
following syllogism: ‘Substance is distinct and different
from qualities since no entity different from colour and the
like is perceived’. Herein is a  contradiction between the
thesis and the reason. If there be o substance different and
distinet from qualities, how can there be non-cognition of
an entity distinct from colour and the like ? If, on the
other hand, there be no cognition of an entity diflerent
from colour and the like, how can you afllirm (the proposi-
tion) ‘Substance is different from quality’ ? In the circum-
stance the proponent 1is declared vanquished for his
assertion (of a clause) repugnant to the thesis.

(Criticism) This verily is an untenable position. Ior the
probans (only)serves to demonstrate that the thesis (employed)
does not possess the requisite characteristics of a thesis proper
and this amounts to a statement in different words that the
present case is nothing different from ‘abandonment of the
thesis’. Or, it is case of a fallacy of reason called contra-
dictory and is not a defect of the thesis. (3)

83. When the probans employed in support of one’s
position is confuted by the opponent and (the proponent)
finding himself unable to meet the objection, repudiates his
thesis, he becomes liable to the censure called ‘repudiation
of the thesis’. Suppose, for instance, the proponent asserts
the syllogism ‘Sound is fon-eternal because it is perceptible
by a sense’ and (the opponent) exposes the fallacy of
inconclusive reason on the basis of universals, If, in the
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circumstance, the proponent retorts “Who says thatsound is
non-cternal ? he is vanquished on the ground of repudiatio
of the thesis.

(Criticism) This, too, dogs not differ (in substance) from
‘abandonment of the thesis’ since (theproponent) here realises
that his reason is inconclusive (and practically surrenders his
thesis) and consequently ‘repudiation of the thesis’ is not
practically different from ‘abandonment of the thesis’. (4)

84, When a reason stated without a qualification is
refuted (by the opponent) and (the proponent) qualifies it
by an adjective, it becomes a case of censure called
‘amendment of the reason’. If the aforesaid syllogism is
controverted as before on the ground oflack of necessary
concomitance in the case of universal and the proponent
seeks to qualify the reason (perceptible by a sense-organ’) by
the adjective ‘being possessed of a universal’, he becomes
liable to the censure called ‘amendment of the reason.’?

(Criticism) (The admission of ) this involves far-reaching
consequences. For instance, if example, application or
conclusion be stated without qualification and (the opponent)
finds fault with them and (the proponent turnsround and)
proposes to add a qualifying adjective (in each case), this
would make inevitable the admission of other types of censure
viz., ‘amendment of the example’ and so on—there being

1 A thing may be perceptible by a sense-organ and yet eternal, for
instance, a universal. So when the proponent seeks to establish that
“Word is non-eternal’ on the ground of its being perceptible, he is guilty
of employing an inconclusive reason. If in the situation the opponent
charges him with the fallacy of inconclusive reason, and the proponent
seeks to wriggle out by proposing the adjective ‘being possessed of
universal’ he is convicted of giving up his original reason and resorting
to a fresh one. Of course, the charge of inconclusive reason is avoided
when the syllogism is put in the form ‘Word is non-eternal because
it is perceptible by a sense-organ, being possessed of a universal’. The
rider ‘being possessed of 2 universal’ serves to eliminate universal
which though perceptible are not possesfed of other universals accord-
ing to the dictum ‘A universal cannot be informed by another
universal’.
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absolute uniformity in the objections and their solutions here
#s clsewhere (‘amendment of the reason’).(5)

85. When a person makes assertion of a fact which is
entirely different from and hag no bearing upon the matter
under consideration, he is lable to censure called ‘irrelevant
digression’. Ior instance, when a man asserts the syllogism
“Word is non-cternal, the reason (hetu) is that it is a product.
The word Aetu (reason) is derived from the root Ai with the
krt-suffix fu. Ttis thus a significant word (pada). Significant
words are of four kinds, viz., nominal base (raman), a verb-
form (akhyata), an indeclinable (niputa), and a prefis (upasarga)
and then sets forth the nature of these nominal bases, and so
on, he is liable to the censure called “erelevant digression’,

(Criticism)  Well, the ¢question is this. s this irrelevant
digression’, which is regarded as an occasion of censury,
calculated 1o bring about defeat when the reason adduced in
support or refutation is found to be valid or when invalid ?
Certainly there is no occasion (for the censure) when the
reason is valid. If a person has successfully established his
thesis and then like ordinary people even begins to dance in
joy, what is there to be found fault with in his conduct?
And even supposing that the reason is invalid, does it become
an occasion of censure after the opponent has established his
thesis or before he does so? On the first alternative, the
establishment of the opponent’s thesis itself encompasses the
defeat of the proponent and the defeat is not due to this
(irrelevant digression). On the sccond alternative, again,
the question of defeat does not arise simply because hoth the
parties are on the same footing as ncither has established his
position, (6)

86. The mere utterance of a number of unmeaning syll-
ables in succession is the occasion of censure called ‘meaning-
less jargon’. For instance, “Word is non-eternal because
ayb,c,daree, f, g, h, like i, j, k, 17,

(Criticism) Well, doet this variety also become an
occasion of censure because (the reason employed) is abso-
lutely devoid of all mcaning, or because it has no bearing
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upun the probandum? The first horn of the dilemma is
opposed to reason, since a word absolutely devoid of meaning
is an impossibility. As regards the series of letters articulated
in succession, they too have a , meaning in the shape of the
phonetic values which are represented by them!, Ifthe
second horn of the dilemma be admitted, all the types of
censure would be reduced to this variety of ‘meaningless
jargon’ inasmuch as there is no difference inter se so far as this
lack of bearing upon the proof of the probandum is taken
into consideration. If the difference caused by slight varia-
tions is made the ground of the difference of the types of
censure, then a mimic cry, a wave of the hand and a poke in
the sides of the opponent’s body and such other acts, should

also be regarded as occasions of censure in view of their lack
of bearing on the probandum. (7)

87. 1f a syllogism aiming at establishing a counclusion or
at demolishing it be such as not to be capable of being under-
stood, though reiterated thrice, by both the‘council and the

1. The meaning of a word is that which is expressed by it. The
cxpressed meaning is in the generality of cases a fact which is appa-
rently independent of the word. But if we look closer it will transpire
that the fact expressed as the meaning is coloured by the expression
and this is the reason why two synonyms do not express an absolutely
identical fact. Thus in poetry the same fact is best expressed by the
same word repeated twice and a different synonym fails to bring out
the identity aimed at. Cf. “The sun rises red andredit sets. The
behaviour of the wise is absolutely uniform in prosperity and in
adversily.” )

udeli savitd tamras 14 mra cvastameti ca.
sampattau ca vipattau ca sad hunam ekarupata.

If the word ‘red’ be replaced by a synonym, say scarlet, the unifor-
mity stressed will not be secured so much as by the .rcpetition of tkfe
gamec word. This shows that the content or the meaning of a word is
not only an objective fact but aiso its own self, rather a complefc of
the two. FEven when 3 word has no meaning in the shape of an objec~
tive fact, it has a meaning sofar aeits own formis conce‘rncd.
Accordingly, Hemacandra asserts thata word absolutely devoid of
meaning is an impossibility.
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other party, it becomes an object of censure called ‘uninte-
~lligible assertion’.

(Clr.iticism) Hereupon we propose to make the following
observation: 1Is the failure on the part of the council and of
the opponent to understand the meaning of the syllogism
propounded by the proponent, though reiterated for three
times, due to their dull understanding, or recondite expre-
ssions or swift articulation? On the first alternative, even a
person who propounds a logically sound syllogism runs the
risk of falling a victim to this censure, since there is every
possibility of his being not understood by the council and the
apponent on account of their dullness of intellect. On the
second alternative, thereis a risk (of the application) of this
(censure) to the syllogism of epistolary debate sinee it is an
usual occurrence that owing to the employmaent ol recondite
expressions in them, such syllogisms are not understood by the
council and the opponent though they may be men of high
intellectual equipment. If it be contented that when the syllo-
gism in question fails to be understood by these partios (the
council and the opponent) the proponent explains the meaning
of the same (and so the debate proceeds without hitch), then
here also let the proponent himself explain the meaning of
the recondite expressions (to the satisfaction of the parties con-
cerncd).If no explanation be forthcoming (from the proponeut),
he will be declared to have failed to score victory, but not to
be defeated so long as the opponent dovs not establish his own
position. As for swift articulation, it is quite possible that
the council and the opponent should somchow succeed in
gaining insight into the meaning inasmuch as they arce
conversant with the final position of both the advocates. If,
on the other hand, the proponent’s argument be found to
be unmeaning nonsense absolutely devoid of any bhearing
upon the matter at issue, the failure of understanding on
the part of the council and the opponent will not make it
unintelligible assertion, jugt as the utterance of (unmeaning)
syllables in succession (is not deemed as a case of the censure
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called ‘unintelligible assertion’). So this ‘unintelligible
assertion does not differ from the éensure called meamngless
Jjargon’,

88. When a series of words without connection between
the antecedent and the consequent is pronounced and
consequently there is failure of the proposition to establish
any meaning (connected judgement), it becomes a case of
censure called ‘want of syntactical construction’. Such
(unconnected statements) as ‘ten pomegranates, six cakes’
and the like are instances in point,.

(Criticism) This variety, too, does not differ from mean-
ingless jargon’. Just as the letters e, f, g, h are devoid of
meaning and purpose, so are also the words in the instances
quoted above. If, on the other hand, the meaninglessness
of words be regarded as a different variety of censure on
account of its difference from the meaninglessness of letters,
then the meaninglessness of sentences (for want of logical
connection between the antecedent and the consequent)
should be regarded as a different type of censure on account
of its difference from both the aforesaid types. It is fre-
quently found that sentences also are employed without
reference to the logical relevancy of the antecedent and the
consequent. The following case will serve as an illustration:
““The conch was on the banana, the banana was again on
the trumpet and in that trumpet again there was the firma-
ment of extraordinary magnitude. These conch, trumpet,
banana and firmament bacame like the Ganges in fury”. .

89. Again it might be contended that meaninglessness
of a sentence (i.e.,, a meaningless sentence) is at bottom
nothing but meaninglessness of words (i.e. meaningless words)
since a sentence is nothing but a collection of words. But
in that case meaninglessness of a word (i.e,, a meaningless
word) would not be anything differ®nt from meaninglessness
of letters (i.e., meaningless letters) since a word is nothing
but a collection of letters. But if that be the case (in other

12
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words, if meaninglessness of a word be derived from meaning-
Tessness of letters) a word as such would have to be regarded
as meaningless (as a matter of universal nccessity) since
(its constituent) letters are meaningless in all cases. If so,
the contingency of a sentence also being devoid of meaning
would be unavoidable since a sentence is nothing but a
collection of words, and words by themselves are devoid
of meaning. If, on the contrary, a word be regarded as
significant in relation to its own meaning, a letter also should
be regarded as significant in relation to its own meaning
justas is the case with the base and the suffix. It is a
truism that neither a base nor a suflix independently by
itself is a completed word, but still they are not regarded
as devoid of meaning. If these (constituent clements of a
word) be condeimned to be meaningless on account  of their
lack of an independent self-manifest meaning, a word also
would be open to such a charge. Just as the meaning of
the base is manifested only by the sullix (associated with it)
and the meaning of the suflix, on the other hand, is mani-
fested by the base (to which it is added), and (this is
evident from the fact) that neither of them can be used by
themselves in isolation, so also in the sentence Devadattas
tigthati (Devadatta is standing), the meaning of the word
ending in suflix si (Devadattah) is manifested by the word
ending in the suflix # (tisthati) and the meaning of the word
ending in the suflix # (figtheti) is manifested by the word
ending in the sullix si (Devadattalt, as mutually associated).
And so it is never found to be the case that these words (as
constituent parts of the sentence) are employed by them-
selves (being incapablc of conveying a self-sullicient meaning).
The relative significance of a word in reference to another
word (with which it is in construction) is in the same
position as the relative significance of a suffix in reference
to a base, and of a base in reference to a suffix which are
(not infrequently found tq consist of isolated) letters. (9)

- 90. When the sequence of the statement of thesis, reason,
example, application and conclusion is violated and the
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syllogism is stated with the reversal of the order of the
members, it becomes a case of censure called ‘violatich
of the temporal order’. Even in a syllogistic argument
the sequential order is also g condition of the understanding
(of the process of inference) by another person (for whose
conviction the argumentis made) just asit (i.e. the order)
is found to be the case (in the process of ) subjective
understanding (inference).

(Criticism) This (argument) too is not cogent at all.
It is found that persons possessed of (averge) intelligence
do comprehend the drift of an argument even when the
members are stated in opposition to the customary order.
It has been contended that where the order of the members
of a syllogism, thesis and the rest is reversed, the under-
standing of the meaning of the propositions is due to their
adjustment in the proper order through memory and not
due to the improper order (in which the argument is stated),
just as it is the case with a corrupted word which as soon as
it is heard gives rise to the recollectioR of the correct
word, and then the meaning is understood and thus the
understanding of the meaning is really due to the (correct)
word (known) through a medium. But this (defence) entirely
lacks substance, because the process ot understanding does
not really occur in this wise. (The analogy of correct word
is besides the point). That word alonc is the denoter, and
not anything else, of the meaning which is understood as
soon asa word is uttered. Were it not the case, it might
(with equal plausibility) be contended that a correct word
help the recollection of the (so-called) corrupt word
(which is the familiar form) and the correct order gives
rise to the memory of the so-called incorrect order and the
understanding of the meaning is due to this (intermediary
process). It may however be urged that this (contention,
if true) would make the inculcation of (correct) words
(in standard grammatical works) %bsolutely nugatory. No,
(itis far from our purpose to decry the value of standard
grammatical works); what we want to éstablish is that
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the position of the advocate (of the conventional order)
is liable to lead to such undersirable contingency.  More-
overy it 1is found that so-called corrupt words are also the
subject of grammatical treatpent (in standard works of
Prakrit Grammar and they are shown to be governed by
fixed laws and so it is doubtful whether the palm of superi-
ority should be accorded to Sanskrit words or Prakrit words).
Ifitis made the rule that the use of true Sanskrit words
gives rise to religious merit and departure from this generates
demerit (as has been propounded by Patafijali in the
Mahabhzasya), then this would deprive the performance
of the ceremonies declared to be means to merit and demerit
in other systems of religion of all its value. Not only this, but
the necessary determination of merit and demerit would be
made impossible since it is not an unusual expericnce
that the appellation of meritorious is applied to the unmerit-
orious and vice wersa (and language, Sanskrit or Prakrit,
cannot be made the rational eriterion of religious merit
or demerit). IVen taking for granted that understanding
of the meaning takes place in that very order, still the
statement which violates the order in which meaning is
understood should be dubbed ‘meaningless jargon’ and
not a case of ‘violation of terporal order®. (10)

91. The syllogism io be employed must consist of five
members and if it be lacking in any one of the members, it
would be a case of scnsure called ‘deficiency’.  (The raison
ditre of this censure lies in the fact that) the conclusion cannot
be established if there be lack in the organ of proof and all
the five members headed by the thesis constitute the organ.

(Criticism) This, too, is not a sound case. The establish-
ment of conclusion has been shown even to be accomplished
without the employment of all the five members., The
conclusion cannot be established only when (the two
members)—the thesis and~ the reason are not stated, (So it
is in consonance with the requirements of reason that) only
when there is deficiency of anyone of these (two merabers), it
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should be regarded as a case of ‘deficiency’ and not
otherwise. (11)

92. When a conclusion is established by means of one
reason or one example, the statement of a second reason or
second example constitutes the occasion of censure called
‘superfluity’ inasmuch as such statement does not serve any
additional purpose.

(Criticism) This also is not supported by reason. If such
statements are conducive to the establishment of the position
there is no reason why it should be regarded as an occasion
of defeat. If such (addition of reason or example be
regarded as cases of superfluity why should you (the
Naiyayika) endorse the possibility of the convergence of
different cognitive organs (upon an identical object of
knowledge)? The endorsement (of this possibility) should,
on the other hand, be an occasion of the censure of superfluity.
If it be not regarded as an occasion of censure on the ground
of its fulfilment of a (necessary) purpose in that it (the subse-
quent cognition) furnishes verification which is conducive to
the confirmation of (previous) cognition, then the advantage
may be the same in the other case also. When a factis
established by means of one reason or one example, the
addition of a second reason or a second example need not
necessarily be superfluous inasmuch as it may fulfil exactly
the same purpose. Nor should it be thought to involve a
regressus ad infinitum since there may be a situation in which
further demand (for an additional reason or example) may
be set at rest. It is exactly on a par with the case of other
cognitive organs (which are not called in request when the
conviction has reached the maximum level and so the possi-
bility and necessity of verification by another species of
knowledge do not give rise to an infinite regress even accord-
ing to the Naiyayikas). (If you Naiyayika be such a stickler
for economy) then why should you make use of such
expressions as kriaka (product) in which suffix ka has the
same meaning as the base (krta, and no additional meaning
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of its own); why again should you state the universal
concomitance in the forin yat kriakam tad anityon (that is
impermanent which is a product) by insertion of yat (which)
and fat (that) when a compownd word (sic. kriakinityam)
would also convey the same meaning? Why should not
employment of a sentence in such a case be an object of
censure on the ground of superfluity? If it be held that such
(apparently superfluous expressions) are the necessary means
of communication of a special meaning and as such they are
not (cases of censurc of superfluity), then why should the
employment of more than one reason or example which are
(equally eflective) means of (communication of additional
meaning) be an occasion of censure? As regards the state-
ment of a rcason or an ecxample which does not serve any
additional purpose it becomes an occasion of censure on the
ground of its lack of meaning and purpose and not on the
ground of superfluity. (12)

93. 'Lhe reiteration of word and meaning except in subse-
quent reference is an occasion of censure called ‘tautology’.
Reiteration of the same word (verbal tautology) occurs when
the same sound is uttered again, For example, ‘Word is not
eternal, and word is not eternal’, T'he reiteration of meaning
(material tautology) arises when the same meaning is convey-
ed first by one expression and again conveyed by a synony-
mous expression, For example, ‘Word is not cternal, and
sound is perishable’. (The two sentences convey the same
meaning only in different language). But in subsequent
reference, the reiteration does not constitute a fault, as for
example, in the case of the conclusion in which there is
restatement of the thesis on the basis of the (re-) statement of
the reason.

(Criticism) With reference to these two varieties, it should
be understood that it is Teiteration of the same meaning
and not the reiteration of the same word that is liable to
censure. There is no tautology when there is difference of
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meaning though the language be the same. The following
instance (shows that verbal repetition does mnot involve
tautology): (What a pity!) the automaton (in the shape
of a servant) indentured for a paltry sum of money laughs
aloud when the master indulges in laughter; sets up a loud
cry when he weeps; begins to run with girded loins and
perspiring when he accelerates his walking pace; when he
is in a censorious mood it sets about showering abuses (even)
on what is possessed of merit and-free from fault; and again
when he dances, it begins to cut capers at random.”?

The point is that the members of the council are to be
enlightened by the same or other verbal expressions provided
they arc expressive of unambiguous meaning. The employ-
ment of words which do not express a clear sense whether
once or time and again is a case of ‘meaningless jargon’ and
not tautology. Again has it been observed that there is a
further case of tautology when one makes an express state-
ment, by means of (expressive) words, of a sense which is
known by implication. As for instance, when one asserts
“There is no rain, if there is no cloud’ and again expressly
states in so many words ‘it rains, when there is cloud’
which is obviously understood by implication, it becomes a
case of tautology. The use of language is necessitated for
the communication of a meaning and what does it serve
when the meaning is understood otherwise?

SRS ,

1. The verse quoted satirises the conduct of a servant who has no

independent judgement of his own, but slavishly imitates thie

movement of his master in order to carry favour with him.

The quotation is meant to show that though the same words

are repeated in the original, they do not give rise to tautology

since there is difference in the shades of meaning. We have

not, however, attempted to preserve the sameness of verbal

expression, since this would not give out the ecorreet sense. The

point of contrast lies in the fact that the same word is used for

the servant’s conduct in imitatior? of that of the master with the

“ addition of adverbial prefixes eonveying exaggeration on the
gervant’s part.
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(Criticism) This varicty again becomes a case of censure
en the ground of superfluity since it only conveys a sense
alrcady wunderstood and not for any other reason (say,
tautology). So this also does pot differ from ‘meaningless
jargon’. (13)

94. The failure to reproduce (on the part of the
opponent the argument), though enunciated by the proponent
three times and understood by the council, constitutes the
censure called ‘failure of reproduction’. The raison d’etre
(of the censure lies in the consideration) that when he fails
even to give utterance (to the argument cmployed), what
(part of the argument) can he be expected to assail by way
of refutation ?

(Criticism) In this connection, (it may be asked whether
“failure of reproduction’ complained of is understood to be
constituted by) the non-reproduction of the entire argument
propounded by the proponent, or of that partofthe argument,
without which the conclusion cannot be established (that
is to say, of the ecssential condition which necessarily
leads to the establishment of the thesis). Now, the first of
these alternatives is untenable, inasmuch as the possibility of
refutation is not precluded for a person even though he does
not care to reiterate the whole argument propounded by the
other party, To take a typical instance, suppose one argues
“All is impermanent, because of being existent’” and the
other party gquotes only the reason and shows that it is
vitiated by the fallacy of the contradictory reason by asserting
the proposition ““The reason ‘because of being existent’ is
contradictory””, the further vindicates (his argument) by
asserting “If things were absolutely momentary, then they
would not have any reason to be existent, because exercise
of causal efficiency (the only accepted criterion of existence)
in every possible way is, incompatible (with momentary
existence)”, What will be the point in the reiteration
of the other parts (of the argument) when this much
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constitutes the sufficient confutation of the reason adduced
by the proponent ? So it must be admitted that “failure
of reproduction’ is constituted by the non-utterance exclu-
sively of that (part of the grgument) without which the
conclusion cannot be established. If, on the other hand,
the opponent proves unable to refute (the proponent’s
thesis) on account of the lack of adequate knowledge
of the contents of the science (of logic), then he will be
liable to be censured for lack of knowledge of the counter-
argument and not for ‘the \failure of reproduction’. (14)

95. The censure called ‘want of comprehension’ is con-
stituted by the failure of the opponent to comprehend the
meaning of the propositions asserted by the proponent although
the same are comprehended by the council. Unaware
of the object of refutation as he is, what can he refute ?
It must on no account be confounded with ‘failure of
reproduction’, because it is observed that a person is

unable to reproduce (a statement) even thouygh he is aware
of its meaning,

(Criticism) This (species of censure) also lacks justification.
The censures ‘abandonment of the thesis’ and the rest
will forfeit their title to separate status because in all
these cases simple want of comprehenison can be found
to be operative. If, on the contrary, they are regarded
as so many species (of ‘want of comprehension’), there
will beno ground for adherence to the determinate enume-
ration of censures, because the number of censures can_
be indefinitely multiplied on the basis of variant degrees
of non-comprehension of the opponent’s argument, (15)

96. The censure called ‘bewilderment’ consists in the
failure (of the opponent) to realise the argument refutative
of the proponent’s thesis though it is understood and
reproduced (by the said opponent).’

(Criticism) This too does not differ from ‘want of
comprehension’. (16)
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. 97. “The interception of the debate under the pretext
of an cmergent situation is cvasion” (NS, V. 2. 19) which
is an occasion of censure. Suppose that a person realises
the impossibility of cstablishing the position advocated by
him, and sceks to adjourn the debate by making such
statements as “I have to attend to this work which will
suffer (if neglected)” or “My throat is choked by cold”.
The person who cuts off the debate (by making such
excuses) is declared to be vanquished on the charge of
‘evasion.’

(Criticism) This too is not anyhing different from ‘want
of comprehension’. (17)

98. When a person does not refule the allegation of
defect by the opponent against his own position but, on
the coutrary, tuakes the counter-allegation of the persence
of the same defect in the opponent’s position he makes himself
liable to the censure called ‘acceptance of the charge’.
Suppose for instance, the opponent argues “You are a thicf,
because you are a male, just as notorious thieves are (males)”
and the proponent makes the counter-asertion “You too are
(then) a thief, being a male (person)”.  In the situation, the
propoent has accepted the allegation of ‘being a thief’ made
by the opponent and is accordingly censured on the ground
of ‘acceptance of the charge’.

(Criticism) It also does not difler from ‘want of compre-
hension’. Or, it may be (construed as the assertion of)
«the fallacy of inconclusive reason. The proponent hime
self realises the inconclusivencss of the probans employed
by himself (viz., ‘being a male person’ in imitation of the
opponent) and only sceks to expose the incouclusivenoss
of the probans (‘being a male person’) be asserting “The
charge will equally hold good even against your own
position, as you too are a male (person).”’* (18)

[

[S——————————————)

1. Itis a cose of (# quoque axrgument, What Hemacandra, following
Digniga and Dharmakirti, seeks to emphasize iz that the

-
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99. The censure called ‘overlooking the censurable’_
arises from the failure to bring home censure against the
person who is liable to censure. The term ‘censurable’ stands
for the person who ought necessarily to be charged with a
defect by the exposure of the point of censure. In other
words, he is a person who ought to be confronted with the
charge ““An occasion of censure occurs on your part and so
you are defeated.”” If the other party overlooks this lapse
and fails to convict the opponent of the censurable defect,
the former is declared to be vanquished on the charge of
‘overlooking the censurable’. The verdict, however, is to be
declared by the council, when pressed with the enquiry
‘Which party is to be adjudged vanquished?’ It cannot be
expected that the censurable party should expose his own

defect by asserting “Though I am liable to censure, you have
overlooked it”,

quogue argument is not necessarily tantamount”to admission of
the guilt alleged by the opponent. It may be legitimately
interpreted as the statement of the fallacy of inconclusive reason.
When the proponent flings back the charge of theft against the
opponent by asseriing that he too cannot escape the charge if
the attribute of ‘being a male person® be an unfailing criterion
of *heing a thief, it does not follow that the proponent accepts
the truth of the universal proposition ‘All males are thieves.?
What he is interested to prove is that there is no necessary
concomitance between ‘being a male’ and ‘being a thief> and
hence the attribute of ‘heing a male’ has no bearing upon the
probandum. In other words, this mode of tu gquogue assertion .
may be regarded as an effective refutation of the opponent’s
argument. Uddyotakara, however, complains that such fu
quogue assertions are not legitimate ways of exposing a defect
in the opponent’s argument. The proponcnt ought to assert
unequivocally that the opponent is guilty of a fallacy. The
roundabout course involved in fu quogue arguments is rather
symptomatic of ignorance of the real defect, and hence is liable
to censure. Hemacandra has also asserted prior to this
alternative explanation that the fu quogue argument does not
differ materially from ‘want of comprehension’.
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of other fallacies such as a non-existent probans, it can be
regarded as a legitimate occasion of censure only when the®
opponent has established the opposite thesis independently,
and not otherwise. (22). (XXXIV)

103. Having examined the occasions of defeat as pro-
pounded by Aksapada, the author now proposes to subject
the same as formulated by the Buddhists to scrutiny :

(Aph.) Nor are again the statement of other than an esSential
condition of inference, asadhanangavacana, and the exposure
of what is not a defect, adosodbhnvana, (the legitimate
occasions of censure).

(Alternatively)

(Aph.) Nor are again the non-statement of what is an essential
condition of inference and the non-exposure of what
is a defeet (the legitimate occasions of censure).

(XXXV)

104. Defeat is constituted by the failure to establish one’s
thesis and neither by the statement of other than an essential
condition of inference, nor exposure of what is not a
defect—the position asserted by Dharmakirti in the following
terms: “The statement of other than an essential condi-
tion of proof, and the exposure of what is not a defect
are the occasions of censure (respectively) of the two (the
proponent and the opponent). Other cases are not legitimate
(occasions of censure) and as such are not admitted (to be
occasions of censure)’’ (VN, v. 1.) -

105. (Criticism) Regarding this point (we must ask)
whether the party concerned, viz., the proponent or the
opponent, inflicts defeat upon his opponent on the ground of
‘the statement of other than an essential condition of proof’
or ‘the exposure of what is not a defect’ after having established
his thesis or not having done so. On ghe first alternative, the
defeat of the opponent is secured by the establishment of one’s
own thesis and exposure of any defect in the opponent’s
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position is superfluous.  On the sccond alternative, even the
=oxposure of the defects such as ‘the statement of other than
essential condition of proof’ will not lead to the victory of
either party since both the g:u‘tic‘s have failed to establish
their respective thesis.

106. The following is an interpretation of this (statement
of Dharmakirti): “sadhana (understood in the sense of an
act) means proof and aiiga, necessary condition, of it is the
probans endowed with triple characteristic; and non-state-
ment of it consists cither in maintaining silence or statement
of any other (irrclevant) matter; and this constitutes an
occasion of ceasure of the proponent. Or, sadhana (under-
stood as an instramental case) is but the probans with the
triple characteristic (which is the instrument of proof ) and
its afga, necessary condition, is its justification which consists
in the demonstration of the proof contradictory of the oppo-
site possibility. The non-statement of this is an occasion of
censure of the”proponent.  The interpretation may with
equal propricty be sponsored by the advocate of five-
membered syllogism. He too can assert (taking stand upon
this interpretation) that the Buddhist logician is to be
adjudged vanquished for non statement of the five-membered
syllogism which 1is the (sole) condition of proof (of a thesis).
It has been contended (by the Buddhist) that the non-
statement of this (five-membered syllogism) does not expose
him to defeat, since the thesis and the conclusion (the first
and last members of Nydya syllogism) are understood by
implication from the statement of the minor premise (in
which the probans known to be concomitant with the
probandum is predicated of the subject). The statement
again of what (sic. the thesis and the conclusion) are under-
stood (by implication) would involve (useless) tautology,
because even the assertion of these (to members) unbacked by
the assertion of the probzns (in the subject) does not lead
to the establishment of the conclusion, But the contention
is futiley since this would make the omission of the minor
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premise an inevitable consequence. Ithas been maintained
that the assertion of the minor premise, in other wordsz
affirmation of the probans in the subject, though under-
stood by implication (of the knowledge-situation), is yet
resorted to in such (a typical syllogism) as ‘“All that is
existent is momentary, as for instance, a jar, (major premise);
sound is existent (minor premise)’> for the purpose of rebutt-
ing (the apprehension of the fallacy of) ‘non-existent reason’
arising from the lack (of the knowledge) of the probans in
the subject. [If this be a legitimate justification of the
obvious tautology involoved in the assertion of the minor
premise, though the knowledge of the probans invariably
carries with it the knowledge of its existence in the subject
and thus the assertion of the probans in the subject in the
minor premise is a reiteration of a known fact], then why
should not the assertion of the thesis, though known by
implication, and the assertion of the conclusion be a legiti-
mate procedure particularly when they respectively serve to
rebut the doubt of the substratum of the probandum, and
to demonstrate the unified meaning of thesis, reason, illustra-
tion and application ? Certainly thesis and the remaining
propositions cannot be (thought to be) mutually related
unless they be shown to express a unified meaning just as
thesis and so on relating to a different subject are not. (Q)
Well, if the thesis lcads to the establishment of the conclu-
sion, the assertion of reason and the rest is perfectly useless.
If not, it will not serve as a necessary condition of inference.
(A) Then in your case too the statement of reason should
suffice for the establishment of the conclusion, and so illustra-
tion would be a superfluity. Otherwise it (the statement of
reason) will not be a necessary condition of inference. And
thus the cases (viz., the logical necessity of thesis and of
reason) are equally balanced. It may be urged that illustra-
tion serves to demonstrate the necessary concomitance
between the probans and the probandum, and so itis not
a superfluity, If on the contrary, the said (necessary con-
comitance) were not exhibited in it (the illustration), the
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probans would fail to prove (the probandum)., But the
© Tontention is  devoid of  logic. [If illustration were g
necessary condition for securing the cogency of the probans),
then one cannot make ‘existenge’ the probans for inferring
the impermanence of all entities, since such probans would
have no cogency because no external exarmple is available
for illustration. If necessary incompatibility with opposite
alternatives be put forward as the proof of the cogency of
‘existence’ and the like attributes, then the same criterion
will prove the logical cogency of every possible probans and
so illustration will have no raison d’etre.  Moreover, how can
one justify a probans by showing its incompatibility with
the oppositc and at the same time repudiate (the logical
cogency of) the thesis P If; on the contrary, the thesis were
not stated, what could be understood ag the locus of the
probans and the probandum ? If you answer that they
would relate to the subject known antecedoently to the thesis
supposed to refer to it, then (by parity of reasoning)
the logical justification should concern the probans inde-
pendently implied and not (the probans) expressly stated,
If you justify the express statement of the probans, though
implicitly known, for helping the understanding of persons
of dull intellect, why should the express statement of the
thesis incur your displeasure ?

107. As regards the second interpretation of the expre-
gsion ‘other than an essential condition of inference’ given
as follows “The express statement of concomitance in
difference subsequent to the statement of the probans with
concomitance in agrecment, or the express statement of
concomitance in agreement subgequent to the statement
of concomitance in difference, though one is known by
implication from the other, constitutes tautology and hence
is not an essential condition of inference’’——this too lacks
in propriety. Does the proponent expose himsclf to the defeat
when he proves his thesis on the strength of a legitimate
probans or when he does not prove it ? On first alter~
native, he does not run the risk of defeat simply because
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one notices a redundant statement which has$ no
necessary bearing upon the deduction of the conclusion;
since it does not involve contradiction (of the conclusion
independently proved). Opne may argue : “Then the
proponent should not be subject to defeat even if he sets
about reciting a dramatic piece (though it has no bearing
upon the conclusion to be reached)”. It is quite true.
We do not see any reason why should offence be taken
even if the person dances after having established his
conclusion, which, is not an unusual occurrence in the
world. (If you insist on such unnecessary formality) then
the person who adduces a sound probans should also
be declared to be vanquished if he indulges in such
innocent diversions as chewing beetle, movement of the
eyebrows, giving out a mimic cry, or waving of the hands.
If again, the verdict of defeat is to be pronounced upon
the proponent for such superfluous activity when he fails
to prove his position, it is to be considered whether the
defeat of the proponent is adjugded on the basis of super-
fluous expression which may be rebuked as a lapse, after
or before the opponent has established his own conclusion  On
the first alternative, the proponent will be considerd defeated
by the successful establishment of the thesis by the oppo- )
nent, and the pressing home of the fault of superfluous
expression will be redundant. The reason is there can
be no verdict of victory on the basis of such superfluity ’
unless the thesis of the opponent has boen established. On
the second alternative, both the proponent and the opponent
should be awarded victory or defeat simultaneously, be-
cause there is no difference so far asthe failure to prove
one’s thesis is considered,

108. It has been contended that victory and defeat do
not depend upon the proof of one’s position or the failure
of such proof. But they are based upon knowledge and
want of knowledge. The proportent who has to propound
the probans for establishing his position ought to assert
what he knows to be a sound probans, and the opponent
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who has to make a refutation ought, on the other hand, to
sssert the refutatory argument (which he knows to be as
such). Thus when it is possible to deduce the conclusion
either from the statement of the concomitance in agreement
or from the statement of the concomitance in diflerence,
but yer the proponent makes both such statements, and
in the situation the opponent demonstrates the statement
of an unessential condition on the part of the proponent
in the council, the latter (the proponent) suflers defeat
because his ignorance of what is a sound probans is proved.
But the opponent should win victory because he establishes
his knowledge of what is a refutation. The contention
appears to be plausible so long as it is not subjected to
a critical examination. The issue can be decided by the
consideration whether the opponent exposes the fault of
superfluous statement on the part of the propenent when he
has produced a sound argument, or un unsound one, On the
first alternative, how can the proponent be convicted of
the ignorance of a sound probans when (as a matter of
fact) he lacks in the knowledge of the requisite number
of such reasons ? On the second alternative, the opponent’s
knowledge of refutatory argument is not established, since
he does not cxpose the fallacy in the reasons advanced (by
the proponent). It may be contended that he is aware
of what constitutes a refutation when he has proved his
knowledge of the fault of redundani statement, But he
also proves ignorant of what is refutation because he has
shown his ignorance of the fallacious reason. In the circum-
s:anms, he cannot be supposed to have wvanquished the
proponent absolutely because he has proved his inability
to ward off the ignominy of defeat involved in the failure
to expose the defect present in that (argument of the pro-
ponent). It may be contended that the exposure of fallacies
of reason is superfluous for the opponent when he estalishes
his (title to) victory solely by the discovery of the fault
of superflous expression. But it is opeh to the objection how
.can the discovery of superfluous expression contribute tq
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his victory when his defeat is established on the ground of
his failure to discover the fallacy of the reason If yom
affirm that the victory of the opponent is established
when he discovers the superfluity of expression as well as
the fallacy of reason, then why should you suppose that
the assertion of concomitance in difference after the asser-
tion of concomitance in agreement, or the assertion of
the concomitance in agreement after the assertion of conco-
mitance in difference should be a ground of defeat ?
Moreover, (if knowledge and want of knowledge be the
criterion of victory and defeat as you assert, we da not
find any reason) how should the advocacy of the thesis
and the counter-thesis respectively by the proponent and
the opponent be exempted from the charge of futility,
particularly in view of the fact that there must be present
the knowledge or ighorance of the competency of the pro-
bans in one position or the other. It is not a fact
that the knowledge of the competency of a probans on
the part of one party or the ignorance «of the same) on
the part of the other party (which transpires) after the
examination of (the subject of dispute such, for instance,
as) the perishability or imperishability of word, does not
serve as the condition of victory or defeat. If, however,
both the proponent and the opponent be equally ignorant
of the competency of a probans, in that case on whose
behalf will victory or defeat be awarded, when there is .
no difference (between them) ? If you answer ‘‘on behalf
of neither” then it follows that the proponent who employg
a superfluous expression in the formulation of his arguthent
is judged to prove his ignorance of the competency of
his probans (supposed to be implied by his addition of
a superfluous condition), and the opponent who discovers
the fault of superfluous expression is judged to prove his
knowledge of this fault alone (and not the competency or
otherwise of the probans and hence in the circumstance
neither should be awarded victory or defeat. It does not
follow that the person who knows the demerit of anything
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should also know the merit of it. Thus, for instance, a
man who knows that a poisonous substance has fatal power
may happen to have no knowledge of its power to heal
leprosy. The conelusion irresistibly follows that victory
cannot be determined on the basis of knowledge of the
competency of the probans, nor defeat on the basis of lack
of such knowledge, inasmuch as (both the alternatives)
are exposed to the charges set forth above. But (the position
we maintain, viz.,) that victory accrues from the establish-
ment of one’s own position and defeat from the failure
to do sois free from all blemish, particularly in view of
the fact that it does not make the advocacy of a thesis and
its counter-thesis a futility. When, however, one party is
categorically and unmistakably {ound to establish his position
on some valid ground and the other party fails to establish
the position advocated by him, the (undesivable) issuc of
simultaneous victory or simultancous defeat of bhoth the
parties does not arise,

109, As regalds the explication of the phrase adogodbha-
vana given as follows : “If taken as a case of direct negation the
phrase adogodbhtvana means ‘negation of discovery of defect’
and if taken as a case of indirect negation it would mcan the
exposure of what is (not a real) but an apparent defect and of
other (inconsequential) defects’; both these cases are legitimate
occasions of censure of the opponent,” it (the aforesaid inter-
pretation) is accepted by us as appropriate provided the
proponent employs a syllogism free {rom fault and establi-
shes his position, and not otherwise. As for the defeat
involved in superfluous statement, it has already been
refuted by us. Just as the syllogism of five members
is considered to labour under the censure of superfluity,
so likewise it may be urged that the syllogism of three mem-
bers labours under the defect called ‘deficiency,’ inasmuch as
there is no ground for discrimination. It must be admitted
that all the five members baginning with thesis are necessary
conditions of inference and this will be in conformity with
the statement ““Thesis, reason, illustration, application and
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conclusion are the members of a syllogism® (NS, L 132)
The non-statement of any one of these (members) would
necessarily involve the defect called ‘deficiency’ and this is
in accordance with the statertent ‘“That which is devoid of
_any one (of the members) is ‘deficient’ » (NS, V.2.12). It
is established that there is no other ground for the adjudica-
tion of victory and otherwise (defeat) except the ground set
forth by us and further elaboration will be an unnecessary
prolixity. (XXXV).

110. This Debate which has already been spoken of as
resting on four factors is sometimes carried on through the
medium of epistles. Hence itis necessary that we should
state its definition in this connection, inasmuch as resort to
such (medium of debate) with its nature unknown cannot be
conducive to 'victory and also asit is not possible to pene-
trate into the contents of such an epistle sent by an oppo-
nent unless one is fully acquainted with its specific nature.



