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involving as it does the cessation of &Il “&GHVitY,
final release, which consists in separation from all things,
we loso much that is desirable,’ ¢ how can any intelligent
porson have any Jouging for Final Releaso, '(u vhich there
is neither pleasuro nor pain, nor any sensation at all #°

From the above detailed account of Wrong Cognition,
the Varftke has deduced tho defuition that ¢Wrong
Cognition is tho cognition of a thil& as what it is not,—
the apprehendmg of a thing wn what is not that thing,’
—Atasmin taditi jiinem. And this is lhe definition that
has been aceepted by all later logiweians.  Tho Patlvachinta-
mapi also ascepts the same definition, only expressing it in a
form moro in keeping with the procise termmology invented
by iwself. Tho defimtion as propounded by 1t is agmqﬁ:
aomrch g@e — when where thore is non-existenco of a
cortain thing, there is a cognilion qualified or objectified by
that thing, that cognition is wrony.” (Tat{rachinfamani p,
401)  In the proper style of the Neo-logician, this definition
is on p. 413 further improved into the claborate form—
QAT QIR S ATINIFAET ama, which,  trans.
latod literally, means— tho (fognition that has for its objec-
tivo countes part a thing that is not characterised by proper-
tios actually co-existont with itself ’—wlueh comos to the
same thing as € the cognition of a thing as what it is not.’

Tho Naiyiyiha viow is givon m elear great dota) in the
Nyayam iijari (pp. 180-83) :—

It has been beld by many philosophers that the Wrong
Cognition ¢ this is silver’ involvos tho direct apprehension of
e(his” and the remembrance of ¢silver ;” and the mistake lies
in theso not being properly diseriminated and heing allowed
to coalesce. 'This analysis of the cognition cannot he accept-
ed ; as, like Recognition, the cognition of silver 1 always
known as one ouly ; the cognition being in the form: ¢ This
substance that 1s lying heforo me, possessed of whiteness
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" brightness and such other propertios, is tho particular thing
called si-ver;’ and in this cognition tho silvor appears a:
somothing that 48 being known at tho time, and not a
somothing t}mh/has been known in the past; and in remem-
brance, tho object always appears as somcthing that hes
been known. So the notion of silver in tho case of the
wrong cognition of gjlver cannot be regarded as romem-
brance. Thon again, lio Mimamsaka regarding all cognitions
as solf-illamined,—how can he justify Lis regarding one part
of the cognition (o’ the wrong cognition of silver) as *direct
approehension,’” and another as ¢ romembranco’? It has been
held that the notion of ¢this’ in the cognition * this is silver’
is direct apprelionsion ; now let us consider what is it that,
really appears in the cognition of ‘this’®? If the ¢this’
hevein cognised i3 the piecce of shell along with all its
peculiaritios, thon "how could its porception, in any way
lead to the romembrancoe of silver? Mven if such remera-
branco wore possible through tho similarity of the
shell to tho silver, this could not account for that non-
discrimination, or idontification, of the two which we find
in tho cognition ¢ this is silvor ;* when wo sce a man, and are
reminded of another man resembling him, this docs not lead
us to identify tho two men, 'The only rational explanation

of tho eognition ¢ this is silver ’ is to regard it as due to the

rcmeu;%gnoe of tho parlicular thing silvor,—this remecm-
branae of tho thing, not beforo the eyes, being brought about
by the perception of properties common to the two things,
ag aided by tho avousing of tho impression of the other thing

(silver) loft on tho minl; houce tho ¢this’ refers not te

the shell, hut in a gencral way to the ¢ thing posscssed of

tha propertios of whitenoss and the rest ;* and through the
aforcsaid remembrance, this general thing, instead of hoing
particularicod s ¢sholl,’ comes to ho particulavised as ‘silver;
and it & beeawse the observer knows that he is actually appre-
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hending the silver that, heing desirous of having suver, nw
stoops to pick it up ; until he knows that what he is sce-
ing is actually silvor ho cannol stoop to pick it up. Ienco
it must bo admitted that in tho Wrong Cognitien, we have
the direct approhonsion of silver, and not only tho obliterat-
ion of the fact of its being only remembered. And the
dircct approhonsion of silver is brought about by the in-
strumentality of tho sense-organ, sotfar vitiated hy somo
defeet that it is incapablo of apprahemling at tho time
those peculiar featnres of the objeet that distinguish it
from othcr similar things, and apprehends only thoso
properties that aro common to both ; and this apprehon-
sion is furthor assisted by the remembrance, throngh
association, of tho featuros peeculiar to the other thing
(silver). Wheon we speak of tho organ being dofective in
this case, it is only in roference to tho true cognition ;
g0 far asthe hringing about of tho Wrong Cognition itself is
conceried, the organ is fully efficiont. Then again, wo aro
all agreod as to tho fact that tho wrong cognition ‘this is
silvor’ is sublated by tho subsoquont apprehension ‘this is
not silver’; and on being analysed this sublating ecognition
comes to mean this—¢ what T had seen was not silver’; and
this must mean that the silvor had been seen, and not only
remembered; a3 in tho latter case tho sublating cogmition
should have heon ¢what I had remembered is nob SilV{l.".

As regards the sabstratum of tho wrong cogui.t:ion of
silyer,—in tho first place, the silver itsclf may bo regarded
ay that substratum ; though tho silver is not present, yot
thero need be nothing objectionablo in rogardmg tho cog-
nition as having its substrato in tho silvor recalled to the
mind ; what has como to the mind can bo tho substratom of
cognition, which is & mental process. In caso this ho not
accoptable, wo can havo as substratum tho shell, which has its
own form obscured, and has taken for tho nonco tho form of
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tho other thing (silver). Theso two views are only teutatively
put forward; the real viow held by the Logicinn is that tho
substratum consists only of the ontity that is vaguoly known
at the time gs ‘this objoct,” without its peculiarities being
definitely ascortainod.

According to the Vadanta, (Viv. I. Th, 1,p. 283) tho
ohject of the Wrong Gugmition is tho extornal (his-clement
of the Shell. ¢

The Yoyasﬂh-:‘ aceepts the Nuaiydiyiha view of Wrong
Cognition, It defines Fiparyuya, or Wrong Cognition, as
‘a notion which ande inw form  which 1s not that of its
objact’ (I—8);and the Bhajueritli adds =it isa notion of some-
thing i respect of which 1t veally isnot,” “aluthablaleths
talha ufpadyaminam,” —which com < {o tho ame 1hing as
tho “afasmin tadili,” >f tho Ny wnravlika.

It has heen held that, the wrong cogmtion is sublated
by a subsepuent right cogmtion, What is the natore of
of this “sublation” 2 What is meant by a cognition Leing
csublatel” ¥ This means that the eogmiion is herctt or
deprived of its objeetive (Ny& many p. 186); that i to say,
tite object apprehended by the cogmtion hecomes depierved
ol its appreheadednesss that s, it s wade known that the
appre hestded 102 was  uwmweal,  Tho sublating  cogmtion
appears in the form ¢ What T had, on the  former oceasion,
appn-]wud(-d as silver was nol, silyver, but soncething clse,’—
wloel wmeans that the apprehondedness of the silver was
not true. Another explanation of ‘sublation’ suggestod i
tho being deprived of its fruit; the fruit of the cognition
of a thing consists inils bemyg acquired or discarded; in
the vase of the wrong coguition of silver, whon the result-
ant acquiring comes, it is found not {o pertain to siler; wo
that the eogmition of silver becomos deprivod of its fimit.
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As Dream is only one of tho many kinds of Wrong Cog-
nition, this is the best placo for enquiring into the acconnt
given by Indian philosophersof the oxact characterof Dreams.

Tho Védanta view of Dreams, and of their differcnce
from ordinary Wrong Cogmtion, is thus bricfly explained by
Vidyaranya (Viv. pra. san,, 1. Th. I, p. 233 &e.):—

‘In the waking statc the contact of the sense-organ
with tho exterual objeet produces a modification of tho
internal organ which has for its object tho external this-
oloment of tho shell and tho like; for the internal organ
has no independent energy outside the hody. In dreams
on the other hand, the internal organ,—which, within the
body, is independent—may function on 1ts  own account
and 1 not, therctove, dependent on contact with external
objects  Tho third ewse—piz.  the  wmodification of the
wternal ovgan—is thus present in dicams no less than in
tho waking stato.  The substrate also is i both cases the
game —vi.. Conseiousness cireumseribed by the modification
of the mtornal orzan. The difference however is that in
tho caso of the ordmary waking Wrong Coguition, the shell
and thy this-aspect are what bring ahout the comtact of
the senserorgan......Tho two cases thovefors stand as fol-
lows:—In tho wakinz state, that Nescience—which has Tor
its substrate Consciousuess, as mamfested by that modifica-
tion of the internal organ which is deo to the codact of
the sense-orzan and objeet, and as defined by tho this-
oloment of the shoell,—illusorily projects itself in the form
of silver ; analogously, in the stato of dream, there is con-
?cerned that Nescience, which has for its substeate Cons-
ciousncss as defined or circumseribed by a certain modi-
fication of the internal organ—wlich modification originates
within the body (independently of external objects) and
is inflacnced by the defeet of drowsiness and the liko;—
this Noscience, being at the samo tume assisted by tho mental
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improssions left hchind by previous perceptions—which,
at tho timo are revived by tho Unseon Principlo—, illu-
sorily projocts itself in the form of tho world of things that
aro seon by tho droaming porson.

Tho Mimamsaka view of Dreams has alroady been
explained above.

The Vaish@sika Prashastapida-Bhasya provides tho
following account of Dreams.

Tho mind having ' retired within the trans-organic
regions of the Souly and theroby tho functioning of the
songe-organs having ceased, by reason of drowsiness, which
is brought about by the contact of the Soul with tho Mind,
and by reason also of the impressions of previous percep-
tions, thoro appear cognitions in the form of Porcoption;
and it is this pseudo-percoption duaring sloep that is known as
¢ Droam’. Dreams havo beon divided into throo classes—(1)
thoso caused by the forco of the oxtra-vivid improssions loft
by previous perecptions ; when, for instance, a banker dreams
of his money ;—'2) those dne to the derangoment of tho
bodily humours ; as, when, oun account of the wind-humour
being excessive, one dreams of flying in the sky;—(3)
those duo entircly to tho Unscen Agoney of tho porson’s merit
and demorib; e.9. whon ono dreams of riding an clephant
and such other things as arc regardod to ba indicativo of good

or ovil to-zomo.
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Wo have dealt with the first two kinds of Direct Ap-
prohension—Right Cognition and Wrong Cognition. We now
tako up tho third kind, Doubtful Coguition. Doubt, as
forming tho basis of all Discnssion, is the third item in
Gautama’s schemo ; and as such its treatment should, in the
ordinary course, have como after the Objects of Cognition
had beon doalt with ; but we may deal with it hero; as after
all, Doubt is only a form of Cognition.

The Nyaya-Sitra (1-1-23) defines Doubt as ‘that wavering
judgment in which definite cognition of the specific character
of any ono object is wanting, and which arises—(a) cither
from the coguition of properties common to the objects con-
cerned, (b) or from the cognition of properties that serve to
digtinguish an object from diverso homogencous and hetero-
gencous objects ; and (¢) from the presenco of contradictory
opiniong; and the appearing of such wavering judgmonts is due
Lo tue uncertainty attaching to perecptions and non-per-
ceptions’.

The Blisya supplies tho following explanation :—(a) The
first kind of Doubt is that which arises from the cognition of
properties common to two things—e. g. when, in a certain
object secn by us wo wre coguisant of only such properties
as aro common to two things—us for instance, of tho-juality
of talluess only —and we do not perceivo any qualitics that
would help us in delermining if what we see is a man or a
pillar,—there arises in our mind the wavoring judgment—
+May this bo a man or a pillar ?°. (b) Tho second kind is that
which arises from tho cognition of properties that serve to
distinguish an object from diverso (homogencons and hetero-
gencous) objects. E. g. in the caso of many objects
wo find that their special propertics distingnish them from
homogeneous as well as heterogoneous objects ; for instance,
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the carth is distinguished by the property of odorousnoess ; and
this distinguishos it from Water, Firo, &e., which are homo-
geneous Lo it, as being ¢ Substance ’,—as also from such hetoro-
gonoous things as detim and the rest ; henco even when
we porceive ouly odorousness in a clod of earth,—and do
not perceive those other wider qualities which mark it as
Substance—weo aro in doubt as to whether it is a Subs-
tance or an Aelion.  (e) The third kiud of Doubt ariscs from
tho presence of contradiction ; /, e. from thoe presence of oppo-
site statements about an objeet ; e. g. one philosophy asscrts
that Soul eaists, while another holds that there is no such
thing a3 Soul ; 30 long as we do not find any reasons helping
us to determine in favour of either of the two alternatives,
we have a doubt on the point. Doubt is due to
the uncertainty of pervceptiong as when we know that there
has been perception of water where water was actoally present ;
as in the lake ; and there has been perception of water also
where water was not present ; asin the mnwage ; so, whenever
we have pereoption of water, there is always an uncertainty
as to whether there is water or sometling clse appearing like
wator. Doubt, iy also due to the uncertainty
attaching to nom-perception : Seeing that the water in tho
roots and branches of trees, though prescut, is not perceived,—
even when we do notsce water in a certain place, we are in
doubt as’to whether water is actually absent or not.
(Vi. Buxi,, pp. 81—35.)

The abovestatomont of the Bhasyahasbeon taken tomean
that thore arce five kinds of doubt. For instance, the Nydyamaifi-
jari (p. 562) says g vgfrn: waE=A GARr gEE Qi Bat the
Vartika and the ‘| @tparya both hold to the three-fold division
of Doubt, as detailed under (a), (b) and (c), the first three ex-
plained above ; and tho subsequent phrase is regarded as
affording an explanation applicable to all Doubts; and the Tat-
parya says that the five-fold division should be discarded. Nor
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is thero anything definite in the Bhiasya itself to justify the
five-fold division ; though such a division appearsto be
implied by the way in which the Bhasya has explained the
Sttra,

The above Explanation of Doubt has heen accopted by
the modern Naiyiyika. Says the Tarkadhisa (pp. 63-64,
Indian Thought II, pp. 103-104)—

' When with reference to ene and the same object there
ariso ideas of two mutually contradictory things, it is what
is called ¢ Doubt ’. It 18 of three kinds—(1) Arising from
the non-perecption of thie dilferenco hetween two thiugs, and
tho pereeption of only their simlarities; (2) arising from
difference of opinons ; and (3) arising from the perception
of a property that is poeuliar to the thingconcerned, (1) As an
instanco of Doubt arising from tho perception of similarities,
and non-perception of differences, wo have tho doubt as to
the ohject seen heing ‘aman or a post’; in this case, with
roference to the object seen, when the observer fails to per-
coivo eithor the presence of crooked crevices, which would
lead to its being defivitely recognised as tho post, or the
proesenco of hands, head and other limbs, which would indicate
it definitcly to he a man,—and he perceives only the tallness
and such othor propertics common to tho man and tho post™
he has the doubt in tho form ¢ is this a post or a man ?* 2)
Tho second kind of doubt is that which is duo to thero. being
differencos of opinion, and the distinctivo [eatures not being
perceivod ; e. 9. the doubt asto words being eternal or non-
etornal, Somo philosoplors hold that words aro eternal,
tvhile others regard it as not-eternal ; and tho impartial man
who bocomos apprised of this diffcronce of opinion, and docs
not himself notico any such features in Words as would point
definitely one way or the other, has the doubt—*is Word ctor-
nal or non-eternal ?’ (8) The third form of Doubt is
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that whichis duo to the porception of a property that is peculiar
to tho thing in question only ; e. g. whon one perceivos the pre-
senco of odour in a clod of earth,—which is a property pocul-
iar to earth only, which does not indicate either its eternality
nor non-eternality—and ho does not notice any other pro-
perty favouring cither cternality or non-cternality, there a-
rises in his mind a doubt as to carth being etornal or non-
eternal ; the doubt appearing in the form—*Is the Earth eter-
nal, because possessed of tho quality of odour whichis not
present in many non-cternal sabstances, like a pioce of ico
and such othor aquoous products ¥ Or is it non-otornal, be-
cause possessed of tho guality of odour which is present in
many non-oternal substances, liko the jar and other things ?’

Tho Nytiyamaiijari, p. ba6, notices another explanation of
tho Sutra by which Doubt is defined simply as ¢ wavering
judgment’, or as ¢ wavering judgment duo to the perception
of similaritics *; and the rest of the Suilra is regarded as prre-
ly explanatory.

Tho Vaishesikas divide Cognition into two clagses—Know-
ledge and Ignoranco. Under Ignoranco they have,—(1) Doubt,
(in tho form * is the thing I perceive this or that?’),—(2) Wrong
Cognition (when athing is known ag whatit is not),—(3) Uncer-
tain Cognition (in tho form ¢ what may this be? ’),—(4) and
Dream. Undor Kunowledge they havo Pereeption, Tnference, Ro-
membrance and Intuition, (Prashastapada, under * Buddhi.’)

¢ The Mimamsaka view is as follows—

¢ As regards Doubtfnl Cognitions—e. g’ is this a pillar
or a man ?’—what is actually porceived is some object
ondowed with the quality of tallness ; and this is quite valid
so far. This perception of tallness then brings to tho mind of
the observer a numher of fall things, tho pillar, tho man,
the treo, and so forth ; then it is that thero comes the doubt
as to whother the objoct before the cyes is this or that partic-
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ular fall thing, 'Thus in all douhtful cognitions there are two
remembrancos involved ; thero is not only vae act of appre-
hension’. (Prabha. Mima. p. 32.)

CIIAPTER V.

REMEMBRANCE.

Wo havo dealt with Right Cognition, Wrong Cognition
aud Doubtful Cognition, which aro the threo kinds of Dircct
Apprchension or dnubhava, the first kind of Cognition. We
now proceed to deal with tho second kind of Cognition,
Smarana, as distinguished [rom Direct Apprehensiou.

In the course of argument in favour of the view
that all cognitions bolong to the Soal, tho Bhasya (pp. 177-
78) says—

¢ Remombranco i3 the cognizance by a man of what has
beon cognised heforo by tho same man; the cognitive agent he-
ing tho same in hoth cases ; which shows that ono to whom
cognitions—Direet Apprehensionaswell ax Romembranco—be-
long wuss he a lasting entity, and not anything cphemeral or
transiont, The entity to whom Remembranco belongs must
bo the samo to whom the omginal cognition of the thing
belonged.’ N

The carliest definition of Remembranco that we have
found is that snpplicd by Patafijal in his Yogasiitra, where
under Satra 1-11, we find Remembrance defined as—*‘the non-
rolinquishment of an object that has been cognised * ;—* non-
relinquishment * boing explained as ¢ not allowing to escape

Jfrom our mind an object which has once been cognised
through tho propor means of knowledge’ (Bhojavritti);
and tho psychology of Romombravco is thus explained
by Vyasa in his Bhasyn on this Satita-—* The cognition,
coloured by tho cogunised objoct, and as such manifesting
or illuminating the forms of both (tho object as well as the
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cognition), produces an improssion of the samo charactor ;
and this impression, heing of the samo formasits cause, brings
about a rocollection, a re-cognizance, which also partakos
of the same character,’ On this the Vachaspaiya
notes—*The definition of Remembrance thus comes to ho
this, that, it is that function (of tho Mind) which has for its
objoct something that has already hoon the object of n previ-
ous function ; and this is tho non-relinguishment of the object
spoken of intho Safra.’ The Bhisya procceds—* This Re-
mombrance is two-fold :—one in which the object remember-
ed is purely imaginary, and the othor in which the object is
not imaginary ; tho former we have during droams, and the
lattor in the ordinary waking stato ’.

In the Tarkabhasia (p. 61) wo read that Remembrance
is of two kinds, Right and Wrong ; according as it is, or it is
not, in consonance with thercal character of tho objoet romom-
bered ; both those kinds appoar during tho waking stote;
and during Droams tho element of Remembrance present is
always of tho wrong kind, not nccessarily hocanso tho object
drcamt of does not oxist in reality (as very often the
things we dream of really oxist), but beeause, not being
actually in contact with any means of direct cognition, thoe
object, during a dream, should bo known as ¢ that ’, some-
thing not before the eyes; while, as a mattor of fact, it ig
known as ‘this’; and it iy in this that tho wrongness of the
Remembranco lies.

Gautama's Stira 3. 2. 43- (4, aflords material for anin-
toresting study of the psychology of Memory and of the
association of ideas in gencral. In this Sutra Gautama
enumerates tho various causes that Jead to tho Remembrance
of things, and form the basis of Memory : —

(1) Attontiveness—fixing the mind on what is to be re-
membored ; —(2) Association—{ixing some councction among

diverse things, whoreby they may help the remcmbrance of
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one another ; or fixing of them in the mind ;—(3) the Faculty
of Momory acquired by froqnent vepetition ;— (4) Correlated
Indicativos—things relaled either by contact, as smoke indi-
cates fire, or hy inhercuce in a common substratum; as the
handsor thefeet ; or by contradiction; as what exists brings to
mind what does not cxist ;—(5) Charactoristic features,—e, g.
the features of tho animul brings to mind tho entire
species to which the animul belongs ;—(6) Similarity,—e. g.
tho picturo rominds us of the origmal ;—(7) Possession—as
whero the possessor of a horse remindsus of the horse ;—(8)
Supporting—us when tho mastor romiuds us of the servant;—
(9) Being supported—as when tho servant reminds us of tho
master ;—(10) Relationslup—as when the pupil reminds us
of the teacher ;—(11) Secuence—when in the details of a
performance, the performance of ono item reminds us of the
item that follows it ;—(12) Separation—when two separated
lovers aro reminded of each other ;—(13) Identity of work or
function—whon ono bricklayer remiuds us of another of the
same tirade ;—(11)Eamity—when of two competitors the
sight of one brings the other to tho mind ;—(15) Excess—ro-
minds us of what brings about the excess ;—(16) Atthinment—
one often remembers what he has to acquire ;—-(17) Conceal-
ment—when the case of a cocoon reminds us of the insect
that has gone out of it;—I18)Pleaguro and Pain,—bring “to
mind what causes thewm ;—(19) Desiro and Avorsion—remind
us of their objects ;—(20) Fear—brings to mmd the source
of fear ;—(21) Longing—is tho cause of tho remombrance of
what is desired ;—(22) Action or Profossion—ay the sight of
tho chariot reminds us of the carpenter who made it ;—(23)
‘Lovo—reminds us of the hbeloved ;—(21) Merit—brings
the momory of past lives, and also that keenness of memory
which helpsin study, &ec.;—(23) Domeorit—puts us in mind
of unthought of sources of pain and suffering. This list is
not meant to bo oxhausiive; it is puroly suggestive. In
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short, what brings about Remembranco is that faculty which
is brought into existeneo by coguitions; and Remembranco
i§ not the diroct result of cognitions,

The Tarkabhasi also says that tho Faculty of Bhavana
is produced by Direct: Apprehension, and, in its turn, produces
Romombrance ; but only when it is energised by the presenco of
accessory aids in thoshape of the Percoption of similar things
Unsoen Ageney, Constant Thought (and the rest, cnumerated
in tho aforesaid Siitra).

According to Vaishésika-Sutra 9-2-6.  Roemembranco 1»
brought about by the contaet of the Soul with tho Mind and
by impression. On wluch the Upaskidra romarks— 1lu
remombranco the particular Mmd-Soul contact is tho non-
material (indirect) cause; the impression i3 the cfficient
(direct) cause ; and the Sounl the material cause; ani the
Prashastapada-Bhrisya—¢ Remembrance  of  past thing» is
brought, about by a particular kind of Mmd-Soul coutact
due to the pereeption of indicative signs, or to desive, or to
subsidiary vowmembrance ; also by impression or facully caused
by impressivo cogmtions, or by ropoatod eoguiions or by
attentive cogaitions ;—and this Remembrance appears with
regard to things percoived, or heard of, or otherwiso divectly
apprehended. "

The Mimamsakas, agrecing with tho above view, have
held that Remembrance 18 produced only by tho improssious
loft by apreviouscognition. (Prabha. Mina. p. 19).

*Tho modern Naiyayika also lays stress upon the only ;
as they Lold that without this qualiication, the definitiod
would apply to Recogmtion, which also is produced by im-
pressions left by previous cogmtions. The older Naiydyikas
do not. insist on this qualification ; for they hold that Recog-
nition is not brought about &y impression, but by the remem~
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Lrance of the character of the thing perccived. The moderns
regard Recognitionas brought about by the eye that percoives

tho thing, as aided by the impression left of its previous
cognition,

Tho Mahdhvas hold that Remembranco is brought about
diroetly by tho Mind, andnot hy impressions ; and the Tm-
prossion or Fuculty is nothing upart from the contact of the
Mind with the ohject.

Tho vory fact of Remembrance forming a class apart from
Dircct Apprchension or Anubhave (of which latter Right
Cognition is a sub-class) shows that the former 13 not Right
Cognition or Prami. Says the Prabhakare :—

‘Remembrance is not valid, inasmuch as it stands in
nvod of a previous cogwmtion, howg, asib i8, a cognition pro-
duced only by the impressions left by # provious cognition.’

That is to say, Rememhranco cannot bo regarded as valid,
because it bears upon its object, not dircetly, but only indirect-
1y, throngh the ageney of provious cognitions ; (Prabha. Mima.
pp. 19-20)—and Valid Coguition is alwuys direet.

Tho Vaishtsikas make Remembrance as valid as Pereep-
tion and Tnfercuce ; distinguishing it entirely from Ignoranto
of all kinds.

The Vedantic idea of Romembranco is thus put forth in
tho Zivaranaprameyasaiigrahe (Toxt, p. 253).

¢ Remembrance is that conception which is dependont
Pntirely on the encrgising of the impressions of the thing ; and
it nover doparts fromthe thing proviwously perceived; and it
never affects any chaugey in the charncter of tho thing. Tt is
entirely independent of the maw’s will; often appearing in
spito of his dosire not to remember the thing, and uot appear-
ing when he scoks for it cagerly.’
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Soby this explanation thore is nothing inhorently invalid
in Remembranco.

Wo have seon above that in defining Remembrance
the Logician, ancient as as well as modern, has drawn a distine-
tion between Remembrance and Rocognition :—

The definition of Recognition given by Udayanachirya
in his Laksandvali is that it is that knowledgo which is
brought about by Impressions as aided hy tho sense-organs.

Before proceeding to explain in detail what Recognition
is, we shall pauso a httle over the argument that the Banddha
Idealist puts torward against the wholo idea of Recogni-
tion. Theso argnments will alzo serve the purpose of show-
ing the difforent viows that havo been hol? with regard to
Recognition.

The Bauddha insists on demolishing Reeognition, as
Recognition strikes at the root of the pet theory of the Baud-
dha that cverything has ouly a momentary cxistence.
The Bauddba position has been put forward in tho Nyaya-
maiijors (Lowt, pp. £03-57). 1ty be summoed up as fol-
lows :—

Recogrition is said to Do in the form ‘this is that same
jng' 5 now, does this involvo ono eognition, ov a combination of
two coguitions, or a direct apprehension aud another a remem-
braaco ? 1fit is one, then it hecomes necossary to examine tho
nature of the instrumentality that leads to it, 'Tho sense-organ
can not bring ahout such a cognition ; as no organ isin con-
tact with the ‘that’-olement of tho cognition ; nor could it be
due to improssions alone, a3 no improssion can operato upon
tho ‘thiv’-olement ; nor ¢wn the coguitisn be said to bobrought
about conjointly by the senso-organ and the impression ; as in
all cases, theso two aro found to oparato soparately, and never
jointly ; impression always leads to romombranco, and the
sensc-organ to direct apprehension ; and there is no single
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1IT.
Dereeption Defined.
Bugisva (p. 11, 1.10),

Of the Instruments of Right Cognition enumerated above

tho author proceods to supply definitions—
Sttfra (+)

Sense-pereeplion is that cognition—(a) whick is produced
by the contact of the object with the sease-organ,—(b) which is
wot capressible (by w rds)—{c) whick is wol erroncous,~—(d) and
which 18 well-dr fined.

Busva (p.11, 1,13 fo p. 16, 1. 10.)

(@) That cogmition which is produced by the contact
of the sensc-organ with tho objest cognised ix  Svuse-poreep-
tion.

An ohjection is raised aguinst this :(—* [F such is the
definition of - Nense-perecption, then it 1s not right to hold
(as the Logician does) that (m all Pereeptions) the Sonl iy
in contact with the Mind, tho Mind with the sense-organ,
and the sense-organ with the cogmsed objeel ;| because tho
Sugra lays down only the coutact of the sensc-organ with
the object as the neeessary condition of Perception |,”

Our answer is that the declaration in tlus S@itra is not
meant to be an exhaustive enumeration of all the factors
that onter into the cause of Sense-perception : it does not
mean that what is here mentioned is the only canse of Sense-
pereeption ; all that it does is to mdieate that Tuctor wlieh
pertaing  to Sense-perception  exclusively, and which dis-
tinguishes it from all other forms of cogmtion ; and it omits
to meution the other factors (¢. g. the contact of the Soul
with the Mind, and so on), not beeanse these agencies aro
not preseunt m Senge-percoption, but because they are com-
mon to Tnference and other forns of cognition also.

“ Kven so, it should be necessary to mention tho contact

5]’ tho mind with tho sense-organ [which is a factor that is

present  in Soense-percoption only, aund in no other form of
coguition].”

*Tho conluct of the mind with the sense-srgan is not men-

tioned in the S&fra hecause when Pereeptional Cognition

*The Farfeha supplies two exphnations of tus sentenge — (1) The Vind ore 1a
contact inas goold w distinetive featme of Perception as (he organ-object contat
~tlns w what 13 meant by ¢ gemanateat * ,but the St docs nol make it it b
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ig distinguished from other forms of cognition, that contact
is as good a distinctive feature of it as the coniact of the
sense-organ with the cognised object [consequently when one
bhas boen mentioned, there is no need for tho mention of
other conditions, as tho Siitra is not moeant to contain an ex-
haustive enumeration of all the distinctive features of Per-
ception].

(0) *[Some pcople have held the view that thoro is no
such porception as is ontirely free from vorbal representa-
tion ; this view may be briefly put as follows]:—* As many
things there are, so many also are tho namces or words ex-
pressive of thom ; and through these names, the things come

ness to poing out all its distinetive features ; one is guite cnough?o— Mifferentiate it from
all other forms of cognition,  The meaning of the sentence would, iu this case, bo
as presented i the trauslation,

(2) The sccond explanation i, 1hat the Siitra mentions only the organ-object con-
tact becanwethis forms the distmetive featuic of every individual perception ;when one
perception differs from another, s difference dues not conmst in mnd-organ conlact ;
foc. wdividual perceptionn are never spoken of i {erms of mmd-organ contact.
In this latter caso iy bflicult to explun the word * samanalrdt ’, the explenation
given by the Vartika (sce helow) being forced  The T fekadoes not pronounce itself
in favom of nny one of the two mterpretatious ;in the concluding stutement (sce
below) it mentions both.

It iy remarkable that the Tatparya notices the latter interpretation ouly.

o4 Every object has a name , there i nothing that in devoid of name , this es,
tablishes the wdentity of the thng with its name , whenever a thing 18 cognised, it
ig. cognised, ay bewing 1t name ; the name is not the meann by which the object
ia known 3 ay the object—caow—uhen percened wpercenyed as * this is cow ', where
there 1w a distinet  co-ordinion betwoen the thes and the cow, hoth of which are in
the same caso ; thus thugs bang identical with their names, the pereeption of things
must voh e the perception of tie name also, hienee there can be no perception
devoid of verbal espression” =T tparya.

Thetranslation hasfollowed the imterpretation of the Tatparye. Thisinterpretation
of the Bhasya however appeary to be a hitlo forced , the Tatpa, ya found it necessary
to haverecourse to it, and explun the wod ¢ Shaluda * not as * verbal * (its ordinnr‘\
sigwbieation), hat as ¢ puned by the word or name', as it coull not accept
the view that cogmtion of the thing as bearing a nawe—e e. the Savikalpaka cogni-
tion—is not included under ¢ Sense-pereeption’, The reader 1s referred to its re-
marks in connectivn with the word ¢ vyarvas@yigmakam ', below.

1t rpprars much simpler to take the Bhdsya as meaning that whenever tho cogni-
tion of & thiug ¢ involves its name, 1t cannot bo regarded as Sensuous, being as it is
terb+l ; and 1t is with a view to exclude snch verbal cognition (which includes Savi-
Lulpaka coguition also) tiiat the Stutra has added the epithet—*which is not expressibla
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to be cognised as identical with, inseparable from, tho words ;
and it is on such cognition that all usage is based ; that is
to say, every cognition of objects that 13 produced by tho
contact of tho sensc-organ with the objoect is in tho form of
¢ colour,’ or ¢ taste ’, and so forth ; and all theso words—
¢ colour’ ¢t{asto’ and tho rest—arc names of objects ;—by
which names the coguition is oxpressod in such words as—
¢ such and such a person cognises tho thing as colonr ’, *such
and such cognisesit as twsto ’, and so on ; and that which is
thus expressod by means of names, must bo mseparablo from,
always accompanicd by, words; [whenco it follows that
thero is no Sonso-cognition that is froe from verbal rep-
rosentation. ]"’

It is in view ol tho above position that the anthor has
added the qualification that the cognition should be ¢ not
expressible by words.”  In a case where the rolation of the obha
jeet with a word is not known [ 4. e. when wo do not know
tho name of the object that wo porceive], tho apprehension
of tho objoct that thoroe is is certainly nevoer spoken of by
means of any name *; and even when thoe relation is known,
it is known in tho form that ‘ such is the name of the thing
I perccivo ’ (where tho two aro emtirely distinet, and not
identical). t Kvon when the fact that ¢ such is tho name of
the thing " is known, what happens is that this (notion of the
name) is an additional factor suporadded on to the appre-
hension, of tho thing,—this apprchension, by itself, romaming
ag before (entircly independent of theidea of the viune). | Whero
the use of the nane comes in, is in the communicating of tho

by wordy'. It has to be adnutted however that this explanation would mili-
tato againnt the aceepled Logienns view that Senre-perceptun i3 of two  kinds
Surkalpake wnd Niredkalpaha, It 1s for s reason that we have adopted 1w the
translation the inter otation of the Tatparya, which also appears to have the suppoit
of the V@1 ¢eka, which latler however 18 not quite explieit on the point.

°The reading in the text givos no senve , an wddinonal ¢ ua * being necessary,
Such is the reaiing adopted by the Tagparya and translated here,

+The tiauslation follows the reading ol the punted teat,  But the Tt parya
roads ¢ navighisyaté ’, which 1eading 1s belter ; the meaning of the wentence in that
casc would bo that * Even where 1ts name 13 kuown, the cogmtion of the thing
itself does not differ fiom  that cognition of 1t which we have where (s name 1s not
koown *.  The reading of the ¢ Pandit * eition is ¢ arghajiiananna vishiyyate.
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approhension to others]. *So long as thero is no name or
appollation or vorbal expression for the cogmition of tho object
it canuot bo comprohended by others, and thereby pub to any
practicul use, beeause wlat 13 not comprehended cannot serve
any practical purpose (such, for instanco, as being comrunica-
ted to others, and othorwise mado use of).

416 is for these reasons [i.e. beeauso the thing cognised is
something diffsvent, from its name | that whenovor tho  cogni-
tion of things s spoken of by means of names, these names
aro always accompanied by the word  “as? (¢ it °),—the
form in which the cognition 14 expressed bing ¢ the thma s
cognised as colour *, “1t is comniscil as taste ?, and so forth.

For theso reasons weconchule that the name is not (ne-
ceasarily present and) operative at thy time that the appre-
henswon of the thing takes plaes 5 it hecomes operative (and
useful) only at the time ot its hemg spokew of, or comnumnicat-
wld o obh e persona. Thaupshot ol L this is that the appre-
hension of things, produced hy the contact of the scnse-organ
with them, 18 not serbel —i. o, it is entively free from all ver-
bal representation.

$(e) Daving the summer it often happensthat the sun’s rays
beeomo mixed up with the heat-rays radated from the carth’s
surface;and the two together, fhekering ata distanco, come into
con*act with the eye of tho obscrver, who appreliends them as
wator ; now it the definition of Seusc-pereeption consisted of
only two terms—* that whieh i prodaced by the sense-object,
contact * and ¢ that which is not representable by words —
then Lho apprehiension of water under the above eircumstances
would have to be regarded as ¢ Sense-pereeption ’. With
o view to guard against this contingency, the author has add-
ed the further ¢uahfieation that the cognition should bo
nol erroncons.  That cognition is erroncous, in which the
thing is apprehended as what it is not; while when a thing
is perceived as whab it is, tho Perception is not erroncous.

The sentence given i the toot-note wcahieg s absolntely necessary 5 as withont ¢
that the centenee in the tesd, stauding by atself, aives nacense, The Tatparye also
accepts the rewdieg of the foot note | and 5o does the * Pandit, * edition,

+ llere alwo the reading o defective ; that noted i the footnote being  the
conted ! reuding, aeeepted also by the T@lpn ya

3 Uhe il tion * ar yhale hiri s necessary i the ease ol Pereeption only ;
as 1 Jiecan ot other forms ol knowledee, the ersoneonsuess Ties m the Perecption
apon vl bovery one ~f thew 14, moone way o the other otha, Dasedj—says the

Tut varya
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() When tho man observes from a distance, and sees
(somethiug rising from the carth), the cognition that he las
i3 in the (doubLful) form—'this is smoke, or this is dust’ ; in-
asmuch as this doubtful cognition is also produced by the con-
tact of the sensz-organ with the objeet, it would have to be re-
earded as Sense-perception, if ths were defined sunply as ‘that
which is produced by the contact of the sensc-organ with
the object.’  With & view to guard against this, the author
has added the further qualification that the cognition  should
be weil-defined *

1t will not he right to urge that —*all doubl/vl cognition is
are produced by tho contuct of the Soul with the Mind [and not
by the contact of the scuse-organ with the object] ; so that
the doubtful coguition would be precluded by the first word
of the definition ; and for the exclusion of such cogmtion it
would not be necessary to have a further quahfication
heeause as a matter of fact, it is whon one sees the ohject
with his eyes [when thereis contact of the objeet with tho
eye] that ho has a donbtful cogmtion with regard to it [in
the form—¢ this object that J see 1s this smoke or dust) 5§
then again, just asin all eases of Peiception, when a man
apprehends the objeet with his sense-organ, he percoives it
also with hus mind, so also when he has the doubtful cognition
of a thing through his sense-organ, ho has the same cognition
thiough Lis mind also [which sbows that in such cases tho
doubtlul cognition, though brought about by tho mind, is de-

< The Tafparya, anxions to mdude the sackalpake Perception andar the duti-
tion contamed 1 the Sitra, temaks thar donbtial cogmtion s alicaly  excluded
by the qualibcation ¢ not enoneons *, os that cognition 1lso1s eroneous | conse-
quently we must tahe the quabfication © well delmed ™ as meant to mclude the S
halpaka cogmition 3 so that the plnase * not expressible by wonds " applies to the Ne-
rehalpnla o1 non determimate or abstiact eogmtion , wid the werd *woll-duled * ap-
plies to the Seecekalpula, detenmimate o conarete coznition The Tatparya
jushies its mtetpretation by the remark that the Bhayye and Tarteda have omuted to
w_make mention of this Determinate Peresption heeane it 1s too plain to need any ex-
lanation 5 and (hat (& has put forward sty iterpratation, aceordng to the view tahen
by Terlochaua Gurne Aecording to the BA tspe and Uarfeha the Dotennmate Coguation
would not be Pereeption, the entite detimtion bung apphicble to Nonadutenmmate
Pereeption only. Tt would seem that the Bauddia deimtion of Peeeption as Kalpani-
poham—abhrintam—were a e vandomg of Vitsyayana’s view. The Vataha also
when actuting the Banddha depinition, diveetsits attwk only to the presence of the
word ‘Kalpana'.
T Wiueh shows that ell doubtful cognitions a1e not ndependent of sense-ope-
ration , even though there are somo that are due to the operation of the Mind alone
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pendent upon a sense-operation] ; and it is this latter kind of
coguition which is brought about by the mind through the
agency of the organ,—and which has this additional qualifica-
tion fover the doubtful cognition, produced by the mind alone
by its contact with the Soul}—which is meant to be referred
to here hy tho name ¢ doubtful ’; and not tho former kind of
doubtful cognition [mentioned by the opponent, as that which
is brought about by the contact of the Soul with the mind
independently of the operation of tho senses].* Thus
thon in reality, in all cases of Sense-perception, the sense-
organ of the percciver is invariubly operative ; and the ope-
ration of the Mind comes in only subsequently, for purposes
of the representative cogunition (which recalls the third cog-
nition previously got at through the sonses) ; that this is so
is proved by the fact that thore is no representative eog-
nition for those whose Sense-organs have porished. [And just
as in tho case of representative cognitions which are directly
due to the Mind-operation, sensc-operation is nccessary, so in
the case of doubiful cognitions also, which are due directly to
Mind-operations, the operation of tho sense-organ is
nocessary .

The Opponent raises another objection against the de-
finition :—* It is necessary ", he urges, * to supply a defini-
tion of Perception that should be applicable to the ¥ (cognition
of) the Soul and (that of) pleasure, &c ; hecause the cognition
of these is not produced by the contact of the sense-organ with
the object ; |and hence the definition given in the S#fra can-
nqt apply to it]”. Our reply is that the Mind
[by whose contact the cognition of the Soul, pleasure,
&c., is produced] is as good a ‘sensc-organ’ as the
Eye, &c., and the reason why the Mind is mentioned
in the Sutra, apart from tho ‘Sense-organs’ enumeratod
(in Sa. 1. 1. 12,) lies in tho fact that there are certain marked
differonces in the character of the Mind and the other scnse-
organs [and not bocause the Mind is not a sense-organ ;
these difforences aro the following : all theother ‘senso-organs'y
(a) are composed of material or elemental substances,—(b

* Thus there beng many doubiful coguitic ng brought about by the contact of
the sense-organ with the object, a fnrther qualification was neccseary for the ex-
clusion of those.

+ ¢ Atman’ and * sukhadi ' must bo taken an equivalent to * @¢majadna’ and ‘su-
khiduiing' accordmg to what the Vargika says. Pleasute way be produced by sensa-
object coulact ,hat it cannot be called ¢ Perception ’, 1t 1s only the cognition of the
pleasure that can be ealled ¢ Pereeption’.
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are effective upon only a few specific objects ; and (c) ®are
capable of acting as organs only as emdowed with certain
specific qualities (which thoy apprehend) ;—whoreas the Mind
is (@) immaterial,—() effective on all objects,—and (c)
capable of acting as an organ, without being endowed with
any quality.t And further, we shall show, under Sa. 1-1-16,
that even when the contact of more than one sense-organ
with their respectivo objects is present, thero is no simul-
taneous perception of all these objects,—which is due to the
fact that while there is proximity or contact of the Mind (with
one object), thero is no such contact of it (with the other
objects) ; | which shows that the operation of the Mind is
necessary in every act of pereeption|;—and all this goes
to prove that the Mind is a 'sense-organ’; and this obvi-
ates the necessity of providing another dcfinition (of Per-
ception, for including the perception of the Soul, &c.). Then
again [even though the Sa{ra does not mention the Mind
among the ‘sense-organs’, tho fact that the Mind is a
¢ sense-organ’ can be learnt from another philosophical
system (the Vaishésika, for instance) ; and it isa rule with
all systems that those theories of other systems which are not
directly negatived are meant to be accepted as true.f

Thus has Sense-perception beon defined.

of Colour which it apprchends ;and so on with tl:e Nose, tho Kar, the Hand, and
'the Tongue.

+ The Vartika accepts only ono of those threo points of difference—viz ; that
the other sense-organs operate only upon cortain specific objects, whereas the Mind
operates on all objects.

1 Diiinaga, tho Buddhist Logician, has objecled to this declaration, in his
Pramayasamuchchaya, remarking *irtilence was proof of assent, why did the
Nyaya-Sitra not remain silent rogarding the other five Scnsc-organs also ' (Sce 8.C.
Vidyabhigapa. Indian Logic —pp. 86-87, footnote).
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Vartika.
[P. 32, L.8to P. 45, L, 17]

The Bhasya (p. 11, 1. 10) has said— Of the Instruments of
Right Oognition enumerated above, the author proceeds to
supply definitions. OF theso definitions, that of Terception
is given in 8u. 4. This Sutra serves the purpose of different-
iating Perception from all other things, homogeneous as
well as heterogencvous *

The question is raised—‘‘ What is tho meaning of the
Stitra ¢
[In answer to this question ; the Bhasya procceds to
cxplain cach of tho words separately |.

(@) ¢ That which 1s produced by the contact of the object
with the sense-organ’ 'The sense of this is that—¢ that
cognition is Perception which procecds frowm, or is brought
about by, the contact of the object pereeived with the scnse-
organs (spoken of in the Sttra) pointed out later on (in Sa.
1-1-12); and the ‘objects’ also will bo pointed w in Si.
1.1-14. As for ‘contact, this is of six difforent kinds :—
viz. (1) conjunction, (2) inkerence in that which 1is in conjunc-
tion, (3) inherence in that which inheresin thalwhich is in con-
Jgunction, (1) inherence, (5) inherence in that which inheres, and
(6) the relation of qualification. To exemplify these—Whon a
certain thing—the jor, for instance,—is soen, the jar which
is cndowed with colour is the ‘object’, and tho eye the
¢sensc-organ’; and in this case, the ‘contact’ of those
two is of the form of conjunction ; becauso both aro substance _
(and as such capablo of mutual conjunction) (1)—in the percop-
tion of the colour (of tho jar) tho ‘contact’ of the oye with
the colour, which latter is not a subsltance, is of tho nature
of inherence in that which w m - conj junction ; because the colour

® Poreeption iy distingmished [1 m quul enco, &e., ,wlm h, as Right (,o;;mtmnu
are ‘homogencous ;' and 1t is also distinguished fiom Erroncous Coguition, which is
Shet ’, a3 not bolonging to the same class of ¢ Right Coguition "
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(which i8 in contact) subsists in the jar which is in conjunction
with the eye,—this ‘subsistenco’ being of the nature of
inheronce (2).—In the porception of the gouus subsisting in
the colour, tho ‘contict’ is of tho form of inherenzesin that
which inheres in that which is in conjuunction [tho genus
inhering in the colonr, which duheres inthe jar, which isin
conjunction with the Eyo] ; similuly in the case of Per-
ception hy meoans of the Ollactory organ, there
is conjunction with the odorous substance,—in
the odour, there is inherence of that (substance) which is in
conjunction (with the organ),—in the genu3subsistingin tho
odour, therois inherenco of that (odour) which inheres in that
(substance) which ixin conjunction (with thorgan) {3). Inthe
case of the pereeption of Sound, the fcontact ’ 13 in the form
of inkerence (4) [Sound inhering in the Akasha of the auditory
organ, by which .. isapprehended]. In the case of Sound, the
first ¥ yound thatrs prodnced has its source in conjunction
and dizjunction.

Var - Page 33.

On this point, thero arises the question—— (a) Which
Sound has ils origin in conjunction ¥ (b) and wlich in dis-
junction ? "’

() [Tho Sound having its origin in conjunction wo
find in tho caso of the beating of the drnm; in this
case] Sound beng the distinetive quality of akasha,
its cause must he a conjunction subsisting in @kashe ;—
and it is a well-known law that in the producing of
qualitics and actions, Conjunction cannot operato independ-
ently ; it must depond on something clse.—Now what is

\%hat. upon which it depends ? Well, as & matter of fact, Sound

°‘Fm~L '--Thu Logictan's view is that w hemn\ er sowud pr.».lm.cd it pluducod
in tho first instance, 1 the source from which 1t proceeds 5 this sormd 1eproduces itself
in tho point of Akasha nearest to that somee , and so on, 1t continues to e repro-
duced until it reaches tho amhitory mgan, where it is perceived j of this sxnius, 1t
is the first one that is producad by conjunctions ard disjunctions—of the air
with the vocal cor 1s fo1 nstance,—the subaequent ones owing their urigin to the
sound immediately precuiling it in the series.
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is prolncel (in tho case of the sound of the drum, for ins-
tance) by the conjunction of the &kisha with the drum ; and
this conjunction is aided by (and henco is dependent upon)
the conjunction of tho drum with tho stick (with which it is
boatou) ; and this latter coujunction is also dependont upon
the furco with which the stick is struck.  [From this it does
not follow that Sound is produced by the conjunction of the
dram with the stick ; because] if the cause of Sound consisled
in the conjunction of the drum and the stick (and not in that
of the drum and @kitsha), then the canso of Sound would not
be co-substrato with it, [the Sound inhering in @kasha, and
tho conjunction causing it subsisting in the drum and stick]
and if such causal operation were admitted, then it would he
possible for sound to be produced anywhero and everywhere;
[becanse tho only condition that restricts the effectiveness
of causal agencies to particular effects lies in tho necessity of
their subsisting in tho same substrate with tho effect to bo
produced ; and hence if this solo restriction wero removed,
any ellect could bo produced by any canse anywhere].

(b) Sound produced by disjunction we find in tho case of
the splitting of tho bamboo ; in which case the Sound is pro-
dficed by tho disjunction or separation of the bamboo-fibres
from @lkasha,—this disjunction being aidod by tho disjunc-
tion mmong tho bamhboo-fibres themselvos.

Sound thus produced produces other sounds all round—
ono sound on each sido of itself ; each of these again scts up..
another sound ;—and so on, till there is produced a soumi
in that part of a@kdsha which is enclosed within tho ear-
dram ; and that sound, which inheres, is produced, in the part
of @kisha therein enclosed, i3 perecived through the relation
of inherence (hecauso tho sound inheres in tho ear or audi-
tovy organ, and this organ is only a form of akashs).
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In the caso of the perception of tho genus or class-char-
acter belonging to these sounds, the ¢ contact ' is in the form
of ¢iuhorence’ of the inhorent (the genus inhering in Sound
which inheres in tho @ka@sh ¢ of the Auditory Organ). (5)

In the perception of Tnherence and Non-existence, tho
contact bringing about that perception is in the form of the
relation of tho qualifieation (Tnherenco heing tho ualification
of that which is inherent, and Non-cxistenco the qualification
of the spot on Earth which is perecived). (6)

Thus then, wo find that the Siitra has mado uso of the
word ¢ sannilarga’, ¢ contact’, because it includes all those
conditions that give rise to Porcoption—viz., conjunetion, in-
heronce and qualification-qualified relationship,  And this
contact is regurded as the distinguishing featuro of Percep-
tion, because it is what briugs about tho Perception.

An objection is raised :—

«“ If the ©contact of tho object and scnse-organ’ is
meontioned in the definition, simply because it is what brings
about Perception, then what is mentioned is only a small por-
tion of what should bo mentioned: thero aro many other factors
that Dbriug about Porception ; and all these also should ho
mentioned ; for instanco, tho contact of the Mind and Soul,
tho contact of the Sensc-organ with tho Mind, the contatt
of the object with light, the colour of tho object, the colour
of that which is in contact with the object (i. ¢. tho Kyo and
the Light which, by means of their own colour, render tho
ubject perceptible), tho large dimonsion of the object, tho
multiplicity of the component particles of the objoct (which,
if consisting of only ome particlo, would bo merely atomic
and henco imperceptiblo,) and the faculty (in the Sclf)* con-
ducivo to the perception. ¢ Why should these be regarded
as the causc of Perception 7’ For the simplo reason

sAll coguitions are duc to the [m:uluy-v—l—n the Self caused by past Dh .mnﬁ'
Adhkarma.
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that Porception appears when thore are present,and does not
appear when thoy are absent. Thus then, if the ¢ Contact of
tho Sense-organ with the Object ’ is montioned because it is the
causo of Percoption, all tho rest just enumerated should also
be mentioned for the samo reason.”

It is not necessary to mention these other factors.  The
Siitra is not intended to onumerate all tho causes
of Perception ; it is meant to indicate ounly those
charactoristics which serve to difforcntiate it from other
things, homogenecous and hetorogeneous ; henco the S#ira
mentions only that factor which is tho cause peculiar to Por-
ception, and not thoso that arc common to other kinds of
cognition. *

Var « Pago 34

+* Tn that ease *, says tho Opponent, “it is necessary to
montion the contact of the sense-organ with the mind,—as this
is a factor tlat is peeuliar to Perception.”

(A) That is not at all necessary, wo reply ; as it is al-
ready implied by tho words of tho Sitra ; that is to say, the
purposo that would be served by tho mention of the contact
of the sense-orqan awith the mind is already accomplished by
the montion of that hetween the Sense-organ and the Object.
“ 1low 8o P " For the simple reason that both of these
contacts are peculiar to Perception ; and itis not intended by
the Svitra to supply an exhaustive enumecration of all the
distinctive factors that bring about Percoption ; tho S#ira
mentions only one such factor, as thoe mention of
any one distinctivo factor suffices to differontiate
Porcoption from the other forms of knowledge. -

(B) Anothor reason for mentioning only tho contact of the
Sense-organ with the Object may be that it is this contact that
forms the distinctive feature of every individual perception ;

" TeThe text reads nwarfyald ', tho souso apparcutly poiuts to * varnyatd ' as tho
correet word.

#Sec Bhisya p. 12, 1. 2.
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in every individual perception, born as it is of the contact of the
sense-organ with the object, what difforentiatesit from every
other perception is either the sonso-organ concerned, or the
object perceived ; as every porception is named after one or
the other of thoso two; whenever there is a perception, it is
called either after the organ, or after the object; for
instance, when we perceive colour, the perception is called
oither “wisuul-perception’ or *colour-perception’;—and no
percoption is similarly named aftor the contact of the sense-
organ with the mind ; for instance, * the perception of colour
is mnover callod ¢ mental perception’, t “But there aro
mental perceptions arising from the contact of the Mind and
tho Soul,—and all these are called after the Soul, as well ag
after the Mind”. Our answer to this is that cverything
is named after that which is peeuliar to itsclf ; for instance,
when a sced sprouts, it is due to a number of factors; such
as the particular time of the ycar, tho sced, and so forth ;
and yot the plant is namod, not indeed after the timo of tho
yoar and such other factors, but only after the seed, which is
the one factor peculiar to itsell, which distinguishes it from
all other sprouts : it is called ©the barley-sprout’ ;—so also in
tho case in quostion, [it is the contact of tho sense-organ
that forms tho distinctive featuro of Perception,and not that
of the mind, which is common to all forms of knowledge].
Thus then, there is nothing objectionable in the definition
provided by the S&#/ra.

(C) Another explanation proposcd by one section of Naiya-
yikas is that the contact of the sense-organ with the mind is not

® The reading {apilembani is a misprint for rapalambana

+ "The Yogin has the perception of his Sonl ; and this perception is independent
of tho contact of sensc-orgaus ; this pereeption 1s called the ¢ pereeption of tho
soul’, just hike ¢ the peiception of colour’ ;and it is also callcd * mental perception’,
just like ¢ visual perception’. Ilenco the Mnd-soul contuct is just as distnctive of
individual percoptions as the scnse-object contact ; hence both these contacts should
bo mentioned .—T'a¢parya.
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mentioned, because it is a factor that is common to Percep-
tions that are otherwise different; that is to say, tho sense-
mind contact does not differ, it remains tho same, in different
porcoptions (with each of which the sense-object contact var-
ies).* “If tho mind-sense contact is not mentioned simply be-
cause it is the same in all Perceptions, then, for tho samereason,
the sense-object contact also should not be mentioned ; as
this also is the same in all Perceptions obtained through
any one sense-organ ; for instanco, when wo havo tho percep-
tion of tho whife moving bull, in the form ¢ tho whito bull is
moving’ (evon though we have two distinet pereeptions, that
of the cow and that of the movement, yet the contact of
the sense-organ remains the samc)”. It is
not right lo urge this objection; as it has alrcady been
answered ; we have already given the answer to this objec-
tion, when we have said that tho 8%¢re is not meant to contain
an exhaustive enumeration of all that brings about Percep-
tion ; this answer is quito sufficient so faras our own view
ie concerned ; as regards tho view of some Nuiy fyikas, against
which tho present objection has been urged, wo simply
do not accept that view (and so are not bound to find an
answer to it)- t

« (D) Thero i3 yct another explanation for not men-
tioning the contact of tho mind and the sense-organ: It
18 not mentioned, wo say, because it is similar. It

should be pointed out to what it is similar.” Well, it
ig similar to tho contact of the Mind and Soul. “What
is that similarity P Tt is this, that the perception

is not named after them };—or the similurity may be
regarded as consisting in tho fact that both subsist in a

*E.G. When we seo a crowd of men, elephants, hurses, &c., the factor of
mind-contact is one and the same for all ; but the sensc-object contact is different
with the pereeption of cach of the things perceived.

+ Thns is the Vartika's own interpretation of Bh@sya passage, p. 12, 1. 2.
1 Just as the Perception is not numed after the Mind.
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substratum which is imperceptible by tho senses : just as the
Mind-soul contact has an imporceptible substratum, so also
has the Sense-mind contact ;—or the similarity may lie in the
fact that neither of tho two belongs to the objoct perceived :
just as the Mind-soul contact does not pertain to tho
perceived object, so the Sensc-mind contact also ;—or lastly,
the similarity may lio in the fuct of hoth belonging the
Mind : just as the Mind-soul contact subsists in tho mind,
so the Sense-mind contact also.

* Thus thon, becanse the Sense-mind contact, is similar Lo
the Mind-soul contact,—or becauso all that is neccessary is
accomplished by tho mention of any onc of theso two,—the
Stitra does not mention both,

4The Opponent now raises an objection to the definition
as o whole—* It is not right to defino Perception as produced
by tho contact of the sense-organ and the object; as tho
sense-organs operato upon things without actually getting
at them (hence no contact of these is possible). For instance,
according to some philosophers both the kye and the Ear are
operativo without getting at the object ; and in support of
this view they put forward two reasons:—The Eye is
operativo without getting at the object, (a) because it
apprehends things at a distance from it, and (2) because it
apprehends things very much larger than itself (and of vary-
ing sizes). («) It is a matter of common experienco that
we see, with our cye, a thing which is lying on a spot at
somo distanco from ourselves; and certa1 'y, in this case
the Eye does not got at tho thing seen; specially as the organ
is only a particular kind of material substance (and as such
incapable, by itself, Lo move up to a thing at a distance) ;

© The T'afparya notes that the lirst renson is Lthe one that is given in the Bhisya;
and the secoud that wlich the Vatika ttself poopounds,

+This is & fresh objection raised in the V@i fska, and 18 uot montioned n the
Bhasya,
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that which is called the ¢ Eye’ is only the * material substance
in the shapo of the dark spot (the pupil), which is aided (in
its operation) by another material substance (light) outside
itsell, and furthor dopends upon tho desire to see (on the part
of tho person to whose body the dark spot bslongs) and also
upon tho past Aarman (of that person, conducive to the par-
ticular experionce of visual perception) ;—this fact has boen
explained in the following words—¢ The Fye becomes
the means of perceiving colour, because it is brought into ex-
istonce by tho Zarman that is conducivo to tho experioncing of
colour as proceded by a dosire for that oxperienco’.  Simi-
larly with the other sense-organs also. ‘T'hus then, tho
Eye-ball (which, by theabovo definition, is tho visual organ),
aided by another matoriul substanca (light), caunot possibly
get at thoe object (apprehended by its means), Honce wo
concludo that the Byo is operativo without gotting at the
objecl, bocause it apprehonds things at a distance. Scme
people cxplain the reason fsanfaragrahanit’ in a slight-
ly differont manner: in the case of the Noso and the
othoer organs that operate by gotting at objects, things are
not perceived as ¢ this is at a distance from us’; whilo in tho
case of the Eye, things are so perceived. (6) Another
repson for regarding the Eye as operative without getting at
the object lies in the fact that it apprehends things of larger
and varying dimensions ; for instance, we see such large things
ag the city, the forest and tho like; while the Eye is nevor
found to be of such large sizos. (c) tAfurthar reason for
tho same view lies in the fact that in the case of perception
by the eyo, there is montion of the particular diroction in
which the thing is perceived ; (in the form ®the thing that

tapinl i

®The scnse of this is thal a particular , when
known colonr, with the help of the past Karman of the percoiver, in called the
Eye. —Titparya.

+ If it were necessary for the Eye to get at its object, we could see only those
things that would bo exactly of tho same sizo as the Eyo ; as only such things could
bo got at by th. Eye ; thy Eye can never ge at the entire forest that is seen.
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I seo is to the east of me’) ; if the eye were operative by get-
ting at the object, thero could be no such mention of the
direction ; as we find no such mention in the case of porcep-
tions by means of the Nose and such other organs as operate
by getting at their objects. A
fourth reason in support of the same view is
that at one and the same time the Eye apprehends near as
well as remote things: anything that has motion, when it
continues to move, it gets at the noarer object sooner than
it doos at the remoter one ; whereas in the case of the Eye,
wo find that wo soe the branch of the tree (which is near us) at
thesamo time that wo see the moon (far off from us); all which
goes to prove that the Eyo has no motion ; and hence cannot be
operative by gotting at the object.”

Viir. Page 86,

To the above, the author offers the following reply :—

(a )The first rcason given is ¢ s@nfaragrahanif— * because
we see with our Bye, a thing which is lying on a spot at
some distance from the Hye ;>—this reasoning is not sound ;
as it does mnot stand an examination of the several
alternativo explanations of which the expression is capablo :
‘What, wo ask, is the meaning of the expression sanfaragrah-
ana ? (1) Does it mean the perception of the santara—ef
that which, being at a distance, is not got at ? (2) Or the
perception of the thing along with distance (antara) ? We
shall tako the former first. We grant that tho expression
¢ santaragealana’ means the perception of that which is not
got at:—but in this case we find that thisis exactly what is
meant by the proposition that you are seeking to provo ; and
as such cannot be regarded as a reason in proof of that
proposition. “ Why so?” Bimply because what is meant
to be the reason or proof is already implied by the proposit-
ion sought to be proved ; that is to say, your reasoning turns
out to be—* The Eye cannot operate by getling at the object,
because it apprehends things without getting at them’;in
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which it is clear that what is put forward as the reason does
not differ from what it is meant to prove. If then, you
accept tho second of the two alternative meanings mention-
ed above and explain °san{aragrahana’ as ¢ percoption along
with the distance’,—wo ask, in that case, what is that
*distance’ which is perceived, by the Eye, along with the
object? Is it akasha P or mere negation? or some other
substance ? If it is akasia, thon, it could never be an ¢ object
of the Eye'; @kasha is never perceived by means of the Eye ;
being, like Air and the rest, without colour. If the word
‘antara’ (distance) means some substance that has colour,
then, as no coloured substance canbe transparent, such an
intervening substance would act as an obstacle to the percep-
tion of the other object ; and hence there could be no percep-
tion of this object along with thatother coloured substance.
If lastly, the word ‘anfara’ moans negation ® them, it is a
well-recognised fact that negation, independently by itself,
can never be perceived by means of the Eye; if then, the
negation that is moant is that which is perceived (not by it~
self, but) as pertaining to the coloured object seen by the
Eyot,—then in that case the reason ¢sanfaragrahanad(’ be-
comes inconclusive (incapable of proving that the Eye does
ot get atb its object).

As pointed out above, some people, regarding them-
selves very wise, seek to explain the expression *sanfara-
grahapa * to mean the perception of a thing in the form ¢ this
is remote from me.’ But this explanation also cannot be

© Whonever a negation is porceived, it is perceived only as related to some.
thing ; and nover independently by itself.

+ 1£ the negation perceived is as pertaining tothe colour that is seen,—i, e. the
negation is perceived along with what is seco—then, such a negation is found to be
perceived in the caso of Touch also ; whonf. i. wo feel the cool touch of water, and
along with it, porocive the negation of heat : Henoce inasmuch as such s@nfara per
ocption (i. e. perception of negation along with the perceived thing) is found in the
case of Tonch also, tho organ of which does actually getat its objeot,—the reason
sanfaragrahandt cannot conclusively prove that the Eye doesnot get at ita object.—

Taperya.
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nocepted ; as the idea that ‘the thing is remote from
me’ is due to other causes (and not to the sense-organ gett-
ing or not getting at its object) ; itis on account of entirely
different causes that we perceivo things as remote from our-
selves ; it is with reference to our body that we regard a
thing as remote from us;a thing is regarded as near or re-
mote to ourselves only with reference to our body ; and this
idea is not due the thing heing got at or not got at by the
senso-organs. In a case where the body and the scnse-organ
are both in touch with the object, we regard it as near; and
when the object is related only to the organ, (and not in
touch with the body), it is regarded as romote. Thus then,
the perception of the thing as remote being due to other caus-
es, such a perception cannot be accepted as a proof of the
Eye not getting at its object.

(b) The second reason propounded above, in support of
the viow that the Kye does not get at its object is—prithu-
taragrahandt '— because it apprehends things larger than
itself’. This also is not right ; as mere* con-
nection with the thing is enough to bring about
its perception (and it is not necessary for the entire thing
to be in contact with tho Eye) ; as o matter of fact, all our
perceptions of things of varying dimensions, of the largo As
well as the small thing, proceed from meore connection (of the
sense-organ).

(¢) The third reason propounded above is * @igdeshavya~
padashag’ ¢ because there 18 mention of the particular di-

© The connection meant hereis that of tho sense-organ with the ohject; i. e., of
the object with some parts of the urgan, of tho orgau with parts of tho object; of
parts of the object with parts of the organ; this connection is possibla only if the
light emanating from the oyo goes on oxpanding oulwards, spreading wider and
wider as it proceeds farther and farthor ; the p f the text therefore shows that
the author accepts this view of wider expausion. The light from the lamp, though
originally centred round the wick, moves out of it in gradually expanding ciroles; and
it is only thus that the light illumincs objects of varying sizes ;—so, in tho caso

of the eye, the light, centred in it, moves out of the eye, and moves out in
gradually expanding circles, and theroby ronders perceptible things of varying sizew.

—Fateon Nyaya 129.
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rection in which the thing is perceived ' This reason has al-
roady boon refuted (Text, p, 36, I. 20, by pointing out that this
mention is with reference to the body, and not to the seunse-
organ). As a matter of fact, we find that,in cases where the
sonse-organ and the body of the perceivor are both in contact
with the objoot perceived, there is neither a mention of the
direction (as that ¢ the object is to tho east of mo ’), nor any
idea of the thing being near or remote (to the perceiver);
when, howover, tho object is in contact with the sonse-organ
only (and is not in touch with the body), then alone wo have
such notions as thoso of direction, of proximity or re-
moteness ;—all these notions being relative to the body and
dependent upon the largeness or smallness of the numbe -+ of
conjunctions or connections of the sense-organ, whiclh i-in
contact with tho object, with points of space intervening ot~
ween tho object and tho body. *

(2) Tho fourth reason given above is—* because we see the
branch of the tres (which is near us) at the same time that we
see the (distant) moon’. This also cannot he accopted ; as the
fact cited is not admitted : What sane-minded man is there
who admits that the percoption of the troc-branch is simul-
taneous with that of the moon P This idea of simultancity is
purely erroneous, due to our non-apprehension, of the diffe-
rence in the time of the twoperceptions; just as in tho case of tho
piercing with a needle of the hundred petals of the lotus
(whore tho piercing of all the petals is felt to be simultaneous,
only because tho difference in the time of tho different petals
being pierced is not apprehended by the observer). “ How
do you know that the idca of simultancity is due to the
non-apprehension of the difference in time, and mnot to
real simultaneity P’ What leads us to that conclusion is
the inference based upon the impossibility of obstruction.

©When I see & cow, I regard it as near, when the pointsof space botween the
cow and my body are fow ; and ‘ remote ' when these points are many.
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® That is to say, if the Eye were operative without getting at
its object, there could bo no power in walls or screens to ob-
struct the vision; and thus there would bo an impossibility
of obstruction ; as a matter of fact however, there is no per-
coption of things hidden behind the wall and such othor
things ; hence the conclusion is that the Eye can not operate
without getting at its object. And further, if the Eye were
to operate without getting at the object, we could not explain
the well-recognised fact that we see things near us, and do not
see thoso far away from us; +if it were true that the Eye ap-
prehends its object without getting at it, then it could not be
that it would apprehend things noar it, and not those away
from il ; whilo that it is so is a well-recognised fact ; this also
Teads Lo the conclusion that the Eye does not operate without
gailing at the object. In answer to tho above the
Opponent puts forward the following explanation :—*¢ Bocause
a thing becomes an object of perception (only when it is eap-
able of being perceived, and not when it is not so capable)
[this is the reason why tho thing behind the wall is not per-
ceived].” This isnot right, we reply ; nothing can become an
objeet of perception without some sort of conncction [there is
nothing intrinsic in the thing which makesit capable of being
percoived ; this capability must consist in its having some rela-
tion with something. I What the argument of the Opponént
means is as follows :—*¢ As a matter of fact, that thing which

®¢If 1t were not necessury for tho Eye to go up to the object for apprehending
it, what obstruction could the wall put to it ? In case 1t has to get atits object, what
moves forward is tho light procecdmg from the eye ; and the movement of light
would naturally be obstructed by the wall and uther opaque things ; and thus the
light notgetting at the object, thore would be no perception of the thing in this case,
—Tatparya.

1¢ The only explanation for this fact is that tho Eyc—or tho light from the

E) c—can o up to a certain distanco, and not beyond it ; so that it falls upou tho
near objeot, which is seen, and not upon tha remote object, which, therefore, is not

neen.~—Tdfparya.
$1£ there were any thing in tho objoct iteelf which makes it perceptible, then,
what s perooptible would alwaye be percoptible ; which is absurd.
Nyaya 181,
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becomes an object of perception by the eyes is perceived, and
that which does not become such an object is not perceived ;
and things hidden behind obstacles, or placed at a distance, do
not become objects of perception by the eye ; and
it is for this reason that these things are not
perceived, [and not because the eyes dd not get at them].”
Our answer to this is that the reasoning is not correct; as we
do not admit that a thing can become an objcct of perception,
without some sort of connection (with something else). A-
part from such connection, what could this becoming an object
be ? Hence what you differ in from us is only in the matter
of names, and not in reality : What we call * connection’ you
call ¢ becoming an object ’ ; and there is no real difference
at all, as to facts.

The Opponent puts a further question :—* What is the
proof for the Eye getting at its object ? *’ The
proof, we reply, lies in the fact of the Eye being a sense-organ;
the reasoning being—* the Eye operates by getting at the
object, because it is a sense-organ, like the Nose ;—we have
found that the Nose and other sense-organs operate by get-
ting at objects,—and the Eye also is a sense-organ,—there«
fore tho Eye must operate by getting at the object.’ In
cafe no sense-organ is admitted to be operative by getting
at objects, we can make all scnse-urgans the ° subject’
of our reasoning ; and in that case our ‘reason’ would be
¢ because they are instruments’; the roasoning being put for-
ward in the following form :—* We have found that the axe
and such other instruments operate on their object only by
getting at them,—and the Sense-organs are instruments,—
therefore the sense-organs must be operative by getting at
their object.’

%¢Tn case, through extreme obstinacy, it be held that all
things in the world are operative without getting at their ob-

© The view represented hero is that it is through its intrinsic potency that tho
cause produces its effect, irrespective of its getting or not getting at the latter.
Nyadya 132,

Var. p. 38.




Virpixa 1-1-4. 89

jeots,—how then would you prove yourcass?”  Well,
this obstinate man should be met with the argument that
even potent causes do not bring about their effects in the way
that they should do, [if their effectiveness dépends solely up-
on their own intrinsic potency, and is not aided by other
auxiliary circumstances] ;—that is to say, if all these causes
bring about their effects, by themselves, irrespective
of getting at one another, without having any potency
added to them (by extraneous -circumstances),—then,
how is it that effects are not produced in all places and
at all timos (as there is no time at which the cause may nog
be prosent: somewhere or the other, and its mere presence
should bring forth the effect) ? This is what will have to
be explained. Thus then, we conclude that there
is no cause that is operative without getting at the object ;
and of this we have many instances in ordinary lifo,—e.g. the
potter’s stick , his whoel, and so forth.

Thus then it is established that Perception is the cog-
nition ¢ produced by the contact of the Sense-organ with
the object. ’

* A fresh question is raised,—* For what purpose is the
word ‘cognition’ introduced into the definition P” It

® On p. 41 of the Var¢ika, we find * the of pl 3 ioned ast Em.
duced by scnse.object contact * and in the preseut contoxt ¢ Pleasure ' is also spoken
of as produced in the same manncr ;—the Bhigya on p. 16 includes * Sukhads® under
« Perception.’ What is the point then in excluding Pleasure from the definition of
Perception? 1t is true that in the ‘cognition of pleasure’ being produced there enter
some more factors thanin ordinary perception; as the T'dfparya remarks on p. 81,1.6-8
and 27-28 ; but that canuot justify the exvlusion of this cognition from * Perception,’
Taking the present passage with 1, 16 on p. 41, we are led to believe that the Vcr‘ab.
makes a distinction botyeen ¢ Pleasure ’ aud ‘ Coguition cf pleasure,’ But what is
« pleasure ' apart from our feeling of it ? andfeeling is only a form of ‘cognition. "
It may be that in some cases pleasure, oven though present, is not felt; but that is the
case with all coguitions. The T'at,ou p. 81 spesks of Pleasurc,as nnembleh Men-
tal Peroepti 8o the attempt to exclude pl from ¢ P 'can be justi-
fied only on the duﬂnctm betweea ¢ Pleasure ’ and ‘Cognition of pleasure’
Ploasure is the objeot, and not Perespnon itself ; hence just as colour being distinot
from colour-perception, cannot be included in perception, so also pleasure, being
distinot from plaunro-onsniﬁon, must be cxclnded from Perception,
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is introduced, we reply, for the purpose of excluding Pleasure
and such other things ; Pleasure and Pain also are ¢ produced
by the contact of the semse-organ with objeots’; hence
for the exclusion of them it is necessary to add the word
¢« Cognition ’ [Ploasure and Pain not being cognition].

With regard to this Perception ¢ produced by the con-
tact of the Sense-organ with objects,” the Bhasya® has repre-
sented an objector as putting forward the objection that ‘every
perception is called after tho name of its object (which makes
every Percoption verbal).’ And it is with a view to reject
this view that tho S#%ra adds (to the definition) the quali-
fication ¢ avyapadéshya’, nol expressible by words; tho mean-
ing of which is that perceplion is that cognition + which
follows, and varies with, the variations in th= object, and app-
cars in a person who has not made use of, and does not yet
know, the (denotative) relation that the object may bear
to any word or words;—in fact even for tho person who
knows this luiter relation of the objeet tu its name, at the
precise momont when the cognition appears, it appears in a
form which is entirely froo from any idea of the said relation
[tho idea of this relation coming to the mind only subsequent-
ly].

Some commentators explain that the qualification ‘avyapa-
déshya’ is added with a view to oxclude Inferential Cog-
nition. This is not right. Why ? Because the de-
*-—"i‘he words of this sentencescem to imply that the Vartika i:(‘]‘l;olllh]‘ the Rhay-
ya. But no such sentence is found in the Bhasgya ; and the Td¢parya remarks that the
presont passage explains the purport of the Bhdgya passage (pp. 12-13).

+ This qualification is meant to show that the cognilion in guestion is not
vérbal. -

t How Inferential Cognition is oxcluded by the qualification is thus ex-
plained by the Tdlparya: -

When, from the tact of the gan with objectsa we infer the
motion of the senseorgan, the inferential cognition of this motion is also * produced
by sense-object contact’ ; a8 it is from this contact that tho inferential coguition

proceeds. And it is with a view to lude such infi ial iti from
the calegory of ¢ perceptiun * that the qualification ‘avyapadéshya’ has been added
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finition already mentions the qualification *produced by the
contact of the sense-organ with the object’; as a matter of
faot, inferential cognition does not proceed from the contact
of the cognised object with the sense-organ ; hence (even with-
out the qualification ¢ avyapadéshya’) the definition could not
apply to Inferential Cognition.

() Says the Bhagya (p. 14, 1, 6) :—* During the summer
it often happens that the Sun’s rays become mized up with heat-
rays radiated from the earth’s surface; and the two together
Slickering at a distance come into contact with the eye of the
observer, who apprehends them as water’. 1t is with a view
to exclude such wrong apprchensions that the Sttra adds the
qualification ¢ avyabhichdri’, which is not erroneous.

“ What do you mean by a cognition being Erroneous ?"

It means that it is the cognition of a thing as what it
it not.

¢ What is it that is erroneous? Does the error lie in
the Object or in the Cognition?"’

*Some Naiyayikas offer the following explanation :—The
¢ Error’ lies in the object: it is the object that appears as
what it is not; and it is on account of this wrong appearanca
of the object that the Cognition is called °erroneous.”

This explanation however it not right. “ Why
Because the object all the while remains as what it actually
is. In regard to the flickering rays of the sun, when there
arises the cognition of water, there is no error in the object ;
it is not thatthe rays are not rays, nor that the flickering is not
Jlickering ; what the error lies in is the Cognition ; as it is
¢ Apadésha’ is the statement of tho reason or premise ;—- vyapadisha (vi—
apaglisha) is the correct statemeut of the promise ; ‘vyapaddshya’ in that cognition
which is obtained from tho said vyapaddsha or statement of premiss; aud
¢ avyapagldshya’ is that cognition whioh does not follow from f.he statement of the

iss ; thus then' avyapaddshya’ is oquivalent to * not infi
* ‘lbadidiu{al '—Tatparya,
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the Oognition which, instead of appearing as the ¢ cognition
of the flickering rays,’ appears as ‘ the cognition of watery'—
i.e. the Cognition of a thing as something which ib is not;
there being mo water there (and yet the Cognition is ®of
wator’);—what happens in this case is that the Cognition *
after having apprehendod the rays with tho Eye, falls into
an Error, by reason of some defect in the perceiving organ ;
hence it isin the Cognition, and not in the object, thatthe
‘error ’ lies.

() Says the Bhdgya (p. 15,1. 1)—* When the man observes
from & distance anl sees somathing rising from the earth, the
Qognition that ke has is in the doubiful form §o., &e., 0. It is
for the purpose of exoluding such doubtful cognitions that the
Sujra adds the rualification ¢ vyavavasayafmakam,' ¢ which is
well-defined.’

An objection is raised—‘* The qualification is not necese
sary for the oxcluding of doubtful Cognitions; as doubtful
Cognitions are not produced by the contact of the object with
tha sensc-organ ; as a matter of fact, doubtful cognition is
not produced by sense-object contact;it is a cogoition
due to Mind (and not to the sense-organs); specially as the
word ¢ samshayn’ is synonymous with ‘samshifi, [ e. the
root ‘ shi’ with the prefix ¢ sam’, which signifies ¢ cogitation
based upon some particular character’ ; and this ¢ cogitation’
consists in the attributing of two mutually contradictory
characters, recalled to the mind, to a single substratum : hence
all that the Sense-organ does is to present to the mind
that one sudsiratum ; and all the rest of the process of the

#The translation follows the interpretation of the Taparya ; which construes the
Ppassage a8 ingdriyéna marlchindlochya, ingriyopaghltadosdt viparydfi’ and explains
that the first alochya, rcfors ‘to the mrvikalpake cognition, which is never
¢ erronoous”’; tho orror comes into only the subsequent Savikalpaka coguition,

It appears simpler h or to true tho sent to mean that 4t Is by reason
of approhonding the thing with a doranged organ that the Cognition falls into the

Error &’
Nyaya 186,




VIRTIEA 1ol 43

ocogitation,~the recalling of the contradiotory oharacters,
and the attributing of these to the perceived substratum—is
the work of the Mind; hence Doubtful Coguition must be
regarded as a purely mental product.]” '

This is not right, we reply. Bocauso a doubt is caused
by both : both are the cause of doubt,—the contact of the
Soul with the Mind, as well as that of the Object with the
Sense-organ ; and what is meant to be excluded by the
qualification ¢ vyavasdy@fmakam ' in the present instanco
is that Doubt, consisting of non-ascertainment by the Mind,
which i3 preceded by the non-ascertainment by means of the
sense-object eontact ; as of this Doubt the sense-object contact
is thecause; and the qualification is not meant to exclude that
other kind of Doubt which proceeds merely frcm the contact of
the Soul with the sense-organ. Thus then, we conolude that
thero is something to be excluded by the qualification, and
henco it is quite right for tho Stitra to add the gualification
¢ vyavasdyatmakam.'

Another objection is raised against the definition :—¢ The
definition ¢ that which is produced by the contact of the
sense-organ and the object and so forth * does not apply fo
the (cognition of tho) Soul or Pleasure &oc., because the Mind
(which is the instrument of these cognitions) is not a ¢ sense-
organ’; and thus the proposed dofinition of
Perception beeomes too narrow. ‘ How
is it that the Mind is not a sonse-organ P’  For the simple
reason that it is not mentioned in the S#fra which enumerates
the ¢sense-organs ’ ; as a matter of fact, we find that the Nose
and the other * sense-organs ' aro all montivned in the S8fra
(1-1-12), and the Mind is not mentioned among these ; henoe
the conclusion is that the Mind is not a sense-organ. Nor is
the Mind mentioned as a sense-organ in any other S@fra;
hense there is no authority for regarding the Mind asa

Nyaya 187.

Var. I, 40.



44 InpiaN TrovaHT : NYXYA SOTRA.

sense-organ. Thus then, the Mind not being a sense-organ,
Pleasure &c., (as brought about by the instrumentality of
the mind} would not be amenable to Perception. As a matter
of fact howover, all these are amenable to Peroeption, and not
to Inference ; for the simple reason that there is no probans
or inferential indicative available; and in the absence of the
probans, there can be no cognition of a thing that is amen-
able to Inforence. Nor is thero any other means of cognition
capable of providing the cognition of Pleasure, etc.; and they
are not amenable to Inference ; thus then there is no alterna-
tive left; it is absolutely necessary that the cognition of
these should be included in ¢ Perception ’ [and yet under the
proposed definition, this is found impossible].”

To the above we make the following reply ; Who says
that Pleasure and the rest are not amenable to Perception ?
“ Well, that they are not so has been said by the philosopher
who defines Porception as produced by the contact of the
sense-organ and the object” Certainly there is mnothing
wrong in the dofinition: the Mind is a sense-organ; and
hence the cognition of Pleasure is a cognition produced by
the contact of the sense-organ and the object. Then, as for
the Mind not being mentioned in the S#rs onumerating the
Sense-organs,—this is due to the Mind being different in charac-
ter from the other Sense-organs. “What is this differenco
in character ? Tho difference lies in this that while the
Mind operates upon all (perceptible) things, overy one of
the other organs operates upon only a limited number of
of things ; as a matter of fact, the Mind is effective on al]
objects,—while the others are not effective on all objects.
That the Mind is effective on all objects is proved by the follow-
ing reasonings:—(a) ‘ The Mind is effective on all objects—
because it is the substratum of that contact which is the
canse of romembrance,—like the Soul ;—(b) because it is the
gubstratam of that contact which brings about the cognition
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of pleasure—like the Soul ;~—(0) and because it supervises
over all Sense-organs—like the Soul.

The Bhagya (p-16,11 5-6) itaelf has mentioned another point
of differenco between the Mind and the other sense-organs :—
viz., that the other sense-organs are all material, while the
Mind is émmaterial, But this is not right ; and such a state-
ment is contrary to facts:in reality the Mind is neither
material nor immaterial ; materiality and immateriality are
properties belonging to products® ; [heuce to say that the
mind is émmaterial would mean that it is the product of some~
thing othor than matier]; while as a Matter of fact the Mind is
not a product at all; and as such it cannot be either mater-
ial or immaterial. Then again, tho character of materiality can-
not possibly belong to the Ear (which being @kasha itself,
cannot be regarded as a material product); consequently, if
the non-mention of the Mind in the S&fra be explained as
being due to the fact of its being different from the other
sense-organs in that it is immaterial while those are mater-
ial,—then, in that case, for that same reason the Ear also
should not be mentioned in the §#f{rd; as the Ear also is
neither material nor immaterial (product). ¢ In the
word *bhasfika’, the affix has a refloxive force (so that the
word means matler ilself, and not product of matter.) [And
the Ear, as @kasha, is certainly matter ].* This expla-
nation is not right; as in that case, the affix would become
absolutely useless: what you mean is that the word ¢ bhau-
tika’ is synonymous with ¢ k#fa’; but if it is so, then the
affix (in the word *bha®{ika’) has absolutely no meaning ; no
additional meaning being afforded by the affix (over and
above what is signified by the word ‘5kB¢a ’ itself) ; and the
addition of the affix therefore becomes totally meaningless

Var. P, 41. and futilo,

® That which is produced out ot mastter ls mteml, that whioh is produced
not ot of matter, but out of g olse * is t
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It has been urged by the Oppoment (in the Bhasya
that there is no mention of the Mind as an organ (of ocognit*
ion). But this is not true; the Mind is actually mentioned
as an organ (of cognition)in Satra 1-1-15 which speaks
of ‘the impossibility of simultaneous cognitions as indicat-
ive of tho presence of the Mind’; and from this it is clear
that the Mind is an instrument or organ of cognition.

Anothor point of difference botwoen Mind and the
Sense-organs, mentioned in the Bhagya (p. 16, 1. 5-6) is thag
the Eye and the rest are organs ‘only as endowed with certain
8pacific qualitiss’ (whilo the Mind is an organ without be-
ing endowed with any specific quality). But this also is
not right; as if this were truo, then alsoit would follow that
there should be no mantion of the Eair [which does not,
through its own quality of sound, make percoptible Sound
exterior to itsell, as the othor senses do : for instance, the Nose
makes porceptible the Odonr outside itself, through the odour
inherent in itsclf; while tho Sound that is apprehended by
the Earis actually that which is produced within the Ear
itself].

For theso reasons we conclude that the only point of
difference between the Mind and the other sense-organs is
that while the lattor are elfective on only certain particular
objeots, the Mind is effective on all objects. [And this
affords the reason for Mind not being mentioned in the Sa{ra
along with the other sense-organs.]

The Bhagya (P. 16, 1. 9) supplies another reason for
Mind not being mentioned in the Safra—*because the fact that
the Mind 18 @ sense-orgun can be learnt from another philoso-
phical system.  As a matter of fact, we find the Mind men-
tionod as a sense-organ in the Sttra of another (Paishegiks)
philosophical system; and as this mention has not been
controverted inthe Nydya-s8ira, it follows, from this non-con-
troverting, that the fact is accepted.
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*An objection is raised :—** This is not right;as in that
case, the mention of the other Sense-organs would be futile;
the other semse-orgaus also have been mentioned by the
other philosophical systems; and hence these also should
not be mentioned, if the mere absence of denial mean
acoeptance.’’

This objection is not well taken ;—tho objector is ignorant
of the ways of philosophical writers: The fact of the matter
is that you are not conversant with the ways of philosophers :
it i3 a rule with all systems that those theories of other systems
which are not divectly negatived aremoant to bs accepted as true.
(Bha. P. 16, 11. 9-10). And then, unless a philosophical work
lays down certain positive propositions, there can be no dis~
tinction, for that philosophy, of ¢ one’s own theory’and ©an-
other’s theory;’ that is to say, [by arguning that Gautama
should not montion any sense-organs as all of them are found
mentioned in other works] you would set aside entirely the
statement of one’s own philosophical views, simply on the
ground that other people may have propounded them; but
if this were so, then thoro could be no distinction of ¢one's
own theory ’ and ‘ another’s theory ’}.

For these reasons it follows that there is such a thing
asthe Mind, and that it is an organ (of perception). And
thus it follows that the cognition of pleasure is ¢ produced
by the contact of the sensc-organ and object’, and thus
becomes included in the definition.

OThis rofers to the objectien urged by Difinaga. *If tho Mind is accopted as an
organ because the Satra has not d that , then the tion of the
other organs is also futile,’

$Every thoory is mentioned in some system or the othor, being propounded in
some philosophiocal work, or ourront among the common people. And what the
view held by a certain person in cannot be known unless he expresses it by words ;
and it cannot be known if the man confines himself to denying the views he does
not hold, and does not propound any positive views —J'd¢parya.
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A fresh question is raised as to whether the definition is
to be taken pieco-meal, or as one complete whole :—Thereis &
doubt as to the definition of Perception that has been pro-
pound‘od : that is, are the qualifications to be taken as
individually affording the necessary definition of Perception ?
or are they to be taken as collectively affording that defini-
tion ? The ground for this doubt lies in the fact that we
meet with both kinds of definitions ; in somo the qualifications
are moant to be taken collectively, whilein others severally,
For instance, in Sttra I.1.10. we read—"* Desire, Effort,
Aversion, Pleasure, Pain and Cognition are the characteristics
of the Self’ ; wherein each factor constitutes by itself a defini~
tion of the Self ;—so also in Siitra 1-1-23, we have a definition
of Doubt, wherein the qualifications are meant to be taken in-
dividually ; while Stitra 1-2-10 provides us with a definition of
Casuistry as the subverting of another’s declaration by means
of suppositions,—in which the whole collectively forms the
necessary definition ; 8o also in Saitra 1-1-6, we have the de.
finition of Analogy as ¢ that which accomplishes the desired
end by means of similarity to something that is well-known’, —
where the whole forms one complete definition. And as what
the present S@ra propounds is also a ¢ definition’, there na-
turally arises the doubt as to whether it is to be taken ocol-
lectively or in parts.

The answer to the above is that the words of the Siitra are
tobe taken collectivoly, as affording one complete definition
of Percoption ; for the simple reason that each of the qualifica~
tions serves to excluded Inferential Cognition, Pleasure,

. Verbal Cognition, Wrong Cognition and Doubt-
ful Cognition. If every one of the five words

of the S#fra were to constitute a distinot definition of Percep-
tion ; then, by turns, Inferential Coguition and the rest would
come to be regarded as ¢ Perception’;* similarly if only any

° If'u.' inst.nce, if we took out tho first word of the Bigra and accepted the
rest of it as the definition of Porception, auch a defiuition would apply to Inferential
Cognition ; aud so on.
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two of the words constituted the definition of Perception,
it would include all to which those two qualifications would
apply; so also if the definition were made to consist of three
words only, all to which these qualifications would apply
would have to be rogarded as Perception ; and lastly, in case
four words only were to form tho definition, wo would
have to regard as Porcoption all in which those four
qualifications would bo prosent. Thus then, we havo to
rejoct the alternatives of accopting one or iwo or threo or
four words as constituting the definitions of Perception ;
and thus we sot aside all tho thirty contingencies (caused by
the permutations and combinations of the four epithets),
and tako the entiro SE¢ra (with its fivo epithets) as forming
a single definition. 1f each epithet is taken as forming a
comploto dofinition, then wo havo five definitions provided
by the Siitra ; if the definition consist of any two epithets,
wo have ten; il it consist of any threo cpithots, we have
ten ; if it consist of four epithetls, we have five, (theso are
the thir'y contingoncies rejected); and what wo accept is
the thirty-first altornative—in wlnch all tho five opithets
are taken collectively as forming a single definition.

“How do you make out that tho Siitra accepts tho
thirty-first alternative and rejects the other thirty P .

« It is a well recognised principlo that tho affirmation of
one particular thing out of a number of things implios the
denial of tho rest, and the denial of a particular thing implies
the affirmation of the rest. That is to say, whenever we have
the affirmation of ono particular altornative (out of a number
of possiblo alternatives), it implies the donial of the rest ; as it
is in the caso of the affirmation ¢ he scos with the right eye,’
which implies tho denial ofsecing with tho left eye ; and when
there is denial of a particular alternative, it implios the
affirmation of tho rest; e. g. tho denial ¢ he does not see with
the left oye ’ implies tho affirmation of secing with the other
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eye. Thus thop, in the case of the definition under consider-
ation the acceptance of the ono alternative (out of the possible
81) implics the rejection of tho other 30.
Thus is the nature of Perception duly defined,
Somopeoplo [e.g., Vasubandhu, the Bauddha logician who
wroto his Tarkash@stra about A, D, 480] havo defined Percep-
tion as ‘Cognition proceeding from that samo object ’; but this
isnot right. The dofinition has been explained as follows :—
“ When the cognition procoeds from that same object after
which it is named, and from no other object, that cognition
is called Perception ; this definition serves to exclude the
inforential and othor forms of cognition, as all these do not
proceod only from the object cognised, proceeding, as they
do, from that and many other things.” Our objections
against this definition are the following:—In tho first place, it
i8 uot necessary to have the words ‘artha,’ ©object,’ in the
definition ; if wo said mercly °cognition proceeding jfrom
thal,’ it would mean *from that object.’ * But the word artha
is added with a view to omphasiseit ; that is to say, the addi-
tion of tho word ‘artha ’ scrves to lay stress upon the fact:
80 that the sense that would be gotat by the phrase ‘from that
vor P 43, 00y’ is got at by the words from that object.’®”
This is not right, wo reply. As the purposescf
omphasis aro already found to be served by the single word
‘tutak, * from that ;* just as in tho case of the word * abbhak-
sak’ (‘ fooding upon water’), the purpose of the emphasis
that the man lives upon water only) is served by the word
‘water’ itself (and it is not necessary to add any other
word for that purposc). ¢ Thus then, the word °arthat’

*The mero adjectival p ‘tatad ' is ingless unless some noun is added
as qualificd by it ; henee also the addition of the word ‘er¢has’ becomes necessary.—
Tatparya

+ In answer to what has been said above, Vasuband@hu might reply that if we
had only the woud tatab, ‘from that’, then, the definition would apply to the
other forms of cogaition also ; ne these also proceed frora something ; aud this
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being found to be superfluous, we have to reject also the
view that the definition sorves to exclude the inforen-
tial and other kinds of cognition.

It has been held (by the propounder of tho dcﬁnmon
under discussion) that it serves to exclude tho Objec-
tive * Cognition. But we do not quite undorstand how
the Objective Cognition hecomos excluded by the defimtion.
You will perhaps offer the following cxplanation :—% The
cognition in reality proceeds from the qualitics of colour
and the rest, but is called after the jar, as ‘the cognition
of the jar' ; and hence it does not procecod from that after
which it is named ; and thus becomes excluded by tho dofi-
nition.” This howover is not right; becauso as
a matter of fact, the cognition that proceeds from colour
and the rest is movor called ‘tho cognition of the jar’; the
cognition proceeding from colour is always named aftor the

somethng, ho it an object (ny in tho case of Pereeption) or o cognition (asin the
case of Inferential Cogmton wlich proceeds from the Cognition of the probans),
could be npokcn of as ‘that’; hence all cognilions could be spoken of as ‘procecding
Jrom that ' with a view to avoid this contingency, it 13 necessary to add the word
‘arthat.’ Inanswoer to this wo have the text ‘wo have also to reject the
view etc. etc.’ ¢ From that' having been explamed ay ¢ from that after wlich it ia
namoed’, the definition would not excludo the inf ial cogni ; as tho latter also
i8 namod after ite object ‘the inferentiul Coguition of fire,’ for instance. Nor would
this bo excluded by making ‘arthat’ seive tho purposes of cinphusis ; as such empf-
hasis could excludo only that which is contiadictory to, and i patible with,
what is mentioned ; and certainly in inferential Cognition thera s uothing in con-
gruous, or contradictory, in 1ts being nmmned afted its object, even though it may
havo other names also, as declared by tho prop ler of the defimtion (p. 42
L. 19). Thero is nothing in these other things, from which the iuferential cogni.
tions proceed, which could bo coutradictory to or patible with, the ‘that
objeot’ after which the Cognition 1 pamed. Thus then, the phraso {atah arthat’
cannot exclude theso othor causes of inferential Cognition; henoo this latter Cogni-
tion fails to be exoluded by tho definition.

® Whon we see ‘an object, what wo scc are only the atoms of calyur or such
other distinctive qualities, and not any single composite object. But this cognition of
the atoms is followed by the cognitionof the object as ono composito whole—o.g.
¢This isa jar'; as the Bauddha does not admit of composito wholos, ho regards this
Jatter objective coguition as wiong, and hence calls 1t by the vame of * sameyiti-

jiana.
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colour, and that procoeding from the jar is named after the
jar ; and honce there is no possibility of any such conting-
ency, arising (as you would oxclude from the definition).
Perhaps you arc under the impression that the jar and such
other objects arc nothing apart from the qualities of Colour
and the rest. But, in basing your theory upon this impres-
sion, you are building castles in the air. How the jar
ote., are something apart from thoir qualitios, we shall ex-
plain lator on. As a malter of fact, every cognition proceeds
from its own object; hence tho introdnction of tho word
‘tatak’ , * from that’, in tho definition is absolutoly futile.
(As it docs not serve to exclude any cognition at all),

¢ But certainly, tho Wrong Cognition proceeds from an
‘object which is not ‘#hat’ (after which it is named). [and
hence the phrase ‘from that’ would servo to exclude the
‘Wrong Cognition].” Cortainly not, we reply. It is
not that the Wrong Cognition proceeds from an object which
is not ‘that,” * it only appears in a form which does not be-
long to the real object (in contact with the scnse-organ).
So it seems you have not yot been able to understand what
a Wrong Coguition is!

«  Thus then we find that of the three words of tho defi-
nition—* fafal alrhat vijianem '—tho first two are found
to be futile ; and what is left is the single word ‘vijignam’,
¢ cognition ’; and this would be no definition at all (of Percep-
tion ; which is a particular form of Cognition ) ;—or if mere
¢ cognition ’ were the definition of Porception, then all cogni-
tions would be Pereeption !

® When the shell 1s wrongly cognised as silver, this wrong cognition is not pro-
duced by what iy not-skell ; there 18 no doubt that the object whoso contact gives
rise Lo the cognition 18 the shel! 1twell ; what happons then iy that the cognition is in
tho forin of something (silcer) which the actual object (shell) is not. Henco the
wrong cogution, not proceeding from that which is not not-that, cannot be cxcluded
€rom the defimtion.
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®* Even accepting tho definition to mean what it is held
to mean,—it is not possible for (a) the apprehended object
(that from which the cognition proceceds, and which there-
fore is the cause of the cognition), and (b) the apprchending
cognition (which is the effect of the former) to be present
at one and the same time, [as the cause must always precede
its effect]; 80 that the cognition, in this case, could not be percop-
tion,’ ¢ But the destruction or disappoarance of the cause
(Object) may bo simultaneous with the appearance of the
effect (Cognition) [so that even if tho cause prccedes the
effact, the effoct can appoar at tho momont of its disappear-
ance]. ” This explanation cannot be accepted ; becauso
there is no instance availablo of such simultaneity ; as a matter
of fact, there isno instanco of destruction and appearance
being simultaneous. In any caso there is no avoiding tho
absurdity that the objoct, which will havo disappeared and
hence become past, would under the dofinition, bo cognised
a8 perceived (in tho present). “ The objection applies
equally forcibly to the original definition also [as in that
also tho object is a causc of tho Cognition, and should there-
fore have gono bofore the Cognition]; and in this case also
what instances of simultancity ( which is nccessary ) are
available for you? ” The objection does not apply to
our original definition, we reply; as we have already #ns-
wered this; and we have oxplainod the simultancity under
Satra 3, 2. 9.

Others (e. g. Dinnaga) have offered another definition of
Perception :—

® As the cause and the offect cannot bo present at the saumne time, * antecedonce’
forming & necessary factor in the conception of the ¢ Cause '—the object (the cause)
will have ceased to oxist at the moment that the cognition will appear. So that
the cognition as present (‘tho jar is") appoaring with regard to the objoct that is
past, would bo clearly a wrong coguition ; and hence the cognition would not be the
valid Percoption that is intended to be d by tho definition.
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 Perception is that whioch is free from determina-
tion. ¢ What do you mean by determination ?? It *
means connection with name and class ; the meaning of the defi-
nition' thus being —that is Percoption which is not spoken of
by a name or specificd (dosignatod) by class and the restt,
which is in kceping with the form of the object};, which
is definite § and self-cognisable ||.”

To theso peoplo the following questions should be put :—
Pirstly (as to the word expressing what is defined) what is it
that is denoted by the word * Perception’ P If it is tho percep-
tional cognition that is donoted by tho word, then how can it be
rogarded as ‘not spoken of by anamo’ P9 (and yet this forms
the first difforentium in your dofinition). 1f, on the other
hand, perceptional cognition is not denoted by the word
¢ Porcoption,’ this word becomes meaningloss (and yet your
dofinition contains this word.), Tf then, it is held that what
is denoted by the word ¢ Percoption’ is some sort of generic
(unspocified) thing, then wo ask—Is this generic thing
something othor than Porceptional cognition ? or tho same as
Percoptional cognition ? If tho former, then Porceptional
cognition remaing undefined (and yot it is this very cognition
that the definition is moant to define). And if tho latter,
then, in that caso, how could you hold Porceptional cognition

© Thneroare five Kalpands or detorminations to which coguitions ure subject :—
(1) name, ‘tho thing 1 se: 1y Davadatta ',-—(2) tho clasw—* 1t i n man Isve’,—
(3) quality, ¢ he is dark ',—(4) action, ‘he iu walking',—(5) connection with other
thngs, he 18 carrying a stick *. That cogmtion in which none of these determinations
enters is Perception.

+ Action, ¢ quality,” connection.
§ This qualification precludes wrong coguitions.

§ This unplios validity.

1l 1€ it were unot 80, it would not be ition ;and it is b it is wolf- ised
that it is ¢ free from deterninations.’

o The Tatparya says this would be contrary to tho Bauddha tenct that words
express ouly unqualified cognitious.
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to be one that is ¢ not spoken of by a name’? Secondly (as
regards the definition itsolf), if the expression ‘free from
determination’ is meant to denote the Perceptional cognition,
then the definition involves a self-contradiction. [Perceptional
cognition has been defined as that which cannot be spoken of
by a namo, and yet it is spoken by the name free from determi-
nations.] And if Perceptional cognition is not denoted by the
expression, ‘free from determination,’ then the exprossion
itself becomes absolutoly futile (as a definition of Porception).
Thirdly (as regards tho cntire statement of the definition),
tho statement, ¢ Porception is that which is free from deter-
minations,’ isin the form of a sentenco. Now, what is it that is
denoted by tho sentence P If it is Porception that is denoted
by it, then thero is tho same self-contradiction. “How so?”
Bocause Perception is actually denoted, ew-hypothesi, by the
sentenco ¢ it is free from doterminations’, and yet it is called
‘undenotable,’” ‘not spoken of by a name’ ;——and who else
oxcept tho Bauddha can make sucha sclf-contradictory
agsertion P If, on the other hand, the sontenco does not
denote Perception, thon the assortion, ‘Percoption is that
which is freo from determinations’, becomes a mcaningloss

jargon of words.
.

Then again, Percoption being actually spoken of by such
words as ‘ non-oternal’ and the rest, it cannot bo absolutely in-
capable of boing spoken of by a namo (or word). That is to
say, wo find the Bauddha scriptures thomselves speaking of
Percoption in tho following words—'Percoption is non-
eternal,’ ¢ Perception is free from pain, and also selfless;
if then ¢ perception ' can be spoken of by such
words, how, can it be ¢‘incapable of being spoken
of by words’? If it cannot be spoken of by these
words, this would mean that Porception is not non-eternal ;
and so, it will not have been (rightly) declared by Tathagata

Nyaya 149.



54 Inpiaw Trovaw? : NYZva-SoTRA.

(Buddha) that ¢all that is sanskrifa (amended or purified) is
non-eternal P*

The Opponent offers the following explanation :— What
is moant by the expression ¢ free from determinations’ is that
the *specific individuality’ § of the thing cannot be determined
and spoken of.”

In that ocase all things § would become ‘percoption,’
“How so?” Because no person, however well-instructed
he may be (as a Bauddha) can determine and speak of the
¢ specific individuality’ of things ; for the simple reason that
this would be opposed to all philosophic concoption, (specially
of the Bauddha, according to whom tho ‘specific individuality’
of things is wundeterminable, something that cannot be
definitely grasped and spoken of). As a matter of fact
every object has two forms, general and specific; and when-
evor any objoct is spoken of, it is only in its general form.
Nor doos this give riso to the absurdity of tho object heing
not spoken of at all ;—bocause the objoct is not partioularly
spoken of in its specific form, it does not follow that it is
not spoken of at all; for example, it is not that the Brgh-
mana is not spoken of by the word ‘Man’; even though the
word ‘man’ does not signify the specifio features of the Brah-
‘maga—thoso that distinguish him from other men,—yet simply
because the word does not signify the Brahmana along with his
specific characteristics, it does not follow that the
Brahmana is not spoken of by the word ‘Man,’
at all. In the same manner, Cognitions also have the two forms
~—general and specific ; and even though their specific form

*As percap‘tiox-;i“s also included in ‘all’ and if it is not non-eternal, all cannot be
not-cternal,
#This is & Banddha tochnicality: Every object has a distinotive form of its own

but this is nothing positive, it is purely nogative ;the ‘epccific individuality’ of the
Cow consiats in the negation-af-the not-cow ; this is also called ‘Apoha’.

3Dinniga has not pnt forward his definition in connection with ¢ Right Know-
ledgo'—as Pharmakirti has done ; henco the definition cannot bo restricted to Cog-
wition only, Tatprrya.

Vir. P. 45.
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can never bo spokon of by means of words, the general form
can always be so spoken of [llenee the explanation of the
definition becomes absurd |, .

If, in order to oscape from this absurdity, tho definition
of Perception be oxplained to mean “that which is not
spoken of in ifs specifie form,'——then 1t wonld apply, not
to Perception only, but to the entive Universe.  [As no object
is ovor spoken of in ils specific form. |

With a viow to avoid these difficulties, tho word “Zal-
pandpodha’ (¢ free from  determination’) may be regarded as
a conventional name for the specific form of ¢ Pereeption?
(without having any hteral meaning of its own). But even
thus the contradiction does nol ceasc; for as already
pointed ont above, the speeific form of anything cannot be
spoken of by means of any word ; and yet, the specific form
of Perception wonld be sought, in the definition, to be spoken
of by means of the word * Falpunipodha! T8 (with a view
to eseapw from this, it bo held that) the word expresses
nothing,—then what s tho nse of introdneing the word at
all in tho defimtion —¢ Kalpanapodham prafyalsam’ P Not
expressing anything at all, it 15 exactly hke the dream of a
dumb person. .

Thus then, it is found that tho moro we examino the
dofinition proposed by Diindga, tho more incapablo b is
found of bearing the serutiny of reason.

Jaimini has proposed another Definition of Perception :
“Tho cognition that is produced whew thore is contact of
tho man’s sensc-organs.”  Mim-sii. 1-1-5, "I'his defini-
tion also is not right ; becanso the said contact is the causo
of tho production of Doubt (and Wrong Cognition) also;
this has heen pointed out by tho commentators upon this
Satra of Juimni (2.g. in the Shabhara-Bhisye and tho Shloka-
vartika).
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This same argument also sets asido the definition of
Por. sptisa w4+ 2t cognition which appoars when therois
enntart of tho abject with tho sonse-organs, and the mind
is calm and clew *2.

Similarly the definition supplied by Varsaganya cannot
bo aceepted. 1Le defines Perception as ‘the functioning of the
Ilar and other sense-organs.’ This deflinition cannot be accept-
od as it introduces the names of all tho five sense-organs;
henco any cognition in which even one of the fivo organs is
not in operation would not be a true Percoption’]

Tho method of reasoning employod in the rofutation
of theso definitions will sorve to show that all those defini-
tions that aro similur to those alroady refutod, cannot be
accepted as true dofinitions.

Thus ends the explanation of the Definition of Percep-
tion.

® This also applics to Doubt and Wrong Coguitions,
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CHAPTER II.
Seorion (1).
Ineffectiveness of the Naiyayika’s Nigrakasthanas or
‘Clinchers’ as against the Vedanla.

A—[1Iaving found that it is not possible (o propound suitable definitions
of the Pramdnas, Perception, Infercnceaud the 1est, m of the Pyamdayibhadsas,
the Z1é{vabhasa, &c., wheroby tho validily of the Vedantuview could be
vitiated,—the Logician now falls back upou lus * clinchers’ or An]mha:thd-

nas, which afford to him the maoans of sl g his opp iud
Anda he takes up Pralyjighani, which s thu Jirat to be mentioned among
‘chinchers’.]

[Page 511] (1) Says the Logician—*Tf we cannot
define the hetvabhdsas, then we have thoe ¢clinchers’—
‘Recantation’ and tho rest (doscribed in Nyaya-Sitra 5.2, 1.)
—whioch would invalidate the philosophy of non-duality.”
This cannot bo, we roply. For what is  pratijiiahani’, or
‘ Rocantation’ (which is tho first of the twenty-two Clinchers
mentioned by Gautama)? It will not be right to define
it as the retragting or donying of what has beon admitted
and asserted ; as this definition will apply to that case in
which one makes a cortain assortion and (himsell finding
it wrong) quickly retraots it; while as a mattor of fact, this
is not (according, to the Logician himself) a case of
‘clincher’. And in order to avoid this difficulty it will be
necessary for you to add the further qualification that tle
retracling be done aftor the assertion has beeon found fault
with by the opponent. [And in thus propounding, at the
outset, on unqualified definition, and subsequently, adding a
qualification, the Logician himsolf bocomes open to the fifth
‘clincher’, called ‘¢ hefvantara’.]

(2) In the above dofinition, what do yon mean by the
something being *svtkpita’, admittrd? Does it woan only
that the thing is simply accepled ? or that iv & wrept+d ag
existing, as a real entity ? If tho formes, then, as ' invier of
fact, you will find that in every cuse, you i+ ~ 1 desis/
of something, in one form, which is desircd or acvepted in
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another form [oven in tho caso of the perfectly true donial
fsound is not cternal’y you have tho denial of sound, which
is desired ov accepted,—though it is truo that sound is
accepted, in tho form of qualify, as being a quality, and it
is denied, a3 etevnal ; yet tho denial of ths accepted is there
all tho same] ; thus tho definition would, in this case, become
too wide. “ What is meant hy tho word ‘{yiga’
frctraction’ in tho definition is that denying which comes after
acceptance ; and in the case you have cited the acceptanco
is nob in the form in which tho denial follows; and hence
thoro boing no roal ¢ retraction’ in this caso, the dofinition,
does not apply to this case”. This will not be right,
wo roply; as by your explanation, the idoa of acceptance,
boing implied by the word ¢ retract’, tho word ¢ svikrife’
faccopted’ , ¢ admitted’, in the definition would bo superfluous.
Ifin view of this suporfluity, you omit the word ¢svikrite’
from the definition,—even thon, noither of tho two alterna-
tives put forward above (in conncction with tho meaning
of tho word ¢ svikrifa’) would boadmissible. As [the first
alternativo has already boen shown to bo inadmissible ; and
as rogards tho sccond altornative, that tho word means deing
accepled as a real entity] with vegard to what is accepted
as a real enbify, it is always possible to regard it is not
accey ted, in sowe other form. And [even if you urge
that bolh tho arceplance and the denial shonld pertain
to ono and tho samo form of tho thing, and mnot to
different forms of it], we shall urgo against you tho caso
of the Logician’s own theory that Conjunction and such
qualities oxist only in parts of their substratum, by
which theory, (in the case of the conjunction of the jar
and tho all-pervading @kisha) the Logician both accepts and
denies the presenco of Conjunction in akasha [in which
caso tho acceptance and deniul both portain to tho same
conjunction and the same @kashe]. Similarly also with
tho case of many things whoso existence is both accepted
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and denied with referonco to different points of time and
placo—the samo thing being uccopted as oxistent at one
placo and time, and denied to exist at another place and
time. “ But what wo mean is that the thing that
is denied in a certain form at a certain timo and placo by a
certain man shonld be the samoe thing that has been aceept-
ed in tho same form by the samo man at the same time
and at the same placo.” In that ease there would he
no ¢ recantation > when a man admits the existenco of Timo
and then denics it ; as with regard to Time the qualification
“at the same timo’ would be impossible ; as any onc point of
time cannot subsist cither in itscll orin any other poiut of
time [benco no ‘timo’ can be predicated of any point
of time, in the form ‘the tuno at tho same time.’] If (in ordor
to avoid this diffienlty) you omit the qualification ‘at the
same timo’ in the defimition as pertaining to Time, and
insort it in tho same as pertaining to other things, then you
fail to provide a singlo definition for all kinds of * Recanta-
tion’. Ii, in view of this difficalty, ¢ Recantation” bo not re-
parded as reprchensible, so far as assertions with referenco to
T'ime are concerned, then its roprehensibility could similarly
bo denied in all other cases also. Nor againis it
ovor possiblo for the denial to come cxactly at the same timg
as the acceptance. “ What is meant by af the same
time is at the timo of, during, that discussion (and not
procisely at the samo moment of time).” This is not
right ; if by ‘that discussion’ is meant any particular
discussion, then tho dofinition would not be a comprchensive
ono (cach dofinitionapplying to only a single discussion) ;
if, on the other haud, all forms of all threo kinds of
discussion be meant, then this would lead to the absurd
contingency that if a person once admits somotling [for tho
sake of mere disputation, in the course of a Wrangling dis.
cussion] he will be proventsd (on pain of becoming
open to the chargo of Recantation) from ever making any
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assertions to the contrary (in the course of any discussion
that he may entor into, in the course of his lifo). Similar
objections could be taken against tho qualifications of the
same form ‘of the same thing’ and so forth.

(3) The dofinition i3 open to yet another objection :—
Tho word ‘assorted’ has boen added for the purposo of
differentiating  * Recantation’ from ¢ Apasidghinta’ or
“absence of any definito view’ (which is unother kind of
‘clincher’). But even without being assorted, if a cortain
fact is mercly admitied, and then denied, this sbould bo
enongh to vitiabo the man’s position; consequently the
addition of any further qualification would bo ontirely
superfluous ; and tho definition containing such a qualifica-
tion would bo opon ‘to tho charge of ¢ superfluity '; just
as in the caso of the Contradictory I’robans, the merc fact
of its being rolated to that where the Probandum never
subsists , boing suficient to mark it as ¢ fallacions’, it has
boen considered (by the Logician himsolf) entirely suporfluous
to further qnalify its dofinition by the specification that it
should bo present only in that whore tho Probandum never
subsists.

B.—[The first Clincher ¢ Pratyiihani’ having boen disposod of, the
author lakes up tho sceond, Pratijii intara or * Shiftmg of Ground.’

‘[l'ngx-.')ll 3 (¥ In describing the ‘Clinchars, you speak
of ¢ Recantation and the rest’; now whatis it that is includod
in the phraso ‘and the rest’? You cannot answer that it
includes ¢ Pratijiiantara’ or ¢ Shifting of Ground’ and the
other Clinchers. For you cannot provide an adequate
explanation of this ¢ Shifting of Ground.’ TFor instance,
one definition that has been proposed by you is as
follows +—** In course of a discussion, on finding the state-
mont of his case assailed and criticised by the oppo-
nont, if one states his case in another form, adding
qualifications not mentioned before,—~he bocomes open to
the chargo of having shifted his ground.” This definition
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cannot be accepted. As it would be too wide, being appli-
cable in the following caso of corroct rejoindor :—the man
states his case in a qualified form,—the Opponent not minding
tho qualification, assails the statement in its uﬁqualiﬁed form,
—the former party thoreupon re-iterates his statement with
the qualified form, adding the statemont ¢ this is the form in
which T had stated my case, and not in the unqualified form
crilicised by you ;thus you become subject to theclincher
of assailing what should not bo assailed.’ ‘“ How can our
dofinition apply to this caso of correct rejoinder, when there is
no addition by the first party of any qualification not already
present in tho first statement?”  This will not help you ;asthe
pragabhiva, ‘ prior negation,’ of tho qualification was certain-
1y there before the qualification was re-iterated.* ** But
precisely at the fime that there was ‘prior negation’ of the
qualification, the statoment with the qualification was also not
thoro [so that there is no mention of what is not mentioned)."”

Truc; but in what way does it mecet tho undesirable
extension of the definition duo to thero being ‘non-mention to
the qualification *Pt “ What is moant by the definition
is that there should be non-mention of the qualification at the
time that the qualified statement is made [so that it doos not
matter if thoro is non-mention before this latter statemont.]’?

® All that the definition makes necessary 18 that there should bo subsequent
mention of a qualification of which there was 2o mention before « non-mention moans
absence or negation of tion ; g Lo the Logician there are threo kinds
of absence or negation, onc of which is llm pragabhava or prior uegation ; by which
is meant tho abseuce of a thing before it comes into existence ; uow in the case
jn question, where the qualification is reiterated, there is the prior negation
of tho qualification ; that is, thero is the abseuce of mention of the quahlimlion;
thus the non-mention of tho qualification being there, its subsequent 1ucntion
involves tho ‘ mentioning of a qualification uot-mentionod before '; and this satisGes
the conditions of the defimtion

1 It is enongh for tho application of the definition 1o tho cose in question that
there wa3 ‘non-mention,’ of some sort, of the quahfication, which is wmentioned
cubsequently ; it makes nodiffercnceif this mentiou comes only subsequently, snd is
not present at the time of the non‘mention.
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This also will not help yon; as it being absolutely
impossiblo for any two statements by one and the same
person to bo present at the same time,—in the caso
cited by us, as 1n all similar cases, this condition will always
bo presont [as the mention of the qualifieation will never be
present at the same time that tho qualified statoment is made].

“What is mecant is, not that the non-mention of the quali-
fication should be there precisely at the samo moment as the
qualified statement is there ; what is meant is that the non-
mention should be there after the qualified statement.”  1'his
is not right, we reply ; as in that case, the definition will apply
to the case of such compounds as ¢ blue-lotus’, whero tho quali-
fication ¢ blue’ comes before the qualified *lotus’ [so that affer
the utteranco of ¢ blue lotus’ there is ¢ non-mention of the
qualification’ dlue]l.  “What we moanis that it should come
immeditely defore the qualified statement.” Then the de-
finition will apply to the easo of tho cxpression ©ufpalam ni-
lam’, ‘thelotus bluo ” (whoro tho ¢uahfication comes after tho
qualified). * It nood not be specified whother the non-mention
should bo Zefore or after ; we say simply that it should boin
immediale promumily to it.” Bat this will apply to that
caso where thero are more than one (malifieation [in which
éase immediate proximty is impossible . “ Well, we shall
say that the non-mention of the quahfication shall ho there at
the time when the qualification conld be mentioned.” This
also will not help you ; for in ncise where thoro are more than
one qualification to a thing, when this qualified thing comes to
bo spoken of,—as the mention of a number of things must be
in some order of sequonce,—it is inovitablo that the quali-
fications he mentionod one after the othor ; now tho time at
which the first qualification is montionod will be also the time
when the second qualification could be mentioned (thero being no
hard and fast rule as to the exact order in which the qualifica-
tions of a certain thing should be mentioned) ; and thusin this

caso also there being non-mention of all those other qualifica.
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tions at tho time when they could ba mentioned, the defini-
tion becomes applicable. “Well, in ordor to avoid
all theso difficultios, wo shall say that it is nocessary that the
qualification be not montioned at any time which is proper for
ils mention.” This will not bo right; as if you regard
the time aftor tho statoment of the eriticism by the opponent
to bo tho ¢ proper time’, then the definition fails to apply to the
real cases of ¢ ground-shifting’; [as in all thesothequalification
being mentiouned aféer the criticism, thereis no ‘non-mention’
at tho time.] If, on tho other hand, you regard the time
before tho criticism as the ¢ proper time’,—then the dofinition
will, as already shown before, become applicable to the case
where tho first statement is mado with the qualification, but
tho opponent, not noticing the qualification, offors his criticism
of the unqualified statement, whercupon the first party re-
iteratos the qaalification ; as in this caso the second mention
of tho qualification, which comes afler the criticism, is not
there before the criticism [so that there is ¢ non-mention’
of the qualification before th= criticism]. ** What is meant
is tho ¢ non-mention of the qualification’ as a class (and not
any particular kind of  non-mention’) | So that in the last caso
cited, even though tho ‘ non-mention of qualilication’ comes
after tho criticism, yot itis of tho same class as the ‘noir
montion of gualification befors tho criticism’].” This is
not right, wo reply ; for us a matbor of fact, it is absolutely
impossible for persons of ordinary powers of cognition like our-
solves, Lo form any conception, by any means of cognition, of all
those endluss individual ‘mentions of qualification’ which con-
stituto the class whose absence is held to bo mcant by the * non-
mention’ ; and thusthoe absence of these also being incapablo of
being grasped, the dofinition (of which this absenco of mention
forms an integral part) becomes incomprehensible, and hence
impossible. As for tho Logician’s theory that all individuals
of a class appoar to our mind by tho ‘ contact of generalities’,
this has been already rofuted by us in the section on Juference,
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(5) 'These rame arguments also serve to set aside the
view that to the dofinition given at the opening of para.
4, wo should add a further qualification ¢ that which has
been stated at first in an unqualificd form’; even with
this qualification, the definition will apply to the case of
such qualified stutements as ‘the lotus blue’ [as we have
shown how it is possible for a qualified object whose quali-
fication is mentioned after itself, to be regarded as ¢ stated
at first in the unqualified form’. Further, having at first
stated your definition in one form, and thon subsequently
added to it further qualifications, you would yourself become
subject to the clincher of ¢ hefvantara’. [This clincher be-
ing defined in Gautama Sutra 5. 2. 7 as that which ¢ a per-
son incurs whon, finding his unqualified statement refutod
Lo adds to it further qualifieations'].  And if oven in face of,
this the clincher of ¢ kefvanfara’ does not attach to you
becauso you find the subsequent addition of the further
qualification necessary), then for me, your adversary, also
against whom you would urge the clincher of ‘pratijiantara’
sololy on the ground of the subsequent mention of qualifications)
how could thore be any prafijfiantara’?

(6) I, then, in order to escape from the clincherof ¢hef-
danfara’, youstato your definition of ‘pratijiianfara’, at the
very outsot, (not in tho formin whichyou have stated it in the
beginning of para. 4. but) along with the further qualification
(mentioned at tho beginning of para, 5),—then, firstly the
definition will become too narrow : as it will not apply to the
following case (which should be one of real Pratijiianfara) :—
Tho man makes a qualified statement at the outsct,—then
feeling that the qualification may be superfluous, he with-
draws tho qualification,—and on this unqualified statement
being criticised by his opponent, he again puts forward
tha statement in the qualified form. [The definition would
fail to apply to this, as in this case the first statemont
would not be in the unqualified form, a condition necessary
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by the qualifiel definition now put forward]. Secondly
[there is yet another objection to which your definition as
stated now with a qualification, as well as in the unqualified
form in which it was stated first is open] your definition
becomes too mnarrow in another sense also: the definition
containg tho words sva’ (‘oneself’), *para’{* opponent’)
‘sadhya’ (‘case’) and ‘parva’ (‘before’); and when we
come to ponder ovor the signification of these words, wc find
that they must refer to individuals (‘cva’ referring to a
rwticular individual porsom, and so on);and thus the de-
finition coutaining these words will not apply to any other
cago of ¢ Prafijiidntara’ save the one in which those parti-
cular individuals would bo concerned. Z'hirdly, the definition
would apply to the following case of correct reasoning also :
Tho first party makes a certain statemont, omitting those qualia
fications that aro already indicated by the coutext, tho parti-
cular occasion &c. (and whose explicit mention, on that ac-
couat, is thought uncalled for) ;—the Opponent, not under-
standing the reason of the omission, criticises the baro state-
ment (on tho absonce of tho qualifications) ;—the first party
thereupon explains his position, supplementing his former
statemont by the direct mention of those qualifications that
aro indicated by the context &e. (and had on that account
been omitted). [This caso will fall within the definition,
as the former statement is in the ungualified form, and
qualifications, mnot mentioned before, are subsequently add-
ed.] Lastly, with a view to escape from this last
difficulty, you may substitute, in your dofinition, the word
¢ apratipadif1’, ¢ not indicated or made known,’ in place of
the word ¢ anukfa’ ‘not mentioned’ [So that what is indi-
catod by contost &c. would not be ‘apratipadifr’, and
hence tho case cited would mot fall within the definit-
ion]; but in that case, the definition will be open to
the objection that, inasmuch as the other party does not
comprehend the qualification as indicated by the context, it
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cannot bo regarded as ‘indicated’ or ¢ made known ' to him;
[and from the fact that he criticises the statoment on the
ground of its being wunqualified, it is clear that he does nob
comprehend the qualification]. And so on, many other objec-
tions could k;o multiplied.

C.—[The definition of tho third Clincher, Pratijdvirogha, ‘Contradic-
tion of one's own statement ' is next taken up.]

(7.) What again do yon mean by °Pratijiantara and
the rest P’ “We refer to the Contradictory Statement,
Pratijiavirogha and the other Clinchers.” This is
not right ; as Pratijidvirodha, has beon defined as that con-
tingency which arises when thore is a contradiction between
any twostatements mado by a person in the course of his
observations during discussion,—this contradiction not
necessarily involving the putting forward of any thing con-
travening the proposition that that person has undertaken
to provo (as is found to be tho case with the Fallacious
Reason, called ¢ Contradictory '); and this definition can-
not be accepted as a correct ono ; as it would apply to such
assertions as * iha bhatale ghato nisfi,” ‘thore is no jar in this
place’ ; for two statements are said to be ¢ contradictory *
whon what ono of them exprosses is directly contrary to
what the other expresses ; and such a contradiction wo find
in the casc of the slatement ika bAR(al2 ghatal na asti ; whero
tho words ¢ ghatak as{i’ expresses affirmation, the existence
of the jar, while the word ‘na’ expresses the denial of the
gime existence (w1l certainly tho affirmation of one thing is
contrary toits denial).  “Your rcasoning is most impro-
por ; the words of the sentone3 ghatak nisti do not in reality
expross the affirmation and denial of the jar's existonos ; and
it would be only if such were the case that there would be a
contradiction ; as a matter of fact, it i3 the jar that is denied ;
itis only tho denial (or non-existence) of the jar that is
exprossed ; how then oan there be any contradiotion in this P
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This argnment is not sound, we reply. You must admit

that the word ¢ ghatak’ of the sentence expresses the affirma-
tion or presonce of the jar, and the phrase ¢ ng asfi’ expresses
its donial or absence. If you do not admit this, then, by your
admission, there would be no contradiction (and’ consequent
incongruity) botwecn the meaning of ¢ ghatah’ and ¢ na asti;’
and the rosult of this would bo that the sentence
‘tha. bhatalz ghatah na asti’ would have to be regarded
as oxpressing the affirmation of the presence of hoth
the jar and its relation at the samo placo (4hatals) !
As this would bo absurd, it must be admitted that the
word ¢ ghatak’ affirms the presence of the jar, while
‘na’ deniocs it, Under the circumstances, the statement
¢ tha bhitale ghatek nasti} fulfils every one of the conditions
of your definition. For instance, firstly are not the two
words (¢ ghatah’ and ¢ ma ') parts of the observation made
by one and tho same porson ? Secondly, do not they express
meanings contrary to cach other ? Ilow can your definition
then not apply to this case ? * T'wo statements are
regarded as mutually * contradictory ’, not simply when they
express meanings contrary to cach other, butonly when ono
of them affirms the presence of something with regard to a
cortain timo and place, and tho othor affirms with regard to that
samo time and place the presence of that which is contrary to
tho former thing; and in the case in question, the words ¢ na ’
and € agti * do not affirm the pr and ab: (of the jar)
with regard to:the same time and place . This will
not help you, we reply; as we have already answered this
[that is, what we havo already said above meocts this last
argument of yours] ; for all that you and I have boen saying
on this point presupposcs that it is with regard to the same
time and place ; obtherwise—unless iwo contradictory state-
monts pertain to the same time and place—there can be no
contradiction at all.
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(8) Then again, we ask—You speak of the presence, at
one and tho same time and place, of mutually contradictory
tbings ; now is this co-existence real, rightly cognized or not ?
If you hold jt to be real, rightly cognised, then your use of the
word ‘contradictory’ must be in some oxtraordinary technical
sonso (and not in the sense that is attachoed to it in ordinary
language)* ; as from the very faot of thetwo things co-existing
at the same time and place heing true or rightly cognisod, all
idea of ¢ contradiction ' between them must cease forthwith,

If, on the other hand, you do not hold the co-oxistence
to be real, rightly cognised,—thon as a matter of fact, such
‘incongruity of co-oxistence as is not rightly cognised, i. e,, un-
real, would be presont everywhere (as in the case of true co-
existence also, there would be an uurcal or false contradic-
tion) ; and thus your definition (speaking of a contradiction
that could be present everywhore) would become too wide.

¢ What the contradictionor incongruity lies between
are the two things as they are spoken of by tho Opponent
(nnd not as they actually exist) ; and certainly there are valid
means of rightly cognising the contradiction between these.” 4
This is not right ; it may be possible to show
that the fact is somehow subject to the operation of some
~alid means of right cognition (verbal for instance) ;
but even so, with the explanation that you provide of the
¢ contradiction * urged by you remains a meore conventional
technicality [and has no meaning] ; for even the assertion
that—* the matter (of co-oxistence)as stated by the Opponent
involves a contradiction *—cannot be made until one has
®The right cognition of the panionship or co-exist: of two things implies
that it is pousible for them to co-exist and, on tho ordinary notions of ‘contradiction’,
the fact of two tlungs being contradictories means that they can never co-exist.
4That is to ray, ‘contradiction ' lies in the fact of the opponent speaking of two
things as co-existent at the samo time and place, when they are not so co-existent; and
this fact cun certainly be true, and rightly cognised, by means of the word used by the
opponent ; so long as the words actually express what is in the mind of the speaker
tho coguaition of what is thus expressed by oarselvee, oan be regarded as valid.
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already got the right cognition of the contradiction [and if the
¢ contradiction ’ is rightly cognised it ceases to be a contradic-
tion in the proper sense of the word; and under the circum-
stances, when you proceed to prove the conclusion ¢ the Oppo-
nont’s assertion is one that involves contradiction ’, you make
use of a meaningless epithet, and this makes your argument
fallacious. “ But what we do is not to prove, or
state an argument for, the presencs of contradiction ; all that
we mean is to subject the Opponent to a hypothetical con-
futation by showing that by his own admission he i3 open to
the charge of ¢ contradiction * *’.# But this also
will not help you ; as without having had some sort of a right
cognition of ¢ contradiction,’ you could not indicate it even
by way of hypothetical confutation.t

(9) “ There may be mno right cognition of the co-exis-
tenco involving contradiction ; we could certainly speak of
it (without having a right cognition of it) through the wrong
cognition that we may have of it (as in cases where we deny
wrong conceptions)”. This will not be right, we
reply ; for what case is there against which one can not put
forward a ¢ contradiction * which is more apparent than real,
and of which he has only a wrong idea? And as this could be
urged against all cases, the definition (containing the word
‘contradiction ’ ) becomes as improperly wide as we have
pointed out above. “ Tho two things betwoon
which contradiction is pointed out aro certainly such as have

®Tho diff b adhana, proving and * piosafi ’ thypothetical confu-
tation,’ lica in this that in proving one has to have recourse to all the detailu of correct
and accuarato nrgumcnluuon which hls been shown to be difficult in the casc in
question ;—in the caso of hypoth 1 ion } much 'y is not
'y ;all that is 'y m to point out to the other party thatin case ha ad-

mits a certain thing he will make himnself opon to serious undesirable consequences.

tEven in this some sort of notion of invariable concomitance is nccessary bet-
ween tho contradiction and what the opponent admits ; and no concomitanco can
be cognised until we have right notions of the L
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been rightly cognised ; but they have been rightly cognised
apart from ono another, each by itself ; and what the contra-
diction is urged against is the bringing together of the two
by forming a conception of them as co-existing at the same
time and place. [That is, in urging the contradiction, it is
not mnecessary to have the right cognition of the two factors
as co-cwistent].” This also will not bo right, we reply ;
as ftis not the two things taken individually that invol-
ves anything undesirable for the Opponent ; but only the
two taken together, as co-existent ; and the urging of this
co-existence (in courso of hypothetical confutation) depends
upon that character (f.4. ‘being mutually contradictory ’)
which is concomitant with such co-existenco ; thus if tlus
character of the co-existence is definitely rightly cognised
(as formerly declared by you) thon there can be no incon-
gruity in the co-existence ; and if thecharacter (that is, the con-
tradiction) is not rightly cognised (as you have held subse-
quently), then it is not possible for it to be urged (by way of
hypothetical confutation). “ It will be possible
to urge the two things (that are concomitant with the con-
tradiction), not collectively, but individually,—pointing out
that one (which has been rightly cognised by itself) is con-
tradictory to the other (which also has been rightly cognisod
by itsolf) (so that no right cognition of the two together is
necessary).” This will not be right ; as thore
is no contradiction between tho two taken individually by
thomselves (the contradiction lying only in their co-oxistence
at one time and place), “ But even when we take
the two individually, this would imply the two collectively
(and the consequent contradiction, which is the concomitant of
both collectively)”. This cannot be, we reply ; as
this implication would mean that the co-existence of the two
is rightly cognised by the valid instrumentality of Presump-
tion ; and the fact of the co-existence being rightly cognised

wonld remorve all possibility of any idea of contradiction bet-
Kh, IT. 14.



- OCnareiti 1T, Szorion (2). 73

ween them being entertained. It will not be right to
urge against this that implication is not proof, so that when
tho co-existence is merely implied, it does not mean that ib
is proved;—and this will not be right ; for, in the first place,
the two things being mutually contradictory, if one were to
urge a confutation on tho basis of this contradiction, which
could only be brought home by taking the two things collec-
tively, and which contradiction, as such, would not be regard-
ed as proved, such a confutation (being based upon something
that is not proved, and being not based nupon the man's own
convictions) would not be a correct or true confutation ;—
and secondly [if, in order to avoid this, tho contradiction were
sought to be brought hemo by taking each of the two things
individually, there would bo no contradiction at ally as it is
only the co-existenco of the two that involves contradiction ;
and] this indirect indication of absence of contradietion would
be quite acceptable to tho Opponont (and the confutation
would thus be a failare). “ How can it be so (acceptuble)
when there is a distinct contradiction between the two things?*
But the fact is that the contradiction is attendant upon the
co-existence of the two things ; and henco exists upon, and
helongs to, both ; consequently, the contradiction would
coase to be nugatory ;as it would be necessary to have riglt
cognitions of the two things (as co-existent); and when there is
right cognition of this, tho contradiction cannot be rc-
garded asa true contradiction, and it must fail to have any
nugatory forco in a confutation.

Kk, 1. 15.
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Seorron (2).

[The Opponent, being unable to answer the objections mrged by the
Vodantin, makes a last attempt to turn the tables on the lattor, and eeeks to
silonce him by arguing that in courso of his roasonings againet his an-
tagonist, the' Vodantin, with a view to obtain victory, has recourse to those
same fallacios and chnchers that the Logician has adopted. Hence the
objections that he urges against these as employed by the Logician are
equally applicable to their employment by himself. The answer of the
Voduntin is that ho uses against tho Logician the implements that the latter
himself has forged ; and whose effoctivencss he cannot deny, ; but as
for tho Vedantin himself, in eo far he does not admit their effectiveness,
they can have no force againet him.]

(10) The Oppouent retorts—*¢ All these objections that
you bring forward (against our use of such
words as ¢ Contradiction’ and the like) can be
easily turned against yourself, when you put them forward
in course of your ‘refutation’ [wherein also you make use
of many such words and phrases, explanations whereof will
be opon to all these objections that you have urged against
our use of them].” Not 8o, we reply. For when
you thus have recourse to the argument of retaliation, that
you would urge the same arguments against me (that I have
urged against you), what is your meaning? Do you mean
simply to indicate the weakness in your opponent’s reasoning ?
ardo youdo so with the ulterior motivethat, in case I attempt
to put forward an answor to the objections as urged against
me, you would put forward that same answer to them as
urged by me against you? In case the former is your mean-
ing, that cannot be; as such finding fault with another
bofore having met the arguments against onesolf is highly
objectionable and unreasonable; specially as by the rules
of debate, if one party fails to answer the objections that
have been urged against him by the other party, this either
puts an end to the whole debate, which cannot proceed any
furthor, in caso tho debate is in the form of Wrangling, where
it is enough for one party to indicate blemishes in his Oppo-
nent’s view, in order to obtain victory),—or puts an end to
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one half of the debate [in caseit is in the form of Controversy
or Discusson, in which case the criticism of the Opponent’s
theory is only half of the debate, the other half consisting
of establishing one’s own view of the oase]; as Wrangling
has its ond in tho silencing of one party and Controversy
and Discussion come to an end if either party fails to answer
the objections urged against himself. [In any case there
can be no further opportunity of speaking for the person
who has failed to answer objections].

(11) If then, you accopt the second alternative [i.e.
you put forward the retaliatory argument in the hope
that you will employ in support of yourself the answer
that I may givo to your retaliatory argument] ;—then, we
put forward that same answor; what harm could that do
me (who am prepared to carry my refutation further, as
1 have not oxhausted my armour in putting forward the
objections I have urged). “You please just mention
how you will answer tho objoction as urged against yom ;
after that I shall make my answer.” But, as a matter of
fact, the present occasion is not the right time for me to
put forward an cxplanation or answer; wo did not begin
the present discussion on the understanding that I was to
establish my position and you were to domolish it by urging
objections against it; in fact we bogan on the understanding
that you were to establish your position and I was to find
objoctions against it; and in course of a discussion started
on this undorstanding, what right have you to urge me to
offer arguments in support of my own position ?

(12) The Opponent explains—“If you ask what special
purpose I have in view in ascertaining what your answer
to the objections will be, my roply is that any answer that
there may be to the objections as urged against your view
will certainly be accepted as valid and true, specially in
reference to your own position (and it will then be easy for

Kh. IT, 17.



76 Inp1an Toovear : Khandana.

me to rotort and put forward the same answer with reference
to my position).” This also is not right, we reply ;
for from the mero fact that there is an answor to the objec-
tions ag urged against my view, it does mot follow that the
same answer will be availablo in fuvour of your view also.
¢ The same answor will apply to both of us, for the simplo
rcason that tho objoctions are tho same in both cases.”
Certainly not ; some difference in tho objections urged
against the two views is absolutely cortain (for the simple
reason that the two viows are mutunally coutradictory,
and as such cannot be open to the same sel of objections).
For instance, if a cerlain answor were available, in ro-
forenco to my view,—. ither on the basis of a certain unique
feature in that view, or on tho basis of a certain theory
which is accepted by a philosophical system allied to my par-
ticular philosophy, and which is not denied by us;—how
could ono he sure that such an answer would be available [or
your viow also, simply on the gronnd of the similarity of tho
objections P—when the two factors, on the hasis of which tho
answer bas been propounded, cannot apply to yonr view
[the € uniquo foature’ of my view not being present in your
view, and the philosophical system allied to my system not

being necessarily allied to yours also]. “ What is that
anfque fealure (in your view)p” I have alrcady told

you that the present is not the oceasion for mo to make any
statoment as to my views.

(13) “ Inasmuch as the objections aro tho samo in both
casos, tho answor also will bo on similar lines (even though
it may not bo the same cxactly).” This also will not be
possible ; thero is evory chance of there heing differences in
the answer in tho two cases, in view of tho cxact form of the
answer being dependont upon the prosenco or absence of
certain pecularitics in the viow against which arc urged the
objcclions sought to bo met by the answer; and also upon
other cironmstances. As for oxample, what necessitatos tho

Kh. I1. 18.



Cuaprer II, Secrion (2). 77

‘postulating of tho genus *‘ Being’ is the idea that we have,
in ordinary experience, of things being existent; so far all are
agreed ; but when it comos to tho assorting of the presence
of this genns in certain substrates, one may liold that it sub-
sists in a particular ‘ Beiug ’ itsolf (which also is something
cxisting), while another may hold that it subsists only in
Substance, Qualily and Action (and not in Being); now in
this caso, if an objection is raised against tho subsistence of
¢ Being’ in Being as well as in Substance' and the rest,—
though the objection will be the same in both cases, yot the
person who holds it to subsist in Substanco &e., will be able
to offer in answoer the explanation that tho postulating of
¢Being’ in Substanco can be accepted as it does not involve
any illogical contingency; while tho upholder of tho view
that ¢ Boing ’ subsists in Being will be unable to offer the
samo answer ; a8 in his case tho postulatling of Deing as tho
substrate of ¢ Being’ will involve the illogical contingency of
having ‘o postulate an cndless series of Beings. Similarly in
many cases we find that even when the objections are similar
tho answer cannot bo similar.

(14) FKurther, without answoring these objections of
your Opponent which urge against you the fallacies of ¢ Un-
certainty’ and the like, you rise against him with a retalin-
tory argument ;—now what do yon mean by this ? (e) Do
you mean by this that the objection that your opponhent has
urged is no objection at all, as it applics also to tho view that
is not objectionable (i.c. tho Opponent’s own view, which, for
him, must bo unobjoctionable) ? () Or that even though
the objection is real, yet it should not have been urged by
tho Opponent, as the objection affects equally the views of
both,—in accordance with the law that—when an objcction
is equally present in the viows of both disputants,— and
and when an explanation, if possible, is also availablo for
both,—such an objection is not to be urged by either party
against the other, in course of a discussion ?
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[Pacr 528] (15) (a) The former cannot be your meaning;
for if tho discrepancy that has been urged fulfils the condi-
tions of the fallacy of ‘uncertainty,’ or any other fallacy that
may have been urged,—thon it is impossible either to deny that
it is o serious discrepancy that vitiates tho view, or to find
an answer to it; and if a suitable answer is found possible,
then the conditions laid down for the discrepancy or fallacy
(which conditions aro, ez hypothest, fulilled by the case in
question) are not the true conditions of that fallacy. “If
what is urged by the Opponont is a real discrepancy, thon,
how is it that it is found applicable to the view which my
Opponent accepts as free from discrepancies and unobjection-
able? And that the objection is applicable to this latter view
is shown by our retaliatory argument.’* But do please
also pay your attention to this question—If it is not a real
objoetion, how is it that it fulfils the conditions of the fallacy
on which tho objection is based ? “Well, as there is no-
thing to docide which of these two views of the objection is
the true ono, this gives riso to an uncertainty as to the rea-
lity of the objection.” Let thore be a mere uncertainty ;
even the slightest doubt as to the presence of objectionable
fallacios in your argument vitiates the efficiency of that
argument; as in the case of that particular kind of ‘fallacious
reason’ which has been called ¢ sandigdh@siddha, ¢ whose
validity is doubtful’ And further, the fallacy that the
Logician seeks to make doubtful in the present connection
fulfils certain conditions; if evon 80 it is doubtful, then in all
other cases when it is found to fulfil exactly those conditions,
the Logician will have to reject the invalidative efficiency
of that fallacy ;—and in so doing he will deny the efficacy

® The meaning is that 1f the objection is applicable to the disp 's own
faultless view, then it cannot be a true objection; aa for its fulfilling the condi-
tions laid down for the fallacy that 1s urged,—well, if it is found to be so widely

and improporly applicable, we should simply find out some other definition for that

fallacy.
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of the fallacy postulated and defined by himself! This
retaliatory argument is difficult to be answered by the
Logician who is himself over-fond of putting forward retalia-
tory arguments ! ‘
(16) Nor can the latter alternative (mentioned in para.
14) represent your meaning. For as a matter of fact, [one
canuot desist from urging an objection simply for fear of
its being urged against himself; e.g.] even though both
“sputants recognise tho validity and unobjectionability of
such inferences as that of fire from smoke and the like, yet
if one party should urge objections against that valid infer-
ence, the other party could not, even with reference to other
details of his opponent’s view, bring forward, against his
argumonts, the fallacies of *uncortainty’ &c., for fear lest
the same fallacies be applicable also to his own arguments;—
such for instanco, as his inforence of fire from smoke.* This
is a rotaliatory argument that I can bring forward against my
Opponent ; and in this connection also I may quote in sup-
port of my own view, the law quotod above by my
opponont—* When an objection is equally resent &e. &ec.'f
“We do not moan that no objections at all
shall be put forward ; what we moan is that one should not
put forward only those particular phases of tho objection on
the prosence whereof in his own views his opponent may
bring forward the retaliatory argument against him."” This
also will not bo right ; for the presence of this retaliatory
argument itself would provo that the particalar objection-
able phase put forward by me is not roally objectionable ;
and being thus deprived of its objectionable character, if the
definition of ‘objection’ or ‘fallacious reason’ applies to
©Qne can never be sure that the objectiony he is putting forward may uot be
urged against himgelf also. And so, il one were to desist from bringing forward
objeotions for fear of his own view being assailed by the same, then, no objections
‘would ever be urged by anyoue.
+ That is, just as my opponent brings up a retaliatory ar t against
e, in the same manner I also bring up a retaliatory inst him.
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it, such a dcfinition cannot be regarded as correct ; and i, i
order escape from this difficulty, you were to restate your deft.
nition of the ‘fallacious reason’, with qualifications which would
serve to exclude thoso objections that are deprived of their
objectionable character by retalintory arguments, then, in that
case, it would be much more reasonable for you to show that
tho definition of ‘fallacious reason’ is not applicable to what
has boen urged against you, rather than go about propounding
retaliatory arguments, which would be absolutely futile.
“ When the other party bases his retaliatory argument
upon something which is held to be flawless or unobjectionable
according to my view of things, then he could very well retali-
ato hy saying —¢ You should not put forward any objections
against this ; if you do, then,by the same roasoning, what has
been acceptod by you (as true) will be demolished’. [And
herein lies the use of the retaliatory argument].” This ex-
planation of yours is not right ; for it is quite possiblo for
the retalistory argument to ho stated in a form inviting the
statoment of objections, in the following form :—* You should
state your objections to this ; as in the case of your not stat-
ing them, tho undesirable contingency, which your adversaries
intend to bring home to you, will become established.’
“ Well, be it s0; s0 much the better for us; as this only
shows that in both cisos, whether an objection is stated or not
stated, the possibility of the retaliatory argument cannot be
denied by you.” Not so, we reply. A confutation that
admits of two mutually contradictory retaliatory arguments
(one inviting and another preventing the statement of objeo"
tions) cannot bo rogarded as a true confutation ; as contrpdic-
tion vitiatos all confutation,—the two retaliatory arguments
stultifying, each othor ; just as wo found in the case of two
‘neutralising infercnces.’

(17) { As regards the dictum quoted by you that one
party should not put forward such objections as are equally
applicablo to both parties, I have to point out that] Under
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Nyayasitra 2. 1. 16—the Opponont having put forward an
objection that the support of corroborative instanccs is equally
wanting in both views (the Piirvapaksa as woll as the Siddh-
8uta), the Acharya Udyotakara has met the objection in the
following words :—¢ That the objection is equally applicable
to both views is no answer ; as such an answer involves the con«
fession of one’s weakness : by this answor you have confessed
that there is no corroborative instance in support of your
view." (Nydyavarfika, p. 197, 1. 15-19) ;—and your own
Teacher, making this assertion, should be set up against
Bhatta Kumarila, who has declared that an objection common
to both parties should not be put forward by either.

Srorron (3).

[Tn not accepting tho utility of tho Retaliatory Argument tha Ved-
antin incurs the charge of *Apasiddhdnta,’ * Contradicting an admitted
Fact’, which is tho twenty-first ‘Clinchor’ enumerated by Gautama
in his SGgra.  And ,ho proceeds to show tho impossibility of an ado-
quato oxplanation being provided of this Clincher also.]

[Paar 532] (18) “Do you mean to say", asks the
Logician, ¢ that Retaliatory Argument and such other reason-
ings do not serve the purpose of vitiating or refuting a
statement? If you really mean this, then you make yourself
open to the charge of contradicting an admitied fact.” Well, our
reply is, in the first place please explain to us, in the present
connection, what is it that constitutes ¢ Apasiddhanta,’® ¢ con-
tradiction of an admitted fact.’ If your mero assertion

_that there is such contradiction were sufficient, then what
would prevent our making a similar assertion that you are
open to the same charge ?

(19) The Logician proceeds to explain how, in the pre-
sent discussion, the Vedadntin has incurred tho charge of
contradicting an established fact : “When one makes
an assertion contrary to an admittod fact, he incurs Apasid-

¢ Kh. 11, 23,
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dhanta; now, as s matter of faot you have, in course
of the present discussion, admitted the fact of the
Retaliatory Argument constituting & means of refutation
(which fact you ‘are now denying); we say you have admitt-
ed this fact, because at the very outset of our disoussion
you declared your intention of arguing in accordance with
the tenets of a particular philosophical system, the Nyaya,—
whereby you havo accepted the tenets of that system :and
as a philosophical system is nothing more than the accept-
ance of certain facts and things, and as the ¢ Retaliatory
Argument’ and such other Clinchers are things that are
accepted by the Nyaya system, you are certainly contradict-
ing an admitted fact when you deny the existence of any
such thing as the Retaliatory Argument.” Our answer
to this ia- that the very definition of ¢ Apasid@hanta’ that
you have put forward is an impossible one; for if you de-
fine it merely as ¢ contradicting” an admitted fact, then you
yourself become open to the charge, on the ground of your
denying facts that are ‘admitted’ in our philosophy.

(20) “What we mean is the contradicting of facts
admitted by oneself. ” This is not right; for you
. cannot extract this meaning from the definition as you have
stated it, unless you add to it the further qualification (of ‘one’s
own’). If it were permissible to make a definition mean what
is not actually expressed by the words constituting it, then
thore would be no need for adding any qualification [any-
thing that is desired may be taken as implied by the de-
finition]., And if you hold that no qualifications are to be
added to definitions, then the charge of ¢ contradicting an
admitted fact’ would rebound on yourself! Asin the first
place, qualifications by the hundred are found to be added
to the statements of reasonings and conclusions made in
your own philosophy ; and secondly in your philosophy, you
have often found fault with tho reasonings propounded by
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others, simply on the ground that they do not contain certain
necessary qualifications and are hence rejected by you as
inconclusive, ) .
(21) Then again, in the present context also, you have
stated your definition without the qualifying phrase
‘one’s own’,—and subsequently, for fear of objection
being raised against it, if you add that qualification, you
render yourself open to the ¢ Clincher' of ¢ Hg{vantara’ ; as
according to your own philosophy, ‘one is said to fall
within the Clincher of Héjvantara if, having originally
stated his conclusion in the unqualified form, he re-states it
subsequently, with the addition of fresh qualifications.’

(22) Further, you have stated your definition in the
form—* when one makes an assertion contrary to an admitted
fact, ho incurs what has been called Apasid@dhdn{a’ ;—
that is, you state the definition first, and the object to be
defined last; and in this you incur the Clincher of
¢ Inopportune Statement’ (the fifteenth Clincher mentioned
in Gautama’s S#{ra, 5-2.1),—which has been defined as
consisting in the ¢ reversal of the natural order of constituent
factors’ (Nydya-Safra, 5.2.11); and ‘the natural order of
constituent factors’ of a definition is that the objeot
defincd is mentioned first, and then comes the statement of®
the definition ; and this natural order you have reversed
(by stating tho definition first, and then the object to be
defined). If, in order to oscape from this difficulty, you
insist upon this reversal of the nmatural order, then you
become subject to ¢ Apasiddhan{a.’ [As your own philosophy
lays down that tho several factors of a statement, for instance,
of the statement of an inforential argument, should be men-
tioned in their natural order].

[Pacs 534] (28) Ho who introduces the qualification
‘sva’, ‘one’s own’, at the very outset, should be met with
that same objection which we have urged abovo against the
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definition as without the qualification; the facts admitted
by me are certainly my own admitted facts [and thus by
stating a view( that is opposed to facts admitted by me
you will be contradicting one’s own admitted fact]*. “ But
our definition contains the word ¢abkyupagama’, ¢admitted
fact’; this implies the person by whom the fact is admitted ;
thus that fact alone which is admitted by the person himself
could be kis ¢ own admitted fact’ (and not what may be admit-
tod by other persons)’. This will not help you. I also
am ‘a person by whom facts are admitted’, as cortainly
there aro certain facts that are admitted by me. “ What
wo mean is the person who admits facts to the contrary.”
But this also will apply equally to both parties (both being
contrary to each other). “ That person who admits facts
contrary to well-established conclusions is one who is regarded
as admiting facts to the contrary”. Even sc the namo
will apply to both parties equally; as I also admit facts
contrary to your well-estublished conclusions (just as you
admit facts contrary to my established conclusions).
¢ What is meant is the porson who admits facts contrary to
his own well-established conclusions,” You are
certainly oxtremely clover: you began with qualifying
the word ‘sva,)’ ‘one’s own’ by tho ¢person by whom
facts aro admitted’,—and you ond with qualifying the
¢person by whom facts are admitted’ by the word * sva,
‘ono’'sown ‘! And in doing this you do not even fight shy
of the vicious circle of interdependonce into which you land
yourself! And lastly you do not observe that the fact that
the word “sva’ (as a pronoun) is applicable to all (parties),—
a fact that has boen pointed out to you by your opponent—
still remains in forco!

® 'Tho word ‘ sva' is o pronoun, it does not ap, ly to the Logician alone ; henco
the nuélh inga of the Vedantin is as much entitlosl l.’:) the nlmgl ¢ w.uidnlha;a a' a8
tho sudihinia of tho Logician, until somo other quahification is introduced. So
that when making a statemont agaiust tho tenets of the Vodants, the Logician will
bo_open to the oharge of * J»agag!ﬁh:lntauiradlm’. Hence the defimtion proposed
being applicable to a case where it should uot apply, must be rejected as ¢ too wide.'

XKh. II. 26,
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(24) Another definition of ¢ Apasid@han{a® is put for-
ward :—“ When a porson accepts a fact as a well-established
conclusion, and then (in course of discussion) renounces or
denios that conclusion,—this constitutes an %Apasiddhanta’
for that person.” This dofinition also cannot be accept-
od; as if the clause *well-established conclusion accepted
by a person ’ refors to a particular individual person, and to

a partioular conclusion, thon the definition becomes singular
(pertaining to one single case), and fails to be comprehensive
(of all Apasiddhantas). 1f again by ‘the person accopting
the conclusion’ is meant the person connected with a well-
established conclusion, and by the person renouncing the
conclusion ’ is also meant the person connected with a con-
clusion,—thon you yourself become open to the charge of
Apasiddhanta ; for I (the Vedantin) am a person connected
with a cert~in well-established conclusion, and you also are a
person connected with a conclusion,—so when you renounco
the conclusion accepted by nms (as you often do), thore is
denial, by a person connocted with a conclusion (i. e. by
yourself) of a well-established conclusion accopted by a
porson connected with a conclusion (that is myself). “But
in this case there is no renouncing ; as one can renounce only
that which he has accepted (and we have never accepted
your conclusions ; so that whon we deny them, we do not
renounce them).” This will not holp you; as if what is
meant by ¢ renouncing ’ is only non-acceptance, thon it is not
necessary for what is ‘ renounced ’ to have been proviously
accepted. ¢ The ‘ renouncing ’ consists in the non-ac-
ceptance of what has been accepted.” In that case, (in
your case also) thero is non-acceptance, by you, of what has
been accepted, by me; and thus tho explanation makes no
difference as regards tho objection urged by us. If, in order
to avoid this difficulty, you hold that the non-acceptance
should be by the same person by whom there has been
acceptance,—this also will not avail you; as if by ¢the same
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person ’ you mean the man accepting & conclusion, then I
also am a man accopting a conclusion ; you, by not accepting
what has been accepted by me, ‘incur Apasiddhanta.
1t is ¢ Apasiddhanta’ only when there is non-accoptance
by one individual person of that conclusion which has been
accepted by that individual person.” This will not be
right ; as what do you mean by * one individual person’? If
it means a person who is qualified by the numboer ‘one’,
then, Iam as good ‘a person qualified hy number one
as yourself ; and so the charge of ¢ .dpasiddhanta’ urgod’
against you remains in force as beforo. “ What is meant
by one individual person is the person who is not different”.
Even so, if this ¢ non-difference ’ bo non-difference from one’s
own self, then this also applies equally to you and myself;
while if it be ¢ non-dilference from others,’ this cannot apply
either to you or to myself (a8 no person can ever be non-differ-
ent from another person); and so Apasiddhanfa as thus
defined would be something impossible. “ What is meant
is that in a caso of Apasiddhanta there is no difference bet-
ween the porson accepting and the person not-accepting
(ronouncing) a certain conclusion,”  Well in that case your
definition would como to this—* dpasiddhanta is the non-
acceptance, of what has been accepted by one person, by one
who is not different from the acceptor’; and thus you still
remain open to the same ¢ dpasiddhanta’; as what is accept-
ed by me is not accepted by you, who are * not-different from
the acceptor’, inasmuch as you also accept something.

(25) The above reasoning also serves to reject tho dee
finition of ¢ Apasidd@hanta’ as the acceptance and non-accept-
ance, by one person, of the opinion of one person; as, with
this definition, between yourself and myself, there would be
a distinct Apasiddhania [each of us being ¢one person’].
¢ But what is meant by ‘one person’ is the non-difference of
the person accepting, from the person not-accepting, that
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conelusion ; {and this condition is not fulfilled when what is
accepted by the Vedantin is not accepted by the Logician].’
If by © that conclusion’ you mean to imply the non-differenco
of what is ‘ not-accepted’ from what is *adcepted’,—then
you cannot escape from the charge of ¢ dpasiddhanfa’; inas-
much as you renounce what is accepted by me ; so that there
is non-acceptance by you—who also accept something, and
ag such, are non-different from the accepting person—of
what is accepted by another porson ; and thus there is * non-'
difference of what is not-accepted from what is accepted.’
“ But what is meant is that tho acceplance and non-acceptance
should be by one and the same, and not by different,agents.’
This also will not help you, we reply ; for when you come to
examine what is meant by tho ‘one and the same agent’,
you again introduce the same qualification ‘one’, which has
been already found to be faulty ; and thus, not succeeding to
oscapo from the objections that have boen urged against you,
tell me if you do not experience the same tribulation as those
of tho tuft of grass which is whirled round and round in tho
widening whirlpools of a turbulent stream, in which there is
an inrush of water at the outburst of the rainy scason |

(26) “ It is Apasiddhania when there is non-acceptanco
after having accepted (a certain conclusion).” This also
cannot be accepted ; for when you come to examine the ime
port of the affix‘ kfva ' in °‘svikrifya’, ‘having accepted’,
—you will find that this definition is open to the same ob-
jeotions as those urged above®. And further, by this defini-
tion, one oould not incur ¢ Adpasigddhanfa’ if, in course of
discussion, he were to accept & conclusion which he did not

® The affix ‘k{va’ denotes samanakarfrikatva, i .e. the fact of the participlo
gending in that affix having tho same nominative agent a8 the principal verb of the
sentenco ; 8o that you again introduco the same qualiication of ‘tho same agont’
against which objections havo boon raised.
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accept at the outset. [While such a contingency does,
according to the Logician, involve a real Apasiddhania.]t

(27.) Then' again, when you urge the Clincher of
Apasiddhanta’ -against one who renounces an admitted
fact, is it against a disputant who accepts that philoso-
phical system in which ¢Apasiddhanta’ is regarded as a
defect P or against one who does not accept such a system?
It tho former, then such a person is as capablo of rebelling
against tho tenet of ‘ Apasiddhania’ asagainst the philoso-
phical conclusion [by reason of renmouncing which you
chargo him with the Clincher of dpasiddhan{a]; and under
the circumstances, what can you say to such a person ?
It will not be right for you to roply to this that you will
have nothing more to say to ench a porson—fully humbled
a8 ho will have already bocome by the Clincher of * Apasid.
dhnta’ due to his remouncing his previously accepted
conclusions. For, inasmuch as he has rejected tho
tenet of ¢ Apasiddhanta,’ this ¢ clincher,” when urged against
him, will bo ono whose vitiating efficacy is not accopted by
both parties [and which on that account ceases to bo an
officiont ¢ elincher’]. If a  clincher’ which is not accepted by
both partios woro to bo officacious in closing the mouth of
disputants, then any person putting forward a refutation from
his own stand-point (irrespective of tho other party admitting
or not admitting the force of the refutation) could claim to
have put an end to the disputation, and to have obtained
victory over his opponent; and he would not wait to listen
to the Opponent’s answer to his refutation. And the result
of this would be that cven on urging a futile refutation,
though there would be no refutation at all, he would have
conquered his opponont, and would, without the slightest

+ £ g. during tho discussion between the Logician and tho Vedintin, tho form-
er doos not, in the beginning, accept the conclusion thut Word is unreal ; but in
course of argumentation, if Lie comes to met: ih he cortainly incurs * Apasi nja;
but by the present definition, this would not | pasiddhdnta, as there is no ‘having
accopted’ in this case.
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obstacle, go back home fully satisfied! ¢ When a
man has boen defeatod , oven if ho may have something to
say, we can certainly pay no regard to what, ho might say.”
This will not be right, when what he has to say is the
answor to preciscly tho samo Clincher by means of which you
regard him as defeMod,—this answor being in tho form that
tho efficacy of tho Clinchor is not admitted by ono of the
two parties concerned (which circumstance weakens the
efficacy of the Clinchor). If, on this, you still insist on pay-
ing no rogard to what ho says, then, as wo have already
pointed out abovo, you yourself would bo defoated ; inas-
much as you will have put forward a rofutation which is not
a true rofutation, and will have refused to listen to the
Opponent’s answor to that refutation! “ But it
would be for the Umpire to detormine if a refutation has been
put forward thatis not not a truo refutation, or if the
Clincher of ¢ Apasid@hdnla’ has been urged when thero is no
truo ¢ Apasiddhania’ ; and having determined this ho would
apportion victory or defeat ; 1n fact it is for this purposo that
the Umpire is appointed. ” If this bo tho correct
procodure, then, when one party has put forward his
roasonings,  his opponent might simply say ¢ your roasoning.
is fallacious’, and retire from further discussion; and it would
bo for the Umpire to determino if the roasoningis really fal-
lacious or not, and thereby apportion victory and defeat ;
and by this stupid reasoning of yours the poor Umpire
will undergo all this (to himself fruitless) troubloe, in the same
way as the crow undergoos all the troublo to food tho off-
spring left by the pair of Kokila birds, who are fully ocoatent
after having brought forth the young ones [the two disputants,
satisfied with putting forth one argument cach, ressembling
the kokila pair, and the Umpire, having to perform all the
gifting and examining of tho reasonings, ressembling the

orow].
Kk, I1. 31
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[Pago 541] (28) The Logician argues—** It may bo that
at the time of the discussion our disputant may for the ocoa-
sion, not accept our opinion in regard to ‘Apasiddhanfa’; but
what does that matter P As a matter of fact he has already
previously signified his adherence to that philosophical sys-
tem which accepts the vitiating efficacy of * Apasiddhanta’ ;
and it will be quite right to urge ¢ Apasiddhanta’ against
him, on the basis of that previous adherence of his.”  Not
80, we reply; if no regard is paid to his non-adherence to the
philosophy at the time of the discussion,—and if even on his
declaration of this non-adherence, the refutation is to be
nddressed to him on the basis of his previous adherence,~
then, how could thers be any room for the charge of ‘.A4pa-
siddhanta’ against him ? For the Apasiddhanfa is urged
against him only on the basis of the fact that he has express-
ed non-adherence to, or non-acceptance of, something to
which he had previously signified adherence or acceptance ;
and on no other basis could the charge of ¢ Apasiddhan{a ®
be urged against him. Thus then, in the case of the
disputant who has previously accepted the vitiating eficacy
of the clincher of ¢ dpasiddhanta ',—itis incumbent on yon
to prove this efficacy as against him, even when he chooses
to repudiate his former adherence ; and the proving of this
cannot be the business of any second person (in the shape of
the Umpire). [This with reference to the man who has pre-
viously signified his adherence to your philosophy]. On the
other hand, as for the Bauddha and the other philosophers
who have never accepted the vitiating efficacy of ¢ Apasig-
@hanta’, it becomes doubly necessary for you to prove this
efficacy.

(29) “ The man who would raise objeetions against the
well-ostablished conclusions (of the philosophy that he has
accepted) will be open to the charge of ¢ self-contradiotion '
{so that 8o far as his case is concerned, it is not necessary to
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Provide an explanation of *A4pasigdhanta’] : he has atthe
outset, signified his adherence to a particular philosophy,
and hence to ell that is included in that philosophy in the
form of counter-arguments, fallacies and so forth; so when sab-
sequently he comes to signify his non-acceptance of these, we
find him accepting and not-accepting the same thing; and
this certainly involves ¢ Self-contradiction.’ ” If
this ¢ Belf-contradiction’ is of the same nature as ¢ Apasid-
dhanta, then it can not be urged against the man who objects
to the vitiating efficacy of * Apasiddhanta ’, until his objece
tions have been set aside. If, on theother hand, ¢ Self-con-
tradiction’ be a defect entirely distinct from ¢ dpasiddhanta’
and capable of being urged independently of ¢ Apasiddhanta,’
—then all those casws that are cited as exumples of ¢ Apa-
siddhanta > may be regarded as cases of ¢ Self-contradiction
what is the uso of accepting a distinct defect in the shape of
-« Apasiddhanfa’ ? In fact the procedure adopted by you
——wherein you first urge the Clincher of * Apasid@hanta,
and then objections having boon raised against it, you give
up the ¢ Apasigdhania ’ and put forward an ecntirely distinct
Clinoher in tho shape of ¢ Self-contradiction’~——makos you
open to the Clincher of ¢ Recantation ’; ¢ Recantation ’ hav-
ing been defined as the ‘retracting of what has been admitted
and asserted.’ And if this procedure—in which ono pro
pounds a Clincher, and then rotracting it, propounds another
—does not involve ¢ Recantation ’, then thero is an end to all
such ¢ clinchers ’> as ¢ Reoa.ntution ' and the like !

(30) “ When we propound another Clinchor (in the
shape of ‘Self-contradiction ’), it is only for the purposo
of lending support to that other Clinchor (* dpasidithanta)
which had been urged before ; and (as this does not mean a
denial of this latter] this procoduro is not open to the objec-
tion that you have urged.” Not so, we reply ; so long
a8 you have not justificd the putting forward of the former
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Clincher ¢ Apasiddhanta’ (by showing that itis a roal defect),
you must be rogarded as ¢ defeated ’ ; and it is highly impro-
por for ono so ¢ defoated’ to put forward another Clincher in
the shape of ¢ Solf-contradiction . Nor will it be right for
you to assort thap for fear of theso difficulties you will, at the
very outset, urgo the Clincher of ¢ Self-contradiction’,
and not that of ¢apasiddhanta’ ;—as in that case the
¢ apasiddhanta ® will become ontircly useloss and futile; for
in every casc of ‘apasiddhanta’ you will find it more necossary
to urge ‘Sclf-contradiction’ rathor than ¢ apasiddhanta ;' as
in no case will you be able to feel quite sure as to tho
othor party not raising objoctions against the * apasiddhania’
that you might urge.

(81) The Logician says-—* All right; we shall, thon
prove the vitiating efficacy of ¢ apasiddhanta’® against tho
person who accopts our philosophy but deniocs the efficacy of”
¢ apasididhanta , [not indood by urging the Clincher of
¢ apasiddhanta’ against this apostacy, but exactly in the
same manner as we prove it as against our out-and-out
opponents, the Bauddhas and the rest].” This also
will not bo possible, wo reply. For you can make him
accept the officacy of © apasiddhanta’ only by showing to Lim
dhat without accopting it ho will incur the ponalty of other
clinchers (such as © self-contradiction * and the like) ; and it
will be quite open to him to deny the officacy of thoso other
Clinchers also (which therefore will have no dread for him).
The Bauddhas have declared as follows :—¢ Disputations are
nover carriecd on in strict accordanco with any shistra
[they aro carricd on in accordance with what comos to the
mind of the disputants; so that no amount of systematic
treatment of the Clinchers will close themouth of a recalcitrant
disputant]. Thus tho conclusion is that® Apasiddhania’ is
not a Clincher at all.
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¢ 8pecially as when a man is born’ he is born entirely free,
untrammelled by any established conclusions ; nor docs he
at the time of his birth, perccive tho good and bad point
of tho sovoral philosophical tenets); how then can anyone
by said to have acquirod a proprictary rig}fb over any es-
tablished conclusion (the donying of which might consti-
tute ‘ apasiddhasita’ for him) P°

(32) [In answer to tho above asscrtion of the Bauddha
that ‘Disputations are never carriod on in strict accordance
with any shastra’] Somo people* arguo as follows :—It is
not possible to carry on discussion except on the basis of
ghastra. For instance, when the Bauddha, who upholds of
the momentariness of all things, puts forward a reasoning
[ < all that cxists is momentary,—as for instance, tho clouds
floating in the sky’], and is met by a dull-headed logi-
cian, upholding the permanonce of things, who is dull
enough not to be able to perccive flaws in the reasoning
and thorofore simply says that the reasoning involves the
fallacy of ¢ Siddhkasadhana’, ¢ Redundancy’, ¢ Proving
what is alroady well known’,—what can tho Bauddha
do [except to show that in urging this fallacy,the Logician
accopts the momentariness of things, and thereby renders
himself opon to the chargo of apasigdhanta’]? “He will
simply show that tho Logician contradicts tho opinion
(that things are permancnt) that he had previously
put forward against tho Bauddha’s conclusion.” It
this  procedure werc admissiblo, then the Bauddha
might as well urge against him the contradiction of
any other opinion that may be in keoping with the Logician’s
formor opinion; orolso [if this were not considered rights
then] he would ignore (and not urge) the contradiction of tho

® Thin refers to Udayandchirya, who wakes the observation in his Nyayapa.
rishigta (accordng to the Shiaikar?), or in lus Tatpurya-parishnddhi (according to
the Vidyasagari). The Chstshuki says ¢ Udayanokfam arthatah upanyasyatedas
ayspum ; by which it is implied that tho teat does not actually quote from Udayana,
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former opinion either; for certainly thereis mo difference
betwoen contradicting a cortaia opinion and contradicting that
which is in keoping with that opinion, [Thus we find
that it is necessary to base a discussion on shastra ; for] Sshastra’
is nothing more or less than what propounds facts and
opinions—some of which are subordinate, and in keeping with
others—that are conducive to the fulfilment of a certain pur-
poseof man. So that if ono admits the momentarincss of
things, this implies the admission of all those tenets thatare in
keeping with ¢ and favourable to ” the theory of momentary
existonco,—such tenets, for instance, as that of ¢Apoha’
sthe exclusion of contraries ’ , and such others held by the
Bauddha; and conversely, if even one of those correlated ten-
etsis rejected, it implies the rejection of all that is in keeping
with that rojocted tomot. Even God himself cannot annul
this palpablo fact. Noris it possible for one to describe, in
his own words, all that may be in keeping with his philoso-
phical tenet; for in tho first place, this would mean the com-
posing of a fresh philosophi cal treatise then and there; and
secondly because the audience will not be interestedin any
such detailed statement. And for the purpose of urgingagainst
him the fact of his contradicting this philosophical tenet, one
could not make a guess of all that may bo in kocping with
and impliod by, the tenets of each of the shasfras ~oncerned,
And lastly, philosophical tenets and all that is implied by them
continue to be contradicted ; and if such contradiction is allow.
ed to pass unnoticed, then there is no chance for either
party gotting at eithor the knowledge of truth or victory
over his opponent. For these reasons, even though he may
not wish it, ono cannot but have recourse to the Shasfras
bearing upon the matter under discussion.

(33) The above reasoning of Udayana is mnot very
gound ; what may the ‘other tenet in keeping with the philoso-
phical conclusion ’ be—on the non-acceptance of which, it

is said, that one should urge * contradiction’ ? Thereare two
Kh. 11, 36
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things that can be accepted : (1) that, without the accept
ance of which the discussion itself could not proceed ; e.g. the
proofs admitted by all disputants ;—and (2) those tenets that
are held by particular philosophical systems only; e. g. the
momentariness of things, the existence of God,and so forth.
Now as one can enter into a discussion only after having
accepted the former—i,s. the proofs—if he accepts them at the
start, and then subsequently rejects thom,—if this be regarded
a8 ‘Apasiddhanta’ for ;him,——=then this cannot be; for
the simplo reason that this proceduro involves ® Self-con-
tradiction * ; and ¢ Self-contradiction’ has been regarded
by you, the Logician, yourself as a ¢ futile rejoinder’
(and not as a ¢ Clincher ') ; and you describe the
* futile rejoinder ’as ‘tho urging of what should not be
urged.’ Nor can the ‘apasiddhanta’ rofer to the
second set of tenets (which aro peculiar to the individual
philosophical systems). If it be held that for the starting of
a discussion it is necessary to accept the ¢ momentariness of
things, ’ or some such doctrine as is peculiar to a particular
philosophy,—we ask : is the acceptance of that particular
doctrine, ¢ momentariness’ for example, the up@ya or means
of the subject of discussion, for example the doctrine of,
¢ apoha ’ and such other tenets of the Bauddha ? Or are the
two invariably concomitant with each other [so that the one
implies the other] ?

(34) It cannot be the former; for in that caso, when
the Bauddha proceeds to prove the mowmentariness of things,
if he renounces the doctrine of ¢ Apoha * and such other doc-
trines peculiar to tho Bauddha philosophy,—then this would
not involve, *apasigdghanfa’ for him ; as the acceptance of
¢ apoha ’ and the other doctrines is not the means of ¢ mo-
mentariness * [as, it is the ‘momentariness ' whose accep=
tance, e hypothesi, is tho means of ¢ Apoha’]. And if, in order
to avoid this difficulty, the two (acceptance of momentariness

Kh. II. 37,
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and ‘Apoha’) were held to be the means of one another, then
no discussion or consideration of the two would be possible ;
for it would involve a vicious circlo: while on the one
hand, only after discussion could the tonet be rogarded as
valid and consequently accepled, on tho other hand, the
discussion could proceed only on tho acceptance of the doc-
trines. “ The *apasiddhinta’ would lic ouly
in the renouncing of the particular ©means ’(viz : the mo-
mentariness of things) that had been previously admitted,
and in nothing olse.” This is not right, we reply ;
for whence do you get at the law that whenever ono thing
is tho ‘ means’ of anothor, an acceptance of the former is
necessary for tho starting of any discussion in regard to tho
latter P All that appears to bo right to concedeo is that the dis-
cussion proceeds in regard to tho latter as having the former
for its means ; and as for the accepiance of the moans, this
acceptance noed not form the said ¢ moans ’ ; for, in tho first
place, no proofs can bo adduced in support of the view that
both what is regarded as the ¢ means’ (i.e., tho momentari-
ness of things) and the acceptance of this * means’ have
the causal efficiency necessary to bo regarded as the ¢ means ’
(of ¢ Apoha ’ and such othor doctrines) ; and socondly, even
if such proofs could be adduced, why should it be necessary
for the acceptance to be in avowod terms that ¢such and
such I accept’? [the ¢ acceptance ’ that may be the ¢ means’
to the other doctrines could bo only the acceptance by tho
original founder of the philosophy];—any such avowal of
acceptance by every individual would be absolutely super-
fluous ; as tho mere fact of the ¢ acceptance ’ (by the original
founder) being the ‘moans’ would be sufficient to make the
parties cognisant of the fact. [And thus the individual en-
tering into the discussion not having avowed his own
acceptance of any doectrine, any subsequent disavowal
of the same by him could not constitute ‘Apasiddhdn{a .
“But when one proceeds to prove the effect (e. g., the
Kh. IT. 88.
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dootrine of  Apoha’) by means of its cause (. g., the doctrine
of the ¢ momentariness of things’) it is necessary that he should
accept tho existenco of the latter ; as that whjch is not ac-
copred as really oxisting cannot be regarded as a cause ;
—such being the case, if there be any subsequent disavowal
of the same, that would be a fit opportunity for the cline
cher of ¢ Apasiddah@nta’ being urged against him.” Well,
£ snch Le tho case, tho fact of the man putting forward the
Jdoctrine as the ‘means® would lead to the presumption of
his “accoptance ’ of the same; and even though this
acceptance is not directly avowed, yet it would be prosum-
od on tho strength of the fact that that which is regarded as
non-oxisting can never be rogarded and put forward as
a ‘means’; and on the basis of the contradiction of this
presumead *accoptance’ by the subsequent direct disavowal
you would urge the clinchor of ¢Apasiddhanta’ against the
man ;—under the circumstances, it will be infinitely simp-
ler for you to urge against him tho objection that in case
he does not accept the existcnce of what he has put for:
ward as tho ‘means’, this latter could ncver be a ¢ means ’
at all; firstly because it is this objectionablo feature upon
which tho ¢ Apasiddhan{a’ rosts; and secondly because un-
til you have put forward this objoctionable feature, yoy
cannot prove that he actually acoepts that whose accoptance
ho has not directly avowed; and this objectionablo feature
being sufliciont for the demolishing of his position, there would
be no nocessity for the urging of the * ApasiJdhanta’, which
after all, isontirely dependent upon, and comes after, the
said objoctionable feature.

(35) For the same reasons tho second alternative (noted
at the end of para. 83)—that is to say, the doctrines of
¢ momentarinoss’ and of *apoha’ are invariable concomitants—
cannot bo accepted. The necossity of tho acceptance of
one invariable concomitant can be proved only by the

Kh, 11. 39.
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argument that if its existence were not accepted, the other
concomitant—which the man seeks to establish——would be
an impossibility ; and under the circumstances, it would
be bettor to urge this same circumstance a3 an objection
against the man’s non-acceptanco, rather than presume his
accoeptance, and then urge the clincher of ¢ Apasidd@hanta’ ,
on the basis of this prosumed acceptance boing contradio-
ted by his subsequent non-acceptance.

(86) From tho abovo refntation of tho clincher of
Pratijiantara; < Pratijiidhani’ and ¢ Apasiddhanta’ , we can
deduce the arguments against tho other Clinchors also.

End of Chaptor II.

Kb, I1.51.
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CHAPTER III.

CRITICIEMS AGAINeT THE USE OF JPRONOUNS.

[With a view to remove all chance of any reasonable objection being
taken against tho Vedinta Philosophy, tho anthor has shown that it is im-
or possible for the Logiiian to provide any adequato explanation cither of
¢Pramani’, the incompatibility whercof might be nrged ngninst tha Vedanta,
of ‘ fallacies’, which might be detectod against the Vedanta view of things,
or of the ¢clinchera’ and snch other detarls of disputation which might
have been put forward to shut the mouth of the Vedintin disputant .
Ile now proceeds to show thal it iy not possible for the Logician to
put any qnestion—in a reasonablo formm—to the Veqantin, in the course of
any discussion; and in this connection he beging with showing that
no adoquate oxplanation can ho given of the ‘ pronouns —¢ what ' , * who'’
and the like—with which all questioning begius].

(1) [Page 553]. Now, how aro you going to explain
the meaning of Pronouns, on whose basis most discussions
procoed ? For instance, take the question—¢ what is the
proof of the existence of God?’ A person who puts the
question should bo thus answored : —This word, *what’ with
which you introduco your (uestion—what does it mean?
The word could mean cither—(a) aksepa, denial, or (b) kufsa
censuro, or (c) vifarka, doubt, or (d) prashna, question,
(a) Now if it be taken to mean denial, tho question would
mean—* therc i3 no proof of the existence of God’; and
as this would bo the mere statement of a proposition, which
cannot ostablish anything, it ehould be necessary, for,
you, the quostioner, to stato certain reasons otc,, in sup-
port of tho proposition ; and inasmuch as you have not stat-
ed any such reasons, you become open to the charge of ¢ defic
iency.' (b) For tho same reason, tho word cannot
mean censure; for in the first place in that case also the
question would mean that ‘the proof for God’s existence is
censurable ’; and this also will be a bold statement with-
out any reason;—and secondly, do you censure the proof
because it doos not prove what it is meant to prove? or bes
cause of some other reason? If the latter, then there is no
need for your pointing it out to us; as, in that case, there is

Kh. 11, 41.
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no harm doneto tho proving of what the proof is meant
to provo (and this is all that the propounder of the proof
carey for). If it be the former—i. e., if you censure the proof
becauso itdoes not prove God’s existence,—then this also can
not bo maintained; as to call it a ¢ proof’, and then to say
that it does mof prove, would involve a self-contradiction.
¢But the word ¢ proof’ is hero used in its metaphori-
cal or figurative sense (and mnot in the strictly original
sense of that which proves) [so that there is no self-contra-
diction).” This is not right ; if tho word ¢proof’ is
used here with reference to what is actually possessed of
tho character of proof, pramanafva, then it cannot be re-
gardod as used in a figurative sense, for the simple rea-
son that the word is found, es hypothesi, to be used in its
strictly original sense. If, on the othorhand, the word ¢ proof’
is used with reference to what is not really possessed of
the character of proof, but only appears to be so,—then
there is no need of mentioning that it is ¢censurable’ [as,
proof is censurable as unsound only when being not a proof,
it is applied to what is proof; so whenit is applied to what
ex hypothesi, is mnot progf, thero noed be no censuro of it] ;
for your staterent, in this case would simply mean—*the
false proof that there may be for God's existence is cen-
surable’ ; and this be admitted by all parties, including your
opponent. Further, in that case even the special
mention of the word ¢ ishvarasagbhave ' * of God's
existence ® would be superfluons ; as what is °false
proof ' is oconsurable in other cases also,—~being in
its very nature, incapable of proving what it is meant to
prove. (c) For similar roasons the third alternative
cannot be accepted—that is, the word ¢ what’ cannot mean
¢ doubt’. As, every case of doubt requires two alterna-
tive factors,—always appearing in the form * this or
that * ; and thus in the proposition ¢ what is the proof ’ &o.

Kh. II. 42.
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if itis to be a statement of doubt, it will be necessary to,
state theother alternative factor also ; and the proposition
will have to be stated in tho form—* for God’s existence
is this a proof or is it something else ? - And as you
have not made your statement in this form, yon arc open
to the charge of ‘deficiency '.  (d) Nor, lastly can the fourth
alternative be accepted,—that is, the word ¢ what’ can-
not be regarded as denoting question ; for if the ¢ what’
denoted question, this would imply that there is some-
thing with regard to which there isa desire to know, an
inquisitiveness ; and owing to tho presence of the word
¢ proof’, this ¢ desire to know ’ would appear to be with
regard to proofs ; and the rule is that the person answering
the question must point out or indicate that with regard
to which the question is put. Now, with regard to the
question under consideration, we ask —Docs the question
refer to proof in goneral for God’s existenco (meaning
if there is any proof of God’s existence) ? Or does it
refer to a particular proof (tho moaning being, are there
particular proofs for God’s existence) P If it is the former,
then the mere statement that ¢ there 8 proof of God’s
existence’ would suffice for the answer ; for all that
is required of the answerer is to provide what the question
requires; and as the question requires tho statemont as to
whother or not there is any proof for God’s existence,
this statement is provided by the answerer stating that
¢ there is proof’. If the second alternative be meant—
i. e, if the question means * What particular proofs are
there for (tod's oxistence P—oven then, the statement
¢thore is proof for God’s existence’ would be sufficient
answer ; the word proof’ in this answer signifying
particular proofs in the same manner as tho same word
does in the question. [So that ¢ there are particular
proofs for God’s existence’ would be a fitting answer to
the question, ‘are there particular proofs for God's

Kh. 111, 43.
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existence P ’|. “ What the question means is—* what
is that particular proof which proves God’s existence ? .
This also does not help the matter ; as this form of the
question also would bo met by the same answer as beforo :
the subject of this question also is particular proof ; the
word ¢ what’ being coordinate with tho expression * particular
proof ’, tho answer also would consist of tho phrase ¢ there
is particular proof. ‘¢ The expression ¢ particular
proof ’ is not used in tho vague scnse of an undefined
and unspecified particular proof ; but in tho sense of a
specific individual well-defined proof; and it is in this
sense that the expression ¢ particular proof’ has been
used ; so the mecaning of tho question is—‘what is that
particular specific proof which proves God’s existonce?.”’—
And the proper answor to this should consist of the indi-
cating of such a specific proof, and not in tho making of
such senseless assertions as you havo beon makirg.”

What you say is not quite right; for even with your
intorprotation of tho question, tho answer to it would again
be in the form ¢ there is particular proof’ ;—and if in
the question, the expression ‘particular proof’ signifies a
specific individual proof, it does the same in the answer
also ; 80 that whatever meaning you may assign to the
expression as appoaring in the question, that sar.e meaning
would be exprossed by the expression as occurring in the
answer [and hence whatover your question may moan,
the statement ©there is particular proof’ would be a suit-
able answer in all cases].

(2) “ When ono puts the question ~¢ what is the
proof of this or that ? *—what he wishesto know is if the
particular thing is proved by Inference or by something else.”

To this also our answer is—It is proved by

Inference. ¢ What is that inference ?” With
regard to this question also, we ask—does this question
refer to Jnforence in general, or to any particular inference P
Kh. 111, 44.
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And having put those questions, we shall offor to you the
same answers that we did to your question ¢ What is the
proof? And the following two vorses depict the true state
of things in this connection :—

¢ When the questioner oxplains his question as per-
taining to a particular subject,—tho same should bo stated
by the answerer, the same subject and in the same words.’

¢It is a well-known rule that the answerer should state
exactly that which forms tho subjoct of the question; as the
subject is best explained by those samo words; in fact, this
method of explaining by means of tho same words has been
adoptrd by you in the explanations that you have been
putting forward of your question ; [why then should not I,
tho answeror, adopt the samo method ?).

[P. 558] (3) Thon again, the fact of the word ¢ what’
donoting quec jon implics that the subject questioned about
is an object of curiosity ; and ¢ curiosity * is only the desire
to know ; and as a matter of fact, there can be no desire with
regard to anything that 13 absolutely unknown; as if such
desire wero possiblo, then there would be the absurdity of
desiro arising with regard to everything in tho world, known
and unknowa alike. Thus thon, whon you desire to know,
the proof with rogard to God, you will have to point to the
knowledge that you may have of God,—the knowledge where-
upon your desire would be based. And with rogard to this,
your knowledge, we ask—is this knowlodge that you have of
God, trae—i. ¢, in full accord with the object asit really exists?
or is it false—i. 6. not in accord with the object? 1fit is
true, then that knowledge itsolf makes its object amonable
to valid proof ; as unless an object is amenable to valid proof,
it is not possible to speak of its knowledge as ‘true’; and
this valid proof brings up or indicates the emistence of God,
which forms its objective ; and thus, our desire to prove the
existence of God becomes accomplished without any effort

Kh. I11. 45.
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on our part. If, on the other hand, your knowledge of the
thing (God) is not true,—then, if it be your desire, when you
put the question, that in regard to that objeot of your Wrong
Knowledge, wo should produce another Wrong Knowledge,
then why should you seek this at the hands of another person
when it is entirely within your own power? You are your-
solf an expertin producing Wrong Knowledge; and just asyou
you have produced one Wrong Knowledge with rogard to the
thing, in the same manner yon can produce another also
As for ourselves wo, are the producers of only frus knowledge
and are entirely inexperienced in the production of wrong
ones ; why then should you employ us in this work? * What
we ask you to do is to make that which is an objoct of my
Wrong Knowledge, an object of my True Knowledgo.” I
that is what you desire, then our reply is that your very
attempt at this is absurd, involving as it does a self-contra-
diction on your part: How can any intelligent person over
make an attempt at making the shell that he perceives as silver
an object of his right cognition ? For as a matter of fact, if
the form in which an object is wrongly known wore said to be
the same in which it is 7rightly known,—this would be a
clear caso of self-contradiction. “ What you have to pro-

+duce is what may be right knowledge in accordance with
your philosophical tonots (even though it may be wrong
according to mine); that is why we are asking you to do so.
"T'his also will not be right: It is nof a philosophical tenet of mine
—1I do not hold the view—that it is my duty to show that the
invalid proof of God’s cxistence, which you have wrongly
-come to regard as valid proof, is really valid ; on the contrary
my duty should be to show that the valid proof of God’s
existence, which you have wrongly come to regard as invalid
is really valid.

~ (4) “When we ask you—what is the proof of God's
existence P—what wo wish you to do is merely to make

. Eh, ITI. 48,
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known tous tho proof that there may be for God’s existence ,
and we do not wish anything further, as to whether this
knowledge that you may produce in us be true or false,”
This is not right, we reply ; as the mere making known would
be possible also if the kuowledge produced were entirely
wrong ; and we have already said that the producing of such
knowledge is entively in your own power; why should you
seck, in this, the help of any other person * “'T'he fact
18 that there has appeared in us a certain knowledgo of the
proof for God’s existence ; and with regard to thisthere arises
adoubt in o mind as to whether this knowledge of ours
18 wiong or 1ight; - thus there is no room for the objections
that you have urged, which is based on the supposition that
we definitely aceept one of the two views as to the rightness
or wronguess of the knowledge [while, as a watter of fact,
we are entively in doubt and do not accept the one or the
other]™. ¥ It is not r0, we reply; for if you areonly
in doubt as to the truth or fale'ty of vour knowledge, then
tlus would mean that you are in doubt also as to the proof,
of which yon have the knowledge, and also as to God's exis-
tence, which is the object of that proof ; and under the
cirenmstances, your question would be one that comes fmm
one who is in doubt on the point ; and not that which comes
from a decided opponent (who denies the point «ntirely).
Such being the case, please accept the position of a dwsciple,
and propitiate us with a long course of attendance aud ser-
vice ; and then we shall remove this doubt of vonrs!

(3) ¢ We are certainly vour decrded Opponents ; [us we
deny the existence of God];and the doubt that we have
spoken of is onn  that has been purposely ecnjured np (for
purposes of discussion.” This mears that you have fally
uocepted one of the two alternatives of the doubt ; and you
A 'l‘ln ubjenlmm h\;n- h(-omyaumnqmd your Kmmlmye as

true, then God's cxistence g proved saf the knowledge 19 false. at 1y for yon to
mreduce wiong hnowledge " and <o forth,

Kh. 111 47,



106 InpiaN Tucvaur : Khandana,

havo set up the doubt only for a special purpose. Well, in
that case, wo put to you the question—is this definite cogni-
tion of the one alternative trno or false ? ,—and thereby
make you subject to thoe objections that we have already
urged above [from which you sought to extricate yourself, in
para. 4, by uarginy that you were entively doubtful, and
had not accepted any one of tho two alternatives]. And
further this uncortainty will also soive (o reject any such
assertion of yours as ¢ this is accepted by us ' ;—as this asser-
tion also will be open to the objections based apon tho ques-
tion as to whether this acceptance is truo or false ; specially
in view of the law that ¢ when there is contradiction between
two things, one or the other must be & e, no third alter-
native is possible” by which an accoptanco must be eithor
true or false; ¢ trae ' and ¢ falso ’ being contradictory terms),

(6) All that wo have urged in the Jshvirabhisandhi
aund othsr works against the use of pronouns is applicable
tlh(.' pl‘(‘b‘(‘l]t connection alxo.

Exp or Cuarrer [T1,

Kh. 111, 48,
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effoct that is ever found to have beon brought about jointly by
these ; in no case is a mixed offcct found to be produced by
the joint action of the two difforent causes; forinstance, no such
thing as the clothjar is ever found to be produced by the
joint action of yarn and clay. No sense-organ by itself is ever
found capable of producing any such effect asappears in the
Recognition. For these reasons Rocognition must be regard-
ed as involving two distinct cognitions—a direct apprehension,
so far as tho cognition of ‘this’is concerned, and a remembrance
8o far as concerns tho cognition of ‘that’ ; nor can thero bo any
singlo cognition of any kind that partakes of the nature of
both Direct Apprehension and Romembrance ; for the simple
reagon that Remembrance pertains to what is remembered
and Direct Approhension to what it apprehended ; in fact the
cognitions of ‘this’ and ‘that’ involved in Recognition must
bo rogarded to be as distinot as tho Direct Approhension of the
jar and the remembrance of the cloth. Even if, for the sako of
argument, wo admit that Rocogunition ropresents a single
cognition, wo have to oxamine the character of the object of
such acognition. If thocogaition apprehonds a thing of tho
past, it is moro Romombrance ; if it approhends a thing of
the futuro, it must be more Imagination ; if lastly, itapprohonds
only what exists at the present momont, then it does mnot
provo that permanonco of +hings which it is meant by tho
Logician to prove. Nor can it be hold to apprehond a
thing qualified by its previous cngnition ;as the provious
cognition is not present at the time ; and what is not present
cannot sorve as a qualification.

In answer to tho above, the Nyayamaijari. (pp. 458
-461,) puts forward the Nyaya view of Recognition, which
may bo thus summed up :—

As a matter of fact, thoro is a single idea or cognition
involved in Recognition ; and whab brings about this cognition
is tho semso-organ assistod by impressions ; it is truo that

Nyaya Lec. 81.
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sense-organs do not bring aboutsuch mixed cognitions; but be-
cause guch is generally thecase, it is not necessary that it should
bo always so ; it is perfectly legitimate for a cause to produce
an effect different from its usual effect, when it has extra-
neous forces boaring upon it ; and in the case in ques-
tion, we have the force of impressions bearing upon the
sonso-organ, which, on that account, produces on effect in the
shapo of tho mixed cognition involved in Recognition. As to the
charactor of the object apprehended by Recognition, what is
apprchonded is anobject that belongs tothe prosent, but is
qualified by the past time also; and when such istheactual faet
it isidle to deny the possibility of such mixed character of the
object. Nor neod thore be any incongruity in this ; the past
is cognised as ‘past,’ as ‘that’, and the present is cognised as
‘presont’, as ‘this’ ; and the idea of the object pervades ovor
both ; and is cognised as one and the same, related to both
points of time. As to what is past, and hence not present ab
tho timo of the cognition, qualifying the object which is
present, thore is nothingincongruous in this either; e. 9. when
we are oating & number of fruits,—one hundred, for
instanco,—when we come to the hundredth fruit, we
have the cognition of having caten hundred fruits; this
cognition being brought about, and qualified, by the fruits
which had existed in the past, many seconds before
thoe  hundreth fruit is eaten and the number
hundred recognised ; acd in reality, even though
what is past is not prosentat the time, yet the relation that
tho objcet had with the past time is certainly present in the
object ; and qualification by this relation is all that is
nocessary for Recognition being coloured by the idea of tho
‘past’, Lastly, the Bauddha has taken exception to
the fact that Recognition, though partaking of the notion of
what is past, is yet produced by the sense-object contact ; but
what ixcongruity is there in this ? The object is there before

Nyaya, Lec 82.
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the oyos; and thore is thus present the sense-objoot contact
which ig the precursor of the Recognition ; and whon the
object is soen, it is true that it is seen as qualified by the
present time;but there is mnothing to present its being, at
tho same time, known as qualified by the past timo ; this
latter will be one among the many qualifications whose idea
may quite reasonably come to the mind whenever the object
is seon. Thus then, we come to the conclusion that Recognition
approhonds objects that are present beforethe senses and
which are qualified by the ‘past’ time; and they are brought
about by tho contact of the sense-organ with the objoct, and
such other means of cognition ; —or they may bo held to
have forthoir object, things qualified by the previous cogni-
tions of themselves. Recognition thus is a form of qualified
Porception.

The Vedanta view of Recognition is thus expounded in
the Visaranaprame@yasairgraha (Trans. p.p. 177—181, L Th.
1, pp. 405-9).

The Vedantins seeking to prove the permanence of Cog-
nitions on the strength of Recognition, which according to
those is an independent Means of truo Knowlodgo, is mot by
the following arguments of the Bauddha :—

“ Recognition caunot be regarded as immediato percep-
tive knowledge having for its objeot the relation of ono thing
to two points of time, a past one and the present ono;—for
perceptive knowledge apprehends present things only. It
may be argued that Recognition must be of tho naturo of
Perception, for it is originated by what is the cause of the
valid cognition of a present thing—such cause being conjoin-
ed with the impression left by & previous perception (This
view, it may be noted, is what has been put forward in the
Nyaya-maiijari]l.  But this does not satisfy us, As it does
not meet tho case of the Recognition of the Self which ex-
prosses itself in the form ‘ I wow am the same porson I was
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then.! For tho Vedintin's Solf is eternal and solf-illumined,
and hence there can neither be an impression of it, nor can
knowledgo be originated in it. Nor again can Rocognition
bo defined as neither more nor less than tho cognition of a
thing’s essential nature ; for such cognition, like the light of
a lamp, illumines only what is present here and now, and
henco does not imply refloxion on what is earlier and later
—reflection of which kind is involved in Recognition. On
tho view of the Bauddha Idealist tho judgment ‘I am the samo
person I formorly was ' consists of two cognitions, each of
which has its own specific character and is not a *recogni-
tion'. As Recognition thus doos not admit of a satisfactory
definition you may not usoe it to prove the oneness and per-
manenco of cognitions.”

To the above the V&dantin offers the following roply :—
Although Knowledge cannot indeed be originated in the
pure Self, and there can be mno improssion of it, yet both
those things are possiblo with regard to the Self qualified
by the internal organ ; and of this Self, therefore, there can
be Rocognition. This fact of the Sclf being the object of
Recognition and at the same time the recognising subject,
" which means that one and the same thing is the object of an
aotion and its agont, does not involve any incongruity in tho
case of the Self ; for all philosophical schools are agreed that
the Self is agent and object of action, in so far as it is tho
object of certain inferential reasonings as to its difference
from tho body and similar things, and is of courso the agent
in all acts of cognising. And in the case of Recognition of
tho Self, the recognising agent is the Self in so far as quali-
fied by the internal organ, and tho object recognised is the
Self in so far as qualified by earlier and later time; and it is
the difference of conditioning adjuncts which renders it
possible for the Self to be at the same time agent and object
of action. It will bo entirely unphilosophical to deny the
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actuality of Rooognition. For Recognition, exprossing itsolf
in the form ‘I now am the same person I formerly was’,
is vouched for by our immediato consciousnoss; and as all
men aro agreed as to this, it cannot bo. treated as Error.
The contention of the Buugd@has—that in the judgment ‘I am
that,’ we have to do with two separate cognitions, each of
which hag its own speoific character,—cannot be upheld ; for
were this so, we should have to conclude that also in the
judgment *cognition is momentary * (which is a proposition
propounded by the Bauddha), wo havo to do with two cogni-
tions—viz : (1) that ¢ Cognition és’, and (2) that ‘ Cognition is
momentary ’; and in that caso the theory of the momentari-
ness of cognitions, which is the Bauddha’s groat mainstay,
could not be established. Tho upshot of all this is that
Rocognition may validly bo coaceived as Perceptivo Cogni-
tion, with which there combines an improssion loft behind by
a provious Percoption; and on such Recognition also rosts
tho incontestable consciousness of personal identity; for of,
the Solf, inasmuch as determined by self-conciousness, thero
may be a montal impression, and hence Romembrance and
Rocognition.

Prabhikara's view of Recognition does not diffor frem -
the abovo ; but in his opinion, this permanent Self is estab-
lished, not by the fact of its being the object of its own cogni-
tion, but by the fact of its being the substrato of the recogni-
tivo cognitions of other things, The consideration of Prabha-
kara’s views of Self we must leave for a future occasion ; bub
it is interesting to note in the present connexion the expla-
nation that Prabhakara has provided of the viow of tho Solf
being both the object and agent of the act of cognition, It
is truo, says the Prabhakara, that the Self is cognised by the
same means of valid cognition as the objects themselves; but
even 80 the Self ia not the odjective but the subjective agent
of the operation of cognition ; just as even though the person
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who walks has the oporation of walking bearing upon himself
ho is rogarded only as the nominative agent of the walk-
ing, and not as its object ; _specially as a true object is that
upon which bears the operation of something other than itself ;
and this is not tho case with the Solf, upon which its own
action of cognition bears. (Prabhakara Mimams3 p. 78).

Coaprer VI—Cause,

‘Wo have seen what Cognition is, and what are its prin-
cipal sub-divisions. Wo revert now to the dofinition of
Pramina, tho first topic of the Nyaya-Sutra, for explaining
the real character of which wo found it necessary to explain
Prami or Right Cognition.

Pramana has been definod as the ¢ instrumoent of right
cognition’; wo bhavo oxplained what is ‘right cognition’.
Wo shall now proceed fo consider what is meant of *instru-
ment ,’ ‘karana.’ ‘Instrument is the namo givon’—says the
Tarkabhasa (Trans, p. 42)—* to that particular cause which is
thewmost effective in bringing about a certain result ; i.e., it is
the most efficient cause ; for instance in tho action of cutting,
though the operation of many things is necessary, such as

- the hand, the axo and so forth,—every one of which, on that
account, is a ¢ cause ' of the cutting,—it is the axe which is
the principal cause, its operation bearing directly and imme-
diatoly on the outting ; and on this account the axe is called
the karana or ¢ instrument ’ of the cutting.

Instrument thus being only & particular kind of cause,
it becomes necessary for us to provido an account of ¢ Cause’.
Though Gautama and Vatsyayana have not dealt with this
subject,—depending it would seem for an account of it, upon
tho sister system of the Vaishagikas,—yet, an account of the
philosophy of Nyaya will remain incomplete in an important
point, if we ignored the ¢cause’ altogether. Nor are we
outirely ub sea o8 to the Logician's standpoint in this con-
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nection. The lator manuals provide us with an adequate
account ; and from these latter we loarn the following details
[Tarkabhasa. Trans. pp. 43-48].

That which must exist before the effect, and which is
not taken up in the bringing about of something else, is to
be regarded as tho ¢ cause’ of that effect ; e. g. the yarn, the
loom and such other things are the ‘cause’ of cloth; even
though in some cases of tho making of cloth, an ass may by
chance como to the place, immediately before tho making,—
yot this more antecedence does not make the ass a ¢ causo’ of
the cloth ; bocause the provious presence of the ass is not
necessary in tho making of the cloth. Then again, oven
though tho prosonco of tho particular colour of the yarn is
necessary, previous to tho making of the cloth, yet that
colour cannot bo regarded as its fcause’, as tho colour is
takon up in tho bringing about of an entirely different effect,
in tho shapo of the colour of the cloth woven out of those
yarns. Thus then the cause of an effoct may be defined
as that necessary antecedent which is not taken up in the bring-
ing about of something else. Similarly the effoct of a causo
ig that necessary consequent which is not brought about by any
other cause.

This Causo is of three kinds—(1) the Sumavayi, tho
material or constituont cause; (2) the dsamandyi, the non-
constituent causo ; and (3) the Nimitfa, the efficiont cause or
causo in general. The first of these is that which forms the
matorial out of which, and inherent in which, tho effoct is
producod ; e.g. the yarns are the material cause of tho cloth ;

. a8 it is out of tho yarns, never apart from these, that the
cloth is produced ; so that the relation between these is what
has boen called ¢ intimato’ or ‘inherent’.  The non-material
cause is that which is in close proximity to—i.e. inhorent in—
the material cause of an effect, and which has its causal eff-
oiency towards a cortain effect duly ascortained; e, g. the
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combination of the yarns is the non-material cause of the
cloth ; the combination, boing a quality of the yarns, inheres
in thoso yarns, which aro the material cause of the oloth;
and that the combination has its causal efficiency ascertained
towards tho oloth is shown by the fact that it is a necessary
antecedent of the cloth, and *is not takon up in the bringing
about of any othor effect’; theso two being tho only conditions
necessary for causal efficiency. Tho Efficient Causo
or Cause in General, is that which, whilo being neither the
material, nor tho non-material, cause, is yot ‘a necessary

antocedent not taken up in the bringing about of anything

else ’; e. g. the loom is such a cause of tho cloth,

Tt is only things positivo that have all three kinds of
cause ; of negativo ontities, there is only ono" kind of cause,
the Efficient; and the reason for this lies in the fact that a
negative entity cannot ¢ inhere’ in, or havo intimatoe relation
with, anything,

From among these three kinds of causes, that which
happens to be endowed with some sort of a special aptitude
or efficiency is ocalled the * Instrument’.

As regards Right Cognition,—the Soul is its material or

" constituent cause ; the contact of the Soul with the Mind is
its non-material causo ; and the thing known, and also the
contact of tho mind with the sense-organ, form its ¢ efficient
cause.

According to tho Nyaya the former two kinds of Cause
are nover rogarded as ¢instrument’; it is always the last
kind that is so regarded ; this is shown by the Bhagya dec-
laring in regard to Perception, that if the cognition is the
effect then tho sense-organ is the !instrument’, and if the
acquiring or discarding of the perceived object are tho effoct,
then tho cognition is the ¢instrument’; so that in neither
cage is either the Soul or the soul's contact with mind spoken
of as the * instiument .’
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With reference tothe Pramanas, the Bhagya. (p. 10) raises
a further question :—* Have the Pramanas their objectives in
common ? Or the scope of the Pramanas is restricted within
mutually exclusive limits ? The answer given is that both
of these are true: For instance, in the case of the Soul we
find—(a) that it is by means of Word that we como to know
that the Soul exists, (b) we find Inference operating upon it
when it is asserted that ‘ the indicative marks of the Soul are
desiro, aversion &o.' (Su. 1. 1. 10), which means that it is
from the presence of these that the existence of the Soul is
inforred ; (c) and the Soul is also perceived by the peculiar
contact of the Soul with the mind, this percoption being the
result of yogic trance, and as such possible only for the
yogin. Thus it is found that tho Soul forms an objective for
all the four pramanas. Similarly in the case of fire, it is
found that—(a) when a trustworthy person tells us that thero
is fire at such and such a place, our cognition of fire is verbal;
(b) drawing nearer to the place, if we happen to see smoke
issuing from the place, we infer from this tho presenco of
fire ; (c) actually getting at the place, we directly ses tho fire.
On the other hand, in the case of certain things we find that
one thing is amenable to only one particular pramana; e. g.
that the Aguaihotra should be performed by one who desires
heaven we can know only from the words of the Veda; the
ordinary man has no other means available for knowing this;
similarly when wo hear the sound of thundering, from this,
we infer the source of the sound ; and in regard to this we
can have no Perception ; nor any verbal cognition ; lastly of
our own hand we have only direct percoptive knowledge, and
neither Inference nor Word is operative in this case.

Among the four kinds of Pramanas, Perception has been
held to be the most predominant; for if a man secks the
knowledge of a certain thing, when he is told of it by a trust
worthy person, and thereby has the verbal cognition of the
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thing, there is still a lurking desire in his mind to ratify
this information by means of Inference through particular
indicative features ; and even after he has got at the inferen-
tial knowledgo of the thing,—he is still desirous of sceing the
thing with his own eyes; but when he has omce perceived
the thing directly, ho does not seek for any other kind of
knowledge of that thing, The examples cited above of the soul
and fire, make this point clear. When the man has to know
fire, if soveral pramanas come to boar upon it, as shown
above, he has a commingling of the pramants, in which case
all longing for knowledge does not cease until the appearance
of direct Porcoption ; whereas if there is a single pramana
bearing upon the thing, there is no commingling, but sepa-
rate functioning ; and in this case also, it is Percoption only
that fully satisfies the inquisitive mind.

A further interesting question bearing upon Pramanas i
general is discussed in Sutras 2. 1. 8 to 19. An objoction is
raised against the validity of Perception and the other Pra-
manas :—

““Porcoption and the rest,” it is argued, *can havo no
validity, as it cannot be shown whether they come before or
aftor their object, or simultaneously with it. For instanco,
the cognition of odour is a Perception ; if this existed before
the odour, aud the odour comes only afterwards, then the
Perception is not produced by the contact of tho sense-organ
with the odour ; and yet this is an essential condition in all
Perception; according to Su. 1. 1. 4.;—secondly if the Percep-
tion comes after the odour; then before the appearance of
Porception, what would be there to prove the existence of the
odour? It is only by means of Pramana that the existence
of pramgyas can be proved ;—lastly, if the Perception is
simultaneous with the odour, both coming into existence a$
the same time,—then, as a matter of fact, we find that many
objects of cognition come into existence at & single time; for
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instance, when the jar is produced, there come into oxistenco
its odour, its colour, its size, and so forth,—all of which are
objects of Perception ; now all these cannotbe the object of
a single Perception ; there aro, in fact, as many perceptions
as there are objoects to be perceived ; so that at the moment
that odour and colour are produced, there will be produced,
ex-hypothesi, also tho perceptions of these; and thus wo
would have a simultaneity of cognitions; and this is against the
Naiyayika's tenet, as expressed in Sa. 1,1, 16 and 3. 2. 59.
Thus then, all possible alternatives of the existence of Pra-
mana and its object having failed, tho existence or validity
of the Pramanas cannot Lo maintained”. (Su. 2. 1, 8—
11).

The answer to tho above, as given by Vatsyayana (Bha.
p. 65, 1. 12 &, seq.), is as follows :—

As o mattor of fact there can be no hard and fast rule as
to the Pramiina coming before or after or simultaneously with
its object. In some cases we find tho means of cognition, tho
pramaga, appearing before the object ;—e. g. in the case of
the light of the sun : the sun’s light is the means by which
we perceive things ; so that when we porceive the jar that
has just been made, we have the ‘means’—in the shape of the
sun’s light—already in existence before the porceived object
comes into existonce ;—on the other hand, in the case of
lamp light we find that the lamp being lighted, we see things
that havo been in existence already,; so that in this case, the
¢ means '—lamp-light—appears after the object ;—and lastly,
in some cases both appear simultaneously; o. g, the inferen-
tial cognition of fire appears along with the cognition of
smoke—whore the latter cognition is the ‘means’ o the
former. From these special cases we come to the conclusion
that between the object and what brings about ils cognition,
that is the Praméya aund the Pramana, thore is no hard and
fast rule as to the exact order in which the two appear.
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Nor is there any such hard and fast rule as that what
is once an ‘ instrument’ is always an instrument; or that
what is once an ‘ object ’ is always an object. For instance,
tho Self is an ¢objoct’ of cognition, as we are cognisant of it
but in regard to tho cognition of other things, it is the * cog-
niser’; similarly the axe is an agenf when we say *the axe
stands here ’; but it is an odject when we say ¢ I soo the axe’;
and it is an instrument when we say ‘I cut the tree with the
axo’; it is the dutive when we say ‘ I pour oil for the sake
of the axe’; it is in the ablative when we say °this pioce of
iron has fallen from the axe’; it is in the locative when we
say ¢ the spot is on the axe.’

Under 8u. 2. 1,17, the following furthor questions are
raised :—*“How do you cognise the Pram@nas themselves ?
By moansof Pramana? or without the instrumentality of
Pramanas? 1If the latter, then, just as for the cognition of
Pramapas, the instrumentality of Pramanas will not be neces.
sary, so for the cognition of Praméyas also; and there would
thus be no need for postulating any Pramanpas at all. If
on tne other hand, Pramapes are cognised by means of
Pramapas, then, for the cognition of every single Pramana you
will have to postulate another Pramana ; for the cognition of
this lutter again, a third Pramdgs would be needed and
80 and on, you would have Lo postulate Pramagas adinfinitum,

Then again, is one Perception cognised by means of
Perception or by means of other Pramanas? If the latter,
then, there would be more than four Pramamas? If the
former, then is every Perception cognised by itself or by
another Perception? If by another, then this another would
bo cognised by another, and so on and on, ad infinitum. If a
Perception is cognised by itself, then this involves the
absurdity of tho Perception operating upon itsclf, As a matter
of fact, wo do not find the sword-blade cutting itself. Hence
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the inovitable conclusion would appear to be that thereis
nothing by means of which Pramapas can be cognised.’
(Bhasya and Tatparya, p. 255).

The answer to the above is supplied in Su. 19.

Tn tho case of lamp-light, which renders things visible,
wo find that the light itself is apprehended, made cognised,
by a Perception other than that to which it itsclf gives rise.
From this analogy we concludo that one Percoption also is
approhended by moans of another Perception. Among the
sovoral factors that enter into the perceptional process—(1)
thesense-organs are inferred as tho essential instrumentsof the
process ; (2, the objects themselves are known by Perception ;
(8) the contact of the sense-organ with the perceived ohject is
inferred from the fact that there is no Perception whenover
there is unything intervoning between the two and obstructing
the contact; finally (4) the cognition produced by the
gense-object contact (which cognition is what is the ¢ Per-
ception’ commonly so called) is perceived, like pleasuro
and pain, by means of tho mind-soul contact, through its
inheronce in the Soul. When the Perception brings about
the cognition of something else it is called ¢pramapa’; and
when it is itself cognised, it is ¢praméya’; just as the lamp-
light is called tho means of seeing when it illumines objects ;
but it is known as the ‘object perceived 'when we look upon
tho light itsclf. Thus for the cognition of the Pramanas we
do not require to postulate any additional Pramanas; nor
neod we hold the view that this cognition is not brought
about by any instrumentality at all. (Bhasya p. 7).) Noris
any Perception cognised by means of itself (Ta¢parya p. 255).
‘What is meant is that one Perception is cognised by means
of another Perception. According to the Nuiyayika the
mind is as much a sense-organ as any other; and in the
caso of the perception of Perception, we have the sarae kind
of senso-contact as we have in the case of the cogni-
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tion of ploasure and pain; these latter, according to the
Naiyayika being perceived through their contact with the
mind, Thus the cognition of Perception also, brought about
by its contact with the mind-organ, becomes pure DPer-
coption. Then again, in the case of ‘such conceptions as
‘Tam happy’ wo have the apprehension of ‘I’ by the
apprehender himself ;—and in the case of ‘Mind’ we find
that we infer its existonce by meoans of the mind itself,
through the fact of the ® cognitions not boing simultaneous.’
Similarly there need be nothing incongruous in Perception
being made known by itself.

It has been urged that if one Perception bo held to bo
mado known by another Perception, then for the knowledge,
of this latter we would need another Perception; and so on
ad infinitum. 'The answer to this is that wo postulate things
only in accordance with our requirements: wo assumo only
such things as are absolutely necessary for the explaining of
and the accounting for, well-known facts. Thus in tho
cage in question, we find that when we perceive an object,
we have one Perception ; and this is invariably followed by
s further conception ‘I havoe perceived the object’; which
means ‘I know that the perceptional cognition of the object
has appeared in my mind’; similarly when weo infor some-
thing, we have the conception ‘I know that an inferential
cognition of the thing has appeared in my min¢’; and so in
every case, wo find a cognition followed by a conception in the
form of representative cognition or anuvyavasdya; now this
ropresentative cognition reprosents the former cognition as
the object of a further cognition; and hence it bocomes
necessary for us to postulate a Premagas, a means of knowing
the former cognition. For the postulating of any further
Pramanas, we have no such justification; as in our experience
we never find any conception following after the aforesaid
representative cognition; upon whose basis alone a further
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Pramana could be postulated. Thus there can be no justi-
fication for the postulating of Pramanas ad infinitum,

Another answer to this objection is given by the Tatparya
Tika (p. 256)—There are some means of cognition that producg
other cognitions only when they have themselves beencognised .
—é. g. Smoko brings about the inference of fire only when it has
itself been parcoived ; there are other means of cognition which,
though producingother cognitions, themselves remain unknown:
¢, g. the Eye itsclf is not perceived at the timo that it pro-
duces vignal percoption. This shows that it is not nocessary for
every Pramana itsclf to be known in its turn by another
Pram@pa; honco also there can be no justification for postulat-
ing & Pramana for the cognition of the aforesaid representa.
tive cognition.

Another interesting quostion arising from the above is—
Ara Perceptions cognised by Percoptions, Inferences by Infer-
ences, Amnalogical cognitions by Analogical cognitions, and
Verbal cognitions by Verbal cognitions? Or are all Pramanas
cognised by means of Perception alone? or by Inferenco alonep
or by Analogy alone? or by Words alone ?

This question is not found raised either in the Bhasya
or in the Var{ika or in tho T@¢parya. Not having raised the
question, they do not provide any'clear answerto it. All that the
Blasya says is—aArnRRT Taqeiat aqEda geaty (—
¢ It is by meuns of Perception and the rost that we have the
apprehension of Porception and the rest,—just as we find in
each individual caso’ (p. 71, line 10). The ZTafparys also
makes a similar assertion (pp. 255-56) SEqEHITATET
TaTRAEAdT  AegREwR— What we hold is that what
belongs to the category of Perception and the rest isappre.
hended by what belongs to tho category of Perceptionand the
rest .

Both these assertions are vague ; but from the mention
of ¢ Perception and the rest® we can infer that cognitions
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are cognised not by means of any one Pramiina, but by va-
rious Pramanas : Sometimes a cognition may be directly
perceived ; sometimes it may be inferred and so on. This is
what is meant by what the Bhaigya says (on p. 73) in regard
to such assertions as ‘ my cognition is porceptional ’, ¢ my
cognition is inferential, > &e. &oc. In most cases cogui-
tions are cognised by means of Perception,—tho Perception
being obtained through the instrumentality of the Mind ; as
in the case of all cognitions the mind-soul contact is essen-
tial ; and Mind being a sense-organ, the cognition brought
about by its contact is ¢ perceptional . This is the case in
almost all coguitions by ourselves ; but in some cases it hap-
pens, specially in regard to the cognition of other persons, that
we can only infer the cognition ; e. g. when we find a person
fanning himself vigorously, from this action of his we infer
that he has beon foeling the heat ; i. e. he has had the per-
ceptional cognition of hcat. Sometimes we find the man
asserting *I havo seen an elephant ’ , in which case our cog-
nition of this Perception of his is purely verbal. Lastly,
when we find & man declaring, ¢ T am feeling tho same
pleasure that you are feeling ’, our cognition of his percoption
of pleasure is analogical. There thus can be no hard
and fast rule in regard to this matter. This is what the
Bhasya (p. 71) means by the qualifying word ¢ yathadar-
shanan,’ ‘ just as we find in each iudividual case.” Roughly
speaking, our own cognitions we cognise by means of Per-
ception obtained through the contact of the Mind ; while
the cognitions of other people we cognise by means of Infer-
ence, Analogy and Word. Aund it is only in very rare
cases,—in cages of very vague perceptions—that we may be
led to infer our own cognitions.

This same question has been dealt with somewhat diff-
erently by Caigesha UpAdhyaya in the Taffoackinf{amant
Pramagayavaday p. 276 1—
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Tt' has been held that the validity of a cognition is cog-
nised by another cognition, Now, is the validity of this lat-
ter cognition already known or not ? If it is known, it must
be 80 by & further cognition ; and so on and on, there would
be an endless series of cognitions.  Another view held by
some people is that the validity of the latter cognition is not
already known from beforehand ; but it is béing known at
the same time at which it apprehends the validity of the pre-
ceding cognition, This view is not right ; as in that oase,
if the latter cognition were not to have its validity ocognised
by means of another cognition, then its validity would be
self-apprehended;—a view which though held by the Pr&bha-
kara, i8 rejected by the Naiy@iyika, The inevitable conclu-
sion therefore is that when the validity of one cognition is
apprehended by means of another cognition, the validity of
this latter cognition is not apprehended at all. When such is
the case with the latter cognition, the same may be said with
regard to the first cognition also ; that is to say, every cogni~
tion may bo held to apprehend its object, without having
its own validity apprehended; and thers is no need for the as-
certaining of this validity, when the definite coguition of
theobject is obtained without its asoertainment. It might
be argued that the first cognition is oftenfound to be invalid;
so that unless its validity were ascertained, there would be
no certainty in regard to the nature of the thing apprehend-
ed by it. But this same argument will also stand against
the view that the validity of the second cognition need not
be asoertained ; as the uncertainty in regard to the validity
of the seond cognition will paturally reflect upon the vali-
dity of the first ; and thus affect also the mature of the thing
sognised. )

.. »/The smswer givmﬂ; the above is that aecording to the
Naiyayika, it is not always absolutely nécessary, for the ‘ob.
teining of certainty with regard to an object, to ascertain

Nyaya Lec. 97,



124 Sipooral Leoruses oN NyZya

the validity of the apprehending cognition, In the case of
very clear cognitions,—e, g. When we see a fruit in our hand
—there is no doubtin our mind as to the validity of our cog-
nition ; and in such cases the definitely certain knowledge
of the object is obtained by means of the first, cognition itself,
without any further thought over the validity or invalidity
of that cognition ; and when we act up to this knowledge,
this activity of ours is found to be quite correct, and we
actually find the fruit to be exactly what we had thought
it to be on our first cognition of it. In some cases
however,—when, e. g. we see an object, not seen before,
for the first time in our life,—~there is always a doubt in our
wind as to whether or not our cognition apprehends the real
thing as it actually exists ; and in this case our resultant ac-
tivity towards the object will naturally stand in need of that
certainty which can be got at only by ascertaining the valid-
ity of the cognition that we have had ; and it isonly in such
cases that it will be necessary to seek the aid of a further
cognition to ascertain the validity of the former cognition;
and 8o long as there is no doubt as tothe validity of the second
cognition, there is no need to seek for the ascertaining of
its validity. ‘When there is such & doubt, theassump-
tion of a further validating cognition would be necessary ;
but only so long as there is any doubt. 8o there need be no
assumptions ad infinitum,
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INrERENTIAL COGNITION,
Siifra 1-1-5.
® After Perception comes Inferential Cognition, ¥ which
igled up to by Perception ; it is of three kinds—(1) 1 the
Parvavat, (2) the Shesroat and (3) the Samanyatodrista. §
Buisva.
| Page 18, line, 1 to Pago 20, line 6.]

Page 18. The oxpression ‘led up to by Perception’ refers
to tho porception of the relation betwoen the probans and
the probandum, as also to the perception of tho probans itself 3
and tho perception of the relation between the probans of the
probandum also implies the remembranco of the probans;
and thus it is by means of remembrance and perception of
the probans that the non-percoptible thing is i:g/Pmad.ll

L [The first explanation of the three kinds of Inference]
—(A) tho Pirvavat Inference is that in which the effect is
inforred from the causof; e.g., when we see clouds rising, we
infer that therc will be rain. (B) The Shesavaf
Inferenco is that in which the cause is inferred from the
effect; § . 9., when  we see that the water of the river is not
liko what it nused tobe, and that the strcam is full and the
current swifter, we infer that thero has been rain.

(C) The Samanynfodrists Inference [is tbat in which tho
inference is based upon a general observation] ; e. g., wo have
observed in all cases that wo see a thing in a place different
from whore we saw it before only when it has moved; and
from this fact of general observation we infor that the sun
must be moving, even though we cannot perccivo it (because

® This is how the T@éparya explains the word atha,

+ Tho Vargika expands this into—‘that which is preceded hy other forma of
valid cognition and by twe percoptions’.

1 These are technical names, of which the Bhasya supplies two difforent mean-
inge. Henco the names are left here untranslated.

bl Q)Another Interpretation of the Sifra has been proposcd by the Varfika. (See
low ).

|| We ses the fire and smoke togcther—this is one perception, that of ths
betwoen fire and smoko ;—after some time we sce the smoke—this is tho second
perception;—on seeing the sinoke we romember the relation that we had perceived ;
and this leads us to the inf of fre--t} perceived bor of the relati
9 Tho oaure is * plirva’ or prior to the elcct ; honos that in which tho inferonce
is based upon the cognition of the cause, has been called Parvacat or @ priori.
$ The offect being ‘S8kiga or posierior, to the Causa.
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'we see the sun in the evening in a placo different from whoro
we saw it in tho morning).

I1. [Another explanation of the three kinds of Inference].
Or,we may explain the three names in the following manner :—
(A) The Purvava¢ Inference is that in which out of two
things as perceived on some former occasion, the one that is
not perceived (at the time of inference) is inferred from tho
perception of the other; e. g., when fire is inferred from
smoke.* (B) The word * shégavat’® means remainder ;
hence tho Sh@gava¢ Inference is that in which with rogard to an
object somo of the likely propertics being denied (and elimi-
nated), and this elimination not applying to other likely
prodperties, we have the cognition of those that remain (thus
undenied) ; }e. g., in rogard to Sound we find that it is an entity
and is transient ; and as these two properties (being an entity
and being transient) aro found to be common to Substances,
Qualities and Actions only, their presence in Sound distingu-
ishes it from the remaining categories of Generality, Indi-
viduality and Inherence (all of which three aro entitics, but
eternal) ;—, then there arising a doubt as to Sound being
either a Substance, or a Quality, or an Action, we reason (by a
process of elimination) in the following manner :—(a) Sound
cannot be a Substanee, because it inheres in a single subs-
tance (Akisha) [while there is no Substance which inhores
in only one substance, all substances being either not inherent
in any substance,—e. g., the atoms,—or inherent in more
than one substance,—e,g., the jar, which inheres in more than
one atom] ;—(4) Sound is not an Action, because it is the
originator of another sound [it thus gives riso to something
that is of its own kind ; and this is never the case with any
Action, which always brings about effects that are entirely
unlike itself;—e.g., Action, in most cases, produces some kind of
conjunction or disjunction] ;—and by this eliminative
reasoning we come to tho conclusion that Sound must be
a Quality (this being the only member of the three that is
not eliminated) § (C) The Samanyatodrista Inference
is that in which, the relation between the probans and the

® The Parvava} Inferonce would thus be Tuference by Prior Perception,

+ Tho Shagava} inferonco would thus bo Inference by Elimination,

1 This example of Skésavag Inferenco is not accopted by the Tafparya—DPasi-
shéga iu only anotber name for the purely negative inforence ; whilo the example cited
by the Bhdasya isone of the affirmative-negative kind, The cxample suggosted
is the inforence of the £act of Desire' &c., being dependont upon the Self.
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probandum being imperceptible, the imperceptible prodandum
is inferred from tho similarity of the probans to something
else; e. 9., whon the Self is inferred from Desire ;—Desire i3
a Quality, and Qualities always inhcre in Substances ; and
(from this similarity of Desire to other qualities we come to
the conclusion that Desiro must inhero in a Substance) this
leads to the inforence that that Substance in which Desire
inheres is the Self.

Itis truo that the fact of there heing throe kinds of
Inferenco is sufficiently indicated by the enunciation of the
throe kinds, and henco tho additional word ¢¢rividham,’
¢ it is of three kinds,’ in the Sa@fra could well have been left
out ;—but this additional curtailment of the Sifra wasnot
considered desirable by the author of tho §@¢ra, as he thought
that ho had secured sufficient conciseness in expressing by
means of the short §&¢ra tho cntire oxtont of the vast sub-
ject of Iuference. This method of explanation—of being
satisfied with one form of conciscnoss and not minding
othor possible forms—is often employed by the author of
the S%{ra; as wo find in tho caso of his doscriptions of the
various kinds of ¢Siddhanta’, °Chhala’,*Shabda’ and so
forth,

[The difference between Percoption and Inference is
that] Perception portains to things present, while Inference
pertains to things present as well as not presont (i. e. past
and futuro) “ How so0?” As a matter of fact,
Inforonce is applicablo to all the three points of time:
by means of Inference we apprehend things past, present
and future : for instance, we infer (a) that ‘such and such a
thing 1will happen’,—(b) that ‘such and such a thing is
present ’ ,—and also (c) that*such and sucha thing exist
od.’ Tho past and the future are ‘not gresent' , [honce we
speak of Inferenco as pertaining to the greseni as well
as to the not-present ].
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VZRTIKA ON INFERENCE.
[P. 46, liue 1, to P. 60, line 7.]

« Atha tatpirvakam trivighamanum@nam’—says the
Satra. The word “atha’ denotes sequence; and the word
¢ ta¢piiroakam’ is intended to be the definition of Inferen-
ce; s it serves to distingwish Inference from what is like it
(viz : the other forms of valid cognition) as well as what is
unlike it (viz: invalid inforence &c.).

The compound * falpirvakam’is to bo expounded as‘{ani
—{é—{at paroam yasya’. * When wo take tho factor ‘tant plr-
vamyasya’, the ‘tini’ in the plural, standing for all forms of
valid cognition, it signifies that Inference is preceded by—
i. e. is based upon and procoeds from—all forms of valid
cognition (so that the inference proceeding from Inference
becomes included). [Nor does this go against the doclara-
tion of the Blasya that Infercnce proceeds from Perception
as, whatever form of valid cognition may be the immediato
antecedent of Infercnco.] Even so as a matter of fact, indi-
rectly overy Inforence has ultimately to roly upona Percep-
tion; and it is in view of this fact that tho Bhasya spoaks of
Inference as ¢ proceded by Perception.’ With a view to
distinguish Inference from the other forms of valid cognition
the word *fatpBrvakam’ has to be takon as implying a
further qualification,—being cxpounded as ‘(@ pirvZ yasya’;
i. ¢. *that which is preceded by fwo perceplions’;—t so that
Anumana or Inference, as the means of inferential cognition,
comos to be dofined as ¢ that Perception which is preceded by
two perceptions.'} “Which are these two percep-

© And not ns ‘fat parvam yasya® ;es this would mean‘that which if led up
to, or preceded by, porception ;and this would not apply to those Inferences that
proceed from other inferonces , ; and it would become npplicable to verbal cogni-
tious, remembrances, donbts &c. also ; na these are all ¢ preceded by pecception.’

1 The V'drtika hero makow, at the very outset, a distinction between Anumina
a3 o for m of cogmition, aud Anumina ny & means of cognition. If this distinotion is
Yost sight (1, this and the following sentonces of the Vartika bocomo unintelligible.
The Virtika 1cfers all along to Anmmnana as the means of inforential cognition.

1 Though this i+ a perception in referenco to ita own object (smoke), it is the
cauge of thu inserential cogaition of auother object (fire).
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tions?”  The perception of tho relation (of concomi-
tanco) between the prolans and the probandum is the firet,
and that of tho probans is the second. What happens in the
caso of Inferences is as follows:—When the man, who is
desirous of getting at inferential cognitions, perceives the
probans a second time (i. 6. after having had perceived it
previously as concomitant with the probandum), this Percep-
tion arouses in his mind the impression loft in his mind by
tho former percoption, which leads him to romomber (the
relation botween the probans and the probandum); and after
this remembrance, when he again porceives the probans, this
last perception, led up to by the former two porceptions
and the subsequent remembranco, bocomes the ¢ Anumana’ ,
or Means of Inferential Cognition,—which is known by the
name of ¢ Pardmarsha’ [a namo that is given to the perception
of the probans as invariably concomitant with its proban-
dum].

“ What is tho meaning of tho word ¢ Anumina’ (by which
Porcoption can bo called anumina’ )P

The word ‘anumfna’ means anumiyalé anina, that
by which something i3 inferred,—the affix having the force of
the instrumental.

“ What is tho result that is brought about by its instru-
mentality P’

The result brought about is the cognition of the proban-
dum, fire (for instance),

«“How is it possiblo for the instrumont (Perception),
which pertains to one thing (the probans, smoks), to bring
about the cognition of another thing (the probandum, fire)?
How, for instance, can the instrument, pestle, which falls
upon paddy, producoe tho tbumping of the grains of
shyamaka " ?
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» This roasoning is not very sound; there is no such
fixed rule asthat tho resultant action must bear uponthe same
object upon which the instrumont operates; as we find
that the cutting instrament operating upon the tree,
produces tho action (of falling) in the parts of the troo
(and not in tho tree itself); what is out is the free,
whilo what falls (that on which the action of falling
resulting from the cutting bears) is some part of tho
treo. In some cases it is true that the resulting action
pertains to the same thing on which the instrument operatces ;
for instance, the cooking pertains to the rice-grains, and the
rosultant action of deing cooked (softened) also bears upon
those same grains. In some cases again, the thing itself is the
agent as woll as the instrument, and the resulting action also
bears upon the samo ; for instance, when wo speak of the tree
as slanding ; it is by itself that tho tree stands. “ What do
you mean by the tree standing by itself? ‘What it means
is that in the action of standing the tree does not cmploy any

other instrument. In the samo mannor, in some
Vir. Page 47, 15503 the action bears upon an object entirely
differont from that upon which the Instrument opcrates. In
some cases again it does happen that the action bears upon
the same objoct as the Pramana or Instrument of Cognition;—
when, for instance, that same object is cognised (on which
the Instrument oporates). + ¢ But, inasmuch asitis already
cognised, what ofit is thero that could be further cognised
(by means of the Instrument)?”  What is meant by the
object being further cognised is that it comes to be rogarded
a8 to be rejected or accepted or disregarded.

® This is the answer given by an Bkagéshin. This view is refuted later on, Tezt
p- 47, line 4.

4This happens when the resultant cognition itsclf is regarded aa the ¢ pramana’;
and thus what is led upto by this pramdna is the pt orrejection of tho object

rogunised, Ju this case the instrumental coguition and the resulting acceptance,
elc., both bear upou the same object.
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The above oxplanation given by the Ekadéshin is not
right; for as a matter of fact, we do not admit of any differ-
enco betwecn the objectsof the ¢ Tnstrument of Cognition® and
that of the result led up to by that instrument. [And this
leaves no ground for tho raising of the objoction, to which
the Ekadeshin has offered the abovo answer].

—

[Hitherto the Var{ika has confined itself to that interpre-
tation of the word °{afpBrvakam’y in which*{af’ has been
taken as standing for {@ni (all forms of valid cognition) and
¢t & (the two perceptions reprosented by the two premises) ;
it now takes up the intorprotation whereby € faf’ stands for
tani’, as boforo, and ¢ fa¢’ in the singular].

‘When wo take ¢fafpfirvakam’ as‘lat p@rvam yasya’,
¢ that which is preceded by one percoption’,—then wo have to
disregard the distinction (that we have made above, botwoen
the perception of the probans on the one hand, and the percep-
tion of the relation between the probans and the probandum on the
other ) ; and then what happens is that the Paramarsha of tho
probans (the recognition of its invariable concomitance with the
probandum,which is Anumana, the Means of Inferential Cogni-
tion) comes to ropresent and imply—(a) the percoption of the
relation betwoen the probans and the probandum, (b) the sub-
sequent percoptionof the probans, ®*and (c) the remembranco
of the relation perceived before ; as it is this that is really the
‘tatparvaka’, ‘preceded by perception of the probans.’}

““What is it that is inferentially cognised (inferred) by
means of these (as implied by the Paramarsha) ?*’

® The Tatparya reads no anusvdra over wufara inline 7 ;it takes the whole
a8 one compound,

% The differenca of this from the former interpretation lies in the fact that in
this casc thero is only one perception of the probans ; while in tho former case
there wore two.

Nyaya 159.



132 Innian Trovanr : NyZyva Sorea.

That which is over and abovo (what has beon cognised
by Perception) is what is cognised by Inferenco—I[i. e. of the
two members of the Paramarsha, the probans and the proban-
dum, the probans is perceived, and the remaining member, the
probandum, is what is inferred).

¢ What is the forco of the affix in the word * Anumana, '
¢ Inference’ P’

It may be takon as having either a reflexive or an
instrumental signification [i. e. (a) the word * Anumina’ may
stand for ¢ anumild’, or inferential cognition itsolf, in which
case the lyut aflix will have the sense of the reflexive ; (b) or
it may stand for ‘anumiyalé angna’, that by means of which
the inferential cognition is gotat, in which case the affix has
the force of tho instrumental.] [The only difforence would
be that]in case tho affix has tho reflexive sonse, the result of
the Anumana would bein the form of the rejection oracceptance
of the object inferred ; while if it has the forco of the instru-
mental, then the result lies in the cognition of the ‘remain-
ing factor’ (i. e. the probandum).

*Now then there arises the question—~What is ‘anumana,’
the means (the direct instrument) of Inferential Cognition ? Is
it the remembrance of the relation between the probans and the
probandum ? or the perception of the probans ?

Several answors have heen given to this question :~—(a)
Some people explain that it is the remembrance of the relation
between the probans and probandum that coustitutes the
Means of Inferential Cognition ;—(b) while others would
take this remembrance asthe means, but only in so far
as it is aided bythe psrception of the relation of the
probans and the probandum and such other factors ;—(c) a
third party holds the liniga-paramarsha (the recogni-
tion of the probans as invariably concomitant with the
probandum) to be the means of inferential cognition ;—(d)

® \Vhat gives risc to the quostion is the fact that both, the remecimbrance and
thc porcoption, are tatpdrvaks and the cause of inferential cognition,
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but in our opinion all these f.ctors (mentioned by othors)
constitute tho Anwmana ; as they are all equally necessary
for Inferential Cognition ; and when we come to consider tho
relativo importance of the factors mentioned, it seems only
reasonable to regard tho liige-paramarsha as tho most im-
portant,

“ What is the reason that makos this view ¢ reasonable’ ? "

Tho reason lies in the recognition of immediate se-
quenco : As a mattor of fact, we find that the Inferential
Cognition of the probandum follows immediately after the
linga-paramarsha ; and from this it naturally follows that
this paramarsha is what should be regarded as the means.
The remembrance (ofthe relation between the probins and the
probandum), on the othor hand, cannot be rezarded as the
most predominant factor. “ Why ? ¥ Simply because the
remembrance is not immediately followed by Inferential Cog-
nition ;—for instance, when we infor tho presence of fire
from smoke, it is not right to say that the conclusion,
emhodying the cognition of the probandum,—* therais fire’—
follows immediately aftor the observer’s remembrance.—
‘where I perceived smoke I found fire’. Henceit is only right
tohold that what brings about tho required Inforential
Cognition is the lifga-pardmarsha asaided by the said
remembrance.

It is only thus that the Upanaya, or ‘Application of the
Probans to the subjoctin question,’(#. g. ‘this mountain contains
smoke which is invariably concomitant with fire) bocomes a
necessary factor in the inferential process ; that is to say, the
Upanaya can be regardedas a necessary factor in the process
onlywhen the liiga-paramarsha aided by the remembrance
(of tho relation between thoe probins and the probandum)
is regarded as the means of Inferential Cognition ; and
thus alone does the Upanayae come to be recognised as an
essential part of the statementof the Inferemce.
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Thus thon it is ostablishe:d that dnumana is ‘{atprroaka’,
as doclared in tho S#fra.

An objection is raised :—

 If Anumina is definod as that whick is preceded by Per-
ception, thon the dofinition becomes applicablo to I'acully
(Samskira) and Demonstrated Truth (Nirzeyae) also (and
therefore it becomes too wide) ; for certainly that Faculty
which brings about remembrance, and which has been called
¢ Bhavana' or* Impression’ is certainly preceded by Perception ;
and so also Demonstrated Trath (which, in tho caso of per-
coptional cognition , would be preceded by Perceplion) ;and
thus hy the definition proposed, both of theso would como
ucder ‘Inference’.”

The definition is not open to this objection, we roply.
Because what is meant to he defined is a form of Cognition ;
that cvery ono of those definitions (of Pramanas) pertains to a
form of Cognition is clear from tho definition of Perception,
wherein it is distinctly stated that Percoption is ‘a cognition
produced by tho contact of tho senso-organ with the object’;
and henco the definition cannot apply to Imprcsswn (as an
Improssion is not a Cognition). Thenas regards Demonst ~a-
ted "l'ruth, it partakes of the nature of both : somotimes it
i3 a means of cognition,and sometimes the result of cognition 3
when it is in the form of tho cognition of a thing—
affording an idea of that thing—thon it is only a result
(led up to by a means of cognition ;and in this caso,
it is not a Pramana, and as such, cannot be included in tho
definition of Tnference); when however it leads to the further
cognition of somothing else, it does becomoa Means of
Cognition, a Pramane [and in that case, thero is nothing
wrong m its Leing included in the definition],
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Inference is of three kinds—says the Safra. That is
to say, (1) The Univorsal Affirmative, (2) The Universal
Negative and (3) The Universal AffirmativesNegative. Of
these tho last, (3) tho Universal Affirmative-Negative is that
in which tho Probans, whilo subsisting in tho Subject
and other objects akin toit (whorcin tho Probandum vo-
sides), subsists in those whero tho Probandum is known to ro-
side ; e. 9. the Inforence, ¢ Sound is transient,—hccanse whilo
helonging to a generality and being possessed of specified in~
dividuality, it is percoived by the extornal organ of ordinary
human beings like ourselves,—like the ordinary jar.’ * (1)
The Universal Affirmative is that in which the Probans sub-
sists in tho Subject and other objects akin to it, and (is of
snch a univorsal charactor that) thero is,in regard to it, no
object in which the Probanduw is known to bo absent ;—
e. g, twhen the philosopher (the Bauddha for instanco), who
holds all things to bo transient, brings forward the reasoning
—¢Sound is transient,—because it is a product’,—whore
there is noobject in which the Probandum transient charac-
ter, does not exist. (2) The Universal Negalive is that in
which tho Probans Subsists in the Subjcet,—in whose
caso thero is nothing (apart from the Subject) in which
the Probandum is known to be present,—and which does not
subsist in any objoct where tho Probandwm is known to be
absent ,—e. g., I ‘the I'ving body is not soul-less,—as if it
wero were soulless, it would be lifeless’.

# In this, the chiaracter of Sonnd, on whicli the whole reasoning in lLased, is
ono that subsists in Sound, and things akin toit, hke the Jar and otha ordinary
things ; and it is not present inany non-transient thing, 1 @kaska, for inntance.

1 An oxample of this inference, from tho author’s own stand-point, woukl be—
‘the specitic individuality of things is something that can be spoken of because it is
Kknowable, like the gonerality of things’—Tatparya.

1 In this case & ¢ sapaken’—*that whero the probandum is knowu to be prescnt'—
is not possible ; as the probandum is ¢ negation o.f uu.ullcssucns', and |h.ig canoot bo
prosont anywhero elsc excopt tho living body, which is already the Subject.

Nyaya 163,



136 InpiaN Trovcnr : NyAva So1EA.

We may eoxplain the ‘three kinds' of Inference in
another manner : ¢ Inference is of three kinds—(1) the
Parvavat, (2) the *Shesavat and (3) the Samanyalodrista’— says
the S#ra. (1) In the word ‘p#rvavaf’, the word *parva’
refers to tho DProbandum; hence the ¢pfirvavat’, ©having
the purva’, is that which (invariably) has the Probandum
for its substrate. (2) In the word*® sh@sava’ the word
“shzsa’ stands for tho Probandum and other things akin
to it; and that which has these (the Probandum as well as
other things akin to it) for its constant substrate is the
¢ Shésavat.’ Thus the differenco botween the F#irvavaf and the
Shesava{ lies in this that, while the former is invariably con-
comitant with the Probandum only, the latter is invariably
concomitant also with other things akin to the Probandum.
(3) Tho *Simanyatodrista’ is that which is not seen in
common (i. 6. which is found nowhere oxcopt in the Sub-
ject) ; and the particle ‘cha’{at tho eud of the S@fra)
qualifiying this last word °¢Samanyatodristam’ significs the
fact that this inference should not bo contrary either to
the Scriptures or to auy fact of ordinary percoption. of
these, the first two kinds of Inference are distinguished by
four characteristics, while the third is marked by five distinc-
tive features.*

Thero is another explanation of the ¢ three kinds’ of Infe-
rence, the Phirvavat, the Shésovat and the Samanyatodrista,—
proposcd by the Bhagya (p. 18, 1, 8); the Parvavaf 18 that in
which the effect 18 inferred from the cause, - says tho Bhisya.

*'Tho three kinds of Inference heremn indicated are thus explaned
by the Tifparya—The Parvavat is that which is not sublated and which
is not neutralised and which is itant  with the proband Those
three  fi are to all inf ,—which are classed under
tha followiug three heads .—(1) tbe Sh3mvaf, that which subsists in the
probandum and things akin to it (this being the fourth feature of this kind of
inference),—~(2) the Samanyatedristn, not seen anywhere clse except in  the
Subjoct (this bewg the fourth feature in this second kind),~(3) the Shégavat-
Samanefedrata which combines the features of the last two (and is thus
posensed of two characters in addition to we id threo foatures),
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An objection is raised against the Bhasya:— What is
meant by the asscrtion that the effect is inferred from the cause?
(a) If it means that, on seeing the cause one cog-
nises the prosenco of the cffect,—thoen this is not
true: No man in his scnses is ever found to cognise the effoct
on secing the cause ; and thus the assertion becomos contrary
to fact. (4) If it be meant that the inferential cognition is in
tho form —¢IWhere the cause, there tho effect is',—then this
also isnot truo: because as a matter of fact the Cause and
the Eifect always ocoupy different points in space, inhering in
differout substrates ; e. g. the yarns (tho cause of cloth) inhere
in tho component fibres, while the cloth inheres in the yarns.
Then again, by saying that ¢ the Effect is inferred from the
perception of the Cause’, you run counter to the very cssenco
of Inferonco. ¢ What is this rssence of Inferemce?’ It
consists in the fact that no reasoning ever operates in regard
to either what is not known or what iy fully koown; and if
the Effect were inferred from the perception of the Cause,—
this inference (which is a process of reasoning) would operato
upon what is not known [the effect being not known prior
to tho inferenco; and this would make the Inference invalid
by reason of its probuns being ¢ baseless’, ashrayasiddhal.
And thus there would be a contradiction or annulment of the
whole fabric of Inferenco.”

‘We cannot accept the forco of the above reasoning ; for the
simplercason that wo do not accept the assertions against which
tho reasoning is aimed. («) In the first place, who says that
¢ the presence of the Effect 13 inferred from the perception of
the Causo’? (b) Secondly, what person has ever asserted that
¢ the Effoct is there where the Cause is’ ? What the Sutra
actually means isthat, what isinferred is the Effectas the quali-
fying adjunct of the Cause ; and inthis there is no ¢ running
counter to the essence of Inference’.*

© As the Cause is already known ; and whit is inferred 18 only an adjunct of
the Cause ; and thus the Causo affuids the uccessary substratumn for the Probans.
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The same explanation applies to tho case of the Sh2gavat
Inforencealso: In the Shesavat inforence also what is inforred
is the Cuuse as the adjunct of the Effect.

“How cantho word ¢ Shésa’ in the word Shésaval’ mean
Effect ¢

Tho factisthat both Causo and Effect have been indicated
as tho instrument of inferential cognition;—and tho instru-
mentality of tho Causc has boon alrcady utilisedin the Parva-
vat Inforence;—honco of tho two, the Ifjuct is tho only factor
that remains behind as the onc whose instrumontality has not
yet been utilised;—and it is thus that tho KEffeet comes to bo
spoken of as * shése’ (* what remaius behind '),

As an oxamplo of the inference of the cffect from tho
cause, the Bhisya cites thecaso where that © there will be rain’

is inforred from the sight of tho rising clouds. ¢ Inwhat
form would this inference he stated P’ Tn tho following

form—* Theso clouds will bring rain,—because thoy aro rising,
being, ag they aro, accompanied by deep rumbling, having
many lines of erancs flying through them, flashing with lieht-
ning—just lik¢ other rain-clouds percoived in the past.’

The caso of tho rise of water in tho stroam (leading to tho
inference of the rain that has cansed it) is an example of the
Shésavat Inferenco. Againstthis an objection is raised :—
“How can tho rise of wator, which is in the slream, bring
about the inferential cognition of rain in regions above the
streain,— the two being in totally difforont places ?” The
rise in the river isnot theinstrument loading to the inferon-
tial cognition of rain in regions above the river; what happens
is that by means of tho rise, which is a quality of the river,
we infer the conuccsion of the river itsslf with some place to-
wards its source, where rain must have fallen; * tho infer-
ence being stated in the following form :—¢ This
river must be connocted with some place to-
wards its source, where rain has fallen,—because its flow

35 that both pertain to the river itsclf.

Var. Page 50,
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i8 quick, picces of wood aro floating along by reason of the
rise, and the river is full,—just like the river that is full
whon there is rain.’

* In stating tho conclusion of this inference wo might
make use of any tenso we like,—it being possible to speak of
tho rain as coming in the futuro, or as having been in the
past (or as being present at tho timo).

+ The third kind of Inferenco, the Samanyafodrista, is
that in which an objeet iscogmsed as qualifiedby a character
which is an juvariable concomitans of a well-known character
of that ohject, tho former character being independent of tho
notion of causo and cffect ; | e. g. the presenco of water is
inferred [rom tho presence of cranes. ¢ In what manner
do you gel at tho infevential cogmtion of water from tho
“panes " In this case wo take as tho pakse, (the
Sulject of inference), tho tree and other things along with

* At the tune that wenotice the vse in the miver, the yam that canged o may
have ceased, in wlndh ease the past tense wonld be used 7 the 1ain may he stall
gomg on, when the present tense wonhd be nsht ; orat may be  possible for the rain
to continue for sometune fonger, when the use of the future tanse would not e
wiong  Therefore, so Lw as the o unple 19 concerned, 5t does not matter wha
tense 14 ied L 18 enongh that the perception ol the etfeet leads to the inference of
the canse. The Bhasyr has made use of the past fense ; as there is always a cer-
tamty as lo the 1un having gone befire the niver tses 5 and the  piesent aud foture
would, at best, be only doubt tul

{ Lhe example of Simanyatodpsta tnferenco @iven w the Bhagya is diffienlt
to comprehend , hence, not sitistied by the explination there gisen, the suthor of the
1 artika supphes another explanation and cites another example. T'dtparya.

1 The same object as qualilicd by the well-known charactee becomes, in this case
tho matrament of inference , and qualitied by the other chaactor, it becomes  the
objert of inferencoe, The prncipal pomnt of diflerence between tlns and the other two
Ay of inference is that in this case, the iclation of cause and off »ct does not enter
alall The cxprossion * Sumd@uyatodyiste’ is thus cxplained by fhe Tatparya:—
¢ Samanyiny'—avindbharniad  hitund—laksitom—  drotam '—dharmerapam’
anumanam, In the example, the place Auown as wuh cranes 15 tho means of the
mforence of the place us with wuler.
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the spot which is well-known as constantlyinhabited by cranes
and with regard to thatspot we infer the presence of water.®

+ Some people take the Blasya to mean that wo have
acaso of Samanyatodrista Inferenco whon we infer the
movement of the Sun. But we do not understand this. In
what manner is the movoment inferred ? If the inference
is in the form ¢the sun is mobile,’—the object inferred being
the sun’s movement,—then we ask: by what mecans is the
movement cognised ? Thoro is no inferential indicativo that
has evor been perceived as concomitant with either the Sun
or its motion (all cases of tho concomitance of motion with
change of position being noticed elsewhere than in tho case
of the Sun); and it is not possible to infor a thing that has not
been found to be so concomitant; otherwise (if even non-con-
comitant things wore to be inferred, then) anything could he
inferred from anything (without any restriction). If it be
urged that the change of position would form the
requisite inferential indicativo,—our answer is that this
is not possible ; as the change of the Sun’s position is not
actually perceived ; no one ever sees with his eyes the Sun's
going from one place to another ; as the ¢ other place ’ to which
the Sungoos must be either the Akasha or some point in space;
and both of theso—Akasha and Space—are imperceptiblo;
and thero is no other way of perceiving them ; hence it is
not right to assert that thore is the perception of Sun’s
guing from one place to another ; speciully as in all cases
what is actually seen of tho Sun is only the solar disc;
and it is not right to draw an inferonco from the perception
of a thing merely by itself. Even if the movement of the

© The reading * balidkivaf fvénz ' appears to bo a msprint ; as the inferenco is of
the place as with water ; the prescnco of cranes boing the means by which that
inference is got at. ¢ Sulilvatfvena * appears to bethe correct reading,

+ Tho Vartika now takes up the example cited in the Bhdsya ;cijticises ite
apparent meaviug ; and then, on the top of page 51, points out in  what sense the
a. ertion of the Bhdsya may be accepted as right.
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Sun were somehow capable of boing perceived,—being,
a8 it is, something that has tho capacity of being perceived,
—yet the Sun’s roaching of another point in space could
never be perceptible; as Space is something that is eternal
and super-aensuous, and, as a matter of fact, the conjunction
of two things (Sun and Point in Spaco)—one of which (the
Sun) is porceptible and the othor (Space) imperceptiblo
cannot be perceived [and the Sun's getting from ono
point to anothor is nothing more than its conjunction with
a point in space]. If what you moan is that from seeing
the getting to ansther place by D3valutta (only when ho
movoes) you infer tho movement of the Sun—and this
inforonco is the Siminyafodrista, thon, an inference of this
kind would be of the movement, of not tho Sun only, but of
all things; and why, in that case, should
it not be inferred that you also are moving ?

Tho answer to the above objoction against tho Bhasya
is that, a3 a matter of fact, we do not infer the movement of
tho Sun directly ; what happens is that in the first place we
infer the fuct of tho Sun gotting at another point in spaco ;
and then from this latter fact, we infor the movemont of the
Sun ; and there is nothing incongruous in this. The form
of tho inferenco is as follows :—* The San gets at another
point in spaco,—becauss, whilo being a substancs, and
never conceived of as undergoing decroase or increaso, and
found towards the Hast, it is yot porceived and conceived of
as being in front of tho obsorver, when ho turns round, with-
out moving a single stop *,—just as is found to be the case
with gonus and other things ;—genus and other things are
found to satisfy all tho said conditions, and they, as such, are
found to have got from one place to another ;—similarly the

Var page 51.

© The observer has seen the sun in the East ; after some time, he turns round,
withont moving away from the original place, and he fiuds the sun in his front
again,~i. ¢. towards the West. This proves that the sun has changod its posi-
tion.
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Sun satisfies all those conditions :—so that the Sun must
be regarded as having got from one place to another.
This getting from one place to another having been thus
inferred, from that we infer the movement of the Sun, The
inforence of the Sun’s gotting from one place to another may
be stated in another form, as follows :—¢The Sun must be
regarded as getting from one place to another,—because
when the observer has scen the Sun in ono place, if he does
not move his eyes from that point, he fails, after some time,
to see the Sun, even when therc appears nothing to obstract
the range of his vision,—just as is found to be in the case of
Davadatta (when he gets from one place to another).’

Somo people meet the aforesaid objection against the
Biiggya by arguing that Space is perceptible ; and in support
of this, they put forward the following inference :—*¢ Space
is perceptiblo,—because it is pointed at and indicated by
mecans of the finger—like the Moon.’ But it’ is not right
to argue thus ; as Space is without colour; and being colourless,
how could it be perceived by any external sensc-organ?

“ How then is it found to be indicated by means of the
finger?”  What is actually indicated as ¢ Space’ by the
finger is (not the Space but) trees and such other things
eonnected with the points in Space ;—treos and other things
are connected with definite points in space; and it is these
that are figuratively spoken of and indicated as ¢ Space.
What really happens is this :—A certain point in space happen-
ing to be perceived along with the (rising) sun, the name
¢ East?” comes to.be applied to that point in space which is
thus connected with the Sun; and thon when any other
thing, a tree for instance, is perceived along with the rising
Sun, this other thing also comes to be spoken of as the
*East’; and when people indicate the ¢ East’ with their
finger, they do so with reference to the tree and such other
things, to which the name is applied indirectly or figuratively.
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Or, when the Sufra speaks of Inference as being ¢ of three
kinds’, what it refers to is the fact of the Inferential Indica-
tive or Probans being—(a) well-known, (b) true, and (c)
certain ; —the ‘well-known ' Probans being-that which is con-
comitant with the Subject ; the ¢ true’ that which subsists in
othor things of thesamekind (i. e., in which the Probandum is
known to be present) ; and ¢ certain’ that which is never found
apart from things of tho same kind.

Or, the mention of ‘three kinds’ may boe taken as res-
tricting the number of Inferences;-—the scmse being that
all the various kinds of Inference are included under the
three that are specified—uviz ; the ¢ Parvavat’, the * Shésavaf’
and the ¢ Samanyafodrista’, “In what way can Inference
be spokon of as being ¢ of various kinds' ? " In the follow-
ing mannor, we reply :— (I) The Affirmative-Negative
Inforeuce is of two kinds—* (a) that of which the
Probans is always present in things where the
Probandum is known to be present, and that which
is present as well as absent in such things;—(II) The
Universal Affirmative Inference also is of tho same two
kinds ;— ([IT) and the Universal Negative Luference is of one
kind only ; as in this case we cannot have any such thing in
which the Probandum is known tobe present;—thenagain, these
five kinds of Inferenco come to be of fifteen kinds, according as
each of them pertains to tho past, the present or the future;
—these fifteen again come to be sixty, according as they
become addressed to the four kinds of porsons
(one who already accepts the conclusion, one who
does not accept the conclusion, one who is doubtful on the
point, and one who accepts the contrary of the conclusion);—
of theso again there are endless sub-divisions. Thus there being

Var. page 62.

® (a) E. g. *Bound is ient, b it i- & product’, where the character of
groduct ia one that is always present in all transient things. (3) ¢ Sound is transient
because it is inseparablo from our effort’—whare of transient things, while some are
inseparable from our offort, othors aro not so.
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endless sub-divisions of Inference, all these become included
in tho ¢ three kinds’ ; hence it is with a view to this restriction
that the Sa¢ra speaks of the ¢ threo kinds'.

Tho first kind of Inforence has been called ¢ Pirvavat’;
with regard to this name a question is raised—* What is it
that is Parvavat ? The cause or the effcet ? If tho word ¢ Par-
cavat ' moans that whick has a piirva or antecedent, then it is
the effect that must be tho ¢ Parvavat’;and in that case it
bocomes a contradiction in terms to assert that the Parvacaf
Inferoncoe is the inferonce of the effect from the cause.”
We do hold that the word ¢ pEirvavat’ means that which has a
phrva or antecedent; but we do not hold that it must be the
effect that is so; wo apply the name to the cognition; and
the cognition is cortainly ¢that which has the antecedent’,
for its object ; and thus what our meaning is is that from tie
cognition of the antecedent, 1i. e., the causo, follows the infe-
rence of the effect. Similarly the name ¢ Shesavat® applies to
tha cognition of that which comes after, and so on.

Or (as the Bhasya points out on pp. 18-19) the affix
in tho word‘ Parvava¢’ may bo takon as ¢ vafi’, denoting simi-
larity (and uotas tho possessivo ‘mafup’)—; the meaning being
that exactly as ono has perceived the thing by means of Sense-
perception, so also doos he cognise tho samething by moans of
Inference ; and thus by means of Inference the thing bacomes
cognised as delore, pirvavat’.

Of the sentenco * yatha dhitmna@gnik’ (Bhagya, p. 19, 1. 2)
goveral explanations have been given. The question that
ariscs is—what is it that is cognised by means of the smoke ?
(a) Ts it tho fire P () Or the particular place where fire
is ? (¢) Or the existence (of fire) ? (d) * Or the particular placo
along with (containing)the fire? (a) It cannot be that the fire
is cognised ; ag between fire and smoke, the relation of dharma

* () Is the position adoptod by Dianaga aflor rejecting the former throe views.
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(quality) and gharmin (qualified) is not possible ; as noither
the fire is the quality of the smoke, nor the smoke of the fire ;
and further, inasmuch the fire is something already known
(in the premises, as concomitant with smoke), it doos not
stand in need of being inferred, and hence cannot rightly
be regarded as an ‘object of inference’. The samo reasoning
discards the view that what is inferred is ezistence (c) and also
that it is the particular place that is inferred (4),— both exis-
tence and place being already known (before the inference).
() If then, it bo held that it is the placealong with the fire that
is inferred,—this also cannot be right , because smoke is not a
quality of that place. What we mean is that it will not be
right to accept the view (held by Dianaga) that what is in-
forred by moans of smoke is the place as conlaining the fire.
“Why not "’ Because smoke is not a quality of the place
containing fire ; and then again, as for the relation of fire to
any place, such relation is not unknown (and as such, it can-
not be an object of Inference). “The inferenco is in the
form, °this placo contains fire’,—whorein what is inferred
is a particular place as containing fire, and not mere place
in general.” This also is not right; as the
actual placo is never perceived, under your theory ; the
man who puts forward the aforesaid contention (viz.
the Bauddha writer, Dinndiga) never actually sees the
placo ; and hence if he asserts the conclusion in the form
¢ this placo contains fire ’, he makes an empty meaningless
agsertion ; ® specially becauso mere smoke (unperceived)

¥ The view here controverted here is Dingnaga's. See Medieval Logic, p. 87. The
question ariscs as Lo the exact nature of the Probandum : Is it any placo in general
containing fire? Or that particular place which contains smoke ? In the former
ase the smoke, which is the probans would not be a y quality or ¢
tant of any and every place that may have the fire ; and further, some placo or other
that contains firo must be already known ; hence tho Probaudum could not be
in this unspecified form: as regards the sccond alternative, the objeotionable
feature is that the actnal placa from whero the smoke is issuing is not seen by
tho observer ; asaccording to the Bauddha what is seen is not any porceptibla
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cannot bring about the cognition of fire, and the Bauddha
philosopher can never perceive the smoke (which, like
overything else, is imperceptible) ;—for these reasons
any particular place cannot be regarded as the object of

Inforence. “ But as a matter of fact the
smoko does bring about the cognition of fire, by reason
of its invariable concomitance with it.” Well,

what you mean is simply this that there is an invariable
concomitance between smoke and fire, and on that
account when one sees smoke he naturally apprehends
the presonce of fire ;—if this is what you mean, wo
cannot accept it as true; as this assertion of yours will
not bear the scrutiny of tho several alternative interpreta-
tions of which it is capable: For instance, what do you
mean by ‘the invariable concomitance between smoke
and fire’ ? (o) Does it mean that the two are rclated to
cach other as cause and effcct P (b) Or that the two are
rolated by the relation of ¢ inherence of the same object’ P
(c) Or by mere relationship in general ? “We
nccept the first of these alternatives: the invariable
concomitance of smoke with fire lies in the fact of the one
being the cause of the other.” This cannot be,
wo reply ; as thoy do not inhere in each other * : the smoke
does not inhere in the fire, nor the fire in the smoke ;
in fact each of them inheres in its own particular cause
(which is neither fire nor smoke); thus the ¢invariable'
concomitance’ cannot conmsist of the relation of cause and
cffect. (b) Nor can it consist of ¢inherence of

gross! substance,—mountain 6. g.—but the mountain, like everything else, is
ouly atoms, which are all imperceptible ; and for the same reason, the amoke also
cannot, ding to the Bauddha, be perceived. So much for the Bauddha
possibilitiea ; but .even for those who do admit of gross substances, when one sces
the smoko moving in the sky, itis quite possible that he may not sce the actual
place from where it issues

® If ‘invariable concomitance' is tho relation of cause and effect
then it mus. be the relation between the offect and its material causo, in which it
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the same object . * Because (1) there is no single object
produced by both fire and smoke [i.e.of which both, are
tho material cause’and which, as such, would inhere in
both, and would form the basis of Smoke and Fire being
related to oach other by the relation of ¢ inherence of the
same object'] ; specially as no object is ever produced out
of two entirely heterogencous material causes. (2) Nor
are Smoke and Fire over found to subsist in any single
object, as each of them subsists in 1ts own particular
material cause, as we have alroady pointed out. [And
thus this second form of ¢ inherenco of the same object’
i8 not possible between smoke and fire]. (c) All
then that wo find thus is that there is some sort of re-
lationship (in general) between smoke and fire ;—but
even this cannot be rightly inferred. “ Why
so P ” Well, if the inference (premiss) were put
forward in the form—¢ theore is somo (permanent) relation
between smoko and fire ’,—this would not bo true; as no such
(permanent) relationship is really known (at the time of the
inference) ; in fact the smoke is actually perceived even in the
absence of fire (as whon ono sees smoke issuing from the

hill-side and he does not see the fire), ““Certainly
there would be some sort companionship (or concomitance), as
there 1is in the case of Colour and Touch.” That

also is not possible ; as the two are not always found to-
gethor; we have often seen smoke without fire, as well
a8 fire without smoke; and as thus the two are seen

inheres i, ¢, subsi by y bangha ; b thero  is
no such concomitanco of the ecffect with the non-material cause—the cloth
being present also when the contact ofithe loora is not present ; nor is there such
concomitance of the effect with its Instrumental cause,—the cloth is not always
accompanied by the \Veaver. Thus the rcfutation emphasises thu absence of the
relation by inherence, samavdyasambangha, between smoke and fire.

® ¢ Inhorence of the same objoct' may mean—(1) that somo one object
inheres in both; or (2) that both inherein some one object. The first refutation
moets (1)—the (2) being taken up a few lines below.
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apart from each other, there can be no constant
companionship between them. This same rea-
soning also serves to reject the inference in the form—
¢ wherever thore is smoke thero is firo’ |as this also
postulates a form of companionship between smoke and fire].
Thus then, there being no other way in which this could
bo explained, the conclusion is that fire is nof inferred
by means of smoke. “But this would go
dircctly against a fact accepted by all men : if there wero
no inferonce of fire by means of smoke, then a universally
recognised fact would be contradicted.” There
isno such contradiction ; ®* as what really happens (iu tho
cage of the universally recognised inference of fire) is that
by seeing certain peculiaritics of smoke wo infer the
presence of smoke as qualified (accompanied) by fire. “In
what way does firc becomo a qualification of smoke P

Simply because the fire is subordinate to the smoke,—
as what is inferred is *this smoke as accompanicd by fire';
and this is inferred by means of certain specific peculiari-
ties of tho smoke ; at the timo of inforenco we porceivo
both—the smoke as well as its pocularities, in the shapo of
the continuity of its upward rising volumo ard so forth s
and what these peculiaritics, as belonging to the
smoke, lead us to infer is somoe such qualification
of smoke va is not already known ; as it is a fact
noticed in the case of all inferences, thal
all those peculiar qualifications of tho object
inferrod that are already known serve as tho mcans of

Var. PacE 54.

®¢Inu case where wesce the smoke riving close to us, we certainly infer
the place as characterised by smaoke, (and from that, the firc) as the popular belief is
But w a case where a large mass of emoke is scen issuing from a placo that is
too far to be perceived, we do not take the trouble of finding out the means of
coguising the placs ; and what we infer, in this cnse,is the smoke itself which is
scen a8 accompamied by fire ; and this inferenceis led up to by tho peculiarities
that we pereeive in the smoke,—e. g. its rising upwards in a continuous line, and
80 forth, '—Tafperya
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bringing about the cognition of that thing ; ¢.g. in tho casoe
of Sound, its two peculiarities—that it is an entity and a
product—are woll-known ; and what is not known is its
further poculiavity of non-eternality ; honce when wo infer
tho Sound, we infer it as qualified by its (hitherto wun-
kno wn) non-eternality.

(B.) Says the Bhagsya—The word <‘Shesavat’ means
¢ remainder’ (p. 19, 1 2);—and later on it adds—¢ Sound’
s mot an acrtion because it is the originator of auother Sound
(p- 19, L 9);—and against this last assertion, tho following
objection is raised :—*The Probans; in this inference, is
o0 exclusive, being absent both in the Probandum and its
contrary ; that is to say, the character of being the originalor
of another Sound is ono that is not found ocither in Action
or in what is mot-action [Hence tho suid character cannot
prove the fact of sound being not-action].”

This objection is not sound; as the RBhiigya means
something entirely differcnt (from what has boen objccted
to): What is meant by the phrago ¢ it is the originator of an-
othor sound ’ is that ¢i5is the orginator of a homogeneous
thing’ ; and thus (this latter character being present in
what is nol-action) the inference is not open to tho objection
that has been urged.

[C] Tn regard to tho Simanyafodrists Inforence, tho
Bhagya (p.19,1. 6) says—*The Samanyatodrista Inference
i3 that in which the relation between the Probans and the
Probandum being imperceptible §e. &e.’ Aguinst this tho
following objection is raised :—* What is mecant by the
relation of the Probans and the Probandum being impercep-
tible? Does it moan that it is not perceived at the time that
the inference is drawn? or that it is never percvived P If the
former, thon, inasmuch as in all inferences the said relation is
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not perceived at the time of the inference, the qualification
becomes useless [as it does not distingwish the Samanyafodrista
from tho other kinds of Inference]. 2If then, it means that the
relation is never perceived,then in the first place howcan any
Inferonce proceed in such a ease (where the relation has never
been percoived)? And secondly, theasscrtion would be directly
opposed to what the Bhagya (p. S, 1. 8) has asserted as to
tmpossibility of Inference applying to such things as have
been never perceived or to those that are already well
known.”

This objection eannot bo maintained ; because what is
inferred is not fire by itself (which of course is perceptible),
but fire as the qualification (or accompaniment, of smoke) ; and
certainly the fire as such is not perceived (at the time) and
has got to be inferred.

Thus then, the Sam@nyatodrista Inference is that whick,
from the perception of a certain proporty of an object,
leads to tho cognition of that object;e. g. when Desire,
Aversion, &c., aro inferred as belonging to tho Self, Desire
&ec., are the ¢ object” (inferred), and the Self as qualifying
thom becomes the secondary factor; and in this the ¢ pro-
perty 'of Desire &c. that is percoived is their character of
belonging to the Self ; and the perception of this character leads
to the inference of thoso ‘objocts’ (Desire &c.) as belonging
to (qualified, or accompaniod, by) the Self; and the inference
is in tho following form:—* Desire &c. are dependent upon
(belong to) something else,—because they are qualities—like
Colour,’ * All that this Inforence leads us to cognise
is the fact that Desire &o., belong to something else ;—whence
do you get at the conclusion that they belong to the Self?”
We get at this latter conclusion by means of elimination: That
is to say, first of all we know that Desire &e., cannot belong
to Earth and other similar substances, because they can be per-
caivod only by the Self (.. the person that draws the infer-
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ence), and arc not perceived by means of any external sense-
organ; in the case of qualities belonging to Earth and other
similar substances, we find that they can be perceived by the
person that draws the inference as well as other persons ;
and that they are perceived by means of external organs
of perception; Desire and the rest, on the other hand,
are such as are perceived only by the cognising Self,
and that also only by means of the internal organ, of
perception; and this proves that these cannot belong to
Earth, or Water or Fire or Air or Akasha. —Secondly, we
also know that they cannot belong to Space, Time and Mind,
because like these three substances thomselves, their qualities
also are incapable of being perceived by the organs of per-
coption. —Apart from theso oight substances, there is no
other substance except the Self ;—and honce the only possible
conclusion is that Desire and the rest must belong to the
Self.

*Perception pertains lo things present, while Inference
pertains to things present as well as not-present’
—asays the Bhagya [p. 20, 1l. 3-2]. Against this
the following objection is raised:—* [s this distinction based
upon the difference of the qualifying adjuncts or that of
tho qualified objects ? If the latter, then, tho difficulty is
that there can be no Inference with reference to objects that
are not-present ; for ag it hasalready been explained, Inference
never operates upon a thing which is not already * cognised
in a general or vague manner,—and no such vague or general
cognition is possible with regard (independently) to things
that are not-present.  If, on the other hand, you mean the
distinction to the based upon the difference in the qualifying

Vir. p. b5.

® Inference applies to things that are known in & vague form, but of which
thereis no well-defined cognition; and never with rogard to things absolutely un-
koowa.

Nyaya 176.



152 InpiaN THoUGHT NYXYA SOTRA.

adjuncts,—thon we urge the following points :—There are
three kiuds of qualifying adjuncts—(a) those that are affirm-
ed, () those that are denmied, and (¢) those that are
sclf-sufficient (or self-contained); as an example of (a) there
is odorousness’ which is asserted of the Eorth; of (b) the
same ¢ odorousness ’ as denied of substances other than the
Farth ; and of (¢) thore is tho relation of ¢inherenco’ subsist-
ing between things thus inhorontly related.

“A question is raised in regard to the rclation of In-
herence :—How can ¢ Inherence ’ be regarded as * self-suffici-
ent’? Tho answor is—becanse thore is no further ‘inher-
enco’ (by which the formor ¢Tnherence’ should subsist in
the inherent things); as whenever one thing subsists in
another, it does so through som»s relation; and asa matter
of fact, for Inherence thoro is no further inherence that could be
the relation (through which the former could subsist in the
inherent things). —If there were such furthor Inherence of tho
former Tnherence, there would bo no end to the assumption
of such Inherences ; and if there were to bo a limit somewhere
to thesa assumptions, it would be best to have the limit at
the very first Inherence (and make it, at the very outset,
self-sufficient, independent of further functions and relations).
¢ This assertion that Inherence is self-sufficient—is it to bo
accoptod on trust ? or is thero any reasoning in support of
it P Undouhtedly, there is reasoning; the reasoning
being as follows—(1) Inherence is not-dependent (is self-
sufficient), being as it is, denoted by a word expressive of
the relation that subsists inthe five categories®,—just like
tho Atom (whichis regarded as self-sufficient, because it is
spoken of as subsisting in the five categories) ;—or again

* Sibstanes, Quality, Action, Generality and Specifie Individuality.

+ Tho translanion follows the interprotation of the Td¢parya, which saya that the
couj ound *‘panchapadirthavritti® 1s to be takon as Bahurrihi, when applying to the
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(2) because while being present everywhere, it gives rise to
the conception of things being *hero, in this’,—just like
the Self. ¢If Inherence wore dopendent on something
elso (and not self-sufficicnt), what would happen ?’ In
that case DProducts would have mno substratum at
all.  ‘How so?’  If Inherence wero ‘dopendent’, it
could be dependent on the Product, and as such could not
exist before the Product came into existence ; so that at the
time that the Product comes into existence, it would be
without a substratum until tho Inhercnce comes into it
(by virtue of which Inherenco it would have the Cause for
its substratum);—it is well-known that Inherence subsists
in the Causo and its Product [and hence if it is to be depen-
dont upon, contained 1in, these, it cannot exist beforo the
Product appears] ; and it is necessary to determine the rela-
tion (or form) in which it subsistsin them;as we find that
whenever one thing subsists in anothor, it does so in somo
particular form or relation. ‘Being « kind of approach
or contact, Inhorence subsists in the same form as Conjunc-
tion’, This cannot be, we reply; as it involves a con-
tradiction. When you assert that ‘the contact, or conjunc-
tion subsists’, do you mean this (subsistence) to be a property
of the Coutact (in which the contact subsists)?or of the
Product ? Wo would say that it is a property of the Pro-
duct, and not of the Contact ; and itis only in that caso that
there being othor Products also to which that contact be-
longs (those endless products, narnely, into which every
product goes on momentarily changing) [the Inherence
could belong to all these momentarily varying phases of the

Atom, and as ‘Genitive Tafpurasa whon applying to the Inherence ; and goes on
to point out that itis in viow of this law in tho reasoning that tho second rcasoning
is given,

1t however appoars possible to tako the clause to mean—‘because it is spoken of as
subsisting intho five categorios’—a fact that would bo true alike with regard to the
Atom and the Iuherence.
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Product.] ®. On the other hand, if the cubsistence were a pro-
perty of the Contact, then this contact would stand in
need of a further contact (in order to ostablish the relation
of Inherence with the further phase of the Product); and so
on and on, there would be an endless series of assumptions;
var:p.5s,  for the Contact also will have some sort of

subsistence (form of eoxistence); and this, on

your supposition, is a property of the Contact ; and this end-
less assumption would be hlghly objectionable; specially as
no one can justify it, in view of the fact that thero is no
authority or valid proof for it. } [Thus then, it is proved
that the subsistence of Inheronce cannot be of the nature of
contact,]  If then, you were to assert that Inherence sub-
gists through another Inherence, you would contradict the
tenets of the Shas{ra ; which declares that the nature of In-
herence is explained by its mere esse or presence (which denies
more than one Inherence).  * There is no proof for the
assortion that a relation (Inherence e. g.) continues to exist
even whon the relative (the Product in which Inherence
subsists as a relation) has ceased to exist [and this is what
the aforesaid tenet of a sin3le Inherence would implyJ
It is not true that there is no proof for this; a when tho
relative ceasos to exist, all that cease (so far as the JInher-
ence is concerncd) are the circumstances that rendered the
Inherence cognisable, and not the Inhercnce itself ; for the

© In conjunction, the prapi, contact, is tomporary ; so if the subsistence of
Inhercnce were of the nature of Contact, thore would have to be an endleds series
of contacts to explain the p lation of Ci Effect and such other cases
of Inherence. While if the subsistence belonged to the Product itself, then, the

Inherence would continue as the permanent relation throughou: the soveral change
that the prod dergoes overy t

4 ¢hd, End) A n

, is regarded as valid or permissible panmd,
nika, only whcn the first step in the series cannot be ascertained ; in the case of

Contact, however, we can always lay our hands on the first contact ; hence Anavas-
444 iu this case cannot be permissible.—Ta{parya.
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Inherenco is not a product (and hence cannot cease to exist) ;
—that Inherence i not a product is inferred from the fact of
every product having a substratum® ; if it were a product,
it could be produced only along with the product (which is
related by that Inherence) ; and in that case, (as pointed out
above) this latter Product would, at the moment that it is pro-
duced, bo without a substratum [as it can subsist in its subs-
tratum only through Inherence, which, on your supposition,
is not yet produced]. ‘The Inherence is certainly produced
before tho Product.’ Even so you will have to cxplain to
what tho Inherence belongs (at the time that it is produced ;
the Product not yet being in existonce). If then, the Inher-
ence be held to bo produced after the Product, the objection
remains in force that the Product, at the time of its produc-
tion, would be without a substratum, For these reasons
it has to be admitted that Inherenco is ¢ self-sufficient.”}

The anrswer to the above objection (started above, P. 179)
is that when Inference is spoken of as pertaining to things not-
present, what is meant is that Inference which pertains to qua-
lifying adjuncts thatare denied, § and not that which pertains
to those that areaffirmed, or to thosoe that are self-sufficient§.

I ¢ But we do find that things not present are somotimes
actually affirmed;—e. g. when we make the affirmation ¢ ghato

© The reasoning 18 thus formulated by the Tiatparya—*"The Product is related
Lo its causo by a permancut rolationship (a relatiouship which is not a product),
because it has a substratum’,

+ The objection started on p. 65,1. 1 (Zrans. p. 179, 1 18) ends hero ; the final
upshot of the objection is thus summed up in tho Tatparya—* There being so many
an three kinds of qualifying adjuncts, we do net know with reference to what
Tnfercnco has been held to pertain to things not-present.’

1 As only things n-t-present—i. o., past and future things—can be denied at
the time (the presey) when the Inference is formulated.

§ Tho real classification of qualifying adjuncts is not exactly as tho objector
has put it.

In reality, in the first place, qualifying adjuncts arc of two kinds—(a) affirmed
and (b) denied ; secondly those affirmed are of two kinds—(a) self-sufficient and
(b) dependent.

|} 1t is not true that ouly the not-present things arc denied.
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bhavati® (‘ the Jar is being produced’), whero ‘bhavafi’ is
synonymous with ¢ jaya/é "’ [and that which is being produced,
i, e, in course of production, is certainly not present].”

This is not true; as a thing that is being produced is not
held to be (either present or not present) ; the word ¢ bhavafi’
(in tho sentence ‘ghato bhavati.’) is synonymous with vidyate
¢ exists’, (and not with ¢ jayate’, ‘is being produced’) [and
when this * existence ’ is affirmed with regard to the jar in
course of construction, tho ¢jar’ here stands for the soveral
parts of the jar that havo already been constructed, and
which, being accomplished ontities already, are sufficient for
the purpose of the thing being recognised as * jar’ and being
spoken of as ¢ bhavali, vidyate.']

Thus we have established the proposition ¢ fatp&roakam
anumianin’,

Other philosophers have defined Infercnce ¢ Anumana’
ag the perception of the thing which is invariably concomitant,—
this being held to be ¢ Anumana’ (Tnstrament of inferential
cognition) for one who knows the said concomitanco. This
dofinition is thus explained :—Wheu one thing is nover pre-
sent apart from another, it i3 said to be ¢ invariably concomi-
tant’, ¢ n@ngariyaka’, with it ;—the thing that is so concomi-
tant is called the ¢ nanfariyaka-artha’; and the ®darshana’
‘pereeption’, of that thing is ¢ Anwmana’, for the man who
knows it,—i. &. who kunows that the thing perceived is
¢ invariably concomitant.’

T'his definition however, cannotboaccepted; firsily, because
tho word ‘artha’, ‘thing’, is superfluous ; as what is ‘invariably
concomitant ’ can not but be a thing ;—secondly, *nantari-
yakartha’,is o compound word; (A) now if this compound
wero treated as a Genitive Zafpurusa, being expounded as
‘ nantariyakasya arthah’, then, in tho caso of tho Inference—
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¢ sonnd is transient, because it is a product’—the character
of being a product is the ¢ nanfariyaka’; and tho © artha’ of
this would bo cither («) its dharma, proporty, or (b) its pra-
yojana, purposo or aim ; (@) if the property of ¢ the character of
being a product’ were tho *.urfha’ of the ‘nantariyaka’
(meant by the definition), then it would be possible to infer
¢ transient character’ oven from such propertics as ¢being
an entity ’, ¢ being an object of cognition’, ¢ being nameablo’
and so forth (which is absurd); *—(b) if, on the other hand,
the purpose or aim of tho *character of being a product ’
wero meant to be the ‘artha’ of the ¢nanfariyaka’,
then the ‘cognition of transient character ’
would bocome the Probans of the Inference [Transient
character boing the ‘aim’ or ‘end’ of ¢ being a product’.]
(B) If then, tho compound * ndntarikakdrtha’® were treated
as a Bahuvriki compound,—being expounded as ‘that to
which the nantariyakartha belongs’—then also
¢ the character of product’ being tho *xnanfari-
yaka, that to which this belongs would become the Probaus;+t
and what is that to which this character of being a product
belongs ? (a) Does it belong to such things as the jar and the
like ? () or to Sound P (¢) or to transient character. P (a) If
it belongs to the Jar &c., then these becomoe tho means of
Inferontial Cognition ; tho inference being in the form—
¢ Sound is transient, because itis a jar'! (b) If it belongs to
Sound, then Sound becomos the means, and the form of the
inference becomes—‘Sound is transient because it is sound’ |
(¢) If lastly, it belongs to tramsicnt ckaracter,~belonging

Var. PAas 67.

® As the properties of *boing an entity® &c. aro found in Akdsha aud such
other eternal things also.

1 That is, if wo detine ¢ Amumina’'—which means, ‘ the sonrco or means of
inforontinl cognition’—as ‘ninfariyakdrihan darshana, tho cognition of that to
which the ndntariyaka belongs would be such au Amunina or means of inferential
cognitron ; o that the cognition of transiont character, e. g., instead of being the
result, would be the means of tho inferential cognition ! And other siwmilarly
absurd rosults would follow from tho theory.
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toit as its cause, or that which provesit—then also the
form of the inforence becomes—¢Sound is transient, because
it is transient }’—~—as ‘ the character of being a product’ is
the “artha ’ of the © transient character;) —in no case could
tho former be a reason for the latter [and this is what it
is intended to be in the inference € Sound is transient, be-
cause it is a product.’ ] (¢) If the compound ¢ nan-
tariyakartha’ be treated as Karmadharaya,—being expound-
cd as ‘that artha which is aanfariyaka,’—in that case,
tho compound would be impossible; asthe exact conditions
of the Kermadharaya compound—compound between tho
qualifying adjunct and the qualified object—are not prosent :
that is to say, the co-ordination, or coerZensiveness, necessary
for the Karmadharays compound is possiblo only whon
there iy some differonce® between tho two words (the
one denoting the qualifying adjunct and the other the
qualified objoct); as we find to bo the case in the well-known
compound * nilogpalam’, ©bluc-lotus’, where we know that
the word ¢ blue’ signifies a colour that is present in many
things (bosides tho lotus) and that the word ¢ lotus’ applios
to many lotuses (besides the blue ono); and hence we have
the co-ordination between the two (in the compound * nilog-
palam’) ;—in the caso of the words ‘nanfariyaka’ and
‘artha’, on the other hand, we find that when we mention
the word ¢ manfar7yaka’, there is no such discrepancy or
difference as that the character of being nanfariyaha subsists
in what is arthe as also in what is nof-artha; 1 and under
the circumstances the mention of the word ‘artha’ (in
addition to ¢ n@ntariyaka’) cannot but be regarded as futile and
suporfluous. “But we find the necessary co-ordi-
nation oven in a caso where only one of the two words (and
not both) are incompatible; e.g. in the oxpression ¢ prithivs
dravyam’ (thore is co-ordination between the *Earth’and

'*Otinen—vi;o—l e.if the two are identical—both need not appearat ull.
1 As it is only au arfka that can bo ndn¢ariyaka.
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the ¢Substance’, oven though it is only the word ¢ Subs-
tance’ which applies to things other than Earth alsc; whilo the
word ‘ Earth ’ does not denote things other than Substance). ”*

In this case also, we reply, thore is an incom-
patibility in both the words: whon we take into consider-
ation the diversity based upon the relation of subserviency
(that subsists between the class as the qualifying adjunct,
on the one hand, and the individual, as tho qualified of the
class, on the other),—that is to say, the word ¢ Substance’
denotes tho individual substance, as well as tho class ¢ Subs-
tance '—the word ¢ Earth ’, while denoting the class ¢subs-
tanco’ as forming its predominant qualifying adjunct,
also denotes the individual earth as well as the class ¢ Earth’
(which last cannot be identical with Substance)  ; and thus
thero is a clear incompatibility between &oth words (the
word ¢ Earth’ also denoting somcthing that is not-substance);
which makes the proposition  tho Karth is a substance’ possi-
ble. 1Tho same conditions however do not hold regarding
the cosordination implied in the compound ¢na@ntariya-
kartha —darshanam’. “ Why so ?” Bocauso peo-
ple make use of words only for the purpose of making
known things oxpressed by them ; and as a matter of fact,
wo find that whon the word ¢ nanferiyaka’ is mentioned,
it provides the idea of the ‘artha’ also (as it is only an artha
that can be nanfariyaka) ; and hence it is no longer right and
necessary to montion the word ¢ arfha’

Lastly, the definition contains the phrase— for one who
knows tho said concomitance’; and this is not right; being
—_"So also in the case of nanfariyaka’ and* mm:.il. s true. that the word
ndnfariyaka’ does not denoto anything that is not-artha’ but the word * arfha * does
denote things that are not-nantariyakn.

+ Jage according to the Logician being something distinct from Drarya.

1 Though ‘ar¢ha’is incompatiblo with ‘nintariyaka’—sll arfha not being
nanfariyaka; yet ‘uinfariyaka'is vot incompatible with ‘artha ; ‘ndntaryaka’
doos not sigmfy anything that is not-artha ; henco the case of * ndnfariyakdrtha
is not analogous with ¢ prithivi—draram.
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entircly redundant ; as there can be no idea of anything be-
ing nantariyaka unless the person (using the word ) knows it
to bo 80: ¢. ¢. poople who live in the Narikéladvipa (where
thoro is no fire?), if thoy happen to see smoke, cannot
have tho idea of its beiag ¢ n@nfariyaka’ (with fire) ; honce it
is unccessary to add tho phrase °{advidah,’ ¢for people
who know the invariable concomitance.’

[Another definition is next taken up]

Tho above reasoning also serves to set aside another
proposed definition : wiz: ¢ Tho cognition of the avinabhari-
dharma is the héfu (means of inforentinl cognition).’
¢ What do you mean by applying to this definition the samo
objections (that have been urged against an entirely
different definition, this last definition not containing tho
word *fadvidah’ of the former definition) P" What wo
moan is that, just asin the exprossion *wnimfariyakirtha-
darshana’, the word °artha’ is superfloous, so in the
other dofinition is the word ‘ @harma’. Then again, the
examplo of Inferenco that tho propounders of this definition
cite is—* thoro is smoke, because there is fire’ ; and we have
moro than once shown that such an inference is impossi-
ble.

® Other philosophers declare as follows : = dnumana,
Means of Inferential Cognition, is that which is present
whore tho subjoct of Inference and its like are present, and
which is absent where tho Subject is non-existent”. This
cannot be accepted as a correct definition ; as it applies to
that also which subsists in only apartof the subject of inference
;—e. g.° atomsare transient, because thoy have odour, like the

© The author hanalready refnted thc deﬂmtwn proposod by Difindga [ which
of the above two definitions i Difindga’s is not made clear] ; he now

procoeds to miiticise a statement mado by Difindga in snpport of his own defini-
tion'.—Tayparya.
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jar.' ® « The definition cannot apply to such inferences, because
what the definition states as a necessary condition is that
the Lefu should be present where the Subject is present [and
certainly odourousness is not present wherever atoms are
present]”, This does mnot save your definition from the
paid undue application ; what subsists in a part of an
object is also its dharma,—just as what subsists in a portion
of the vipaksa (i.e. where the Probandum is known to be
absent) is regarded as the dharma of vipaksa; when a
cortain thing is found to subsist in a part of the vipaksa,
we do not hold that it does not subsist in the vipaksa ; in the
same manner, where a thing is prosent in a portion of the
paksa (Subjoct of Inference) we cannot: deny that it subsists
in the Subject ;—and thus it behoves you to make an effort
to oxclude that which subsists in only a part of the
Subject. “ No special effort is needed for that pure
pose ; tho necessary preclusion of what subsists only in
a part of the Subject is secured by tho restriction or
emphasis implied (in the words ‘anuméyé sadbhavah,
which meaus ‘ anumeye sadbhavalh dva'})” [This is not
right; as| the emphasised assertion ¢anuméyz sadbhavah
@va’ can mean only two things: (a) ¢ it subsists only in the
subject of inference,’—or:(b) ‘it must subsist in the subject of
inforence.” t (a) Of those, as regards the former restric-
tion, what does it do ? Does it preclude impossibility ? [That
is, does it moan that it is not impossible for the héfu to
subsist in the Subject of inference] P or does it ouly indicate
the possibility (of the h&fu subsisting in the Subject)?
In either case there is no useful purpose served by the
emphasis or restriction ; the desired sense being got at
oven without the restriotion ; the idea that tho hetu

T e Odorousness -is _p're;ont in cerlain atoms (those of the Farth) and is not
prescnt where thoso atomns are absont ;—I tho inf should be pted
a8 vahd, under the detinition.

+ (a) Means that it cannot subsist anywhoro olsc ; and (b) that wherever
the Subject is present the otlier must be presont.
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subsists in the Subject of inference, and that it is not
impossible for it to subsist thorein, is implied in tho simple
statement (@num@yé sadbhavak’) without the restriction ;
and yet that this hetu subsists in a part of the Subject does
not becomo oxcluded by the emphasis ; which, thus, fails in
the very purpose for which it was brought in. * Then
again, [the restriction implied in ¢anum@yé éva sadbhavak’
would mean that the h&/u subsists in the anum@ya only, that
is, in nothing else, not even in the faf-fulya ; and thus] there
would be a contradiction of the latter half of the definition
[which consistsof two halves—(1) ¢ anumeye sadbhavah, and
2) tat-tulye sadbldavah.) (?) Then as rogards the
second of the two meanings of tho restriction [%.e.if the
meaning is that tho 4&(a must subsist in the Subject], this
would imply that there is vy@pt¢ or invariable concomitance
between the two; but that particular Subject (e. g. fire)
which is cognised by means of the inference has no connec-
tion with the invariable concomitance (upon which the
inference would be based); as that (fire) wherein the
instrument of inforence (or Probans, e, g. smoko) subsists
(at the lime of inference) is entirely different from that
wherein tho invariable concomitance (of smoke with firo)
has been observed.

¢ Anuméyé sa@bhavak’ having been disposed of, the au-
thor takos up tho next factor of the definition, */{af-fulys
sagbhiavak’]—As a matter of fact whore the Subjoct (fire)
is observed, thero is always a possibility of the presence of
the Probans (smoke) ; and (on the occasion of the inference)
what wo do not know for certain is the possibility of the
presence of the Probans; and so long as this uncertainty

* The demal of absolute ahsence and disconns:tion does not preclude ordinary
or occasional or partinl absence and disconnection ; the mero assertion of tho
possiblity of existence algo dues not pieclude the impossibility of existence ;—thus
ou account of occasional or partial absence not being preclnded, the emphasis
fails to accomplsh ite purpose of excluding that iuvalid 1neans of inferential
coguition which subsists m only a part of the subjcot. Tatparya.
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continues, we feel that it may subsist (a) in the Subject
(fire), (6) in that whoro the Subject is knmown to be
present (the kitchen), and (¢) in that where the
Subject is known to bo absent (tho lake); thus then
(apart from the Subject itsclf) thero are two possible subs-
trata whore the Probans might subsist—viz : the fa¢-fulys or
Sapaksa (whero the Subjoct is known to be present) and the
Vipaksa (where it is known to be absent); such being the
case, it may bo right to preclude the possibility of tho real
Probans in the Vipaksa by moans of the clause ¢ nastita asati’
‘whero the subject is non-existent,’ (tho last clause in tho defi-
nition) ;——but for what purpcso should there bo introduced
the other clause ¢ fa¢-fulyé sadbhwvafs ? 1t docs not indi-
cate anything that is not already indicated ; all that is
intended to be indicated is the mero possibility fof the pres-
ence of the Probans in the Sapaksa (and not its invariable
concomitance with it) *; and this merowpossibility is got at
even though there isan uncertainty as to whether or not it is
invariably concomitant [ Hence the clause in question cannot
bo taken as indicating tho invariable concomitance of the

Probans with the sapaksa). “ Tho clause
‘tattulye sadbhaval ’ is introduced for tho pur poses
of emphasis”. What isit that is meant

to be emphasised by tho clauso ? Does
it ~mean—(az) the Probans subsists in
the Sapaksa only P—(b) or that it musé subsist in the Sapaksa P
(@) If what is moant by tho omphasis is that it subsists in the
Sapaksa only ;—then there is a clear contradiction between
the first and second clauses of the definition : Just as ome

Vir P. 59.

© If this invariablo it with the sapaksa were meant, then the defimtion
would not apply to tho caso ot tho valid inf ¢this is transicnt b it is
precoded by offort ’; a8 n this caso tho probans—being preceded by cffort—is not
invariably concomitant with all transient things ; for instunce the jar, which is
transiont, i not always preceded by cffort ; it is only when it is produced that it 1s
80 preceded.
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cannot say ¢ feed only Davadat{a, and alsd Yajgadatia’, so
tho statement in question—* it should subsist only
tn the Sapaksa and also in the Subjeot of inference’—
cannot but be regarded as the raving of a maniac,
() If then the meaning of the emphasis be that
the Probans must subsist in the Sapakss,—then that which
subsists in a part of the Sapaksa, [i. e. not in all Sapaksas, but
only in a fow| would caase to be a true Probans; e, g. tho
character of being preceded by effort, and tho like, which
subsists only in a few, and not mn all, things belonging to the
same class as the Subject of inforence (all ti@nsient things,
in the case in question), would not be a true Probans.*

Lastly, the last clauso of the definition—‘ asafi nas-
tita )’ ¢ it should not bo present where the Subject is not
oxistont has been introduced without duo consideration.
That which is non-existent, is by itself a non-entity at the
time; and a non-cntity could never be the substratum (of
the Probans ; and hence a denial of this impossible contin-
goncy of the Non-ezistent Subject boing the subtratum of
the Probans) is meaningless.  This clause also

is introduced for tho purposo of emphasis.” What is
the meaning of this emphasis ? Does it moan—(a) that tho
Probans never subsists P or (b) that it does not subsist in the
non-existent Subject only ? (@) If the former, then the addition
of the word ‘asafi’, ¢ in the Non-existent Subject * becomes
superfluous ; as even without this word, the intonded Non-
subsistence would bo gotat ; i. e. when a thing is spoken of
as * not subsisting * at all, it is implied that it does not subsisé
in the Non-existent Subject also. (&) If then, the mean-
ing of the emphasis be that the Probans does not subaist in
tha Non-ezistent Subjeot only,——thon the Probaus in the in-
ference ¢ this is a cow because it has horns * would be a truo

© The senro demande a ¢ nd * here ; as the cl ter in quostion, is regarded as a
trac probans,
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Probans ; as horns are absent only in the non-existent Subject
[i. e. the vipalsas ; itis only animals other than the cow that
are hornless], and they are not entirely absent in all Pipaksas
(as the buffalo, which is not a cow, has horns).

[Maving criticised oach of the three clauses of the defi-
nition separately, the author procceds to criticise the defi-
nition as a whole.]

The upholder of the definition offers the following ox-
planation of his definition :——* The definition contains three
qualifications; by the omission of any one,in turn, of these
qualifications < wo would have three forms of the definition ;
similarly by the omission of any two, in turn, of tho quali-
fications, wo would have other three forms of tho definition ;
and by retaining all the three we get the seventh form ; what
then is meant to be done by the definition is to reject the first
six forms,* and to accept the seventh form, with all the threo
qualifications,” This explanation is not right,
we reply ; as, firstly, the two kinds of § affirmativoe Probans
are covered by only the first two clauses of the definition;
and secondly because the negative Probans is co vered by only
thefirst and third clauses [and yet both these are accopted
a8 f(rue Probans]. For instanco, (1) for ono who does
not accept Sound to be eternal, the two reasons or Pro-
bans ——because it is a product, and because it is preceded
by effort—serve as true Probans, and yet thoy fulfil only the
condition indicated by the first two clauses of the definition—
there being, in this case, no vipaksa |and thoreby the condi-
tion ndsfita asafi’ being impossible] ;—(2) in the caso of
the negative Probans, as there is no sapaksa or fatfulya’,
the qualification indicated by the second clauso being im-

@ The Zatparya explains the rejectiin of these ; but it uutices ouly five forms,—
the sixth, in which the first clauso only remans, is not mentioned ; probably becauso
it was too absurd tobe noticed soparately.

4 ‘Two kinds '—(1) that which is invariably concomilant with both sidhya
and sapakga ; and (2) that which is invuriably conconutant with the sddhya only ; its

with tho sapakga not being invarabls.
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possible, only two conditions—indicated by the first
aud tho third—aro ifulflled ; and yet itis accopted as
a true Probans; e, g. ‘thoe living body is not soulless, as
otherwise it would bo without tho lifo-breath’. Thus then,
inasmuch as the definition fails to include the two kinds of
Probans thus noted, it becomes ¢ defective (* too narrow ).
The author next attacks the definition propounded by
tho Saukhyas:—They have defined Tnfercnce as* ¢sam-
bangdhadekasmat pratyaksachchhesasiddhiranumanan’ [which
means eithor—(a) ¢ where there is a relationship (between
two things), from the one perception (of the Probans), the
cognition that arises of the other (thing, the Subject) is
Inference’; or (b)‘out of one perceptible relationship the
coguition that arises of tho Subject is Inference’]. This
definition also is to boe rejected on the same gronnds as the one
propounded by the Bauddhas. Firstly, as a matter of fact, In-
foronce does not procoed from a single perception (as the form
er of the two interprotations of the definition implies) [there
is one perception of the Probansat the time of tho inferenco ;
but before that many more perceptions are necessary for the
recognition of the invariablo concomitance between tho probans
and tho Probandam]. If it is the second interpretation of the de-
finition that is intonded—the meaning being, ¢ from one per-
coptible relationship ',—this also will not be right; as at
tho time that the observer draws hisinference what he
actually perceivos isnot the relationship (but only the Pro-
bans). “ But the relationship has been perceived
beforehand. " Even so, you would have to regard as
‘inference ’ the cognition that the man may have at a time
when he doos not actually perceive tho Probans, only if he
may have perceived the relationship beforehand (which is
absurd. And these are the only two interpretations that

®Tlus sentenco is in the sawe metro as that of the Bankhyakarika of Ishvara
Kiisna, Whora Aves this definition occur ?
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are possible of the proposed dofinition. Further, the case
of the inference of touch (coolness or warmth) from colour
(which inference is quite possiblo, also under the definition
in quostion),—would be a direct contravention of the tenets
of the Saikhya ; as a matter of fact, the Sankhya can never
(under his theory) have a porception of the relationship be-
ween colour and touch.® “ There is
certainly this relation betwoen touch and colour (in the case
citod) that both inhere in the samo object. ”
But this alsois not right, being incompat-
ible with the tenets of the Saikhya (who does not accopt any
such relation as Znkerence), undor whoso theory, colour and
touch do nct subsist in the same objoct ; it is not true, acc-
«rding to thom, that tho touch subsists in the same subst-
anco in which tho colour subsists ; as, by their philosophy,
oither touch or colour does not subsist in amy object [all
these qualities being only forms of Nature, Prakriti, they
«re one with this latter ; hence thoy cannot be said to be

Vir Page 60]

contained in Prakriti eithor]. ¢ There may be this
relation (between Prakriti and its modifications) that
they are themselves the substrates of each other.” But

ovan so,—even though thero bo the mutual relationship of
being the container and tho contained of each other—it would
not be possible for touch to bo contained in colour, or coloar
to be contained in touch [so that even the mutual relation-
ship of the container and the contained could not be assert-
ed in the case of touch and colour]. This also sets
aside the view (held by the Siikhyas) that there are
seven kinds of relationship (betweon things; and some of
these would be possible as betwecn colour and touch); be-
cause as a matter of faet, from among theso seven kinds of
relationship —that of cause and effect and the like—there is
not one that is found to hold between colour and touch.

® Thero can be no relationship betwecn any two things, under the theory that
everything is undergoing modification every moment.
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And yet tho inference of touch from colour is a perfectly
valid one ; henco tho definition (which does not apply to this
inferenco) is clearly too narrow ; and hence defective.

Thus has Inference boon explained.

ANaLocr.
Analogy i3 next considered—

Surry (6)—* Analogy is that which accomplishes its pur-
pose through similarity to a known object.

BuaAsva.

[P.21,1. 110 P. 22,13 )

+ That is, Analogyis that which makes known what
is to be mado known, through similarity to an object that is
already well known ; e. 9. tho assortion ‘as the cow so the
gavaya’ [ i. e. the animal called ‘gavaya’ is like the cow).

“What is it thatis accomplished by this analogy?”
When a person finds'similarity to the cow, he actually perceives
the object that had boen referrod to in the analogy ; and thence
hoe comes tocognise the connection of that object with the name
montionod in that Analogy ; so that it is this latter cognition
that is the purposo accomplished by the Analogy. For ins-
tance, when the Analogy,in the form ¢ theanimal called gavaya
is like tho cow’, has boen put forward,—and the man who has
heard this happens, subsequently, to perceive, through the
eontact of his senso-organs, an object similar to the cow,—he
roalisos that ¢ the word gavaya is the name of this object’, and
comes to cognise the connection of the particular name with
tho particular object. Similarly in the case of such ana-
logiez a3 ‘the mudgaparni is similar to the mudga’, ©the
misaparnt is similar to the miga’—being put forward, the ob-
sarver, by means of these analogies, comes to know the con-

* Tue confused use of the word ¢ pramapa ' continues. We have geen that
Prefyakya has been defined s the cognition that is brought sbout by sense-contact
&cjaud here wo find Upamana being defined as that which accomplishes the
purpuse of muking known,—i. e. & meane of cognition.

1t Theie is some difference between the Bhdsya on the one hand and the
Varltha and the Tifparya on tho other. As regards the object of analogical
coguition and the exact form of that cognition, thero is no difference ; as according
to both the jectin tho connection of the namo with the object, the form of the
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nection of the particular names with the particular objects,
and thereby obtains the particular herb (mudyaparpi or
magaparai) that he requires.

In the same manmer we can explain other objects of
Analogy met with in ordinary experience.

VirTika oN Sg. 6.
[P.GOT.8to P. 61, L.3 ]

We proceed next to describo 4nalogy. The aphorism is
to be interpreted as beforo, as providing a definition that di-
fferentiates Analogy from all homogeneous and heterogeneous
things,

The compound ¢ prisiddhasadiarmyat’ in the Sitra
means—either that whose similarity is known, or that which
has similarity to a known thing ; *—for instance, the gavaya

cognition being ¢ this objoct is whatis named gavaya’. There is however a marked ’
differcnce of upinion as to the means of the cogmition ; that it is the similarity bet-
woon tho two objocts that is the mcans, on tlus also all are agreed ; but
according to the Bhasgya, it is this similarity as expressed in the asscrtion * the gava-
ya is like the cow’, —whicl ion is bered at the time that the man secs
theanimal ressembling the cow ; whilo according to the Vdrtika and the Tafparya
it igthe similarity that is actually seen whon tho animal is seen to ressembla the cow,—
this perceived similarity being aided by the L of the similari

24

ed in the assertion ¢ the gavaya is like the cow.’ Says the Parishuddhi. wrgeaeliy
TwrwwTTew wowews Fffe o

The T'a¢parya interprets the Bhdsye passage ‘yathd gaub fathd gavayah' (. 1-2)
to mean that the sinlarity should bo one that is alrcady known by means of such
assertions. But wofind (" in . 4 ) tho Bhdsya culling this assertion itsolf ‘U/pamdna,’

There is no doubt that the view of tho Fartika and the Td¢parya ia moro logical,
The latter rightly remarks that for the cognition that ¢ this animal is what is called
gavaya ' ‘it is necessary that tho observer should know the asscrtion ‘the gavaya
iswimilar to the cow’, and also that he should preceive the similarity to the cow in the
animal concerned. If the analogical cognition had for its means only this remem-
bered similarity, then its validity would be as doubtful as that of Reinembrance itself.

* This is diffcront from the interpretation given by the Bhdsya. The Ta¢parya
remarke—' The Vdr¢ika proposes to take the compound ae a Bahuvrihi; but it does
not reject the Bhigya's interpretation'of it as an Instrumental Tatpurusa’, The Pari-
shugddhi adds that the similarity must also be well-known ;o that there should be
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[ whose similarity to the cow is known, or which is similar to
tho well-known cow] ; and this analogy accomplishes the pur-
poso through that thing (which is similar);—i.e. accomplishes
(brings about) the cognition of the connection of the name;
and Analogy is that which, through such a thing, accomplishes
—1. ¢. makes known—what is’'to boaccomplished or made
known—. e. the connection of the thing with its name.

“ What doos this mean ?” It means simply this, that the
knowledge of similarity, as aided by the remembrance brought
about by the impression left by a trustworthy assertion, is
what is called ¢ Analogy.’ That is to say, when the observer
happens to have heard the assertion that‘the gavaya is like
the cow’,—and thus tho similarity between the cow and tho
gavaya being well known to him,—and, on some future occa-
ions, ho sees the gavaye and perceivos its similarity to the cow,
—he comes to have the cognition ‘this is gavaya ’; a cognition
in which bo cognises the connection of the animal with the
name ‘gavaya’ [and this last cognition has been brought about
by tho perception of similarity asaidod by the remembrance of
that same similarity which is brought about by the impres-
sion left on the mind by the assertion that ‘tho gavaya is like
the cow.’)

[The Bauddha ® brings forward the following objection
against Analogy, as an Instrument of Cognition ]—* Analogy
does not differ from Perception and Word. “How so?” When the
observeractually scesthe cow and the gavaya, it is by Perception
that he cognises that the one is similar to the other ;—when too
hehears the assertion that ‘the gavaya is like the cow’, the cog-
nition that he has (of the similarity) proceeds from his hearing
of the words (so that the cognition is purely verbal), Of the
Karmadharaya compound also;but (it adds) both the Tatpurusa and the Kamadhara-
ya are implied in the two Bakuvrikis that the Varfika has put forward—(a) ‘that
whose similarsty 1a known implies that the similarity should be known ; and (2) ‘that
which ia similar ¢0 @ known thing' implies what is meant by the Ta{puruga.

# Io Chepter IV. (of his Pramdnasamuchheya) Diinaga rejects Upamana as
a sepurate i of ition ; he includes it under Percepti
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many properties of the cow,a few are found to be present in
the gavaya ; while others aro absent ; if it were not so (and
if all the properties woro present in the gavaya), then there
could be no such assertion as ¢ the gavaya is like the cow ”; all
that the observer cognises is that the gavaya bears much res.
semblanco to the cow. Thus it is found that Analogy does not
differ from Perception and Word.”

Tho theory of the Bauddha comes to this, that the same
cognition approhonds the similarity of the cow in the gavaya
and also tho presence of the gavaya (as similar to tho cow) =
and this shows a rare insight into tho nature of Praminas !
[Apart from this however] What the Sifra means is that
what follows from the cognition of the similarity of the gava-
ya to the cow is the cognition of the connection of that
animal with tho name [and it is thus this latter cognition,
and not tho cognition of similarity, that is brought about by
means of Analogy]®. Thus it is found thaet it is without
undorstanding the moatting of the Si¢ra that the Bauddha
has urged a frivolous objection.

Word.
Biagya.
[Page 22, 1.510 1. 9.)
We now proceed to describe Word [as an Instrument of
Right Cognition]—
Sotea (7). The assertiont of a reliable person is ‘Word'.

That person is called ¢ @p¢a’, ¢ reliable ’, who possesses
the direct and right knowledge of things, who is moved by

© ¢ Thus Analogy must bo regarded as diffcront from Perception and Word,—
becanso tho cognition that it brings about is of an entiroly different character from
tho cognition brought by the latter two ',—Tatparys.

1 ¢ The word Upaddsha, standing for worda uttered for the benofit of others,herg
applies to the Sentence as well as to what is expressed by tho scntence. When the
goutence is regarded as the‘ mneans’ of the cognition, the result brought about by it
is tho ) ledgo of what is exp d by it ; a7d when this latter is the ¢ ncans *
the ¢ result ’ consiets in the ideaof acquiring or discarding the thing spoken of

Tatparya.
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a desire to make known (to others) the thing as he knows it,
and who is fully capable of speaking of it. The word * @pfa’
is explained as denoting one who acts or proceeds, through
¢ @pt1’, i. e. through the direct right knowledge of things.
This definition applies to sages, * as well as to Aryas and
Mcéelhchhas t; the activities of all these people are carried on
through such ¢ Words.’

Thus we find that it is by means of the aforesaid four
Instruments of Cognition,—and not by any other means—that
the activities of Gods, Men and Animals are carricd on.

VARTIEA ON STTRA 7.
[P. 61, line 4 to P. 63, line 20.]

‘We proceed next to describe Word (as the fourth Instru-
ment of Cognition]. What the Siitra means is that the
* Word ’ that is the Instrument of right cognition is that which
consists in the assertion of 7eliable persons, and not in mera
assertion (which would includo the assertion of unreliable
persons also, which doos not always lead to right cognition).

© ‘One who bas direct intuitive knowledgo of things is a Suge. The namo Arya
stands for the people ~f the Central Land (bounded by the Bay of Bengal, tho Arabian
Sea, the Vindhya and the Mimalaya). And the residents of the rest of the world
are called Mlachchba’s !

+ ¢ Thero are cascs where the’word of the worst man is true and reliable. For
instance, after a robber has taken away all that a traveller possessed, if he is asked
to point ori the way to a certain place, what he indicates docs turn out to be the
right path. Tho word of such people is reliable only when they have no motive for
giving incorrect information. Hence for being an * apta’, for purposes of the
wvalidity of his assertions, it is not necessary that ho should be completely free from
all defects, as has been rted by some philosophers .—Td¢parya.

On this the Parishuddhi obscrves as follows :—There two kinds of persons—

ient and not. isciont ; of these, tho unreliabity of the formior is set aside
by the very proof that establishes his existence ; as the persen who is proved to be
ommiscient is also proved to be free from all defects of ignorarce, love, hatred and
the like. As for the not-omniscient person, his asscrtions ouly can bear testimony to
his being reliable, by reason of his being p d of —(a) duo k ledge of the
thing spoken of, (b) desire to convey true information, (¢) efficient faculty of right
articulation&c ; and one can be sure of this only after having repeatedly found the
wan to be possessed 22 these qualities.
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The Bhagys (p. 22, Il 5-6) says—That person ia called
‘ veliable* who possesses the direct and right knowledge of
things,..................The word * apts’ i3 explained as denoting
one who acts through.* @pti’, i. e. through the direct and right
knouwladge of things. Against this the following objection is
raised (by * the Mimamsaka) :——* No Assertion is possible
inregard to such thingsas Heaven, Apiirva, Deity and the
like ; as all these are beyond the sonses; that is to say, if by the
‘apti’ of the thing (by reason of which the man is called « @pta ¢
¢ reliable’) is meant tho direct valid knowledge of things, then,—
inasmuch as no one ever porcoives, or has the direct know-
ledge of, Heaven, Apiirva, Deity and other such impercepti.
ble things,—thero could be no activity of speech (assertion)
bearing upon theso things. Cunsequently it would bo well
to explain the compound ‘aptopadéshak’ as * @ptah upads-
shak ', ‘ relinble assertion ’, { and not as ‘ dptasya upadeshah’
¢ th~ assertion of a reliable person.”

This objection does not affect our position; for we do
not n.can to say that Heaven &c., are peiceived by us; what
we mean is that those persons to whom they are perceptible
(the Suges for instance),—the assertion of these persons would
constitute the Word (as the valid means of cognising those
things) §. ‘ But what is your reason for believing that

*\Vho denies an anthor for the Vedu ; hence if Word were dofined as ‘the assortion
of a reliable person ’, the Veda would be excluded.

1 This is the namo given (o a certain invisible agency or force sot geing by
every act that man does; tlus force being the immediate cause of the results, aceru-
ing to the man, from that act.

1 ‘The Veda, being without an author, 18 inherently frea from all those
defects that vitiato tho reliability of assertions; hence with regard to all things,
visble and invisible alike, it 1s reliable, As rogards the words of persons of the
world, these are reliable when they have the sanction of thu other means of know-
ledge’'.— Tatparya.

§ And as the Vedas aro (according to us) the work of God ;—and God can per-
coive [leaven &c.,—it is only natural that his *assertion’, in the form of the
Vedas, should be the ¢ word ' that providzs the moans of krowing these things.
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Heavon &c., are perceptible to some persons?”’ * We
explain our reasons as follows :—1} Heaven, &c., are percep-
tible to some persons,—because they are possessed of
certain definite generic and specific characters:—for instance,
(a) bocause Ieaven &o. are * @shrifa’, i. e, subsist in a cer-
tain substratum,—as a matter of fact, whatevor is so» subsist-
ent must be perceptible to some one; (b) because they
are for the sako of others,~whatever is for the sake of others
must be perceptible to some one ;——(c) bocause they are
things, and are capable of being spoken of,—whatover is &
thing and is spoken of, must be perceptible to some one; as
we find in the caso of the jar and such other things;—and
(d) becanse they are not eternal,—whatever is non-eternal
must be perceptiblo to some ono. “But as a matter of
factl, 4plrva is not known to be non-eternal.’”’ This is not
right ; for in that case, there would be no pessibility of death;
that is to say, if Merit and Demerit (which constitute Ap#rva)
be eternal, to the destruction of what will man’s death be due ?
If they are non-etornal, what happens is that the Merit and
Demerity that have begun to bear fruit, are destroyed by
reagon of their fruits having been experienced,—and there
being loft no more of such residunm of past deeds as bas
begun to bear fruit,—the Mind (Soul) of the man falls. off
from the body, and moves into another; and in this manner

© Qur reason against such belief boing—* The perception of the sages cannot
perfain to Heaven and the rest,—because 1t is perception,—liko our own perceptions.”

+ In every reasoning that much alone of the Subjoct can be put forward as the
*Subject,’ as much of it is known to cootain the Probans. Ience, when the Mi--
mamsaka puts forward the reasoning * The peroeption of the wages, &c.’ whereln ‘the
perception of the sage’ is put forward as tho ‘ Subject', it follows that ho accepts
-m.-h perception as a reality. And when it is adhitted, it must be admitted exactly
%4 1t ig known to exist ; 5o that there can be no reason for denying that tney do
perlam to Heaven &o. If, on the other hand, the said ' percoption of sages’ is not

d, then the b open to tho fallacy of the ¢ Unknown Subject.’
8 much Tor the nhty of the ing against the poroeptibility of Heaven
&, by the sages. As for positive proofs for such perceptibility, we have many
such ;.sume of which are meuntioned.
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death and birth go on. For these reasons Merit and Der-
merit (Aplirva) cannot be eternal.

Then again, if Ap#rva be regarded as eternal, (a) is it
one only, common to all persons ? (b) and (¢) or is it, different
for each person, * [ (b) one for each persor, or (c) many for
each person] ?

(A) If it were one only, common to all persons, then the
good (resulting from it) would also be com-
mon to all persons! As there is nothing
else that could determine which resulting good should go to what
individual person ; and thus (the good deed done by one person
bringing tho desired good to all) people would abandon the per-
forming of meritorious doeds. ‘¢ Even though Aparva be
eternal (and one only), as there would be many and diverse
manifesting agencies, there would be neither of the two in-
eongruities pointed out;—that is to say, oven if the Aparve
be eternal and one only, common to all persons, neither the
resulting good would belong to .all persons, nor would there
be & cessation of meritorious deeds. ‘How so?’ For the
simple reason that the manifesting agencies are many and
diverse ; that is to say, tho result procceds(not from the Ap#irva
but) from that which manifests that eternal Ap#rva ; and it is
for this manifesting of the eternal Ap#roa that deeds have
to be done; so that there is no possibility of the cessation of
meritorious deeds; for itisa well-recognised fact that that which
is manifested by a certain person brings its results to that
person only [and thus when the Ap@#rva is manifested by the
act of & particalar persen,the gaod resulting from it will
belong to that person only].” This last statement that
you make by no means represents a well-recognised fact; for
instance, it is not a fact that the Jar that is manifested

Var. P, 62.

© Thero aro three possible alternatives implied in this, says tho Titparya :—(1)
There is a singlo Apirva common to all persons ; (2) there are many Apiirvas
one only for each person ; (3) there are many Apuspaas for each person,
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(rondered p:reeptible) by Divadatta is not seen by Yajfiae
datta. Farther, what do you mean by the ‘manifestation’
of the eternal ApZrve ? Does it mean that it is perceived? or
that it becomes capable of bringing about its results? or that
its covering is removed? If you mean that it
becomes perceived, then this is not a fact; asno ordinary
person ever perceives tho 4p@rva, ® which is beyond the
reach of the senses. If secondly, you mean that the Ap#usrva,
by being manifested, becomes capable of bringing about its
results, then we ask—is this capability of bringing about its
result the Apirva itself ? or is ita property belonging to the
Apnrva? Ifit is tho Ap@irva itself, then in that case [as tho
Apiirva is eternal, and the said capability is nothing other
than the Apirva] there is nothing done by the man to the
Apiirva [so that one man’s Ap#irea should bring results to
all men]. TF, ou the other hand, the said capability is a pro-
perty bolonging to the Apiirva, then, what proof have you for
the belief that the Ap#irva is something entirely different
from that capability? The view held is that the Apiirva is that
from which the result follows, If, lastly, by the ‘manifesta-
tion’ of tho 4p#rva you mean that its covoring is removed,—
then you have to explain what this ‘covering’ of the dp@rva
is; as o matter of fact howover, wecannot conceive of tLe pos-
siblity or impossibility of any covering for things that are
beyond the sensos.

(B) The above reazonings also serve to set aside the
view that Aplrva is etornal and [one] for each person.
“How?" For in this case also the incougruities pointed
out in the previous case—wviz. the cessation of meritorious
deeds by men &c.—are present; and so also the incapability
of manifesting agencies (forthe Ap#rva); and further, there
would be no possibility of any activity for the purpose of
adding tothe Apirve that has been once produced; as [this

And as1egards the Sage, he can perceive even an unmanifested Apfirva.
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¢ addition’ consists in the increasing of tho component fac-
tors, and] no change of composition i3 possible in the case
of an eternal thing (as the Ap#irva is held to be). “The
diversity in the composition would be due to the diversity
in the manifesting agencies.”* This is not right; as no
such diversity ix evor found iu any single thing. All that
you mean i3 that though the 4pairoa is one only, yet it can
appear as diverse, ti rough the diversity of its manifesting
agoncy, and this diversity would cause the said ‘increase’ and
‘decrease’. But this, we say,isn .. , sssible; for the simplo
reason that no such diversity is evor found to appear in any
single thing ; that is to say, we liave never found any single
thing being affected by any diversity of its manifesting
agency, whereby any such ‘increase’ or ‘decrease’ could be
possible, “But, as a matter of fact, we have found such
diversity (and increase and decrease) in tho size of the face
ag reflected in diverse reflecting media, like the bright sword
(the large mirror, the small mirror,)and so forth.” No
such diversity has ever beon found, we reply. ““ Then
what ix it that is found (in the case cited by us) P " (In
the crse you Lave cited) tho idoa of diversity (that peoplehave)
is a wrong one; the face only appears as if it
were diverse, and it does not actually become
diverse; and thisforthe simple reasoa that one and the samo
thing can never have more than ono form ; there is no single
thing that ever takes diverse forms. For these reasons, you
must give up either the notion of tho Apiirva being one only,
or that of its being the cause of increase and decrease.

Var I'age 63.

(C) ““ We shall then regard Apdirva as eternal, and many
and belonging to each person separately.” If you
take up the position that there are many eternal Apféirvas be-

® Ono and thesame thing may bo larger and smaller in accordance with the
size of its manifosting agency ; for instance, the same face appenra large in a large
mirror,and small in a small inirror.
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longing to each person,—even then the incongruity does not
cease; that is to say, even this last theory isnot free from
the incongruities that, there would be no possibility of death,
and that there would be a cessation of meritorious deeds.
* But what produces the result is the manifestation (of the
Apirva). ” What do youmean by this? Do you mean
that the Ap#irva produces the result at the time that there
is its manifestation ? or that the result is produced after
the action (producing the 4p#rva) has ceased ? As a matter
of faet, it is nover found to be thecase that the Ap#irva pro-
«duces its result at the time that it is manifested; for instance, the
attainment of heaven does not follow immediately after the
Ashvamédha sacrifice [and the manifestation of the dp#rva
must be at the sameo time as the action of sacrifice; as the
action is the manifesting ageut of the Apirvae, and in all
cases the manifestation is found tobe at the same time as
the manifesting agency; e. g. the manifesting of the jar by
the lamp is synchronous with the appearance of the lamp].
Yf then it be held that the result is produced after the act-
ion (of sacrifice, for instance) has ceased to exist,—then it
comes to this that wbat manifests the Apitrva is the action that
is non-existent, and yet it is as aided by this action that the
Apiirva produces the result—a truly wonderful view of things!
And [if a non-existent action were to manifest an
Apfirva, then] there would be no Apiirva that would be not
manifested ab any time [as at any particular time we have
any number of actions non-existent]; —se that all Apiiroas
would produce their results at all times! If, with a keen
desire to support your view of the case, you hold every act-
ion also to be eternal [so that the action would not be none
oxistent at the time of the result|,—even then you do not
escape from the incongruities pointed out above ; —i. e. the
cessation of all meritorious deeds, and so forth [one merito-
ricusaction having been performed, as this would, ez hypothesi,
«continue to exist for all time, and to manifest its Ap#rva and
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bring about its results, there would be no need for the per-
formance of any other act].

Thus then we find that in whatever manner the eter-
nality of dpiroa is held, it fails to bear examination.

[Not admitting Wordas a distinct Instrument of Cogni-
tion, the Bauddha * philosopher raises the following objection]
—* What is the meaning of * assertion of a reliable person’?
Does it mean that the porson making tho assertion is truth-
ful ? or that the fact asserted is truo (really asit is averred
to be) ? If it means the former, then that idea (of the truth-
fulness of the speaker, and of the consequent truth of his
assertion) is got at by Inference. ¥ If, on the other hand, it
means that the fact asserted is true,— then this also can be
known by Perception; for it is only when we actually per-
ceive the state of things to be as it is asserted to be, that we
conclude that the fact is really as it has been averred to be.’

This objection cannot be maintained ; as it is based
upon a misundorstanding of the meaning of the Sifri.
The Sutra ‘Apfopadeshal shabg:h’® does not mean whas
it has been taken to mean [i. e. it does not mean that ¢ the
word, aided by the reliability of the speaker, makes the
object known',in which case alone would it be regarded
as inferential ; nor that ¢ the truth of the fact averred is
known by actually coming by the thing spoken of ’, in which
case alone could it be regarded as perception}; { what it does

* Dinnaga in Chap, V of his Pramanasamushchaya— vide Satish. Ch, Viyasbhu-
sana’, Medineval Logic' from which it appears that the objection as found in the
Vartika is o quotation from Dianiaga's work.

+ That a certain-person is truthful can be learnt only from inferonco ; and whom
ws have come to the conclusion that he is a truthful inan, from that we infer that
what ho says must be true.

It is only after the Word has brought about the cognition of the fact expressed
by it,that ita reliability in inforrod from the fact being actually found to'be ns averred
by the Word. But bacause the roliability of the Word is infeired, it docs not follow
that tho effect—the coguition-produced by the Word should also be inferred. Nor
again is the relation between the Word andits meaning always that of invariable con-
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mean is that, in rogard to things connected withthe genses, as
well as those not connected with them, we have a cognition
which we speak of in terms of the word—i. e. of which we
speak of in the form ¢ I have the cognition of such and such a
thing by means of words; '—and it is the cognition, thus ex-
pressed, that forms the result of the ¢ Word ’ (as the instru-
ment of cognition). Thus it is found that the objection urged
by Diinaga is wholly irrelevant.

SoTea (8).

The said Word is of two kinds—the Dristartha, that ot
which the thing spoken of i3 perceived, and the Adristartha, that
of which the thing is not perceived.

BHZAsYA,
(Page 23, 1. 1—4.]

That ¢ Word?’ of which the thing spoken of is per-
ceived in this world is called ¢ Dristartha ’ ; while that of
which the thing spoken of is only believed to exist in the
other worldis® Adristaritha’.® Theseare the two divisions
under which are included all the assertions of sages and
ordinary men,  For what purpose does the Siitra
mention these two divisions ? ” This mention is made
so that the other party (either a pupil or a disputant) may
not think that what is a valid instrument of cognition is only
that assertion of the reliable person which speaks of things that

matance, whoreby every verbal cognition would he always inferential. What hap-
pous in the case of verbal cogniticn is that the words used are such whose coaven-
tional meanings, beiug woll known, are recalled to the mind whenever they are heard;
and the meanings of the individual words thus rocalled,come to be connected together.
by reason of their proximity, capability and mutual need,——and thus related to_
getber, they givo rise to the prehension of the d ing of the Sen.
tenco as a whole. And this process is entirely different from the proocess of Infer-
ence.

® (1) That which speaks of things directly porceived by the Speaker, and (2) That

wkich spoaha of things only known to him indirectly, l'y means of Iiforence for
instance.
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are diveatly perceived, as it is anly suoh shings that can be,.
d o This idea had to be g against, saa
such assertions also as speak of thinﬂ not seen are valid

TInstruments of éognition,; as such things also can be duly ssoet-
tained by means of Inference®.

Here ends the section of the Bhasyas dealing with the
Instruments of Cognition,

VieTiea oN BoTsa (8).
[Page 68,1. 21 to page 64, 1. 6.]

The declaration (in the Stitra) that ¢ Word isof lwo kinds®
is meant to restriot the application of the name ; the sense
being that, though a‘ reliable assertion’' may be of many
kinds, yet, in the present context, it is meant to be restricted
to such assertions only as speak of things that are amenable
to Perception and Inference. 1 Or, the two kinds of
‘Word may be said to be due to the difference in the charact-
er of the speakers; as words are found to have both ¢ drist@r-
tha’ and ‘adristartha’ speakers ; those who speak of things

® If only Words speaking of vimble things were reliable, then the Veda would
become excluded. Henoe it 18 added that words speaking of invimble things also are
reliable. Such ipvisible things as Heaven and the like can be known by means
of Words whoso validity can be ascertained only by means of an Inference based up-
on the fact of their being the Word of ¢ a reliable person’, —I. e. God. Anditis
for this reason that these things are said to be inferred. This precludes the validity
of mere Hearsay, or of the word of persons whose veracity cannot be ecorrectly
inferred ; e. g. that of Buddha and others. And it does not mean that the things
spoken of in this case are those that cannot be cognised by means of Perception.
As Heaven &o., are actually perceived by the sages. When the ordinary man speaks
of Heaven &o., his words are ‘aditirjha’in a double sense—the thing is one
cognisable only by means of words whose validity can be only inferred, and the
man speaks of things thathe has not seen, but knows by mesns of words whose
relishility he knows from Inference. Itison the basis of this double sense of
Cadryyfdrihe’ that we find the Varfiks offering & scoond interpretation of the
words ‘@rigidriha’ and ¢ adrigiarihn "—Tafparya.

. ¢ ' The former explasation iv in accordance with the BAdgga ; the Varfila
next adds another interpretation’—Tuiparya.
Nyaya 209.
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they have seen are ‘dristdrtha’ speakers, and those who
speak of things (not seen, but) known by them by means of
Inference are ‘aqrigtartha’ speakers.

The definition provided by the Sa¢ra thus applies to sages
aswell as to Aryas ond Mlechehhas (Bhagya, p. 22, line 7-8).
This common definition has been provided, and no distinc-
tion has been made, for this roason that the activities of
all these men are carried on through * reliable assertions.’

Thus we find that the four described above are the
Tustruments of Cogrition, by means of which the activities of
gods, men and animals are caried on (Bhasya, p. 22 1. 8-9).

S, Gy,

Thus ends the section of the ar{ika dealing with the
Instruments of Cognition.
Lrcrurs (8).
The Pra «gyas.
The O%éscls of Cognition.
[Sutras 9—22.)
Brisva.
[P.£8,1.5 to P. 24, 1. 4.]

The S#fra now procoeds to explain what is to be known
by means of the above-described Instruments of Cognition.

Sitra (9).

Soul, Body, Ssnse-organs, Things, Apprehension, Mind,
Activity, Defect, Re-birth, Fruition, Pain and Release really *
constitute the Obfects of Uognition’.

Of these—(1) the Soul is the perceiver (of all that
brings about pain and pleasure),—the experiencer (of all
pains and pleasures)—the knower of all (pains, pleasures and

© According to the Parishuddhi there are two readings of the Safra—one with
¢ fu”’, and the other without it, We shall see later on /P, 216) how this particle is
essential. !
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their causes)—~whe gets at all things, * (2) The Body
is the receptacle of the Soul's experiences. 8) The
Sense-organs are the instre « uis of the experiences. (4)
'fThe Things are the objccus . be enjoyed and experienced.
(5) Apprehension consists of the experience
itsolf. (8) T Tho Mind is that internal organ
which is capable of bringing aboui t)e apprehension of all
things,—which the Seuse-urgans (..ng limited in their
seope) cannot do. (7) . ity s the cause of the
propagation of the body, the son.. -organs, the things and the
- sensing of pleasure and pain; (R) So also are the
Dofects. (9) Rebuth—the prdy that belcngs to the
Soal in one life is not the first that the Soul hue had ; nor is
it the last ; in fact thero can bo no * first’ in the provious bodies
that the Soul has had [as we cannot trace any beginning of
the worldly process] ; and as for its subsequent bodies, there
can he an end to these only when Release is attained ;—and
it is this that constitutes Rebirth. (10) Fruition com-
sists in the exporicucing of pleasure and pain along with the
causes leading to these. (11) Pasn—by the special
mention of ¢ pain ’ (and the omission of * pleasure ’) it is not
meant that there is no pleasure at all,—which is what is
actually felt as agrovable [{nt as muveh as Pain is felt as
disagreeablo] ; what is .neai ¢ is tn lay stress upon the teach-
ing that it i8 desirable th-.t one should prac.ise the thoughtful
contemplation of the fact thal Pleasure also is onlya form
of Pain,—beiny as it is, nlong with its causes, found to always
end in pain, to be never also catirely free from pain, and to be
inseparable from various difficulties ; as when one is thought-
ful and contemplates upon the said fact, he becomes dis-
gusted ;—this disgust makes him free from all attachment,
and brings Dispassion ;—and having become dispassionate, he
attains Release. (12) Releaso consists in the cessation
of the series of births and deaths, and the consequent dis-
appoarance of all pain.

e If the Soal did not get at all thiuge, it eould not know ‘all things'.

¢the point in which the Soul differa 1+ aa the  ._r objects is that it is only as
the cxperiencer of pleasures and pains that the Senl i ~omething to be got rid of (héya
in 18 own positive form ; it is never hayu, 1t is always upaddya, to be noquired and
treasured ; whils all the rest—except Reloass—are always only fit. to be gotvid of ;
snd Release is always to be acquired and tressnred.’

+ There is muck: uncertainty on the exact nature of manas, The later Lingicians
regard it as an ‘indriya’ ; whilo the Bhdgya is not clear on this point. We shall deal
with this subject later on, under Manas’.
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Though apart from these enumerated, thereare many
other * objects of cognition * also—such as Substance, Quality,
Action, Community, Individuality and Inherence,—yet it
would be impossible to enumerate all such objects severally ;
80 what the Siitra has done is to make specific mention o
on? those ¢ objects * whose right knowledge brings Release,
and wrong knowledge leads to Birth and Rebirth [and it does
nq::;qla.n that these are the only objects that can be cog-
nised,

VARTIEA.
[P. 64,1. 7 to P. 66, 1.10.]

The ¢ Object of Cognition ’ i8 next described—

*[The Bhasya puts the question—What is {o be known by
means of the above described Ins‘ruments of Oognition,—with &
view to specify the ‘ ohjects of cognition’, which have been only
hinted at, in a general way, in the definition of the Pramanpas;
and the sense of the S#¢ra is that the ¢ objects of cognition *
enumerated are precisely those whose true knowledge brings
Release and whose wrong knowledge brings Birth and Rebirth.
The compound in the S#ra is Dvandvs, of which every
component is of equal importance.

An objection is raised—* What is the meaning of the
Sttra ? Does it mean that the Soul and the rest here mentioned
are the only *objects of cognition’ ? or that these are
¢ objects of cognition’ only P If the former, then the
statement becomes too narrow, as it omits to mention many
objects of cognition ; such, for instance, as Space, Time,
Community, Individuality and Inherence.] If, on the other
hand, the meaning is that they are ¢ objects of cognition ’
only, then there is a contradiction between this S#fra,
and 8%{ra 2-1-16, where the Bhasgya speaks of the Soul &o.’
as both ¢ instruments of cognition * and ¢ objects of cognition’;

®The wholp text of lines 10 =17 is defective, there being no less than five lacus

nae. We give within square brackets, the purport of these eight lines, so far as it
cau be gleaned from the Ta{parya and the Parishuddhi.
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snd in support of this dual characterit oites the instunce
of the weighing balance, in which when weighed, the gold
becomes the ofject weighed; while when some other thing
is weighed, and gold is used only as the medinm of measure-
ment, it is the instrument ; and thus the same gold comes to be
spoken of as ¢ pram@ya ’ a8 well as ¢ pramaga '. And further,
such a statement by the S#¢ra would be contrary to facts of or-
dinary experience ; in which it is found that one and the same
thing is related to actions in more ways than one; for instance,
in the case of the tree, we find itspoken of as the agemt in
the sentence ¢ the tree stauds’ (as an objectivein * I see the
tree’, as an instrument in © he sees the moon by means of the
tree,' and so on] ; and justas in this case we find the names of
several verbal-relations applied to the tree, on the basis of the
presence, in it, of all the several characters,—so0, in the same
manuer, the same thing (Soul for instance) could be ¢ gramaya’
a8 well as ¢ pramdna ' [so that it is not right to say that Soul
and the rest are praméyas ' only].”

The above reasoning is not right ; as it is based upon a
misunderstanding of the meaning of the S#{ra. What the
Siigra mesns is that the ‘ object of cognition’, consisting of
the Soul and the rest, when duly known and differentiated
tends to bring about the Release of the person; and it does
not mean that there are no other ¢ objects of cognition’. Nor
would there be any incongruity if the Sifra were taken to
mean that Soul &o. are € objects of cognition’ only., “ What
do you mean *?”  What we mean is that the Safra states
that for the man seeking Release, Soul and the rest must
be the * objects of cognition’ only; i.e., these must be Znown
by him ; and it is not meant to enjoin the 'knowability of
these [4.e. the Sufra does not lay down that Soul &o. must be

© «The incongruity—in the shape of the contradiction of S0, 2. 1. 16 is quite
patent in this case~how then can you say that there is no incongruity in this
view
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known by all men * ]; nor is it meant to deny the knowabi-
lity of other things. All that i§, done by the Si#fra is to
reiterate f the truth that by one who seeks for Release, these
must be known;—i. e, for him they raust be * objects of cogni-
tion * only. Thus we find that the S&{ra is meant to do
both [to state that Soul &c. are the only *objects of cogni-
tion ’, and also that Soul &o, are ¢ objects of cognition * only];
and neither of these statements is open to the objections that
have been urged.

Even granting the contention of the Opponent against
the S3/ra, we offer the following explanation :—

Space and the other objects also are included in the
Stitra, by the force of implication. ¢ What is the impli-
cation ?” It is this :—There are twenty forms of Activity
(the seventh object mentioned in the S#@fra); and these are
affected,—i.e. found to be qualified and borne upon
by—Space and Time ; all which therefore are implied } in the
mention of ¢ Activity ;’ as for Community, Individuality and
Inherence, these are only qualifications of the several Objects
mentioned in the S&fra; that is, Soul and the othor objects
are already mentioned in the §%fra, and Community, Indivi-
duality and Inherence are only relations serving to different-
iate the said objects from one another ; and as such are in-
cluded in the S&fra as the qualifications of those directly
mentioned.

# ¢ But only by the pupil who is seeking for Release.’

+ The use of the word ¢ reiterate’ shows that tho fact is vouched for by other
pramanas also.

1 The reading of the printed texts is dofective ; as it stands, the sense is that
Bpace &c. are not included ; which would be absurd ; as from what follows, and
from what the 7d{parya saye, it is clear that Space and Time &c. are meant to be in-
cluded. Hence the proper reading should be Feemremeltw fignra® st guevk

Space affects activity, when the Veda lays down a sacrifice as to be performed
on & plot of ground sloping ulhurdl ; Time affects it when it lays dm the
Pargumisa sacrifice to be p d on the Purpamisl day. R
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* As a matter of fact however, the S#{rs does not mean
either to indioate all ‘objects of cognition’, or to indicate
those that are ‘ objeots of cognitions’ only. If the author
of the §%fra had simply meant to indicate the *objects of
cognition ’, he would thereby only prove his own inaptitude,
by mentioning what has already been mentioned (as implied by
the account given of the Instrumentsof Cognition); and further
by mentioning again what has already been mentioned in the
very first Sa¢ra (and what is again already implied in the
account subsequently given of the Pramanas) the author’s
statement; (in the present Si#fra) would partake of the char«
acter of the incoherent ravings of a maniac. It is with
& view to all this that the author of the Sutra has inserted
the qualifying particle ¢ fu’; the meaning of the S@¢ra thus
is that ¢ though there are other objects of cognition also, yet
those that are mentioned (Soul &c.) are those objects of cogni-
tion whose true knowledge brings the highest good; thisis
what is implied by the particle ¢ fu "

* An objection is raised :—‘ How is it that Pleasure is
not mentioned ? Isit because there is no such thing as
Pleasure ? Or because it is already included in something
else? It cannot be the former ; as Pleasure is a thing thab
is known to every living Soul; inasmuch as Pleasure is found
to be experienced by every living Soul, it cannot be said that
there is no such thing as Pleasure. For the same reason
[4. e. because Pleasure is actually known as something entire-
ly different from Soul and the rest] Pleasure cannot be
held to be included in any of the things mentioned in the
Satra.”

Pleasure has been omitted with a view to indicate
tho absence of nttachment. % How s0?” The man who is
seeking after Release should look upon everything as ¢ Pain ;*

'Tho above explmnﬂon has been given by the anthor only to show his

i ; the real exp ion is the one already given above ; whioh he reiter.
utu—l'dlpma-
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and it is for the purpose of laying stress upon the propriety
of regarding everything as ¢ Pain’ that the S2{ra has omit-
ted to mention ¢ Pleasure’ separately. As a matter of facts
when a man regards everything as ¢ Pain ’, he acquires that
Dispassion which consists of the absence of attachment to (or
indifference for) the entire three worlds; and when the ‘ab-
sence of attachment’ is practised, his longing for all the
three worlds ceases ; the ‘longing’ for a certain thing con-
sists in the desire for its return; and naturally no such
desire is possible, when the man regards all things as ¢ pain ’;
for certainlyno one desires Pain ;—alllonging having thusceas-
ed, theman does not have recourse tothose (activities) that tend
to bring back the objects desired ; as he does not have re-
course to these activities; no further Merit or Demerit
accrues to him ;those that have already accrued to him in the
past become exhausted through his experiences, and thus
ultimately Merit and Demerit, which form the sole cause of
birth and rebirth, entirely disappear from the man ; and there-
upon he becomes ¢ released ’; that is, he is not born agq.in.
It is with a view to indicate all this that the 8#fra has
omitted to mention ¢ Pleasure ’.

Soul—The first Praméya.

BuZsva.
[P. 24,1. 5 to p. 25,1, 9.]

* As a matter of fact, it is found that the Soul is not
apprehended by Perception ; the question then arises as to
whether it is known only by means of °reliable assertion’.
The answer is that it is not so ; as Soul is cognised by means
of Inference also.

© ¢ That there is such a thing as Soul is known, in a general way, from Reliable
Assertion (of the Veda, for inst , and this knowledge is ratified by Inference’—
Tatparya. ‘By being ratified is meant that the vague general cognition is specified '—

says the Parishugghi. That is, the exi of particular souls in partioulsr bodies
becomes recognised.
In icn with the opening of the Bhdgya, the objection is raised

as to why the perception of the Soul is denied, when as a matter of fact, the Boul is
Nyaya 216.
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Sotea (10).
Desire, Aversion, Effort, Pleasure, Pain and Cognition are
the indicatives of the Soul. ’

[A] The Soul having experienced pleasure by coming
into contact with & certain kind of thiugs, whenever, in the
future, he happens to see a thing of that same kind, he wishes
to acquire that thing; and this wish to acquire is possible
only in one who, while remaining one and the same, per-
ceives several things ; as it arises from his remembrance of
a previous perception ; it is thus that Desire becomes an indi-
cative (a sign or proof) of the Soul. * No such desire would
be possible {if theroe were not one and the same agent to
cognise and to recognise the thing, and] if there were only
a series of distinct cognitions, each pertaining to its own
distinct object ; for the recognition of one cognition by an-
other coguition would be as possible as the recognition by
one body of the experiences of another body+.

always an object of mental perception, being always perceived as*I’,a oconcoption

that appears along with ovory cognition. The answer to this is that it is true that

wao have the notion of * I'; but this might be (and actually is) taken ag referring to

the body; and as such it could not afford a sufficient proof for the oxistenco of the Soul
apart from the body ; so long as it is not streugthened and ratified by othor means
of cognition, Inference &o.  This is the answer from the stand-point of one who
does not rogard the Soul as purely perceptible ; the answer from the standpoint of
one who rogards Soul as perceptible is that the passage refers o the Soul of others,
one’s own Sout being always perceptible.—[as held by some Logicians, called Ly
Jayanta Bhatta, ¢ svayathyah *|—— Parishudghi.

® ¢ Having found a oertain kind ot thing to give pl e, the man f 1!

the judgment ¢ this kind of thing gives pleaaure ’, this is the major premiss ; when he
ees that kind of thing agaiu, he has the idca ¢ this is that kind of thing '; this forms
tho minor premiss ; from these two premisses he comes to the conclusion ¢this will
give ploasuro’; and then desires to acquire that thing. Thus this Desire proves that
the agent who has this desire must bo the same who has the three cognitions re-
prosentod by the two premisses and the i Tusi there being &
agent for all the four ; if the agent were not the samo there could be no such recol-
lection or fusion of the several cognitions involved ; and it is this common agent—
who is the the seer of the thing, the experi of pleasuro, the b of the
thing being the source of pleasure, and the doairer of the thing,—~who is the Soul '—
Tapparye.

+ ¢ This anticipates the £ollowing argoment :—* If in the absonoce of a Soul, the
recollection and fusion of cognitions wore possible under the h esis of
every coguition setting up, and ing a factor in, o series of ocognitions ; then
every oognition wi recall and fuse into every other cognition of the same series.
T 5
‘:;'h_;::hun ¢ dikanfarava}’ is oxplained by the BAdpya itself later on—p. 25
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[B] Similarly it is only when one and the same agent
peroeives several things, that, on recollecting a previous per-
ception, he comes to have Aversion to the thing that has been
the cause of pain to him.

[C] When a certain kind of thing has been found to be
the cause of pleasure, on subsequently seeing a thing of that
kind, the man makes an attemgﬂ to obtain that thing; and
this Affort would not be possible if there were not one agent
perceiving a number of ¢ inﬁa aund recollecting his past per-
ceptions ; specially no such Effort would be possible if there
were only a series of distinet cognitions, each pertaining to
its own distinot object; for the Effort of ome cognition on
the basis of the uﬁerienos of another oognition would be as
impossible as the Effort of one body on the basis of the ex-
periences of another body. This explanation also applies to
tho Hffort that is put forth for the getting rid of what has
been found to be & cause of pain.

[D and E} It is only by reason of his remembrance of
his previous experience of pleasure and pain that when the
man gets by the thing that had caused him pleasure he is

loased, and when he gets by what had caused him pain he

‘eels unhappy ; and thus it 18 that he experiences .Pleasure
and Pain. And in this also the reason is the same as before
[that is to say, the said pleasure and pain is possible only
when the person getting by the thing and remembering the
previous experiences is the same who had had those experi-
ences ; and this proves the Soul as the experiencer of Plea-
sure and Pain in the past, their rememberer and their experi-
encer in tho present].

F| When a man is desirous of knowing or understand.
ing (the real character of a certain thing), at first he ponders
over it in the form—* what may this be P’; and pondering thus
he comes to know it in the form—* this is so and so’. This
Knowing of the thing is by the same agent as the previous
desire to know and the consequent pondering;—so that this
Knowledge becomes an indicative of the presence of the
common agent in the shape of the *Soul’. And here also
the reason is the same as before,

Now we proceed to explain the phrase °dahanfaravaf
¢ ag in the case of another body ’, [that we have used twice
befors, p. 24,1 11 and 1. 14]:—The philosopher who does
not admit the Soul readily admits that the diverse, Cognisions,
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each pertaining to a distinet object, when appearing in differ-
ent bggies. alrzgnever reoogmse«i [and neverpfuse together, the
cognitions of one body not being recognised by another
body]; and for the same reason the diverse cognitions, ;g-
pearing in the same body also, could not be recollected ;
the two cases being for the said philosopher exactly
alike, [s0 far as the absence of the common agent is
concerned ; there being no such agent in either case].
Thus then, with re, to a single agent we find that he
recognises only what he has perceived, and not what he has
not perceived * [or what has been perceived by another] ;
similarly with regard to diverse agents also, we find that one
agent does not recognise what has been perceived by another;
neither of the these two well-known facts can be adequately
explained by the philosopher who does not admit a Soul.
Thus it is proved that there is such a thing as Soul.

VierTIRA ON SOTRA 10,
[Page 66, line 11 to P. 71,1, 4|
Su¢ra 10 is gut forward—(a) with a view to differentiate
the Soul from what is homogeneousto it(i, e, other Pramayas,
Body, Sense-organs &o.) asalso from what is heterogeneous
to it (3. e. the Pramapas) ;—(8) 1 also with a view to ratify (or
specify) by means of Inference what is already known by
means of Word (of the Soriptures):i. e. with a view to
strengthen the knowledge of [or to specify the cognition of]
the Soul that has been known in a general way by means of
Reliable Word ;—(c) and lastly also with a view to show an
instance of tho commixture of several Instruments of Cogni-
tion: We have said above (in the Var{iks, Text, pp. 81-32)
that in many cases several Instruments of Cognition commin.
gle ; and the case of the Soul is one of those oases [where
we find the commixture of Word and Inference].
© The text reads WTeagwes argwerla ; and the foot-nole remarks that
arg@eRT is not found in three of the four manusoripts. But from the contex
it is olear ia that what is necessary is the clause Wt F&eRfw, and it is theother clauge
WYY, which is superfinous, in view of the next sentence ; where the perception
and remembrance by different agenta is apoken of.
+ The particle ‘ cha ' here means ¢ and "~——says the T'atparya.

Nyaya 219.



102 Inpian TBover? : NYAYA SoTRA.

Says the Bhagya (P. 24, 1. 8)—The Soul having exgperi-
enced pleasure by ooming inlo oontact with a certain kind of
thing, whenever, in the fulure, it happens to ses a thing §o. §c.
The sense of this is that what proves the existence of the
Soul is the * ¢ recollecting * or ¢ blending® of Desire and the
rest (the cognitions and recognitions leading up to it).

“In regard to this”, says the Opponent, “ we have to
congider the following dificulty : {In every case of Inference
the indicative proves the conclusion only when it is itself
perceived] how, then, can Desire and the rest prove the Soul,
when they are themselves not perceived ? 4"

(They prove the existence of the Soul] because they per-
tain to the same object as the Recognition ; that is to say, be-
cause Desirc and the rest have the same object as the Recogni-
tion, they prove that all the cognitions appearing in the Recog-
nition havo a common agent ; it is a wellknown fact that
no *recognition’ of cognitions is possible, (¢) when these
cognitions have different agents, or () when their objects are
not the samo, or () when they are brought about by different
instruments. For instance—(5) in no case do we find a ¢ re-
cognition ’ of the cognitions of colour, of taste, of odour, and
of touch : as there is never auy such recognition as ¢ this
touch that I foeel is the colour that I had seen ' ; (¢) nor
again is there any such recognition as ¢ that by means of
which I see * colour now is that by means of which I had felt
its touch ;~—(a) nor lastly is there recognition by Yajfiadatta
of what had been seen by Dé&vadatta : there is never any
such recollection a8 ¢ this that I, Yajliadatta see, is the same

#The Parishudghi explains the word ¢ prafisangAdna ’ as the blending or fnsion
of (1) the previous cognition of the thing, (2) the L of the pl
caused by it, (3) the subsequent cognition of the thing, (4) and the ounnqmt Dedr-
—into a single conception comprehending all the four ideas as belonging to one and
the same agent.

t Desire, Avetsion, and Effort are not peroeptible.
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thing that Davadatta had seen.’ And what is the reason for
all this? The simple reason lies in the fact that each cog*
nition has a distinct object of its own. Thus then, for one who
denies & Soul, every cognition must be *distinet, with a distinct
object of its own ; and no ° recognition ' or ¢ recollection '
would be ever possible. Hence the conclusion is that there is
& single agent who recognises ; and this is the Soul.

Yon will perhaps offer the following explanation :—¢ The
fusion or recognition of the several cognitions (in a series)
will be due to the fact of the preceeding cognition being
the cause of the following cognition. That is to say, the ‘re-
collection * or * fusion ’ of the several cognitions is due, not
to the faot of all of them having a common agent, but to the
fact that, in any series of cognitions (to which every cognition
gives rise), every individual cognition is the cause of the
cognition that follows ; as a matter of fact, every cognition
is followed by another cognition, this latter proceeding from
a certain potency in the preceeding cognition,—and is itself
endowed with all the potency (that belonged to the previous
cognitions) ; and thus even though the cognitions are diverse
and many, there is a * fusion *by reason of the relation of
cause and effect subsisting among them; just as there is in the
case of the seed : in the case of seeds, we find that the
small grain of paddy is followed by the sprout; and the
sprout, by reason of its having followed from the paddy-seed,
is endowed with the potency of the paddy ; and from this
sprout by the aid of the several elemental substances, is pro-
duced only another grain of paddy, nota grain of barley :
and the only reason for this lies in the fact that what has
gone before is a paddy-grain, and not barley ; [so that there
is a recognition of the grain of paddy] ;—in the same manner,
in the case in question also, there is a ¢ fusion ’ or ¢ recogni.

# The ‘na ’ in the text isevidently wroug ; as this sentence is meant to be expla-

matory of the preceding sentence ; while with the * na ® it would be a direct contra-
dietion of it

Nyaya 221.



194 INpIAN Taovant : N¥IYa SoTRa.

tion"® of several cognitions only when they appear in the same
«sories of cognitions ’,—so that there is a causal relation
among them, every one of them being the effect of that which
precedes it ; and there is no such ¢ fusion ’ when the cogni-
tions belong to a different ¢ series '; as in this latter case,
there is no necessary sequence (and consequent causal rela-
tion) among the cognitions. Thus the °fusion’ is due
to the presence of causal relation, and not to the presence of
a common agent ; for the simple reason that we do not know
of any instance where there is ¢ recognition ’ due to the
presence of a common agent [while of ¢ recognition * due to
causal relation we have an instance in the case of the Seed];
and thus the ¢ Recognition’ (that has been urged as the reason
for the existence of the Soul) having been found otherwise
explicable, it cannot prove the existence of the Soul *.”

t The above reasoning is not sound, we reply, As it
does not remove the diversity: That is to say, when you
declare that the ‘recognition’ is due to the causal relation,
you do not set aside the diversity among the cognitions ;. and
this for the simple reason that causal relation itself subsists
on (i. e. presupposes) diversity ; it is upon diversity that every
causal relation depends ;—and in cases where both parties
admit diversity (among the things concerned) no *recogni-
tion’ is found possible. Why not P—you wilj
ask. Well, in a case where the cogniser is not
the same as the rememberer (in which case the diversity

Vir Page 68.

© The import of this objection i thus explained by the Tafparya—Between the
cognitions of Davadagta on the onc hand, and those of Yajfiadatta on the other, we
find two differences : they have different agents, and they are not the cause of each
other. We elao find that there is no ‘recognition’ of the one as the other, The question
then arises—Is this absence of ¢ recognition’ due to the first difference, or.to the
second ; and as there is mothing to determina the exact answer to this question
the mhroneo drawn (as it is by the Bidsya) from ‘recognition’ can not be oonolnnn
as to the differanca or non-difference of the agents.

¢ The Tatparya remarks that the Siddhanti purposely keeps hisreal explanation
hidden £rom the Opponent. The real explanation is clearly given in the Varfika, 'l'q,“

p. 68,L11,
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Visrixa 1-1-10. 195

of agents is admitted by both parties), no remembrance is
possible ; and when there is no remembrance, there can
be no *recognition.’” [Hence so long as the causal reldfion
does not do away with diversity, it cannot form a basis for
‘ recognition’].

“ What we mean” the Bauddha explains, *is that no
¢ recognition’ is possible ; and we do not say that ¢ recogni-
tion’ is found where there is causal relation, all that we say
is that where there is no casual relation, no recognition is
found; and the reason that we ‘have put forward for this
absence of recognition is the fact that there is no necessary
sequence (in cases where there is no causal relation). Thus
your complaint against our reasoning is absolutely futile
and meaningless”.

This explanation is not right;as it Qoes not really
meet the question at issue. ¥n explaining your position in the
way you have done you do not meet the real point at issue :
I have said ‘where there is diversity’, recognition is not found;
and you say * ‘ when there is diversity, on account of the
absence of causal relation, recognition is not found’ ; and your
statement in this form is of such doubtful import that it
doos not at all set at rest the question at issue. “ Well
the same is the case with yourself : when you simply assert,
that ¢ recognition is not found when there is diversity,’ you
do not meet the point in dispute.” This answer of
yours is no answer at all ; when you say that my statement
is similar to yours, you admit that your own statement doss
not meet the point in dispute.

“ Not s0”, says the Opponent ;* as what I have put
forward is not meant to be a reason ; that is to say, I do not
mean that ‘there is Recognition bdecause fthere s causal rela-
tion’; all that I mean is that the Recognition, that you have

® The* na' in the text is Wrong : the opponent doss say above ¢ wyTdwrCEWIR
bl LA
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put forward, can be explained otherwise (than on the basis of
what you seek to deduce from it) ; and hence it cannot serve
a8 a valid reason for deducing what you seek to deduce from
it; and thus all that I mean is to point out the fallacy involved
in your reasoning ; and I do not mean to put forward another
reasoning !in the form that ¢ there is recognition because there
18 causal relation ', or that ®there is mo recognition Because
there is no causal relation’]. "

® Even 80 your argument is not tenable. For you have
failed to grasp the import of the reason (Recognition) put for~
ward by us (in support of our conclusion). Evidently the
true import of our reasoning has not been comprehended by
you; you have been misled by the generalised form in which
our reason has beon asserted; thatis why you find, with it
the fault that it is explicable otherwise (than on the basis of
our conclusion). The ‘Recognition "that we have put forward
as our Reason is a qualifisd Recognition (and not mere Recog:
nition in general) ; what we mean is that particular kind of Re-
cognition which apprehends a certain thing as the common
object of the previous cognition, of the present cognition and
of the remembrance.t And no such remembrance or Recogni-
tion would be possible under your theory [where nothing is ad-
mitted except the ‘series’ of cognitions, and where everything
having a momentary existence, any form of ‘Recognition’ is an
impossibility.}] “Why so?” Simply because—§(a) there
® The roal answer of the Logician to the Bauddha objection begins here.

+ The Recognition is in this form—* that source of plessure in tho shape of
garlands, sandal paste and the like, which I remember, is the same that I am perceiv-~
ing now’. The Recognition appearing in this qualificd form differs inaterially from

that Recognition which depends upon causal relation ; as in this latter kind of Recog-
nition there is no remembrance.—7'dfparya.

1 ! The proving of the momentary charaoter of things means the disproving
of all Recognition' says the Parfihuddhi.

§ There is no recognition in any of the following forms—(a) ‘ I am touching
this thing with the aame organ of touch by which orgen of vision 1 had seen it’ ;
(b) ¢ This that I am seeing as the jor is the sameas the oloth that 1 had seen’;
or (¢)* I recognive this which had been perceived by my friend.’
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is no recognition by one sense-organ of what hag been pre-
viously apprehended by another;—(b) because there is no
recognition in one form of what has been apprehended in
another form ;—and (c) because there is no recognition by
one person of what has been previously apprehended by an*
other person. [Aud under the Bauddha's theory of moment-
ary existence, each cognition being distinct, no form of Re-
membrance would be possible]. And yet in the case cited
by us, Remembrance does take place; which proves that Re-
cognition is possible only under that theory under which
there is Remembrance [and not under that. under which there
is merely causal relation.]*

The Opponent makes the following rejoinder :—* You
urge against us the impossibility of Remembrance; but as a mat-
ter of fact, it is not true that no Remembrance is possible und-
er our theory. How so ? Well, because on the basis of causal
relation itself there is remembrance of a thing in that same
¢ geries of bodily sensations’in which the previous appre-
hension of the thing had appeared ; so that that ©series of
bodily sensations’ in which the apprehension and the remem-
brance appear is the Eememberer as well as the dpprehender
|and there is no necessity for the postulating of a Soul apart
from the body and the sensations].”

‘What you say is not possible, we reply ; firstly because
all cognitions are transient ; and as a rule it is only something
lasting for some time that canbe impressed upon by an im_
pressing agencyt ;—and secondly because of the absence of

¢ In t,he case of the cloth and the yarns composing it, where causal

lation is disti p ded, thero is no Recognition ; there is no such idea as
that ¢ this cloth is {he samo as the yarns’.

¢ The conclusion thus is hat for the proving of the cxistence of the common
sgentin the form of the Soul, we have a flawless Reason in the shape of the Recog-
nition of an object as the same that waa seen, is seen aud is remembered,'—T'agparya.

The Opponent having failed to grasp the import of the formor explanations,

the Author p ds to ince him of the exi of the Soul by means of anather
set of reasonings : ' Every cognition is momentary ; when it disappears it disappears

Nyaya 225,
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connection : a8 & matter of fact, it is only when there is some
connection between the two that one is impressed by
the other ;* while (under your theory) the cog-.
nitions (all appearing at different points of
time and disappearing as soon as appearing) can have no
connection with any impresser [so that, there being
no impression, no Remembrance is possible}.

4 ¢ The impression consists only in the production or
appearance of a sensation endowed with & certain potenocy ;
that is to say, a8 a matter of fact, from a particular
consciousness, which is produced along with® a previous
sensation, there follows another semsatiom, which is
endowed with the potency of its predecessor; and the ap-
pearance, With this potency of this latter sensation, in the
Consciousness, is what is called *impression’® [and this is
quite possible under the theory of ¢ momentary cognition.’].”

‘We have already answered this by pointing out that no
such thing is possible ; because Cognitions are transient, and
because (as such) they can have no connection with any

Var. Page 69.

entirely, leaving an impression of itself behmd;nnd it is through the agenocy
of this impression that the subseq PP ; it is absol engen-
tial for this process that the rememberer should continue to exist from the clmn of the
eognition up to tho time of the remembrance. According to the Bauddha however
no such lasting entity ie possible ; as ho admits of nothing else excopt s series of
momentary eognitions'.—7T@tparya.
® The reading should be ‘semladdham’, not ‘asambaddham’'; as the
sense a pparently is that a8 e rule the impresser is always conoected with the
impressed.

+ The Bauddha view is thus explained in the Td{rarys :—

The ‘previous scrmation” is that cognition which sets op the ‘series of
cognitions” ; this s of six kinds—five related to the five organs.of sensation, and
the sixth the cognition of attributes. From the previous sensation there follows,
cocval with it, that particular Conscionsness or *stream of cognitions ', which is
known as ‘alayavijfidua’, or * Basic Consciousness"; from this comes the next sem-
sation which ia endorsed with the polancy of remembrance, in the form of the ¢ I-
idea.’ Though this is nothing apart from the sensation itself, yet it is regarded as
¢ potency’ only fignratively, for the purp of explaining the ph of
vemembrance.
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impression. Then again, ® that ¢particular consciousness’,
which you hold to be coeval with the previous cognition,
‘cannot afford any help either to the sensation appearing at
any present moment, or to any that appearsat some future
time ; because (according to you) the cognition that appear
at the present moment appears in an immaculate form, and
also disappears exactly in the same form in which it appears
{80 that it cannot be affected by the ¢ particular couscious-
ness’] ; and as for any future cognition, no ¢ particular ocons-
ciousness ’ could be regarded as having any connection with
what is yet to come ; and it cannot affect, or impress, that
which is not connected with it. Thus we come to the
conclusion that your assertion—that ¢ Remembrance proceeds
on the basis of causal relation’—shows that you have not
been taught the real meaning of Impression.

There is yet another reason why no Remembrance is
possible under your theory [that there is no Soul, and every
phenomenon depends upon causal relation among Cogni~
tions] :—As a matter of fact, every bhava, (lit. becoming, i. e.
condition or quality), stands in need of a bkavifri, the becomer ;
{. e, the thing to whom the condition or quality belongs;
every becoming must require a becomer, because it is of the
nature of an action,—like the action of being produced. In
accordance with this inference, Remembrance, being of the
nature of a becoming, must require a becomer ; and in the case
of Remembrance this decomer may be either in the form of an
objective (the objeot remembered), or in the form of an agent
(the person remembering) ; that the becomer of an action has
these two characters is shown by the fact that in the action
of the ¢ cooking t of rice’ the becomer is the rice, whickh is the

® This anticipates the following argument of the Bauddha—* Even though the
two cognitions are transient, yet, when they appear at the same point of time, there
s some b them ; and through this ion one cognition weuld
be impressed by the other, and thereby bring about its remembrance,”

+ Aocording to the Tatparys, the rudins is* pakah ', not * pdohakah ’; and the
-sense also demands * pakah.'
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ob;ect cooked [as the condition of being cooked belongs to the
rice, and not to the cooker] ; while in the case of the sotion
of ¢ walking’ by Dévadat{a, the becomer is Dévadatta, who is
tho agent [as the condition of walking belongs to the man
who walks). Now so far as the action of Remembrance is
concerned, tho becomer cannot be of the nature of tho objec-
tive, a8 there is remembrance of absent things also; if the be-
comer of Remembrance were its object, then at the time that
one remembers an object that dods not exist at the time, the
Remembrance would be entirely baseless (its becomer being
non-existent) ; it could certainly have the agent for its subs-
tratum ; but this would be possible only under our theory,
and néver under yours ; for the simple reason that you do
not admit of any such thing as ‘agent’ (the ® stream of cog-
nition ’ being all that you admit) ; as a matter of fact, you do
not admit an ¢ agent ’ for the action of Remembrance; so that
under your theory (when one remembers an absent thing) the
Remembrance must be baseless. And if you admit this posi-
tion [that Remembrance is baseless], then you are met by the
following (inferential) reasoning : * ¢ Remembrance can never
be baseless,—as no effect is ever found to be baseless; as a
matter of fact we find that every effect—such for instance, as
Colour—subsists in a substratum ; and Remembrance is an
effect ;—hence Remembrance must have a substratum [and
it can never be baseless]’.
¢ The names becoming and becomer may be applied to
Effect and Cause respectively ; i. e. the ¢ Effect-moment ’ (the
moment at which the Effect appears) is the baamm'ng, and
the ¢ Cause-moment ’ the bocomer. What then is the neces-
sity of postulating a decomer (in the shape of the Soul) spsr
from these P
This cannot be right ; because of the d:ﬂerenoe
in time;as a matter of fact, the Cause and the Effect
® This i~ the anawer given by the Author on the basis of tlie momentary charac-

ter of things; i. 6. from the standpoint of the Bauddha himself. The anawer from
his own standpoint he gives below, line 20 et seg.
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exist at different points of time; so that neither of the
two could ever be the substratum or container of the other ;
a8 in the case of the bowl and the jejube fruit, [we find
that the bowl is the substratum of the fruit, only when the
two are present at the same time, and when the bowl has a
certain degreo of continuity of existence, whereby it acts
as an obstacle to the action of gravity which tends to the
downward fall of the fruit, and thereby becomes its ¢ subs-
tratum’].

The Opponent may state his case as follows :—** Be.
coming is nothing more than &eing produced, and the Becomer
is that which is produced ; that is to say, because Remem-
brance is something that is produced, its production would be
its ¢ becoming ’; and the Remembrance itself
would be the ¢ becomer' [and as such not
require a further ‘ becomer ' in the shape of the Soul)”.

var. P. 70,

This also cannot be ; because it involves a self-contradic-
tion, and implies a contingency which you do not admit. If
you hold the production to be something different from the
Remembrance, then you fall into self-contradiotion ; for you
will have to point out the distinctive features of such ¢ pro-
duction * [and this pointing out willland you in self-contra~
diction] ; as you do not accept the produstion to be anything
distinot from the thing produced. That is to say, if you hold
the production to be different from the thing produced, it be-
comes necessary for you to describe the distinctive features
of Production ; and when you desoribe these features, you
go against your philosophy. You will perhaps ask—why
so? Well, the ©production ® of a thing could be explained
only, either as ¢ the connection of the thing with the existence

R +

is not a & ing, a quality; inhntitilitultnhm,lthhg;
and the deing produced of Ri b dnits ‘b ing® ; so that being itself
& becomer, Remembrance does not stand in need of another decomer in the shape
of the Soul. The postulating of & becomer for what is itself & decomer would lead to
¢ vicious regress.
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of its cause, ' or as ¢ the existence of the thing as qualified
by the connection of its cause ’ ; and both these are conting-
not * pted by your philosophy [as both involve the
more than momentary existence of the Cause and the Effect];
and this is the ¢ self-contradiction’® (mentioned by us).
If then, [with a view to escipe from this self-
contradiction] it be held that the Production is not different
from the Remembrance,f——then, which (of the two) would
subsist in which ? In fact, in this case, your assertion—* the
production is the becoming and the Remembrance is that
which is produced (the becomer)’—becomes absolutely meaning-
less.} Such an assertion can have some sense only in case
production is the ¢ becoming ’* or ¢ property ' of Remembrance
[and not when both are identical]l.§ And when Remembrance
itself is & ‘becoming,’ it must have a* becomer’ ; for the simple
reason that every ¢ becoming ' must have a ¢ becomer ’, as we
have already pointed out.

Thus it is found that under the Bauddha theory, there
can be no Remembrance ; and when there is no Remembrance,
there can be no Recognition ;—but Recognition is a fact ;—
hence the inevitable conclusion|| is that that which is the

®The reading demanded by tho sense is ‘W*® wrvgwnay’

+ The reading demanded by the seuse, and countenanced by the Tdfparyt
should be—‘srw eyfasefufceifeate: fuly

$As R b and Productiou being ex hypothesi identical, how can one .
subaist in the other ?

§ The Ta¢parya adds—Even so the assertion, ¢ R b is the & and
Production is the becoming', could have some genso; that is all. It could not, however,
save the opp t from the ity of admitting the p Soul ; as even
though the production is the ‘1 ing ' of the R b , yet it does not
follow that Bemembrance, in its own turn, can never be a ‘ becoming '’ ; specially
a8 every effoct canbea ‘b ing '; and R b i certainly an effect. Nor
does this mean an infinite regress ; as the series ende in the Soul, whioh ina per-
manent entity, and not an ¢ffect. Thus of B b ,88 8 ‘b ing ', the eter:
nal Soul is the ¢ becomer’.

|IThe Sttra thus comes to be interp d as ining an ¢ Inf per negs-
tion ' which may be thus £ lated -—R: b has a agent with the
past and ‘he present cognitions,—because it is actually recognised as having the
same object with these two,—that which has not the same sgent, .is never thus:
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sgent of this Recognition is something quite distinet (from
Cognitions and Series of Cognitions), and this is the single
entity of the Soul.

*We may also explain the Stitra as containing a ¢ positive
Inference’, or ¢Inference per affirmation:—D&vadatta’s
eognition of colour, taste and touch must have one as well as
many causes,t—because they are all recognised, as ‘by me,’
along with the remembrance of the same objeots ;—exactly as
it is found in the case of the single glance of the dancing girl,
on looking at which several cognitions appear simultaneously
in the minds of several experienced persons knowing [through
their study of Bharata’s Natyashasfra] the signification [of
every gesticulation]. That is to say, in the case cited, as
the cauee is one only,—in the shape of the glance ; thus even
though the cognitions are several and by several persons, yet
they are all recognised as having been brought about by a com-
mon causo ; in the same manner, in the case under considera-
tion, as the cause, in the shape of the agent, Davadatta, is one
only, his cognitions (of colour, taste and touch), even though
several, will be recognised as by a common cause ;—and this
common cause is the Soul.

Ir.

[Having proved the existence of the Soul on the basis of
the RB.cognition that is involved in Desire, Aversion &o., the
Var{ika proceeds to prove the same on the basis of the idea
that, Desire and the rest being gualities, must have a substance
in which they would subsist),

recognised,—e g. the Remembrance by Davadatta is never recognised as havi
th.l‘l‘l‘ﬂl objwt”uthe Yajfiadatta’s cognitions,~the Rommbmoeﬁl uutiou‘l;;:v‘.
ever ia nol not-recognised,~henoce it must have a common sgent with the cogni-
tions.—T'd¢parya.

® The ¢ negative inference ’ pwovin:{ the exiatence of the Soul hae been shown in
Wi

the p ding note ; in ith the Bhigya. The Var§ika noxt proceed
show the * Inference per affirmation,’ inh“‘y:J of th.:'umc _._M'_-lto
deducible from the Sijra.

et 3 Tranted to bo proved:; butin ordar 0. maeke. the. Jodgraens
s wanted to be proved ; butin order ) t
:g::not. t‘hclluthor has lddo‘:) the ‘ many causes * also; these ml omlu“ mw
of the several distinct objects cognised,—Jdgparya.-
Nyaya 281.
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Some people have explained the S#fra—" Desire .. ...are ,
indioatives of the Soul "—in a different manner. Desire and
the rest are all qualitfes; and it is a well-known fact that
qualities subsist in something different from themselves.
That Desire and the rest are gualities is proved by an ¢ In_
ference per residue’, as follows :—(a) Desire &o., being
non-eternal, can be neither Community, nor Individuality, nor
Inherence (all which are eternal) ;—(6) nor ean they be
Substance, or Action, as they,like Sound, inhere in an all-
pervading * substance [and Substance cannot inhere in Sub-
stance, and Actions do not always inhere in all-pervading
substances) ; and so on there are many similar reasonings
that could be deduced, which go to make up the ¢ Inference
per residue ' [that proves that Desire &o. cannot be any
thing else but Qualities]. All this goes to prove that
Desire and the rest must subsist in something distinet from
themselves, because they are non-eternal, and because they
are effects, like Colour and other qualities. Then, inas-
much asit is a well-known fact that the qualities that belong
to the Body continue as long as the Body remains in exis-
tence,—and as Desire and the rest are not found to so conti-
nue,~they can not be regarded as qualities belonging to the
Body. And being precluded from belonging to the Body,

tainath

® Tho reasowng is put here in  condensed form ; it sonse of several
T ings (a8 ioned ds the end of this passage), The full importof this
reasorung has been thus explained by the T'd¢parya and the Parishuddhi : =

Because Desiro &c. aro non-eternal, they must inhere in a substance ;~whers
& mere ¢ substance ' is safficient to form the substratum of Desire &o., there can be no
Justification for ing that their substrutum should be such as is made up of sever-
al component parts ;—h: we lude that the substance in which Desire &o.
inhero is one that is not made up of component parts ;—such impartite substances
are of two kinds : some are all-pervading, while others are atomio ;—Desire &o, could
never inhere in an atomio substance, because they are non-eternal, and they are per-
cewved by us ; while no qualities of the atom can ever be perceptible to us ordinary
human beings ,...hence the conclusion is that they inhere in an all-pervading sub-«
stauce. Why they caonot inhere in the non-pervading or limited substances, Earth,
Water &c. .5 shown 1a the noxt Note.

Nyaya 232. .
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they must subsist in the Soul. ®* Thus the existence of the
Soul is proved by an ¢ Inference per residue.’

Body—the Second Prameya.
Brisva.
[P. 25,1.10 P. to 26, 1. 2].
+ The receptacle of the Soul’s experiences is-—

The Body, which is tha vehicle of actions, of sense-organs
and of objects.} (Sutra 11).

(A) “How is the Body the vehicle of actions?” With
regard to things that the Soul desires to obtain or to dis-
card, there arises in the Soul the desire to obtain, or to dis-
card it respectively ; urged by this desire, the Soul puts forth
exertion embodying the operation of the means for obtaining
or discarding it ; and that wherein this exertion appears is
the Body.

(B) “ How is the Body the vehicle of sense-organs P

That thing alone can be regarded as the vehicle of

the sense-organs by whose benefit the sense-organs are bene-

fited, and by whose injury theyare injured,—and being

according to this benefit or injury, they act upon their ob-
jects good and bad ;——and such a thing is the Body.

* How is the Body the vehicle of objects ? " That
is to be regarded as the wehicle of objects in which receptacle

® The other items in this ¢ Argument per residue’ are thus supplied by the T'af-
parya.—* Desira &o. cannot be the qualities of the five elementary Subatances, Earth,

Wator &c. ; as, if they were so, they would be common toall men: the desire of one
man would be the desire of all men ; just as the odour of the earth is perceived by all
men ;——they cannot be tho qualities of the Mind ; as the Mind is found to be the
instrument that produces them ;—nor could they belong to Time and Space, as, if they
belonged to these, then also, they would be common to all men, Henoe the only sub-
stance to which Desire &c. can belong is the Soul.

[For further disoussion on tho Soul the reader is referred to Satra 8-1-28].

+ As the Body is the receptacle of the Soul's experiences of pleasure and pain,
it lies at the root of the series of births and rebirths ; hence its treatment comes next
after the Soul,—Ta¢parya.

1 According to the Bhdsya aud the Vargika, this Sitrs contains three definitions
of the Body—(1) itis the vehicle of the Soul's actions ; (2) it is the vehicle of the
Boul's sense-organs ;—(3) it is the vehicle of the Soul's objects. Some philosophers
have taken the S0fra as providing a single deBnition—"* it is the vehiole of actions &o.
&o.". Thisis rejected by the Vargika.

Nyaya 283,
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there appear the feelings *of pleasure and pain caused by the
contaobpl;; the unse-ogans with those objects ;~—and such a
receptacle is the Body.

VARTIEA.
[P. 71,1 6to P, 72,1 12.]
“ The Body ia the vehicle of actions, of sense-organs and of
objects—says the S#fra. Now what is Aotion }?

By ‘action’ in the present eonnection is meant only a
motion, an activity, for the purpose of obtaining what is beneficial
and discarding what is injurious. That is to say, when omne
comes across something that has been the source of pleasure
(in the past), he is moved by a desire for obtaining tha$
thing ; and the movement that follows from this desire
i3 what is meant by ‘action’ (in the Sutra); similarly
when one comes across something that has been the source
of pain, there is an activity in theshape of amovement towards
the discarding of that thing ;and this movement constitutes
what is meant by ¢ Action .

SThe word Rfad ¥y in the pointed text appearsin the wrong place. The
¢ Pandit * edition places it after YWE:WRT: ; This gives a botter sense and has been
adopted in the translation. In the other reading it is not possible to find a reasonable

construction for YEYWRT:

$The Opponent puts this question, in view of the following difficulty:—The dei-
nition of Body as tAe vehkicle of action is both too wide and too narrow ; the tree also
is a vehicle of some action, whileit is not a body ; similarly the frog embedded in
stone has dody, which is devoid of all action,

The enswer is that the word ¢ action ’ does not stand here for any and every
action ; but ounly for that action which is excited by a desire for the obtaining and
discarding of the bemeficial and the injurious thing respeetively. . that the definition
cannot apply to the aotion of trees, which have no desires. As regards the body of
the frog embedded in stone, though it hae noaction at that time, yet it har the cap-
ability of such action ; as no sooner does the frog come out on the stone being broken,
its body aots in the same way asall other bodies do. Our bodies also are not
always gcting ; all that the Bagra can mean is that the Body is eapabla of action ; i
when such conscious action sppears it does so only in & body,

The Parishuddhl defines ohisid as that activity whioh fs brought aboot
the vontact of theSoul thet is moved by exertion, . "
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“ How can the Body be the vehiole of senss-organs—
when as as a matter of faot, sense-organs either subsist in
their own cause, or do not subsist in anything at all ? That
is to say, those sense-organs that are produots subsist in their
own cause ; while those that are not products do not subsist
in anything. For instance, the organs of smell, of taste,
of vision and of touch are produots, while the organs of hear-
ing and Mind are not products ; and not one of these organs
~beginning from the organ of smell down to the Mind—sub-
sists in the Body. Under the circumstances, it is not right
to assert that the Body ic the vehkiole of sense-organs.”*

‘What we mean by the Body being the wehicle of sense-
organs is that the sense-organs follow the changes of the Body.
We do not mean that the Sense-organs subsist in the Body in
the sense that the Body is the confainer and the sense-organs
the contained ; all that we mean is that thoy subsist in the
Body in the sense that they are affected by the benefit and
injury of the Body ; that is to say, the Sense-organs are bene-
fited by the benefitting, and injured by the injury, of the
Body ;—this is all that is meant by the Body being the vekicls
of the sense-organs. Thus the objeotion urged by the Opponent
has no force.

This same explanation applies to the assertion that the
Body is the vehicle of objects. How so? For the following
reason :—What is meant is not that the ¢ objects *—smell
and the vest—subsist in the Body (in the sense that the Body
is the container of smell &o,) ; what is meant is that the  pur-
pose ' or ‘function ' of smell &c.—which consists in their
being the cause of the experiences of pleasure and pain—is not
acoomplished except when the Body is there ; and it is in
this sense that smell &o. are said to have the Body for their
vehiole ; just as the villagers are said to have the proprietor

©The Tafparya adds that if by ‘subsistence’ it be meant mere conjunction,and no
inherence, then the jer also would he a body ; as the jar is often in contact with
sonse-organs,
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of the village for their ‘ashraya’ [which means that they are
the cause of bringing pleasure and pain only when the pro-
prietor is there to experience them ; and it does not mean
that they are contained in the proprietor].

** As a matter of fact we Bnd the S7¢ra using the general
terms ‘action’ (‘Sense-organ’ and ‘object’) ; how then can they
be interpreted in the restricted sense that you have given them
[of ‘action ’ for the obiaining of the beneficial and the discarding
of the injurious, and so forth] P

Our answer to this is that general terms are found to
have their signification restricted by their force ; this ¢ force *
consisting in the peculiarity of the context and so forth.
For instance, when the assertion is made ‘ feed the Brah-
manas ' [where the general term ¢ Brahmanas’ is used, which
signifies all Brahmanas)—=as it is absolutely impossible for
all Brahmanas to be fed, tho word is taken to mean a pasti-
cular Brahmana, who happens to be in closer proximity (than
other Brahmanas) to the speaker, and who, on that account,
is more nearly related to the context. In the same manner
the words *action’and the rest also, though used in their
general forms, become restricted in their significations by the
force of the attendant circumstances [which make the wider
signification impossible]. The ¢ force ’ that thus alters the
denotation of words is.twofold—(1) popular usage bearing
on the subject spoken of, and (2) certain inconsistencies, or
incongruities. And in the case in question we find that in
popular usage, the word ‘ action’ is never used in the sense
of action in general ; whenever it is used, it is used always in
the sense of some partioular action; e.g. all such words as
¢ spandate ', ¢ sarpafi’, ¢ @ghdvafi’ and the like,~though de-
noting activity in general—are always used in the sense of
some particular form of aotivity ; exactly the same is the case
with the word * 0%2sta ¢ used in the S8fra, Even if we accept*

® ¢The partionlar ‘ api’ denotes—even if we grant it'——Tatparya.
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the word ‘chasta’ to be denotative of action in general, we
shall have to regard it as denoting a particular action, in view
of certain incongruities (arising from the word being taken in
its general sense) ; and by reason of those incongruities, * it
will not be right to take it in the sense of action in general ;
[the incongruity in the present instance consisting in the fact
that] the vehicle of any and every action could not be entitled
to the name ¢ Body ;>—and that, it is only when we take the
word ¢ ch2gta’ in the restricted sense, that we can avoid the
absurdity of the definition of Body (as the vehicle of action)
applying to the jar and such other things [everyone of which
is the ¢ vehicle ’ of some sort of action in general].

+ The explanation that we have provided serves to set
aside the view that the definition applies to the jar and such
other things,—if made to consist (severally) of the first word
[or of the second word, or of the third word]. Further, those
who admit the force of tho contention that the definition (con-
sisting of each of the words taken severally) becomes applica-
ble to the jar &o., propose to take all the three expressions
(vehicls of action—vehicle of sense-organs—vehicle of objects) as
collectively forming a single definition of Body ;—but even so
they cannot prevent the definition fromapplying to atoms[which
being the constituent cause of sense-organs and objects, and
being the vehicle of many actions, are the ‘vehicles’ of all these].

# The Tagparys roads an additional ¢ w fiwqrwrat After wN@’

+ Having given the sense of the Sigra from the standpoint of the Bh2sya and
of himaself, the Author takes up the interpretation suggested by certain writers that
the Ba§ra does not oontain three dofinitions (as held by the Bhagya); baut it oonsti-
tates a single definition. This view is thus explained :—(1) If the flrst word alone

—*vehiole of action "—be taken as the definition of ‘ Body’, it applies to the jar,
which is the vehicle of some action ;—(2) if the second word—‘vehiclo of sense-
orgsne’—=is taken as the definition of Body, the word ‘vehicle’ meaning that which is
in contaot, the jar would be a Body, as it is in contact with 8 (8) lastly»
if the third word—*vehiole of objects’—be taken as the definition, it wlll apply to the
jar ; as the jar is the vebiole of many such objects as colour and the like.

All this is set aside by the explanation that we have given as to how the jar &c.
are exoluded from the defluitien,
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As for our own view of the definition, we have already shown
how it does not apply to any thing except the Body.

The Sense-organs— Third Pramaya.

BHZ§YA.
[Page 26, L, 8 to P. 26, L. 10].

® The instruments that bring about the experience (of
pleasure and pain) are—

The Olfactory, the Gestatory, the Visual, the Outaneous
and the Auditory Organs, proceeding from material substances.
(Sutra 12.)

That by whose instrumentality one smells things is the
Olfactory Organ; so called because it apprehends odour.
That by whose instrumentality one tastes things is the
Gestatory Organ; so called because it apprehends taste.
That by whose instrumentality one sees things is the Visual
Organ ; 8o called because it apprehends colour. That which
is located in the skin is the Cutaneous Organ; so called in-
directly because of its location.t That by whose instru-
mentality one hears things is the Auditory Organ ; so called
because it apprehends sound. Thus from the force of the
literal signification of the names, we learn that the senses
organs are to be defined as the apprehenders of their
respective objects.

© ¢ The sense-organs being the presenters [aa they serve to bring before the Soul
through the body, definite objectg, which become the source of pleasure and pain—
Parishudghi], they differ,fin this respect, from the objects that are presentsd ; and
as such they have to be defined before the Objects. As the S8atra only provides the
deflnitions of the particular organs,—and as these particular definitions are not in-
telligible uatil we have the deflnition of ‘Sense-organ ’ in general, the Bhigya in this
i 'y clause, supplies this general definition. The general definition should
have been stated in the form that the sense-organs are the instruments by which
direot cognitions are brought about ; but it is with a view to oxcite disgust againmat
the orgaos (along with every thing else), that the Bhdgyas spcaks of them asthe
‘i of perience of pl sand pain.'—T'a¢parya.

4 The other orgaas are named after what is spprehended by them ; the Outsne-
ous Organ apprehends the touch of things ; hence the name ¢ Cutaneous Orgen’ ap-
plies to it, not direotly in the sense in which the names of the other orgens apply,
but ooly indirectly, fu the sense that the skin is the loous of that organ.
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® Proceeding from material substances—~addsthe Sttra.
The meaning of this is that it is because the orgacs proceed
from diverse sources (in the shape of the material substances)
that they are restricted to particular objects ; this would nob
be possible if they all proceeded from a single source [in the
shape of the ¢ self-consoiousness * of the Sankhyas] ; and it is
only when each of them is restrioted to a particular object
that it can be defined as the apprehender of its object.

VARTIEA,
LP. 72, L. 14 to P. 74, L. 4].

Thie 88¢ra also is be interpreted in such a way as to
show Luw the Sense-organs are to differentiated from
homogeneous and heterogeneous things ; as such is the sense
of all Sutras that are put forward as definitions.

An objection is raised :—

“ The Stitra merely mentions the Sense-organs by name ;
and ag such having the form of simple Enunciation, it can-
not t be taken as a Dsfinition. Enunciation has been defined
(by the Bhidsya p. 9 1. 10) as the mention of things by mere
names ; and this is exactly what the present Stitra does;
henco it cannot be accepted as a Definition.”

This is not right ; as the Sense-organs are of the nature
of instruments, and hence their definition must rest upon the
apprehension of their objects.}  That is to say, being

© As a matter of fact, odour, which is the epecifio quality of Earth, is appre-
hended by the Olfactory Organ only ; taste, the specifio quality of Water, is appre-
hended only by the Gestatory Organ : and so forth. This is so because the Olfac-
tory Organ proceeds from—is built of—Earth, and the Gostatory Organ of Water.

1If both proceeded from a single source, as beld by the Sankbya, then we could not
account for the aforesaid facts.

+ There is a ‘@’ wantiug in the text. The meaning intended must be as trans-
lated above.

1 The sense-organs being imperceptible, they can only be inferred from the
perception of things ; which perception Is not possible without the instrumentality
of » sense-organ ; and hence & sense-organ can be defined only as the instrument by
whioh its particular object is apprehended and its peroeption brought about.
Thus then the word ! Ghrdna® (Olfactory) in the Bfra is to be taken in its literal
sense—jighvafi anina, that by the instrumentality of which odour is apprehended;
and this is a perfect deflnition of the Olfactory Organ. Bimilarly with the ether

Bense-organs.
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of the nature of instruments, and as such being themselves
beyond the senses (and hence imperceptible), they can be
described and defined only through the apprehension of their
objects ; so that the Sense-organs should be defined as the
instruments of the apprehension of their respective objects ;
as it is this apprebending that forms their distinctive feature
[and what the definition does is to point out the distinctive
feature of the thing defined].

The word °*bhntebhyak’, °procceding from material
substances’, has been added with a view to show that the
Sense-organs have, each of them, the BEarth, Water &o., for
their respective causes; and this is mentioned in order to
show that they are restricted in their scope.

“What is the meaning of this restriction P

‘What is meant is that each Semse-organ is the instru-
ment by whose instrumentality the apprehension of the speci-
fic quality of a particular material substance is brought about ;
a8 a matter of fact, no Sense-organ apprehends the qualities
of all material substances ; in fact every Sense-organ pro-
ceeds from a particular material substance, and apprehends the
distinotive® quality of that substance alone;—i. e. that quality
which distinguishes that substance from all other substances.
This is the resiriction that is meant to be expressed by the
word * bhitfebhyak’.  No such restriction would be possible
if all the Sense-organs proceeded from a single cause; that
is to say, if all the Sense-organs proceeded from a single
cause, then, inasmuch as every effect follows the trend of
its cause, all the organs would be of & uniform nature ; so
that, there could be no restriction or sharp line of demarc-
ation in the scope of the organ ; in faot either all the organs

© As a matter of fact what the Olfactory Organ apprehends is only odour,
which is the distinctive specific quality of Earth. From this fact we infer, as
follows, the fact of that Organ being of the Earth—* The Olfactory Organ is of the

Earth, because from among the epecific qualities of material substances, it appro-
hends odour only, which is the specific quality of the Earth.'
Nyaya 240.
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would apprehend all objects, or a single organ would
apprehend all objents,

« But, in the case of colour and such other things, we
find that, even though proceeding from a single cause, the
effects differ in their nature. That is to say, in the case of
the various shades of colour, produced in the jar, by the
baking, there are distinct differences, even though they all
proceed from a single cause. ¢ What is the one cause
of these shade of colour etc 7’ That single cause is the
contact of fire.”

This is not right, we roply ; as it shows that our posi-
tion has not been understood. We do not hold that the
various shades of colour proceed from a single fire-contact.
What we hold is that they proceed from the fire-contact as
aided by a certain peculiarity in the preceding shade of
colour. That is to say, when a certain object is baked on
fire, what happens is that each succeeding shade of colour is
brought about: by the fire-contact as helped by a peculiarity
in the preceding shade of colour. * It is only thus that it
is possible for varying grades of baking to appear in the
same atom. From all this it follows that the several shades
of colour &c., do not proceed from one cause. In fact we
have nevor found any effect produced by a single cause; every
effect is produced by three causes,—the * constituent ’ cause,
the ‘non-constituent’ cause and the ‘efficient’ cause. “But
we find a single action (of moving f.i) to be the cause of
two such things as conjunction (with one point in space) and
disjunction (from another point).” This reasoning is not
sound ; as the fact put forward is not admitted by us; you

# This ¢ peculiarity ’ of the p ding oolour isty in its destruction. The
ding colour is produced only when the precoding colour is destroyed ; and

until it is destroyed, uo new colour is produced, even though the fire-contact con-
tinues there. }:!hia shows that the several shades of colour do not proceed from a

single cause, in the shape of the fire-contact ; in fact each colour has a distinct cause
sisting of the fi tact ae qualifed by the d ion of the particular colour

that precedes it,
Nyaya 241.
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mean to say that a single action is the cause of both con-
junction and disjunction ; but we do not accept this as true:
we do not admit that any action, independently by itself,
is the cause of both conjunction and disjunction. “If
then, it is only as aided by something else that action
produces conjunction and disjunction, then the definition of
‘ action’ falls to the ground: Action has been defined as
that which, independently by itself, is the cause of conjunc-
tion and disjunction ; and this definition fails; and the fail-
ure of the definition of Action leads to the failure (and re-
jection) of Action itself; * and this means that conjunction
and disjunction aro not preceded (and caused) by Action.”
This argument does not vitiato our position; when we say
that ¢ action, independently by itself, is the cause of con-
junction aund disjunction,’ we do not mean that it does not
stand in need of the aid of anything else; all that is meant
by its being ‘independent’ is that it does not stand in nced of
any such other positive cause as appears and functions subse-
quently (to the action) [as a matter of faot, in the bringing
about of a new conjunction, it does stand in need of the
absence or cessation of the previous conjunction; so that while
independent of positive causes, it is not independent of a
negative cause]. That is to say, in the case of Substances
we find that one substance produces another only when aided
by the subsequently appearing conjunction of other homo-
geneous substances ; but such is not the case with Aection,
—which does not require the aid of a subsequently appearing
Action; but being an Action, it brings about conjunction
and disjunction [through the aid of other negative ciroums-
tances, such as the cessation of the previous conjunction and
so forth]. Thus the definition of Action does not fail ; norare
conjunction and disjunction brought about by a single cause.

* * The failuce of the definition implies the failure of the thing defined '~
Tatparya.

ﬁylya 242,
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The Material Substunces.
BaXsya,
[P. 26, L. 10 to L. 12.]

What are the causes from which tho Sense-organs pro-
ceod P

* The Material Substances are Earth, Water, Iire, Air,
and Akasha (Sttra 13,)

Here we find the Material Substances mentioned by
their respective names with the view that when they are
thus clearly mentioned, it will be easy to point out which
Sense-organ is the product of which substance.

[The ¥artika does not deal with this Stitra separately.]

Arfha—Things or Objects (the fourth Pramaya).
BuXsva.
[Page 26, L. 13 to P. 27, L. 2.]
Of the endless objects, the following are those ‘ objects ’

,[which, when pondered upon as things apprehended by the
sense-organs, }iead to that dispassion which helps the attain-
ment of Releaso ; and which, when not rightly discerned,
become the cause of endless births and rebirths]—-

Sutra (18).

t Odour, Taste, Oolour, Touch and Sound, which are the
qualities of Barth [Water, Fire, Air and dkasha], are the
Objects of the aforesaid [sense-organs].

The qualities mentioned, belonging to Earth and the other
elementary substances, are the ¢ objects * of the sense-organs
respectively ; in accordance with the actual functioning or
operating of the sense-organs.

® The Vartika and the Tafpurya do not take any note of this Sitra ; but the
Nyayasichinibungha has this as an independent Sitra. The Bhadsya also speaks of
this as containing the upaddsha of the bh2fas ; and this word could Lave been used
only with reference to the word of the Sz¢rakdra.
+The translation here follows the interpretation of the Bhdsya, The Varfika and
» the Tagparys however do not agreo with the viow that Odour and the other four
.ydalities alone are ¢ perceptible’. Hence thoy interpret the S2¢ra and the Bhdgya
differently, The first difference lies in the following explanation suggested by the
Taiparya—'Tudarthal', the last word in the Sajra, means that which is sought

Nyaya 243.
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Virpigs oN SOTRA 13,
[P.74,1.7 to P. 82, 1. 2.]

The compound word ¢ ppithivyadigunah ’ (in the Sutra)
is capable of several explanations. . * How ? " Well, in the
first place, it can be taken as a Genilive.Tufpurusa compound;
the meaning in this case being * the qualities of Earth &o.’ ;—
secondly it can be taken as a Doandva compound ; the mean-
ing being * Earth &o. and Qualities’;—lastly it can be taken
a8 a Baluvriki compound ; the meaning being ¢ those things
of which the Earth and the roest are Qualities’. Thus the
compound being capable of being explained in several ways,
there naturally arisesa doubt as to what is the real mean-
ing of the word.

And [our opinion is that] the real explanation is to take
the word as a Dvandva compound, (A) The word
cannot rightly be taken as a (enitive-Tatpurusa compound;
as, if that were the meaning, then, the Harth and the rest
would cease to be ¢ objects of Sense-perception ', That is to
say, if you explain the word as meaning *tho qualities of

after—i.c. actod upon,—by the sense-organs ; so that this word embodies the defini-
tion of the fourth ¢ objoct of cognition ', ‘artha’ ; and the rest of the Sifra is not
a definition ; it ouly supplies certain details of information ; though not in a precise
manner, as it is moant for a friendly listencr, and not for a critical opponent.

The reason why the T'@¢parya had recourse to this explanation of the definition
of Arghalay in the fact that according to the view of the Virtika, the Sa¢ra could not
be taken as supplying an accurato ennmeration of the ‘ objecta ' of perception ; 8o the
precise definition had to be found somewhere in the Sa¢ra ; and this was found in
the word ‘¢adarthab.’

The word ‘prithivyddigunal’ is taken, as wo shall see, by the Varfika to mean
prithivyddayah—i.e. ‘prifhiv?’, ‘jola’ and ‘agni'—ond gundh ; gandha, &c., being includ-

tion i ded ai th £, . 1e 3

ed in ‘gunah’ ; their scparat is reg a i pplied in
a friondly spirit, with a view to indicate what is precisely apprchended by eack )
organ.

The great weak in this expl ion of the Sitra is that Prihivyadi has to
be taken as standing for only three out of five bhiifas ;while the gupas of the other two
aro as perceptible as thoso of the other three. It is not easy to see why the Vargika
and the Ta¢parya fought shy of the Bhasya's explanation ; the only reason appears
10 be that this explanati ludes the * perceptibility * of the other qualities of

Nyaya 244,
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Earth and the rest’, then [the Qualities would be the princi-
pal factor of the compound, and) the Earth and the rest would
be merely subordinate qualifications of the afore-mentioned
Qualities, Odour, Taste &c.; and [being thus subordinated, the
Earth &c. could havo no syntactical connection with the pre-
dicate of the sentence; so that] Earth, Water &o. could not
be regarded as ¢ objects of Sense-perception. And further,
the qualification itself would be entirely superfluous; the
first word itself of the Sitra mentions by name Odour, Taste,
Colour, Touch and Sound ; and it is at once understood that
these are ¢the qualities of Earth &o.’ ; so that the further
mention of these, ¢ Earth and the rest ’ (in the next word of
the Siitra) becomes entirely superfluous. As a matter of fact,
among Odour, Taste &c. there is no such division as that
some of them are the ¢ qualities of Earth &c.’ and some are
the qualities of other entirely different things ; and only in
cage there wero such a division, would the specification of
qualities ¢ of Barth and the rest’ have served some useful
purpose. For these reasons we conclude that the word can
not be taken as a Genitive-Tatpurusa. (B) Nor again
will it be right to take the word as a Bahuorihi compound ;
for this reason that wo do not know of any such things ¢ of
which Earth and the rest are qualities’; when taken
as a Bahuvrihi compound, the word can only mean ¢ those
things of which the Earth and the rest are qualities * ; now
what are those things of which tho Earth and the rest really
are qualities ? In fact, it is impossible to prove that Earth
and the rest are gualities at all. And the Bahuvrihi com-
pound cannot be explained in any other way (to provide an-
other meaning). Then again, except in certain specified
cases, the Bahuvrihi compound must denote something which
is co-extensive with the denotation of the component words,®

®‘And further, the thought that ‘Earth and the rest are qualities of something’ is
not conducive to that disgust for things which is the purpose of the Shisjra—
Taiparya.

Nyaya 245,
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For instance, in the case of the compound ¢ chifragul’ , ¢ the
man who possesses cows of variegated colour ’, we flnd
that the compound (as denoting the man possessing the qua-
lification mentioned) is possible only when it is already known
that the man possesses cows, and also that the cows are of
variegated colovr; in the casein question, how-
ever, we do not know of any thing possessing the
qualities mentioned ; nor do we know that the Barth &o. are
Qualities. « Because they appear !in the compound) as
qualification, Earth and the rest could Jcertainly be regarded
as Qualities.” Certainly not ; for Dby this assumption
everything would be Quality only : as there is nothing whicb
cannot be the qualification or the qualified of something elso ;
85 that, by your reasoning every thing would be a Quality !
For these reasons the word cannot be tauken as a Bahuvrihi
compound. Thus both of these compounds being
precluded, the word must be takon as a Dvandva compound,
That is tosay, wo have shown tho impossibility of the word
being taken as either a Jafpuruga or a Bahuvrihi compound;
no fourth compound is possible ; and the only compound left
is the third one, Doandoa ; hence we conclude thatthe word
¢ prithviyadigunal’ must taken as a Dvandoa compound.
The Opponent raises an objoction :—

“ Tt is not right to take the word as a Doandva compound;
a8 there is neither any authority (Sh@sfra), nor any reason,
in support of this view. If the word is to be taken asa
PDoandva compound, it is necossary for you to point out your
authority and reasons in support of the view that Earth and
the rest are ‘ objects of sense-perception’. ”

Your objection is not effective, we ropty. As both are
available : we have both authority and reasons in support of
the view that Earth and the rest are ‘objects of Sense-
perception’: As for ‘authority ’, we have the Sfitra—* Be.
cause of the apprehension of a single thing by wmeans of the

Nyaya 246.
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organs of vision and touch ’ (8-1-1).* And this same Sifra
also shows the ‘reason’ as follows: As a matter of fact,
We recognise the organs of both vision and touch as appre-
hending the same thing ; as we have such a notion as ‘I am
touching tho thing that I had seen’;and this fact supplies
the ¢ reason’ as regards sight and touch (bearing upon Earth);
and the Stitra quoted (which mentions this fact) supplies the
‘anthority’ ; and requisite ‘authority’ isalso afforded by,
the fact that our (Ny&ya) Shastra declares that ¢ community ’
is pereeptible by the sensos [and ¢ community’ belongs to
Earth &2, also, andnot only to Odour and tho other qualities).

Thus it is proved that the word © prithivyadigunal’
should be taken as a Dvandva compound, signifying ¢ Ea1th
&c. and Qualities. ’

‘When the Sutra speaks of prithivyadi,’ ¢ Earth and the
rest’', what are meant are Earth, Water and Fire, which are
perceptible by the exzternal organs of perception ; and by the
word ¢ gupak 1’ are meant (1) all that inheres in substances—
viz. Number, Dimension, Scparateness, Cognition, Disjunc-
tion, Priority, Posteriority, Viscidity, Velocity, Motion, Com-
munity and Distinctive Individuality {,~~as also (2) Samavaya,
Inherenco, which does not inhere in substances ;and is yet

T Tha Sl‘l;rn quotod represents both * nuthorlly, and ‘ reason’. Itis only a
material substance, an carthy substance for imstance, that can be both seen and
touched ; 8o that the Siitra indicates the fact that material substances,—i. e. Earth,
‘Water &o.—are amonable to perception by sight and touchj: and it i Dot thatit is
only the qualition of the earthy substanco that are perceived ; as any single quality
—out of the five montioned inthe Bigra, Odour, Taste &o.—is never perceived by
sight and touch both,

+ The word * guna * hero does'not stand for only the qualities proper ; it stands
for the much widor conception of property, ovarythmg that quullﬁe- 2 thing. B8o
that Inherence ilso, which does not inhere in Sul included ; and
Motion, C ity and Distinotive Individuality, though not qualities, are mcludod
a8 these also inhero in substances.

$ The word  vishdga ' here is not used in the technical sense of ultimate
differentium ; as this latter is beyond the rosch of the senses. It is used in the ordin-
ary sense of distinctive individuality '—Ta¢parya.

Nyaya 247.
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*guna’, inasmuch as it (along with Motion, Community and
Distinctive Individuality) is a dharma, property of things.

An objection is raised—* As according to what you say,
QOdour, Taste, Colour, Touch and Soundare all included under
¢Ganas’, they should not be mentioned separately ; and the
Stitra should be in the form ¢ prithivyadigundsfadarihah *
thus the S#{ra would be much shorter ; and yet the same end
would be served.”

It will not be right to shorten the S%@{ra in the way
suggested. As tho specific mention of the gualities of Odour
Taste, Colour, Touch and Sound is for the purpocse of show-
ing the specific restricted action of the sense-organs: What is
meant is that, as regards the qualities of Odour, Taste, Colour,
Touch and Sound, the action of each Sense-organ is specifi-
cally restricted [Odour being apprehended by the Olfactory
Organ only, and so forth]; while as regards
other things, the action of the Sense-organs
is not so restricted ; for instance, Earthy Water and Fire
are each approhended by two sense-organs;as also the
Gunpas (from Number down to Distinctive Individuality
in those enumerated above); Suffd (Being) and the genus
* gunafoa are apprehended by all the sense-organs ; o
also are Inherence and Negation.

The Opponent [the Baudgha, who does not admit of a
Substance as distinet from an aggregate of qualities], objeat
ing to the statement that ‘a single thing is apprehended by
the organs of vision and touch’ [Sttra 3-1-1, put forward by
the Logician above as the ¢ authority ’ for regarding Earth
&o. as objects of Sense-perception], says:—* What is appre-
hended by the organ of Touch is only Touch, and what is
apprehended by the organ of vision is only Colour [and no
substance possessing the qualities of Touch or Colour].”
Now to this Opponent we put the question—How do you
know that Colour and Touch are apprehended by the Organs

Nyaya 248,
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of Vision and Touch respectively ? “We know this ",
the Opponent will say, ¢ for the simple "reason that we actue
ally find that the cognition brought about by meansof the organ
of vision i qualified by Colour, (i. e. in the form of cognition
of Oolour) and that brought about by the organ of Touch is
qualified by Touch (i. e. in the form of cognition of touch).’
In that case, wo reply, your denial of the Substance (as the
ubstratum of qualities) becomes baseless ; as in regard to the
jar and such other substance also, wehave such cognitions as are
qualified by that substance ; that is, as a matter of fact, when=
ever a man perceives the jar by means of his Visual and Cutane-
ous Organs, the object that he cognises is the jar ; and his eog-
nition is qualified by the jar, is of the jar [just as the cognition
of colour is qualified by colour]. Thus your denial (of the
Substance) is not well-considored.

“The cognition of the jar proceeds only from the quali-
ties appearing in that shape; when you say that by means of
the Visual and Cutaneous organs the man coguises the jar, you
say what is not true ; because as a matter of fact what is cog-
nised is only the qualities, Colour and the rest,"which happen
to be in n particular shape; and it is these gualities that the
man actually perceives in that shape; and it is by reason of
this that he has the cognition ¢of the jar % and there is no such
substance as the ¢ jar’, as distinct from Colour and the other
qualities.” *®

This is not right, we reply ; as, in the first place, you
apparently do not understand the meaning of the word
‘akara’, ‘shape’ [when you assert that ‘ Colour and the
other qualities appear in the shape of the jar'l. What is
meant by a thing having a certain shape is that it ressembles
something different from itself [so that the said assertion

© The Bauddha view is thus explained in the Tafparya :—* The atoms of colour
and the other qualities appear in diverse shapes ; and when these qualities are found
to be characterised by the action of water-fetohing, they are called ‘jar’; while

when they are found characterised only by the action of imparting colour to what
had no colour, they are called * Colour’; and so on.

Nyaya 249.
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presupposes two distinot entities, the jar and the quality];
for instance, when we speak of the man having the shape of
the pillar, we mean that the man has the shape of a thing,
the pillar, which is nof man ; so that what the word ¢ shape’
means in this connection is the ressemblance of the pillar to
the man ; and this * ressemblance ' is possible only when the
man and the pillar are both well-known (distinct) ontities,
For you, howover (who do not admit of the jar as a distinet
entity), there is no basis for the conception of the shape of the
Jar belonging to Colour and the other qualities,~the con-
ception that finds expression in your assertion that * Colour
and the other qualities appoar in the shape of the jar and
such other substances.” 'I'hus then, the assertion that ¢ Col-
our &e. appear in the shape of tho jar’, coming from you,
cannot be taken seriously. Secondly, as a matter of fact,
there can be no such cognition as the * cognition of the jar',
if all that existed were only the qualities of Colour and the
rest. For one who admits of nothing except the qualities of
Colour and the rest, all things are equal (all being, for him
a mero aggregate of quulities]; and hence for him there
would be no possibility of any such cognitions as of the ‘cow,’
the ‘horse ’and the ¢jar’— cognitions that are constantly
found to appear in course of our experienco; * as for him
there is not available any such peculiarity in the qualities of
Colour &c. (appearing “in differont substances) as would
distinguish one cognition from another.  * The difference
in the cognitions is due tothe differenceinthe configuration
(or an arrangement, of the atoms of Colourand other qualities);
that is to say, Colour and the other qualities
appear in different substances in different con-
figurations ; and the difference in these configurations forms
the basis of the difforence in the cognitions of the several

Var: P. 77,

“The reading of this iu defective; the ing, which is olear, requires
some such reading as- Urewy yor yyAT fafirer dheedt we wfir wr w srgufie
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substances.”  This explanation is not tenable; for if the
‘ configuration ' is something different from Colour and the
other qualities, then there is a mero difference of names; and
[if the * configuration ’'is nothing different from Colour &o.,
then] the explanation offered becomes entirely futile, That
is to say, if the ‘confignration’ is something difforent from
Colour &o., then there is mero difference of names {what we
call a ‘ substance * different from, and containing the qualities,
you call ¢ Configuration’]; if on tho other hand, the ¢Confi-
guration’ is not different from Colour &ec., then your expla-
nation, that ‘tho distinct cognitions of the jar &c. appear in
accordance with the differenco in the configuration of the
qualities ', becomes entirely futilo [as in this case the *confi-
guration of the qualities’ has no meaning].*

% The cognitions of the jar and such other substances are
wrong cognitions. That is to say, wo hold that the cogni-
tions that people have of suhstances, suoh as the jar, are not
right cognitions ; they are wrong cognitions, brought about
by the foreo of a beginningless tendoncy towards (material)
fanecy.” t

This is not right ; as all wrong cognitions have the ressem-
blance of right cognitions; whenever a wrong cognition
appears in the world, it always bears the semblance of
right cognition [so that when there is a wrong cognition of
the jar, it implies the presonce of a right cognition of the jar
also] ; but for you (who do not admit the existence of any such
thing as the jar) there can be no basis for any cognitions
of the jar and such other substances ; all of which cognitions

®The Parishudgdhi adds a few more objootions : If tho configuration is the seme
a8 Oolour &o. thon * the configuration of Oolour’ would mean only the ‘atoms of
colour’ and 80 on; and under the ciroumstances, how could you account for the
peroeption of certain aggregates by means of two or moro sense-organs ?

+ The word ‘ shabda ' here stands for vikalpa,—says the Tafparya.

That the cognitions are wrong has to be admitted, as no eatisfactory expl
tion is possible as to whether the subst , jar for i , 18 one or more than
one—Td¢parya.
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are regarded by you as wrong [so that there is no right cog-
nition to which these wrong cognitions bear the semblance];
and these wrong cognitions can never appear without some
such bagis. From all this the conclusion follows that the
cognitions in question are not wrong. Furthor, that the
cognitions (of the jar and such other substances) are wrong
can be proved only after it has been proved that tho jar and
such other substances are not something distinct from the
qualities of Colour &e. And there is no proof in support of
this latter view.

“It is not true that there is no proof in suppoiv .. Jhe
view [that the jar iz not something distinct from it . ali-
ties]. What proves the said view is the fact that thoro is no
cognition of that (jar) while that (the quality) is not
cognised. As a matter of fact, it is only when ono
thing is not-different from another that the cogni-
tion of the former is found to be impossible while the latter
is not cognised ; as we find in the case of Soup, and in that
of a Row. [The Soup is not cognised until its constituent
eloments of mont and water have been cognised ; and simi-
larly the Row is not cognised until the objocts constitutinz the
row have been cognised ; 8o that the Soup is nothing different
from the meat and water, and the Row is nothing different
from the objects constituting it] ; and on the other hand, we
have found that when ‘one thing is different from another,
one is cognised while the other is not cognised ; for instance
Time * is cognised while Colour &o. are not cognised.”

The above reasoning is not right, (A) Firstly, because
the premiss upon which the reasoning is based is not quite
true. According to yout the object jar is made up of Earth,

®The text reads W1 ; But the Bauddha will not admit the independent existence
of wr® or Hair apart from its Colour &o. It has therefore Ibeen presuined that WT&
18 a misreading for W™,

¢ The Opponent's theory is thus explained in the Ta¢parya :—The entire world

consiste of three dhafus—the Rapadhafu, the Arfipadhdiu aud the KamadAdfu. In
oonnection with the last of these, every atom consists of eight constituents—Colour
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(Water, Air, and Fire, Colour, Taste, Touch, Odour and
Sound) ; so that when we perceive the jar, we should see
Water &o. also (and not only the Earth) ; as & matter of fact,
however, Water and the rest, being distinet suhstances, are
not perceived ; so that your premiss [‘whenever it is found
that while one thing is perceived, the other is not perceived,
he things should be regarded as different’] cannot be true
[as, we have the perception of Earth while Water is not per-
cewved , and yet, according to you, Earthand Water are not
distinct substances]. This difficulty may be sought
to be avoided by saying that the constitution of the Atom
described in the Bauddha scriptures refers to the ordinary
things of the world, and not to thefour Elementary Substances
| Earth, Water, Air and Fire]. But even so the view that
Oolour and the rest are identical with the Earth &o. will go
aguinst the assertion of the Bauddha that ‘[every atom
sonsists of] Colour and the four Elementary substances ’
[where Colour is mentioned as something distinot from Earth
‘Water, Air and Fire.] You might argue that you do not
regard Earth &c. to bo anything different from Colour and
other qualities. But, in that case your expression ¢ Colour
and the four Elementary Substances’ becomes equivalent to
* colour and colour ’; and this expression (meaning that the
Atom consists of colour &o. only) would be a direot contra-
diction of your scriptures, which declare that *in the Kama.
@haju section of the Universe, the Atom is constituted by
eight things.’ If you add the explanation that the name
¢ Colour &o.’ isapplied to the aggregate of the Barth
§e.[and the notion of * eight’ declared in the
seriptures is purely fictitious or imaginary ; so that your view

Var: P. 78,

Taste, Odour, Touch, Sound, Earth, Water, Firoand Air. Thus every atom repre-
sents an aggregate of all theso cight ; so that ncither of these eight has any diatinet
existence apart from the rest.

The Ta¢parya remarks that the viow that Earth, Water, &o. are not distinot
substancea is o direot contradiotion of the theory that ‘every atom is made up of
sight things.'
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involves no coutradiction] ;—then our reply will be that even
with this explanation it will not follow that Earth &c.. are
only Colour. * How so? " Because your theory woald
mean that Colour is a composite of Earth &ec., and Harth
&c. are the ocomposite of Colour &o.; so that both sets
being composites, there are no components (in your philosophy);
and as a matter of fact, in the absence of components there
can be no composites ; as every composile is found to be
dependent upon its components.®  Thus there is no escape
for you from ¢ self-contradiction.’

(B) t Secondly, the reasoning that you have put forward
—¢ Barth &c. are not different from Colour &o., bscause there
18 no cognition of that while that is not-cognised '——is open to
another objection :—1f we follow the veal signification of the
word ¢ that’ , in your statement, we find that it becomes
absolutely incoherenut. That is to say, when we take into
consideration the meaning of the word * tat* (that occurs in
your assertion), the meaning of your statement comes to be
that * thereis no cognition of that when there is cognition
of that same’; and this is certainly most incoheront. Then
again, [the meaning that you intend to express by your state-
mont is that ¢the Earth is not different from Colour &o.,
because there is no cognition of Earth when Colour &c. are
not cognised ' ; but this also is open to the following objec-
tion : ] In your sentence—* the Earth is not different from
Colour &e. "—if you intend *colour &o.' to bethe qualifi
cation of, and subordinate to, the ¢ Earth’, then [as the
pronoun * faf,’ ¢ that,’ always refers to the principal factor]
in the santence, ‘ because there is no cognition of that whep

® Even the bringing in of the * samorifi* or * Fiction’ will not help you ; as the
function of fiction lies in the hiding of the real !orml of other things ; and as in
the case in question there are no comp or composites, there is nothing that
oould be hidden,—Taf{parya and Parishudgdhi.

+ Having urged ‘Bolf-contradiotion’ againet the Opponent’s reasoning, the
Author next proceeds to show that the words in which the reasoning has been set
forth wake it absolutely incoherent and absurd,
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that is not oognised, ’ the word ‘that ' in both places would
refer to the Earth (which, ew hypothest, is the principal factor,
having Qolour &o. subordinate to it) ; so that the meaning of
your reason would come to be—*because there is no cognition
ot the Earth when the Earth is not cognised '; the reason
for this lying in the fact that the word ¢ that ' cannot refer
to * Colour &c.,’ which are the qualifications of, and subordi-
nate to, ‘ Earth ', This same argumeunt will also apply to
your view if you regard the ¢ Earth ' as the qualification of,
and sabordinate to, ¢ Colour &ec. ;’ as in this case also the
meaning of your reason would be—* because there is no cog.
nition of Colour &c. when Colour &c. are not cognised ’ : as
the word ¢ that ' in both places would rofer to the principal
faotor (which, in this case, would bo Colour &e.). Simi-
larly if you put forward your conclusion in the form—"* The
Earth is ouly Colour &c.,’ or ¢Colour &o. only are the
Earth ',—as this would mean that Harth is only Colour
&o. or that Colour &o. alone are the Earth, your reasoning
would be open to tho same objections as before [i.e.
a8 62 hypothesi, the Earth would be identical with Colour &o.
the meaning of your reason would be *bocause there is no
cognition of the Earth when the Earth is not cognised ’, or
‘ because there is no cognition of Colour &c. when Colour
&c. are not cognised’].

(C) Thirdly, your roasoning is open to the further ob-
jection that in whatever form you put forward your conclusion
(asserting the non-difference of Hurth, ‘prifhivi’, from Colour
&o., ¢ rilpadayal’) , it always involves the incongruity that
there can be no compatibility or co-ordination between the
two words (subject and predicate) of your conclusion, because
of the difference in their number ; the word ‘pri¢kivi’ is sing-
ular and ¢ rispadayal ’ is plural ; and difference in number
always implies difference in tho things denoted ; as we find
in the case of the two words °maksafrani’, ¢ stars’, and
‘ shashi ’, ‘ moon ’; so that, inasmuch as we have the two
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words ¢ prithivi,’ ¢ Earth’, and ¢ riépadayab®, ¢ Colour and
the rest,’ having different numbers, there must be some differ-
ence between the things denoted [i.e. between the Harth
end Qolour &o.]. ' But: we often find words denot-
ing the same thing taking different numbers ; as for instance,
when we speak of the  four life-stages’, ¢ ohafvdrah ash-
ramah,’ (plural) as ¢ chafurdshramyam ® (singular).” This
is not right ; as we do not admit of different numbers being
used in connection with words denoting the same thing; as
regards the word ° chafurashramyam ’ cited by you, what is
denoted by this word is the fact that all the four life-stages
are conducive to tho performance of certain common duties
(such as truthfulness and the like) [and as this fact is one
only, it is only right that the word should take the singular
number ; and then again, the word, thus explained, does not
denote the samo thing as the word ¢ @shramah’]. Other
instances of the use of different numbers used in connection
with words denoting the same thing that may be cited are—
(a) the *gad gunah’ (plural), constitute the sadgupyam ’
(singular) ; and (b) the ° vish@sah’ (plural) constitute the
¢ vaish@gikam ' (singular) ;—but both of these are amenable
to the same explanation as above [tho singular form in (a)
¢ sadgunyam ° denotes, not the siz gunas or methods of success,
but the fact of the six methods serving the common purpose
of accomplishing success for the king ;and the singular form
in ¢ vaish@sikam ' denotes, not the many vishegas, or specifio
individualities, but the fact of these individualities serving
the common purpose of differentiating a thing from all other
things|.

(D) Fourthly, your reason—* because there is mo cog-
nition of the Earth when Colour &c. are not cognised,'—is
not a true one. ¢ In what way is it not true P Well,
a8 a matter of fact, we do cognise a substance, even when its
Colour &o. are not cognised; for instance, when a pleee of
mk-crystal is placed near a black object, we do-not perceive
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the colour of the crystal, which is white ; and yet we do per»
oeive the crystal itself [so that it is not true that there is no
ocognition of a thing when its Colour &o. are not cognised].
(E) Firthly, in support of your reasoning you have cited
the instances of the Soup and the Row ; and this is not
right ; for apparently you do not understand what the ¢ soup *
or the ‘row ’is. When a number of different substances
(flesh, water &o.) are cooked together, they become mixed up
with certain other substances brought into existence during
the process of cooking; and at a certain time during this
process there is & mixture of all the various ingredients
and to this mixture is given the name of ‘Soup’; so
that the Soup isnot the same as its ingredients ; it is some;
thing different from them; hence the oase of Soup is not &
right one to be ocited as an instance where, on account of the
non-difference of two things, the perception of one implies
the perception of the other. This explanation disposes of
the case of all such things as ¢ paka’, ¢ kafichika ' &o.® [which
aro the names of dishes made up of several ingredients].
Similarly, when a number of like and unlike things
stand together towards one direction, in such a way that
they are in contact with one another,—their limit or
end being either definitely ascertained or not s ascertained,
—we have a notion of plurality with regard to these things so
placed ; and it is this plurality of number to which the name
‘Row’ is given [and being & ‘number’, it is distinet from
the things to which the number belongs]. So also when a
number of elephants, horses, and ochariots stand together,
in different directions, in contaot with one another,—~their
exs % extent being, or not being, exactly determined,—the
¢ Pika ' is & name given to such preparations, chiefly medicinal, as consist of
many substances cooked together ; e. g, Dhdfripska. ‘EKafohiba' is s medicineg
preparation where many medicinal subatances are cooked along with very old gruel.
We have not been able to ascertain what the * viveka ' or ‘virdka’ is ; but from what
is said on p. 81, 1. 8, it secms that this is a name for a preparation consisting of the

mixture of equal quantities of Barth, Fire and Water—' Avakgars® is thename
given to the mixture of the ash of several substances.
Nyaya 2b7.
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plurality of number subsisting in these is celled ‘army *
Similarly when a number of a particular class of persons con-
gregate toguther in definite bands, according to the diverse
degrees of renunciation, the plurality of number subsisting
in them comes to be oalled ¢ sect ’ or ¢ congregation, ! Simi-
larly with all collective names ; such as * heap *, ¢ forest’,
fherd, ' ¢ Brahména-band ' and the like, The name ‘Circle’
is given to that plurality of number which subsistsin a nur-
ber of things placed in diverse directions, in such a way that
the central space enclosed by them is vacant.  Thus we
find that the caseof ‘ Row ’ (or any similar collective name)
does not afford the required instance of ¢ non-difference .

[Having failed to convince the Logician of his own view
that Substance is nothing different from an aggregate of
qualities, the Opponent demands proof for the view of the
Logician] ~** What is the proof for difference (between the
qualities and the substance to which they belong) ?”

This proof, we reply, we have in the fact that when we
perceive an object, we speak of this perception in terms of
all that are perceived along with it ; for instance, when the
sandal is peroeived, we speak of this perception as ‘the colour
of this is white ’, * its taste is bitter ’, its odour is strong’,
¢its touch is cool ’ ; and as a matter of fact, we know that
whenever we speak of the perception of one thing in terms
of the perception of another thing, the two things are differ-
ent ; as for instance, when we speak of the vessel as ¢ of the
Brahmana ;' and we never speak of the perception of the san-
dal in such terms as ¢ this white colour that I perceive belongs
to the qualities of Tacte, Odour and Touch, which (though not
perceived) are inferred.” [And such should be the expression
if the Sandal were nothing apart from its qualities).  * Your
reasoning is not valid ; as it is based on a premiss, the truth
of which is vitiated by the case of such things as ‘army°’,
!t forest’ and the like; in the case of these things we make
use of such expressions as * the elophant. of tha army’, *the
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tree of the forest’, where the things are not different [e.g,
the Elephant is not something different from the Army, nor
is the Tree different from the Forsst; so that mere verbal
axpression, such as ¢ the odour of the Sandal’, cannot justify
the conclusion that the Sandal is something different from
odour and other qualities].”  This is not true, we reply;
it i not true that the army and the forest are identical with
tae elsphant and the free respectively ; we have already ex-
plained ® how the army and the forest are entirely different
from .ne elephants and the trees composing them respece
vely.

[The Upponent takes up the case of the Bow, which the
Logician s analysed into a phase of Number, and hence
differenc 1rom the things composing the Row.]——* There
is no such thing as Number; how then can we
accept the view that (in the form of the Row) it
is something different from the things to which it belongs ?**

This is not right ; a8 one who denies the existence of
Number cannot account for either the afirmation of oneness
(of Number, and that to which the number belongs, or of
qualities and the substance to which the qualities belong),
or the denial of diversity (between them) [as both oneness
and diversity are only numbers] ; and yet the said notions of
oneness and diversily cannot be altogether denied (by the
Bauddha Opponent, who actually makes the said affirmation
and denial) ; and when you cannot deny the existence of the
said notions, inasmuch as these are gualified notions, they
would not be possible, if their very basis, in the shape of the
Number, were altogether denied. “Why so?” Be-
cause of the following reasonings :—(a) ¢ The notion of one
or many (with regard to the jar) must have a basis different.
from the basis of the notion of the jar itself,—becaunse it is
a notfon different in character from the notion of the jar,~—

On this same page ; as also undes Sifras 3, L 83 to 36, where it is proved
that the composile is different from its components.

Vi, F
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like the notion of blus ;—and thus that which forms the basis
of the notion of one or many is Number.'—(b) Then again,
the qualified notion of number being different from the notion
of that to which the number belongs,—differing, from it, as
it does, in regard to its objeot, its cause and the notion itself,
«—it must require for its appearance, an entirely different
basis ; a8 a matter of fact, we find that whenever one notion
differs from another, in regard to its object, its cause and the
notion itself, it always requires a different basis; as for ins~
tanoe, in regard to such things as the cloth, the skin and the
blanket, we have those same notions only of which the cloth
the skin and the blanket respectively, in their unqualified
form, are the basis ; while in connection with thosesame things,
the notion that we have of the colour blue is found to pro-
ceed from a basis entirely different from those things (the
oloth &o.); in the same manner in connection with the jar, ®
the notions of ‘ one’, ¢ two’ &o. that we have are found to
have their object and cause different (from those of the
notion of the jar itself); and from this it follows that they
must proceed from a different basis ; and this basis is what
is called * Number’. [This same reasoning applies to the
case of all the qualities, Colour and the rest].

[The Opponent brings forward another objection]—* We
have such phrases as ‘extensive army’, and * the forest in
flowers ’,—where the army and the forest are spoken of as
esionsive and in flowers ; so that either the army or the forest
cannot be mere ¢ Number’ (as the Sid@hanf{i has tried to
prove above, p. 79, I, 6—7), I the army or the forest were
mere number,} we could not have such expressions as ¢ exten.
sive army’ or the ¢forest in flowers’; as ewfensivensss
ocannot belong to Numher ; nor can Number have flowers.”

® The reading should be wETFgfawufufaumfalamn: ww warfionesr: ¢
s read by the Chaukhambhs Beries edition.

t A s wanting ia the text. It is found in the Ohaukhambha Beries edition.
\ Nyaya 260.
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This does not affect our position, we reply, For what-
is the meaning of the expression ‘the extensive army ‘2
*The game elephant &o. that constitute the army, having their~
precise number undetermined, and having other constituents
(elephants, horses &o,) added to them, come to be spoken of
as ‘the extensive army ’; so that what is called * extensive ' is
only the plurality of number, arising from an t+ increase in-
the constituents of the army, which are spoken of as ¢ exten-
sive.’” Then as regards the expression ¢the
forest in flowers,’ it is only the plurality of num=
ber, which inheres in the same substratum as the flowers ; this
substratum being the blossoming trees [and this co-substrate~
ness forms the basis of the figurative application of the epis
thet ¢in flowers’ to the Number]; just as we have in such
expressions as ¢ the bitter sugar’; though it is the taste that is
‘sweet’ [and the reason for the applying of the epithet
¢ bitter ’ to the sugar, and to the taste, is due to the fact
that both faste and bitferness inhere in the same sugar.)

Var, P.81,

Similarly Number and other qualities must be regarded
as different from the substance to which they belong, be-
cause they have different names.  “ The reason given is
not sound, as we find many namaes of things that are mere non-
entities; for instance, ‘ pit’, and ‘ hole’ [which are the names
of mere void, which is & non-entity],”  This argument is
not right ; as evidently you do not know (what a pit is). The
pit is only the @kadsha as limited by a particular configuration
of composite particles qualified by colour and other qualities,

© ¢ The word ®WIW, etymologically meaning that which exists, here stands for
number ; and WTHY is that to which the number belongs—i, #. elephants, borses aod
chariots. And when the army, originally isting of elophants, has some more
elephants added to it, it is said to have become extemsive. This shows that exten-
giveness is nothing more than number in an undefined form ; and it is varyiog ; on,
aocount of the possibility of further additions to, and subtractions from, the army.'—

Taparya.
+ G, not ‘AW, nor “WAWEIW’ as read by the Chaukhambha Serles,
edition, is the correot reading, The sense demands it sud the T3fparya supporte it
Nyaya 261,
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=g configuration of which the central portion is empty, ' The
same is the case with the hols also. [And thus being Akasha,
neither the pit nor the hole can be regarded as & void or
non-entity].

The Opponent raises a further objection :—* It is not
right to regard a thing as different simply because we find
it having a different name; (a) because as a matter of fact,
wo find different names applied to one and the same thing;
for instance, we have such expressions as ‘the post of
khadira wood’' [where, thongh the post is not different
from the wood, yet they are spoken of by different
names] ;—(b) secondly because we find a different name
applied to a number of disjointed things;—as when
we speak of a *line of houses ’ [where the line is nothing
different from thehouses] ; and also a different name applied to
& number of heterogeneous things—as when we speak of the
virgka consisting of the ¢ triune® combination of Earth, Water"
and Fire’. (all this proves that we are mnot justified in
deducing any conclusion from mere names or expressions.”

None of the above reasonings is convincing: (a) It has
been urged that with regard to one and the same thing we
find different names used. This is not right; asin the case
cited by you what the word * khadira’ denotes is a certain
substance characterised by a particular class-character ; the
word ° post’ also denotes a certain figure; and a * figure’ is
only that particular form of conjunotion which is called
¢ prachaya’, * aggregate’ or ¢ conglomeration ";and itis certain-
ly something differentt (from the khadira). The same rea-
soning applies to all similar expressions— such as © the coil
of the serpent’, ¢the body of the image’, ¢ the ring of gold’,

© The text here is hopelessly corrupt. Nelthor the Tafparya nor the Parishugd-
@hi helps us to trace the oorrect readi The Series edition reads
¢ virdkaly ' for ! vivékah'; ¢ vyahab’ is the word thn gives some sense ; and has been

adopted in the trnnll.uon It may be that * virdka ' is the name of & oeruin prepara-
tion consisting of the mizture of equal quantities of Earth Fire and Water.
t The Khadira wood and the post, both being material substances, eould not
inhere in any one part of the post.
: Nyaya 262,
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4 the body of the grinding stone,’ and so forth,— in every one
of which thetwo words denote different things, (b) The
case of the expression ‘the line of houses’ is analogous to that
of the word * row’, which we have explained above. (c) A8
regards the third case, where different names are applied to a
number of things as forming a ‘combination,’ called *viraka'it is
olear that ¢ combination ’ is only a form of conjunction (which
always implies difference among the members in conjunction).*
[A fresh objection is raised against the view that the
Substance is something differentfrom the qualities belonging to
it]—* As a matter of fact, we have no cogaition of any sub
stance apart from the aggregate of its qualities'. It
seems you have the following reasoning in your mind—If
the substance were something different from the qualities,
then it would be perceived apart from these qualities;—as &
matter of fact however, it is never so porceived ;—hence the
conclusion is that there is no such thing as Substance (apart
from qualities). *’ Bat this reasoning is not valid : In-as
much as the non-perception can be due to two causes; and
your premiss [* That which is not perceived does not exist ]
is not true. With regard to every case of non-perception,
there is adoubt as to whether there is no peroeption of a thing
beocause it: does not exist, (e. g. of the hare’s horns), or because
the means of perception are absent (e. g. of the roots of a tree
buried under the ground). If then, the meaning of your
prewmiss be that ¢ there is non-perception of the substance
because it does not exist’, then as this premiss would include
the conclusion (that ‘the substance doesnot exist'), it would not
be & right premiss [as the conclusion being by its very nature
open to doubt, the premiss that includes that conclusion also
becomes of doubtful validity ). If then, the meaning of your
® The reading ot this is pt and fously gh, the reading

of the corresponding passage of the Parvapaksa is also corrupt. We are unable
10 guess the correot reading and neither tho T'dfparya nor the Parishuddhi affords

an olueasto the reading. Asin the Parvapakya, so here also, we have adopted
the reading ‘ vivdkah ’, though perhaps ‘ vyahah * may be a better reading.
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premiss be thatthe non-perception of the substance is due
to the absence of the means of its perception,—~then also it
cannot be accepted as leading to the desired conlousion; fo,
it is not right to deny the differenco (of the substance from
the qualities) merely on the ground * that there are no means
available for cognising that difference. [As itis only on the
strength of the absence of such means of cognising a thing
a8 would be possible in the case, that you could rightly
conclude the absence of that thing. If, lastly, you asserg
that you do base your conclusion on the absence of such poss-
ible means of cognising the substance as apart from qualities,
then) Your reasoning also beacomes open to all the objections
that we have shown against the former reasoning of yours,
that ¢ the substance is not different from qualities, because
there is no cognition of it when thequalities are not cognised.
(P. 77, L, 18).

Thus we find that the more we examine the arguments
put forward in support of the theory of non-differenca (of Subs-
tance from Qualities), the more do we find them supporting the
theory of difference ; as it is found that while all
proofs tend towards one—the view of difference.
—all of them tend against the other—the view of non-differance.

Thus it is established that the word of the S#ira,
¢ prithivyadigupah’ should be taken asa Dvandvacompound.

Vir, P. 82.

®The reading of tho printed text is defective, The T@fparya reads w swrgrwIg-
arupw faRunfatte: o
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CHAPTER 1V.
REeroTaTiON OF OBIECTS OF COGNITION.

Section (1).

[Maving dealt with the Pramapas, tho Instruments of Cognition,
the Author takes up the Pramdyas, the Objeots of Cognition ; the character
that iy common to all pramdyas ie that of besng an entity. So before refu-
ting the definitions of the individual entities, he procecds to show that it is
mot possible to previde an adeq of what il an * entity.’
And with a view to keep up a conncotion with what has gone before, he
turns the fresh discussion on to the subject of God who is one of the
Logiciaa's ¢ pramsyas’.]

(1) [Page 562) The Logician turns the discussion on the
question of proofs for God’s existence intoa new channel :—
¢ Notwithstandizg all that you have said, asto the impossi-
bility of putting a question as to the proofs of God's existence,
—inasmuch as God is an entity, a positive being, it is incumb-
ent on you to point out a pramidna, a proof, that affirms, or

declares the existence of, that God.” What do
you mean by God ¢ being an entity’ P—we ask. “ Wells
it means that He is a positive being. * This will not

be right ;for in thusanswering my question, you simply supply
me with a synonym (and you do not explain what constitutes an

¢ entity. ’)  Being an enlily means existing
}u its own form.” This also cannot be acoepted ;
¥Ls firstly, a negative entity also is something that exists in

its own form ; and secondly, in presenting such a definition,
each definition that you will put forward will apply to only
individual entities,—serving to distinguish each one from
the rest; and thus there would not be that comprehensiveness
which is essential for all definitions. ¢ A thing is
called an ¢ entity '’ when with regard to it people have the
- notion that it is or ewfats. ” This will not be right;
a8 it is possible for us to have such a notion as *the negation
or absence of jar is here' ; and as in this we have the notion
of ¢ it is * with regard to a negation, this negation will have
Eh, 11, 49.
17
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to be regarded as an ‘ entity ' ; and further, even though with
regard to the jar and such other substances, we often have
the notion ‘it does not exist ', yet they do not cease to be
* entities’ [and they would so cease if an entity were defined
as proposed].

(2) [Page 563] Then again, when you speak of the notion
of * asti’ * it exists * with regard to a thing,—do you mean
that what is signified by the word ‘ asti’, ¢ exists’,is
capable of being predicated of the thing ? or that the word
“ asfi ' is oapable of being used in connection with the thing?
It cannot be the former ; as you do not explain what is sig-
nified by the words. “ Why ! the expression ‘it exists *
signifies saf¢d, the generality of * being’, ¢ existence’.”
This is not right; as, according to the Logician, there is
no ‘ saf{ad’ in such things as Generality, Individuality, In-
herence, &c ; and so saf{a, signified by the phrase ‘it exists ’
being incapable of being predicated of these, they could never
be spoken of as* it exists '; which would mean that they
are mere negations, non-entities ; specially as we have already
rejected the idea of a thing ‘ existing in its own form.’
Nor can the second alternative ba accepted; as we have
already pointed that there is such a notion as ‘ negation or
absence exists’ (where the word *exists’ is found to be
used in connection with a negation); and further, if that
alone were to be regardedas an eatity in connection with which
the word * asfi’ could be used, then all those things in con-
neotion with which we might uso the word ‘warfafa’
(instead of ‘asfi’) will have to be regarded as non-entit-
ies ! ¢ But the word * asfi ’ is synonymous with *varfafe’
(so it makes no difference whether you use the one or the
other)”. This is not right; it is not possible to show that the
two words are synonymous except by pointing out the com-
mon denoctation of the twa words [and this is not possible, as

Kh. I1. 50.



Cuarrer 1V, 289

the word * var{ata’ does not signify exactly what is denoted
by the word * asfi .]*

* That the two words are synonymous is comprehended,
in a vague, general way, from the fact that one man is found
to make use of the word ‘varfaf2’ with regard to the same
thing inconnection with which another man makes
use of the word ‘asfi’ . This is not right ; as in the
case of many words—such, e. g. as * praméya’ , * abhigh2ya’
and the like—we find that though one man uses one word
exaotly in connection with a thing in regard to which an-
other man uses the other word, yet the words not regarded as
synonymous. “ What is meant is that the denotation of
the two words should be the same—that the words should be
used in the same sense ‘and not that they should be made use
of with regard to the same thing.)” But in that case,
firstly, it remains as difficult as ever for you to explain what
this * same seuse ’ is [we having shown that it is not possible
for the words to mean ¢ existence in one’s own form’ and so
forth]; and secondly, even if it were possible for you to
point out this common denotation, you should explain your
« bhavatva’, * entity °, ¢ character of being’, by means of that
same common denotation ; and where would be the need for
seeking after the proper expression for your definition P

(3) [Another definition of * entity’ is put forward]—
“That isan enfity which is not of the nature of the negation of
another thing."” This also cannot be accepted ; as in
the first place, the word ‘para’, ‘ another thing’, is entirely
superfluousy—it does mot serve the purpose of excluding

® This is the explanation given by the Shapkari ;the Vidyasigari and the
Chisukbl explain as follows :~Entity’ ¢ character of being* only can be this
common denotation of the two words ; and thia forma the subjeot of our present
enquiry ; so that you are basing your definitionof * entity * upon the fact of the
two words ‘ asfi ' and ¢ varfafs * being synonymous, the comprehension of which
Is found to depend upon the due undeistanding of what ¢ Eatity * is, thus involving

Anp inextricable cirole,
Kh. IT1.51.
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anything not excluded by the rest of the definition [as what.
over is of the nature of negation, is always of the nature
of the negation of another thing ; nothing cen be of the nat-
ure of the negation of itself ; hence ¢ that which is not of the
the nature of negation * would provide all that is necessary] ;
and secondly, the Logician recognises the fact that ®entity’
and ‘non-entity ’° are mutual contradietories—being of the
nature of the negation of ome another [so that ‘entity’ is
just as much ‘of the nature of the negation of another thing ’
in the shape of * nonentity ’ as * non-entity ’ is ¢ of the nature
of the negation of entity’; so that the definition is an imposs-
ible one, not applying to what it is intended to define}.
 As a matter of fact, we find that with regard toa ‘non-
entity ’ we always have the notion that it is not an entity (i. e.
it is of the nature of the negation of entity) : in regard to an
entity we do not always have the notion (that itis not & non-
enlily i. e. it is of the nature of the negation of non-entity) [so
the definition cannot be regarded as impossible]. * In
spite of this fact, the definition does not become any clearer
[it may be that we do not always think of an Entity as the
negation of non-entily ; but the fact remains that the Entity
is a8 much the negation of non-entity as the Non-entity is
the megation of entity ; and so long as this fact remains,
the definition remains impossible]. “ Then we shall
define ¢ entity ’ as that which is not recognised, or thought
of, as of the nature of the negation of another thing. [So
that, even though Entity may be of the nature of the nega-
tion of another thing, yet, inasmuch as it is not always re-
oognised as being so, the definition ceases to be imposs-
ible]. " This definition also cannot be accepted ; as,
ih the first place, with such a definition, it would not be
possible to apprehend an ‘entity’, or ‘character of be-
ing’, with the Eye and tho other sense-organs ; as the fact
of a certain thing being recognised, or thought of, cannot be
known by the senses [and Entity has been defined as consisting
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of a partioular form of *recognition *};—and secondly, the
oonoeption ¢ this is not a non-entity * would, in this case, be
entirely objeotless or baseless; as, according to you, the
objeot of this conception could not be an Entity ; as what is
conoeived of is conceived of as being of the nature of the nega-
tion of something else ; nor could negation or non-entity be
the object of the conception ; as what it does is to deny the
non-entity (which, therefore, cannot be its object). “There
could be no such conception at all (as ¢this is not a nom-
entity ’).” Certainly, there can be nothing to prevent
the possibility of such a sentence bringing about at least a
verbal cognition ; as the words contained in the sentence
being endowed with all such requisites of verbal demo-
tation as mutual! dependency, proximity and the like,—the
sentence does actually signify a certain relationship among
the several words [and this is all that is necessary for verbal
oognition] ; the possibility of such verbal cognition in regard
to non-entities has been thus declared :—* Word brings about
cognitions even with regard to what is an absolute none
entity.’ (Sklokavartika, Su. 2, Verse 6). “ We shall regard
that as * entity ' which is not cognised, &y perception, to be of
the nature of the negation of another thing ; so that with this
qualification the definition will not be open to the objections
urged against it."” Even this qualified definition ¢annos
be accepted ; as the Logician does not regard all °entities®
to be amenable to perception. “But according to the
philosophy (like the Nyaya) which admits of God, every
entity is certainly amenable to pereeption (by God).”  But
so far as God is concerned, there is nothing to prove that he
peraaives entities as ¢ not of the nature of the negation of
another thing.'  “ But such things as are not perceived
by God in this form, may yet be perceived by Him, as enti-
ties, in their positive form.” Yes, but we are still in
the dark as to the real character of ¢entity’ or ¢ pasitive
form.’
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(4) *“ We do know for certain that °positive form® is
that which is expressed, by words also, as being not of the
the nature of the negation of another thing [even though
God may not perceive things in this form, yet His percep-
tion of such things may certainly be desoribed, in words, to
be of that form ; so that these also become included].”  In
this definition also, the word * another’ would be superfluous
(as shown in the case of the former definition); and thus
even if the word ¢ another’ were omitted (and  entity * were
defined as that whioh is cognised by means of words as being
not of the nature of nogation), then, the definition would
become open to the objection that, as thus defined, the ° En-
tity ' would be imperoeptible by the Eye, and such other
objections (as have already been urged above).* “On
seeing a piece of sandalwood, the idea that we have is °this
is a fragrant piece of sandalwood ', when, even though what
is peroceived is only the piece of wood, and not its sweet smell,
yet fragrance enters into the perception as a factor that is
merely presented to consciousness along with the wood ; in
the same manner, in the case in question, we can have the
perception of * entity '; and even though the factor of ‘cog-
nition * that enters into our conception of the ¢ entity ' is not
smenable to perception, yet it can form part of the percep-
tion, being presented to consciousness along with the entity.”
This caupot be; as this would mean—(1) either that the
entity is the inseparable attribute of the cognition which is
presented to consoiousness as qualifying (entering into the
conception of) the Entity ;~and this would involve a vicious
circle, so far as the Entity is concerned ;—(2) or that
the Entity is an adventitious adjunct of the cognition
presented to consciousness, which latter also enters, only
as an adventitious adjunot, into the conception of the
‘ entity’ ; and in this latter case, the character of ‘ entity

© A ooguition is not perceptible ; henoe if cognition formw an integral factor

in the definition of ¢ Entity ’, Entity also would not be perceptible ; and so forth.
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thus defined would become applicable to that negation whioh
is cognised along with an entity | [For instance, when a ocer-
tain place, an entity, is cognised along with the negation or
absence of the jar,—in the cognition  there is no jar here ,’)~—
this negation has for its adventitious adjunct the cognis
tion of the place, which place is cognised as not being of the
nature of negation ; and hence this negation, fulfilling all the’
conditions of the definition of ‘entity’, will have to be re-
garded as an * entity '; and this would be absurd].*

(5) Then again, when you put forward a definition in
the form ‘ an entity is that which is s0 and so,’ it becomes
necessary for you to explain what ‘entity’ is, apart from what
you put forward as the definition [as without knowing
what the word ¢ entity ’ means, it is not possible to compre-
hend the definition containing that word], If, with a view to
escape from this difficulty, it be held that there is absolute
non-difference (or identity) between the two (i.e. between
the Entity and the character put forward in the definition)
~then in that case, it would not be possible for you to put for-
ward your definition in the form of the proposition that ¢ that
which is endowed with such a character is entity * [in which
the character is the qualification, and the Entity is what is
qualified by it ; and it is not possible for a thing to be quali-
fied by what is non-different from it]. If, on the other hand,
the character put forward is regarded (not as identical with
the Entity, but) only as an adventitious adjunct of the
Entity, then it behoves yoa to explain what is that which
you seek to define (by means of this qualification). If then
what is put forward as the definition be held to be what is

¢ This answer, along with the objection to whioh it is an answer,—i. ¢. the
sentence begioning with * surabhi chandanam '—does not form part of the text, ac-
ocording to the Chifsukhl and the Vidydsagarl ;though the Chaukhamba Serios odition
contains the passsges in the text, the Commentary takes no notice of them pitis
not possible that they should have been omitted as too easy ; for the Vidydsagars

pever omits any passage ; and the passage in question is not easy either. The
Shankart alone accepts the reading, and provides & satisfactory explanation.
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meant by ¢ Hatity,’ so that the two are identical, then there is
yet another difficulty (over and above what we have already
pointed out): viz.—When we cognise an Entity in the form~—
“the negation or absence of suchand such & thing is not’, the
Entity will have to be regarded as not an ¢ entity’ at all [as
in this case the Entity is cognised as not absent, which means
that it is of the nature of the negation of absence, and this
i8 not ¢ cognised as being not of the nature of the negation
of another thing']. If, then, 'entity’ be defined as something
entirely different from the definitions hitherto given,
then, in that case, it will have to be regarded as something not
included in any of the six ¢ categories ’ [that the Vaishasikas
postulate.]*

(6) Lastly, we ask,—this character of ‘entity?, does it
subsiet in itself or not ? If it does, then there is the absurdity
of a thing subsisting in itself. If it does not, then it itself
becomes a non-entity, though it may be cognised as
not being of the nature of the negation of another thing
{and thusfulfilling the conditions of your definition of ‘entity’ .

Section (2).
[Having refuted the conception of ¢ entity,’ the author next takes _

up the idea of ‘ non-entity or’ negation ; and he turns this also on to the
subject of God’s existence.]

(7) [Page 568] [Having been baffled in his ques-
tionings in regard to proofs for God’s existence] the Logician
turns upon the Vadantin with the following threat:—* Inag-
much as you do not provide any proofs for God’s existence,
the inevitable conclusion is that God isa nou-entity—there is
no God.” What do you mean by ¢ non-entity’ P—we ask.
s A non-entity is that whose nature is that of negation.”

®The Chifeukhs and the Vigydsdgars intorpret this last sentence differently.
According to them, the translation would run thus:—-* Is Entity something different
from the six categories or not ? If it is different, then you admit a seventh oategory,
and thus contradict your tenet of six categories [and if itis included in the six
then, if it is any ono of the wsix cetegorics, the other categories become

non-entities.}
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If this means that which is of the nature of contradictiories,
then this oharacter belongs to the Entity also; as you yourself
admit that Entity and Non-entity are mutual countradictories.
“ The nature or character of nogation is just what constitutes
a Non-entity.” But you cannot thus escape from the objection
by morely reversing the order of words: You started with
defining ‘non-entity’ as that which is of the nature of negation,
and now you define the ‘nature of negation’as that which
constitutes ®non-entity.’ For the same reasons we cannot
aocept the definition of Non-entity as that which is cognised
in the form of negation.

(8) “ We shall define Non-entity as the contradictory of
Entity.” This also cannot be accepted. For, does this mean
that it is tho contradictory of all entities Por of only some
particular entities? It cannot mean the former, for the
simple reason that no such thing is possible ; for instance, the
negation of the jar, which is a non-entity, is not the contradic«
tory of the earth’s surface and such other things. Nor can
it mean the latter, as there are many entities also which are
¢ contradictory to some particular entities .  ** What is meant
by contradiction is incapability of association or co-emistence; and
certainly there can be no such incapability betwoen two
entities.,” 'This is not right ; as there certainly is such incapa-
bility of co-existence between the two entities Gofva, (character
of the cow) aud Ashvafva (character of the horse). “ When
the two are so related that when on the affirmation of one
there is denial of the othor, then we have real contradiction.”
This also cannot be accepted ; for if there is wmeant to be
difference between the affirmation of one and the denial of the
other, then, such acontradiction asis here describedis found
to exist between two particular entities also [e.g. when thereis
affirmation of the cow-character, thereis denial of the horse-
character]. ‘¢ What we mean is that thero is contradiction,
when the affirmation of the one constitutes the denial of the

Kh. 11, 57,
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other (so that the affirmation of one and the denial of
another are identical) [and certainly the affirmation of the
cow is not identical with the denial of the horse].”  This
also cannot be accepted, as this denial itself can be either
an entity or a non-entity ; and in either case it would be an
unknown quantity ; if it is a non-entity, then, it is unknown
in so far as itis still to be explained what it is ;and if it is
an entity then also it is unknown, in so far as denial in the
form of an entity is something impossible.

(9) Another definition of Non-entity is put forward:—
¢ A Non-entity is that in connection with which people have
the notion ‘it does not exist.’ ”’ This cannot boe accepted, for
people havo such a notion as ¢ the absence of jar is not ’; and
as this is a notion in connection with the jar, the jar will
have to be rogarded as a non-entity, And in addition to
this, this definition will be open to all those objections that
have been urged against the definition of ¢ entity’ as ¢ that in
conncetion with which people have the notion it ewists
(see para. 1).

(10.) *“ A ‘non-entity’ or ‘negation’ is that the cognition
of which is dependent upon the cognition of its counter-entity."”

This also cannot be accepted ; for (1) if by ¢ counter-
entity’ you mean simply something other (than the non-
entity), then the dofinition becomes much too wide [as there
are many things whose cognition is dependent on the cognition
of things other than themselves; 6, g. the cognition of the
relation of conjunction is dependent on tho cognition of the
things thus reluted] ; (2) and if by ¢ counter-entity > you mean
that which is contradictory, you have still to explain what is
meant by ‘contradictory’;—(3) if by °counter-entity’ is
meant that which is non-existent, then, in the first place, the
difficulty is that it is still not known what is the precise mean-
ing of the negative element (in the word, ‘non-existent ') [and
what we are still discussing is precisely what is meant by

Kh. I1. 58.



Crarres IV. 247

negation|; and secondly, inasmuch as all cognitions of past
and future things have their objects non-existent, the cogni«
tion of all these cognitions will be dependent on the cognition
of what is existent [as without the cognition of the object
we can have no cognition of the cognition of that object] i
and these being thus included in the definition, it becomes too
wide.

(11.) Whatever definition, or distinguishing feature, of
‘ non-entity ’ you may pointout, with regard to that we ask—
is that distinguishing feature an (A) ¢entity’ or a (B) ‘non-
entity'? (A) Tt cannot be an entity ; as in the first
place, an entity, a positive feature, can not subsist in a
non-entity ; and secondly, even though it may be argued that
entity, in tho shape of a positive feature, does appear as a
qualification in the cognition of non-entitios [the cognition of
the Non-entity being regarded as a positive entity], and as
such it might, in a way, bo said to subsist in the Non-entity,
yet in that case it behoves you to explain under which of the
well-known qualifications of *cognition’ this ¢ entity,’ or
positive feature, will be included. “This qualification
of the cognition will be something totally different from the
well-known ones, though similar in character to these.”
But even 8o your definition will not be free from objections ;
for instance, the non-entity that is qualified by this entity, or
positive feature (which yon put forward asits distinguishing
foature),—is this qualified non-entity an ¢ entity’ ora ‘nou-
entity 'P—we ask. If it is a non-entity, then this would
mean that the non-entity subsists in itself-—an absurdity ; and
if it is an ‘entity’ then there is self-contradiction [a ¢ non-
entity ’ being an ¢ entity’.) (B.) Nor can the
second alternative (mentioned in the beginning of this para-
graph) be accepted—that is, the distinguishing feature of ‘non-
entity ' cannot be & ‘non-entity.’ As if it subsists in itself,
thereis the absurdity of something subsisting in itself; and
Kh. IT, 59.
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if it does not subsist in itself, the definition, consisting of that
distinguishing feature, becomes too narrow (not subsisting in
the very thing, ¢ non-entity ’, that it is meant to define),

(12) “ A Non-entity or nogation is that which always
appears to consciousness as qualified by what is negatived or
denied [e. g., when we cognise the * negation of the jar,’ what
appears to consciousness is the negation qualified by the jar,
which latter is what is negatived or denied].” This
definition also cannot be accepted; for in the first place so
long as * negation’ itself has not been explained, wo cannot
understand what is meant by ¢ that which is negatived’; and
secondly, it will be nocessary to explain what is meant by
the word * vishista ’ in your definition,

(18.) Is this ‘ vishigtia * something different from the
¢ vishégana’ (qualification), the ‘vish@gga’ (tho object possessing
that qualification) and the relation between these two? Or is
it not different from those three? It cannot be something
different from these three; for as mattor of fact, whenever
we conceive of the man with the stick (where the man is the
vishigta and the stick the vishésana), we do not think of it as
anything entirely different from the stick, the man and the re.
lation between these two; and further, if it were something
totally different from these, then, when a person would be asked
to bring forward the ¢ man with the stick,’ he would not bring
the man, (but something totally different). “ That is
called ‘ vishista* which is temporarily characterised by the
relation between tho vish@sanas and the vish@sua [so that the
man with the stick is tho person who is temporarily charac-
terised by the relation, of possession, between the stick and
the man},” This will not bo right; for, in what form
is the vishigia *temporarily characterised’'? Is it as some-
thing not bearing the relation that it is ¢ characterised’® Or
is it as something bearing that relation ? In the former case’
the definition would become too wide [as when one is asked
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to bring the man with the stick, he would be justified in re-
garding the man with the ear-ring as the intended vishigia ;
a8 it is this latter which does not bear the relation between
the man and the stick]. And in the latter case,—i.e., if what is
characterised is something that bears the relation, then,—that
something must be different (from the vishégsana and the
vish@sya and the relation between the two) [so that the objeo-
tion urged before remains in force ;—uviz, when asked to bring
the man with the stick, one would bring something which is
neither the man nor the stick, nor the relation between these].

‘ But the relation itself is the cause or basis of the

‘ charactorisation’; and certainly this relation is contained in,
and possessed by, both members of the relation, the vishigta as
well as the vish@sans [so that when the man with the stick is
wanted, the man as well as the stick will be brought in,as the
relation by which the man is ‘characterised’ is contained by
both of these].” This is not right ; as in this case,
it will bo necossary to regard the relation contained by
the vishigta and the vish@sana as distinct from mere relation
in general; and this will be far from right [as under the
circumstances, there wouldbeno bringing of the stick when the
man with the stick is called in]. *  But the operation
will certainly bear upon that which has that relation [so
that, even though the vishisia is something distinct, yet it
is only that which has the relation of the vishdsana and
vishasya; hence any operation upon the vishista will certain-
® Is mere relation in general the basis of * characterisation'? Oris it that
which i ined in the vishista &c. ¥ In the former case, when asked to

bring in the man with the atick, ono would be justified in bringing in a jar; as this alsg

;8 ‘ characterisod’ by somo sort of a ¢ relation.’” In tho latter case, that relation which
7] ined by the vishigta and vishésana could not bo regarded as subsisting in the
vishdgana ; o8 this would mean that a certain thing (in thia caso, the vishdgana f. i
which forms an integral factor of the rolation) subsiste in itself ; which is aburd !
And hence the vishdgana would not be included in any operation that besis upon the

vishigta ; 80 that the stick would not be brought when the man with the stick i8
brought in,
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ly bear upon the vishZsapa and the vish2sys ; and when the
man with the stick is brought in, both the man and the stick
will be brought in]. This also we deny; you admit that
the ‘vishisia’ is something different from the * vish@gana’
&o.; so that the ‘ vishigla’ in a particular case (e. g., in the
caso of the man and the stick) will be a particular vishista ;
that is a vishigta characterised by the relation of a particular
vish2gana and vishsya ; and thus this vishisgta being, ex-hypo-
thesi, different from what characterises or specialises it, you
cannot point out any such particular circumstance in the case
of the vishigta as would make the operations upon it bear
upon the vish2gane [so that the absurdity of the stick being
not brought in when the man with the stick is called remains
in this case also]. And in order to escape from this, if you
go on adding vishista after vishista (arguing that the vishista
includes the relation and the mombers related &ec. &c.), you
only land yoursolf on an endless series of assumptions; and
yet you donot succeod in discovering anything peculiar in
auy case to justify tho inclusion of the vishzsana in any opera-
tion bearing on tho vishista.

(14) [Nor can the second alternative, noted in the
beginning of the last paragraph, be maintained: that is, the
vishista cannot be regarded as not different from the vishzsa-
na, the vish2gya and the rolation between these; for] If the
¢ vishista ® were not-difforont from the vishgana, tho vishesya
and the relation of these, then each of these will be liable to
be called € vishista *; ‘ so that, in the case of the man with the
stick, the man, the stick and their relation will each be
capable of being regarded as ¢the man-with-the-stick’;
as each of these is equally non-different from the
vishista, ¢ tho man with the stick’, and there would be noth-
ing in any one of these by which it could be singled out as
the ‘vishigta . “ What is denoted by the word ¢ dandin’,
‘the man with the stick’, is, not each of the three factors
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singly, but all the three collectively.”  What do you mean
by ¢ collectively ’ P—we ask. Does it mean the three factors,
and also that which collects or ocombines them? or does it
mean the last only, as something entirely different from the
three factors? In the former case, the same objection that
wo had urged before remains—viz. each of the three factors
will be regarded as vishista ; and there will now be a fourth
also—viz, the connective factor, that which combines the
three—wbich will be 80 regarded. The latter view—that
the connective factor iy something entirely different from
the three factors,—is opposed to our expcrience, as also to
actoal usage, and should therefore be rejected in the same
manner as before (we have rejected the view that the © vishis-
ta’ is somothing totally different from the ‘vish@sana’ the
“ vishégya ® and their relation).

(15) What is meant by the word °vishista’ is that
which, while comprising the relation, is multiform (or heter-
geneous)in character and is comprehended either in a single
conception or in several contiguous conceptions.” * This
cannot bo, we reply. For in the single cognition or concep-
tion ¢ ghatapatau’, ¢ the jar and the cloth ’, are comprehended
the jar, the cloth and certain relations; and by your defini-
tion the compound ‘ghatapatau’, © the jarand the cloth’
would be a ‘vishigla ’; it is admitted by you, tho Logician,
that the conception ‘jar and cloth’ includes the generio
notion of ¢ jar’ and the geuneric notion of  cloth’; and when
this is admitted, it must follow from this thut the notion of
¢ relation’ also is included in the said conception ; or else, how
could the said conception be held to denote * the jar as related

® ‘ Comprising tho relation’ is added for excluding tho man by himself ;—
¢ Multiform in character' means that it comprises not the relation only, but the
relation as well as the relatives ; ¢ comprehended by a single cognition ' excludes
such stray disconnected conceptions as ‘the man’, ‘the dog’, *the rolation of
inherence ' and so forth. And ‘comprehended by several contiguous cognitions’
werves to oxclude such conooptions as appear after long intervals,
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to, qualified by, the generic character of jar ’, and ‘the cloth
as related to, or qualified by, the generio character of cloth'P*
Nor will it be quite correct to regard ¢ ghatapatau’ as
‘vishista’. For in actual usage, the compound is applied
to the jar and the cloth, each independently by itself and not
as related to each other : we do not, for instance, speak
of the *ghati patah’ (the cloth having the jar) ') or of the
Spati ghatah® (‘ the jar having the cloth '), as we do of
the * dandi purusah’ (‘the man with stick’). It will
not be right, on this account, to deny that the jar and the
cloth are comprehended in the single conception of ‘ghata-
patax ' ; for unless both were included in t}e conception,
how could the compound give rise to the notiot,\of duality P
And we shall, in this connection, recall all thog"arguments
that wo have urged abovein connection with Recognition
(which has been proved to include within itself the two
notions of ¢ this’ and °that’, |See Chapter I, para. 184,
e, seq.). For these same reasons, we can-
not accept the second defivition that you have proposed of

© Both tho * Pandit ' and the ‘Chaukhambha 8. 8. editions read—* ghatafva-
patatvasamdbaddhdnim &e.’ But the ion of the* bandha ' being included
comes towards the end of the scntonce ; iu fact tho exclusion of ¢ sambandha ' is
mado to follow from the provious inclusion, The tion, thorefore, of the ¢ b
dha '’ in tho former clause hus no ing. The ar as lained by tho
Shankari, the Chitsukhi and the Vigydsagari, is as follows :—* It may be urged by
the Logician that tho compound ghatapatau does not signify any relation between
the jar and tho cloth, the compound denoting only ghatupva and patatva ; and
thus the idea of ‘sambanlha’ not entering into the conception, the case of the
compound caunot como under the dofinition. The answer to this is that when it is
admitted that the generio notions of * jar ' and * cloth ' (ghatatva and palafva) are
inoluded in the concoption, you cannot butadmit that some sort of rolation also is
inoluded in it : aven though it may not be a relation between the jar and the olotll,

yet tho compound must signify that relation which, Jing to the Logiocian,
baists b the genoric character of ‘jar’ and the individual jar, and also that
b the goneric character of ¢ cloth * and the particular cloth. The Logician

holds that all words denoto individuals as qualifiod by the generio character *,
Sach being the sense of the argumont, the text should read as "lu!l!!'i'l!l".
qISTATCE g audn,’
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¢ oishisla '—as * that which is comprehended in several
conceptions, [as by this definition also the jar and the cloth,
each by itself, will have to be regarded as * vishista ']

(15) “ We shall define the ¢vishisia’ as that which
is heterogeneous in character, is comprehended in a single
conception, and is one in which absence of relation does
not appear at all ;—and as in the compound ‘ghatapatau’, the
¢ absence of relation’ is quite manifest, it does not fall
within the definition ; how then can the definition be open
to the objections that have been urged against it 7
Your meaning then is that in the compound ‘ghatapatar’ both
the ghata and the pata appear by themselves, and have no re-
lation manifested with regard to them ; aud if tho ghata has
no relation whatever of 1tself manifested,—and the pata also
has no relation whatever manifested,—then this would
imply the total absence of all kinds of relation that may
be borne by the jar and the cloth,—including also that
relation which the individual jar, or the individual cloth,
boars to the class ¢ jar ’ or ¢ cloth ’ ; and thus the notion of
¢ pishigta ' with regard to the jar and the cloth, based upon
this latter relation, will also be demolished ; as the
relation of tho individual to the class is as much a relation
as any other relation [so that when relation is declared
to be absent, it must include all relations].

(17) * We shall then define the * wishigta’as con-
sisting of relations of diarma and dharmin—i. e. those of
character and that to which the character belongs,—these re-
lations being independont, and comprehended in a single
conception. This definition could never apply to the ghata-
patau, as the jar and the ocloth do not stand in the relation
of dharma and gharmin.” This also is not right,
we reply ; as for this definition it will be necessary for
you to point out a single comprehensive entity in the
shape of the class ‘ @liarmafva’, which would include,

Kh. II. 6b,
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not only the stick, but all such subordinate and qualifying
factors. ¢ That is precisely what we desire .”

You may desire it ; but in reality (s0 long as you have not
explained the precise character of ¢ vishisfa') you will have
toregard all the endloss gharmas as distinot entities, each
by itself, just like so many grains of sand [aseven with
the comprehensive class ¢ dharmafve,’ which alone could
include all gharmas, you cannot form any comprehensive
notion of all dharmas, until you have explained what is
meant by *vishisgia’; for the only explanation of the
comprehensive entity ¢ dharma’ that you can provide is
that it is that which is © vishigta ', characterised, by
¢ dharmatva ’|; and honce (the notion of ¢ dharma ’ also
involving the conception of the ¢ vishista ’, for the explaining
of which you bring in °‘relation between g@hurma and
@harmin’), whercfore could you not regard gdharmin itself
as dharma ? [* Dharmin’ is vishigta by °*dharma’, and
tdharma ’ also is vishigta by ¢ dharmatva '],

“ We cannot rogard the dharmin as dharma, simply be-
cause we do not know it as such [our experience being that
the dharmin is the predominant factor, and dharma the
subordinate factor].” This explanation is not
patisfactory ; the oharacter of ¢ being comprehended in
a single conception ', which you put forward (as the necessary
factor in the * vishista '), is as present in the dharmin as in
the dharma ; and under the circumstances, why could not the
@harmin be actually known as ‘ dharma ' ?

(18, ¢ Even if there is such a comprehensive homoge-
neous entity as dharmatea, including all gharmas; we
oan take dharma as consisting of the diverse and heteroge-
neous features of individual things (the peculiar feature of &
thing being regarded as its * dharma '); and such a dharma
along with the dharmin and the relation (between the two)
would constitute what we call ‘vishisla’ ; which is nothing,

Kh. II. 66,



Caarres IV, 255

apart from those three,”’ This definition algo cannot
be accepted ; as all those particular features being distinot
from one another, under this definition, we could not have any
such comprehensive notion as ¢ vishisla ', which would include
all vishigtas ; and secondly, you might as well do away with
the relation (just as you do away with the comprehen-
sive notion) ; and the notion of ¢ vishista ° might, as reason-
ably, be accounted for through the disconnected (heteroge.
neous) features themselves (without the intervention of a third
factor in the shape of ¢ relation') ® ;—these latter being
regarded as possessed of the character necessary for the
bringiog about of the requisite concestion of * vishigia' in all
cages, just as the diverse peculiarities have been regarded by
you as possessed of the character necessary for the bringing
about of the vishista conception of * dharma '], “ Why
should not this be so ?"—you will exclaim. But, in that case,
yoa may do away with the poor ¢ dharmin’ also ! And just as
the conception of  vishigta * will be provided by the sheer
force of the nature of the diverse features of colour and the
other qualities, even without tho intervention of the factor
of ‘relation ',—in the same mauner that conception may be
possible even without the factor of the ‘dharmin’! A great
victory this for the Bauddhas (who posit nothing besides the
¢gpecific individuality’ of things and they do not admit
anything a8 the substratum of that individuality].

(19) *Woe might do away with the dharmin only if our
potions consisted of the quality only ;—we could do away
with the ‘ white object’ only if when we conceived of the

« Even without the intervention of a comprchensivo notion of dharmafva
the diverse di ted f ean t for the notionof ' dharma ', which
is also & ‘vishigla'. Why then onnnot these £ th lves for
the further ¢ vishigta * conception of the ¢ gharmin ', without'the intorvening agency
of any relation? In both cases the ‘ nature of things’ providing the adequate
explanation tha only necessary ooudition being that they should be comprehended
in & single conception ; and this is present in both cases.
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object, tho only idea that we had were of ‘ white ’ only;
as a matter of fact, however, the notion that we have
is in the form ‘white conch-ghell ’,—whers the object ¢ conch-
shell ’ appears as co-ordinated with the quality ¢ white’; and
thus this notion presents before us the gharmin also,
(which therefore we cannot roject). ” This is not
right; for the specific individuality, either of the class
¢ shanikhatva’ or of the qualifying adjuncts of colour and the
rest, appearing (in a single conception) in close juxtaposition
with it, may be installed by you in the position of the
¢ gharmin’ [and it is not necessary to posit an indopecud-
ent dharmin apart from the class and the quality]; so that
even without a substratum (in the shape of the @harmin),
there may bo a possibility of speaking of the two (the class
¢ shankhatva and the quality ¢ shukla ") as co-ordinate (as is
done in the expression ¢ the white conch-shell.’)

(20) 'This (that you have to do away with the ¢ gharm-
in ') is not the only weak point in your position ;itis also
gpen to the following objections :—On tho basis of the peculi-
ar charactor of the concoption that people form of the vishista,
you have been forced to give up the dharmin; and similarly,
on the basis of the peculiar character of conceptions, there
will be a rejection of all the diversities that might be conceivod
of in connection with the objects of these conceptions; and
undor the circumstances, you should accept the conception or
Cognition alone; and this alone, through its diverse causal
efficiency, would appear in various forms, and thereby make
possible tho several operations of speech and ac.ion (that are
met with in ordinary experience);—and as @ll operations
may be explained on the basis of Cognition alone, you
should give up your longing for the °object’! Thus
then,—

¢ The only authority for the diversity in cognised objeots
consists in the words in which cognitions are expressed ; and so
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when the said verbal usage is explained on the basis of the
peculiar character of the Cognitions themselves, and thereby
tho divorsity is done away with,—that same authorit} gives
the quietus to those phllosophers (who accept the reality of
the external object) ’. (1) *

(21) Some philosophers have denied Negation, and
have posited in place of 1t, ‘ funmatradhib’ ¢ the cognition of
the substratuwn alone by itself ' f; and this is quite in keeping
with the charserer of these philosophers :

‘It is vuly right that Guru (Prabhakara) has posited
cognition 1 the place of negation ; for Piabhakara (the sun)
is well known as tho ¢ fiiend of Buddha’ § (2)

(22) Then agan, if you accept the definition of Vishigta
as that which 1s mamtold, is a relation and is comprehended
in a single conception,—thon thut which, endowed with this
distinetive feature, would be called ¢ vishigta’, would always
beconceived of as distinct in character from that which is non=
vichigta ; and thus every conception of ¢ vishigta’ would in-
clude this latter cognition (of its being distinct in charactér
from tho non-vishista). [And thustho cognition of one dia-
tinctive featurealways including tho notion of distinction from
somothing not possessod of that distinctive feature] the latter
cognition (of the vishista being different from the non-vishigta)]
also would involvo a further cognition (of the wvishista being

© The Jdiscussiou on -the chaiacter of the ‘ vishigta’ has, in due conrse, ended
in the rejection of tho realty of tho ontiro cxternal word—of all things except
! cognition ’ or * consciousness’ , and thus tho final result of the discussion is the
defeat of the Logiciun on 8 much wider field.

+ Those who do not accept Negation as a distinot padds¢ka hold that when we
are supposed to perceive tho negation or absonce of the jar in a certain place, what
we have in the perceptaon of the place by itsely alone.

1 A play upon the name ¢ Prabhikara * ; this was the name of the philosopher ;
and it 18 alao one of the names of the ‘sun’' ; among the names of Buddha again we
find * Arkabandthu ', the ¢ Fniend of the Sun’. 8o that the philosopher Prabbakara
being Buddhas, friend, it 1+ only fit that he should hold a view thatis n keeping
with the teuots of the Bauggha philosophy.
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differont from those that are not different from the non.
vishigta) ; and in this manner the cognitions involved in a
single conception of ° vishista’ would be infinite. And if,
with a view to escape from this, at any stage, the cognition
be not incladed, then all that would come next to that be-
coming ¢ non-vishisla ', the entire series, from top to bottom,
would becomo ¢ non-vishigta® ! “ We shall simply say
that the conseption of ¢ vishigta® should be capable of involv-
ing the furthor cognition (and not that it should actually
involve the further cognition ; so that there can be no concep-
tion of cognitions ad infinitum).”  Then this ‘ capability ' isa
further qualification of the ¢ vishista ' ; and as such would only
lead to the further disintegration of tho notion of ¢ vishista’
into disconnected individual vishistas—like so many grains of
sand [and would not help you to form a comprohensive no-
tion of all ¢ vishigtas’, to provide which should be the princi-
pal function of every definition] : —this wo have already point-
ed out above. The same may also be said with
regard to the other qualifications figuring in the definition—
such as * single ’, * conception ’, * comprehended ’, and so forth
(every qualification tending to disintegrate instead of con-
gregating or centralising the notion of ¢ vishigta’).

(23) Thus then,

‘In case the idea of being different from mnon-vishista
enters into (or is involvod in) the notion of ¢wishigta',—
then either there is an unceasing (never-ending) series
of ideas (involved in every such notion) ; or there is no notion
of ‘vishista’ at all, even at the bottom.’ (3)
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Section (8),

[Having demoliched the notions of * negation ' and of * vishigta ', the
author takes up the definition of such special categories as Substance, Quali-
ty and the rest ; as the definition of every one of these involves the notion
of ‘vishisla’, which is inseparable from all definitions. As the function of
definition consists in the pointing of the peculiar qualifications of a
thing ; and when & qualification is pointod out, it means that the thing de-
fined is ‘qualified’, ¢ makigta,’ by that quulification.]

(24) Tho above refutation of the notion of ¢ vishisia’
implies the refutation of all definitions—guch definitions, for
instance, as that ¢ Substance is the substratum of qualities.’
[For this involves the notion that substance is qualified,

vishista, by the character of being the substratum of Qualities].

(25) The definition of Substance as ¢ the substratum of
Qualitios ’ is untenable for the following reasons also :—How
can we bo sure of the fact that the definition applies to Sub-
stances only—when we find Colour and other qualities also
being possessed of the quality of Number, and thus being
‘ the substratum of quality’. ¢ This notion, of being
the substratum of gualities, with regard to Colour and other
Qualities, must bo regarded as a mistake, " You should,
in that case, explain why the same notion should not be re-
garded as a mistake, in the case of Earth and other Substan-
ces also. “In the case of the latter we do not find
any subsequent coguitions sublating tho said notion; so we
cannot regard it as a mistake. ” The same may be said
with regard to Colour and the other qualities also. “We
cannot but assert that the notion of qualities subsisting in Qua-
lities is sublated ; as it is our well-established tenet that Quali-
ties are devoid of qualities.” This will not help you; as
it is impossible to determine that Colour &c., are ‘ qualities ’,

(26) * “But it isa demonstrated truth with us that that
whioch has a genus and is devoid of qualities is Quality (and

© The refutation of the definition of Substance in the last paragraph is made
to lead on to the definition of the Logician's second category, Quality.
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this definition of Quality will enable us to determine that Colour
&c., are qualities]. ” This definition of Quality will not
help you ; the absence of gualities forms an essential element in
this definition, and what this absence of qualities means can-
not yet be determined (so long as you have not provided
an adoquate dofinition of Quality); specially as even you
attribute the quality of ‘number’ to qualities (regarding
them as 24 in number) ; [and intho face of this conviction,
it is difficult to conceive of Quality as being devoid of qua-
lities|.  * This conception of number with regard to Qualit-
ies must be regarded as errcneous.” This is not right ; as
this leads youinto the vicions circlo of interdependence ; you
base your definition of Quality on the erroneousness of the
notion that number belongs to Qualities,—and again you base
your idea of the erroneousness of the notion upon a sublation
which you base wpon the aforeswd definition | Nor is it
possible for you to determine, on the basis of some other rea-
son, thut Colour &e. are qua'ities,—and then to prove the
sublation and orroneousness of the mnoticn under ditcusrion
for tho corroborrative instance that you will bring forward
in suppors of your reason will always bo in the form of acertain
well-known quality ; and as that also will bo what is possessod
of number, it will be a part of the object whose exactnature
is under dispute; so that tho fact that it is itself a quality will
be far from defimtely ascertainod [hence any corroboration by
such an instance would be absolutely futile]. “ There
is the quality of Number itse!f, which cannot be regarded as
possessed of the quality of number; as to attribute number to
Number would lead us into a regressus ad infinitum ; thus hav-
ing got a quality devoid of qrality, we can cite this as the re-
quired corroborative instance.” This also will not be
possible ; as number (even though without number) possesses
the quality of Separateness; and thus not being devoid of
qualities ’, Number also forms part of the object under dis-
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- pute [and 80 canunot act as an efficient corroborative instance].
For the same reasons, Separateness also cannot serve as the
required instance ; as this also is endowed with Number.

(27) [ Page 581] Nor will it be right for you to define
Quality as ‘that which isnot the substratum of anything
excopt Community and which is not of the nature of Action’;
as this definition will include Community also (which is not the
substratum of anything else except genus, i. e., it is the sub-
stratum of its own character) and it is also not of the nature
of Action. “ What is meant is that Quality is the sub-
stratum of Community only [which cannot apply to Community
which i8 the substratum of various individuals also].”

Such a definition will not apply to any Quality at all ; as every
quality is the substratum of the negation (of every other
quality) [ Oolour contains the negation of Touch,and so forth,
8o that no quality is the substratum of Community only).
“What we mean is that Community is the only positive entity
of which Quality is the substratum [and negation is not a posi-
tive entity.]” This also cannot be aceepted ; as Qualities
are tho substratum of many positive entities, in the shape of
the updgdhis or characters (in the form of nameability, knowability
and the like, which subsist in all Qualities). “ Colour
and the other qualities are not exactly the substratum of
Upadhis; they are in some way related to these; and
it is on the basis of this gemeral relationship (between
Colour &c. and the Upadhis) that Inference and the rest
proceed (in connection with Colour &o.)." This is not
right; as a matter of fact, the relation of the characters must
be taken to be that between the container and the contained ;
® Inference proceeds on the basis of a certain character subsisting iu the sub-
joot ; if mo charactor subsists in qualities, how can there bo any inferenco with
regard tothem ? The enewer is that for the purposes of inference it is nct neces-

sary that qualities should be the sub of tho characters; it is enongh if they
aro in Bome way related to the character ; this some sort of relation would afford the

basis -y for all inf ial p
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i. e. that to which the characters belong must be regarded
as the substratum of these (and not only as related in some
indefinite manner). Otherwise—i. e. if no positive character
be held to subsist in qualities,—no universal or particular
inferences could proceed in regard to them ;as unless the
characters (that form the basis of inferences) subsist in the
same subsiratum, they do not prove anything with regard
to the subject of the Inference.* Thus then (if you insist
upon tho view that no positive character can subsist in quali-
tios), tho definition that you have provided canmot be in
the form of a positive generic entity (as all definitions ought
to be, being intended to include a number of things) [for if the
definition woro a positive generic entity, it could not, under
your theory, subsist in qualities] ; and it would come to this,
that if the definition (being a positive character) does not sub-
sist 1 Colour and othor gnalities, then it subsists in them (i.a.
then alone it is the true definition of these); and ifit dous
subsist in them, then it does not subsist in them (i.e. then it is
not a true definition);—this would be a wonderful riddle
indeed | —exactly resembling such riddles as —laga ifyukté na
lagati ma lagetyukie ligati [This riddle has not been
explained either by the Skaskar: or by the Vidyasagari)

® For instanco, in regard to colour, we have the inference.—" This
that I perceive must be colour, because itis apprehended by only one external organ
of tho Eyo,’; and hero the positive cl of being apprehended &c. muat subsist in
colour and iu the object beforo the eyes ; if the said character had not both of these
as its sub , and if it snbaisted, not in colour, butin an entirely different thing,
then it could not lend to the inforence of colour ; and so on with regard to all infer-
ences in conneotion with qualities, This is an instance of a universal inference ; in
all infl tlm bans and the proband must subsist in the same substratum .
As d lar inf , we infer the faot of a certain sound commg trom
nhort dutnnce from its loudness ; now if the positive ch ter of lond:
in the Sound, no such infy could be possible. The lation adopts the expl
tion of the Shaikarl. The Vidydsdgari oEoru a hat different interp jon, 1£
no positive character subsisted in qualities then there could be no inferenoes in regard
to some qualities being gensral and others special, as these latter are positive charac-

ters ; 8o 1f these be inferrod to exist in qualities, the conclusion would be contrary to
fact; an impossible one. *
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(28) [Page 582] Then again, when you define Substance
ag the ‘substratum of Qualities,” what does the word ‘substra-
tum’ signify ? “It signifies inherence’. This cannot be ;
a8 in that case the Community of gunafva would also become a
Substance ; as the inherence of qualities subsistsin that Commu-
nity (the relation between the individual gunas and the Commu-
nity gumatva being that of inkerence). “What is meant by
the word gupashraya, is gumasamandyi ; which means that in
which quality inheres.” This also will not be right; as what
you havo got to determine is precisely the real meaning of
@shraya ; and as this @shraya is what is expressed by the Loca-
tive 'n tho oxpression “in which’, it is not right for you to ex-
plain the meaning of @shreya by means of such expressions as
denote tho samo @shraya ; as this involves the incongruity of ex-
planing a thing by itself [an undesirable ‘circle’].  “What is
meant " d@shraya or substratum is that which forms the basis
ot tuo notion of ‘in thig".”  We cannot accept this; as if this
were tho moaning of ‘substratum,’ then, in the case of the
wrong notion ‘ there is yellowness in this conchshell’, the con-
chshell will have to be accepted as the (real) substratum of the
yellowness [while in reality it is not the substratum of yellow-
ness ; and yet as it forms the basis of the notion of ‘in this’, it
must, under the definition, be regarded as the substratum of
yellowness]. Bub the notion (‘there is yellownoss in this
conchshell’) is erroneous; and whatis meant is that which forms
the basis of the right notion of ‘¢in this’,” This will not
be right ; as we could never recognise the invalidity or erro-
neousness of the notion (* there is yellowness in this conch-
ghell’) until we had asoertained the fact of the object of that
notion being non-existent; and as the precise signification of
the notion of *in this’ is still to be determined, it will not
be possible for you to ascertain the non-existence of the ob-
jeot in that substratum [and until this is done the errome-
ousness of the notion ¢ there is yellowness in this conchshell *
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cannot be ascertained; and so long as this is not dome, the
conchshell will have to be accepted as the real substratum of
the yellowness). ‘* As a matter of fact, it is yellowness
that is the counter-entity of the non-oxistence,—i. e. whose
non-existence is to be ascertained ; and certainly this yellow-
ness is known tewbe raally existent somewhere (though not
in tho conchshell.)” That will not help you ; as if the exis-
tence of yellowness is truly known, it will not be possible or
right to assert its mon-smistence.  * But even though its
existence somewhere else may be quite real, yet as cognised in
the conch-shell, its existence cannot be real [and it is in regard
to the conchshell that the non-existence of yellowness is as-
serted).”’ This explanation will not serve your purpose ;
a3 you have still to define the precise meaning of the Loca-
tive—Substratum——that you make use of in your expla-
nation, in the expression *in the conchshell’.

(29) The above reasonings also dispose of another
definition of Substance, as ¢ that which is the material or
constituont cause of things.” In the first place, how can it
bo ascertained what is, and what is not, a constituent cause.
Secondly, we find that Colour and the other gualities are
just as much the  constituent cause’ of Number, as the jar
and the other substances are [and thus the definition is as
applicable to Qualities as to Substances].  * But as a matter
of faot, Number does not subsist in Colour and the other
Qualities”.  How then does it subsist in the jar and the
other Substances ? 1f we appeal to actual experience and to
popular ideas on the subjeot, we find that the idea of number
belonging to Colour &o, is as common as that of its belonging
to the jar &c.; and we may in this conneotion urge the same
arguments that we made use on a previous occagion.  ‘‘ If
we regard number as belonging to Substances only, we can
explain the popular ideas of number belonging to Qualities
a8 based upon the Substances in which these Qualities inhere
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(and not to the Qualities themselves); and this would be a
much simpler method than to attribute Number to both
Substances and Qualities : and under the circumstances, we
should not accept the idea that Number subsists in Quali-
ties.” ‘We canunot accept this view ; why should we not
accept the contrary to be the case? Why should we not
attribute Number primarily to Qualities, and only through these
to Substances ? Then again, why should you accept the view
that the Community of ¢ Being' and such other Communities
subsist in Qualities ? Certainly the popular conception of
these subsisting in Qualities could also be explained as being
based upon Substances in which the Qualities subsist [just as
you have urged in regard to Number].

[The definition of the category of * Community,' S3mdanya, is next
taken up,—it L i y in ion with the last argument,
to determine the o:met nature of the Saminya, whichis held by the
Logician to belong to Substance and Quality alike.

(30) What again is the meaning of ‘Community’? It
will not be correct to define it as the cause of comprehensive
conception ; as every effect is, in reality, produced by the
entire causal apparatus (in general) ; consequently the defi-
nition will include not only the entire apparatus in general,
but also the several parts of it. ‘“We shall add to our
definition the qualification ¢ peculiar’ or *special’; so that
¢ Community ’, being *the special cause of comprehensive
oconoeption ', would be that which does not produce any other
kind of effect, (except comprehensive conception) [and this
definition could not include the entire causal apparatus, which
are productive of many kinds of effects).”  This definition
also cannot be accepted ; for (even though with the further
qualification, the definition will not apply to causal apparatus
in general, yet) it will include the whole range of that causal
apparatus (i, . all the special circumstances) that produce
that special effect [of comprehensive conception, which is
brought about, not by ¢ Community ' alone, but by the parti-
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cular means of cogniion by which the particular object ig. .
oognised, and many such factors besides] ; and further as a
matter of fact, we find that ‘Community’ also servesthe purpose
of bringing about several other coguitions besides the com-
prehensive cognition ; for instance, it also brings about the
cognition of difference among things (e. g. when one animal
is cognised as being different from another on the ground that
they are found to be possessed of different Communities) [so
that the definition, ‘that which does not produce any other kind
of effect,” cannot apply to such Communities as bring about
the cognition of difference and such other effects].

(81) “Community may bedefined as that whose authority,
(or rational basis) consists in this conception (i. e. comprehen-
sive conception) (it is this comprehonsive conception which
loads to the inference of ‘Community’.”  This also cannot be
maintained ; as the comprehensive conception forms the author-
ity, or basis, of theinference of its entire causal apparatus [which
apparatus will thus be included in the definition]. “But Com-
munity is that for which the comprehensive conception is tho
sole authority or moans of inferring [the rest of the causal
apparatus being known or inferred on the basis of many other
things also; e.g. the eye, which is one important factor in the
cognising of the Community belonging to the animal that is
seen, is capable of being inferred on the basis of the percep-
tion of colour; and so on for every other factor; but the com-
munity caun be inferred or known on the basis of the compre-
hensive conceplion only :  Whore there is no notion of compre-
hension or inclusion of many things under one catogory, there
is no ‘community '].”  This also is not tenable, we reply ; as
there are many other things that provide a valid basis for the
cognition of ¢ community ’; o.g. the different kinds of effective
action [when a number of things are found to have one uniform
effective action, they come to be included under one cates
gory; that is known as belonging to oue ‘community’;
80 that the proposed definition becomes too narrow]. _
Kh. 11. 78,
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" {82) A third definition is proposed:—*Community is that
of which the comprehensive conception is the only right
cognition [this will not include the causal apparatus of the
conception; as that apparatus is inferred from the said
conception, which cannot be called the right cognition of the
apparatus].” This also cannot be accepted ; as this definition
will apply to that (individual) which is qusalified by that
¢ community."”® “ What is meant is that which has for its
right cognition that portion of it which appertains to the
generic factor [so that the individual becomes excluded).”t
This also cannot be accepted ; as this definition, involving as
it does the conception of Community itself, cannot be estab-
lished (and comprehended and accepted) until the Community
itself has been established and defined.

(33) “We shall then define ‘Community ’ as that without
which no comprehensive conception is possible.” This also
cannot be maintained; as there are many other causes also
without which no comprehensive conception is possible [e. g.
tho contact of the Soul and Mind, and such other causes
without which no cognition is possible ; all of which will thus
be included in the definition].

(34) Nor can we a.ooept the definition of *Community’

a8 that which is comprchensi For what do you mean by this
¢ comprehensiveness '?  *It means subsistence of more than
one”. This cannot be; as the composite whole and such re-

lationships as conjunction and ths like are those in which more
than one factor subsist. [The composite whole consisting of

® Even though the individual cow by itself is not apprehended by a com-
prehensive conception, yet when we recognise the animal as a “cow’'—i. 6. as belong-
ing to the catogory of ‘cow’, i.e. as qualifiod by the community ‘cow’—this involves
that of which comprehensive conception is the only vight cognition .

flu the om o! the cognition of the animal as ¢ cow’, thm are two factors—
the g to the particular animsl ised, and the ganeric, pertain-
ing to the Commumty ‘cow” to which the animal belongs. ‘Now ‘community 'will be
that whose right cognition cousists of the latter of those two factors which, not per-
taining to the individaal factor, this latter becomes excluded from the definition.
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many component particles, and conjunciion being the relation
between fwo things].  “We shall add the farther quali~
fication of ¢ eternality ’.” Even so, the definition will .
apply to Inherence (which according to the Logician is an
eternal relation, subsisting between more things than one).
For the same reason ‘ comprehensiveness ' cannot be defined

a8 consisting in the subsistence of many things. “We can
add the qualification, that which is not of the nature of a re-
lation [so that Inherence will be excluded |.” Even with

this qualification, the definition will apply to atoms [which,
according to the Logician, subsist in, i. e. in connection with,
many points of space, with every one of which the atom is
held to be in contact].

(35) *“ Wo shall then define * Community ' as that which
is eternal and which inheres in many things [so that atoms
will be excluded, which do not inkere in many things; their
subsistence in regard to the points in space being in the form
of contact, not inherence).” This also is untenable ; as nei-
ther of the two alternatives possible with regard to it can be
maintained : For instance, the definition can be either eter-
nal or non.eternal. It cannot be eternal ; as this will
involve the incongruity of its operating by itself on itself
[on the part of ‘eternality’, which forming an integral
factor of the definition will be qualified by the eternality
belonging to that definition]; even though in the definition
¢ oternality ' appears only as a qualifying (and kence sub-
dinate) faotor, yet it is ‘ eternality ’ all the same. Nor
will it be right to regard the definition as ‘nmon-eternal’;
asin that case,‘ Community ’ itself, as well as ¢ Inherence’
(which forms the essential factor of the definition), will both
have to be regarded as non-eternal (which will not be in keep-
ing with the Logician’'s tenets) ; and [even if, with a view to
esoape from the said difficulty, the non-eternality of the
definition be attributed to the fndividuals, which also form
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a factor of the definition, and not to the Communities] then
also as regards the Self and such other entities (of ‘which the
individuals also are held to be eternal) there will ke no poss-
ibility of that ¢ non-eternality > which would be attributed to
the definition by virtue of the ¢ non-eternality ’ of tho individ-
uals that form an essential factor in the definition. Then
again, the definition cannot be said to be non-eternal unless
it is admitted that at some time or the other 1t does not exist;
and if this be admitted, it would imply that the cognition or
notion of the definition is, ab times, false (i.e., at the time
that it does not exist); and thus what is false at ome time
will become liable to bo regarded as false at all times;as
the character of the thing remains the same; and this would
make the definition an absolute non-entity, not existing ab
any time at alll As if it's existence atany one time be admit-
ted, and the definition be regarded as real, not false,—then,
that character remaining the same, it will have to bo regarded
asreal and no non-exi-tence (and consequont non-eternality)
will be possible ! « But when a certain thing happens
to be related to, and hence characterised by, a certain de-
finition, it should continueto be so characterised at other times
also, the characterised thing remaining the same [so that
even when the definition has ceased to exist, it can be re-
garded as characterising the thing defined, and it will be quite
possible to regard the thing as characterised by that defini-
tion],” This cannot be; as inthe casoin question,
no such (comprehensive) characterisation (by any definition)
is possible ; the number of individuals (and coinmunities) be-
ing many and diverse, Thus we conclude that the defini-
tion cannot be regarded as non-eternal.
(36) The above reasonings serve to refute the notion of
s eternality’ in regard to other things also, [So that we cannot
accept any definition involving the idea of * eternulity ’]. *®
® Forinstance, Akisha has been regarded ns eternal; if thil'emrnnlitﬁt
Kkasha is otornal, then there is & vicious circle ; if it is no} eternal, then the
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[The definition of ¢ Community ' is meaat to oxclude * Indivi-
duality ’, hence the consideration of tho formor loads on to the
consideration of the latter.]

(87) Then again, we ask—what is it that is excluded by
the above definition of ‘ Community’? “ Why, it ex-
cludes ¢ Specific Individuality’ and the other categories
(Substance, Quality &e.).” But what is it that you call
*Speocific Individuality’? You will perhaps define it as
¢ that which necessarily subsists in Substances only, and of
these also in those only that are eternal ? But this definition
cannot be acceptod ; as it is found to bo too wide, being ap-
plicable to such entities as ‘ @¢mafva’ and the like [ @fmafva’
subsisting only in the eternal substance A¢man]. “But
@tmatva does not subsist in any other eternal substanco ex-
cept tho A¢man ; while the Spocific Individualities must sub-
gist in all eternal substances ; and this is what we mean by
the qualification ¢ which necessarily subsists".” In that
case the definition becomnes untenable, by reason of its not
applying to any one Specific Individuality (as nosingle Indivi-
duality over subaists in all eternal substancos). “ What
is meant is that tho definition applies to that Community to
which all Individualities belong.” But you do not admit
of ¢ Community ’ in regard to Individualitics [according to
the Logician, Substance, Quality and, Action are the
only categories that can have Community]. ¢ What
we mean by tho Individualities belonging to the ‘Community’
is that they aro all distinguished by a certain common char-
acter (from all other things)”. We cannot accept this
explanation ; for if this common character serves to distin-
guish the Individualities from all other things, then there is
no need for any furthor definition based upon that common

Alkisha also becomes non-cternal. As the Vadantin himself accepts the Self to be
eternal, tho above condemnation of the very notion of clcrnality has been interpret-

ed by tho Shaikari to meun only the condemnation of those definitions which in-
volvo the notion of eternality.
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charaoter ; as the only purpose for which a definition is re-
quired is the distinguishing of tho thing defined from all
other things ; and this purpose is sorved by the said charac-
ter itself ; on the other hand, if the said common character
does not serve to distinguish the Individualities from all
other things, then the definition itself becomes incomprehen-
sible ; as it cannot be determined what belongs to the same
class or community as °Individualities’ [and without this
the definition cannot apply to any single Individuality, as
shown above]. “ All right; we may accept that ¢ common
character ’ itself as a dofinition of Individuality [serving as
it does to distinguish all individualities from everything
olse].” This will not bo right; as you have not yet
explained what you mean by ¢ common character ’ (upadhi).

(38) “We can define ‘Specific Individuality ® as that
through which the Yoginshavethe cognition of eternal indivi-
dual substancos as distinct from the rest of the world.”
This definition also cannot be accepted; as it will apply to
all those specific forms and specific qualities (through which
Yogins have the cognition of many individual things as dis-
tinot from the rest of the world, which things are not always
eternal). Otherwise [i. o. if in order to escape from this,
it be hold that the specific forms or qualities do not serve to
distinguishindividual things, and that Specific Individualitios
alono are capablo of affording such distinctive coguition],
how could there be any distinctive cognition with re-
gard to such individual substances as are products (and hence
not eternal), or to individual qualities and the rest (which
arenot Substance)? And [if it be urged that the distinctive
cognition of these could bo got at through other distinetive
properties possessed by them] just as these are endowed with
other distinctive properties, so also are the eternal substances
[so that in the case of these latter also the required distine-
tive cognition could be got at through these other distinetive
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properties, and there would beno necessity for the postulating
of ‘Specific Individualities’.] Lastly °Specific Indivi-
dualities’ themselves are mnot possessed of further such
Individualities [and yet you are able to have distine-
tive cognition of the Specific Individualities,—~so0, in
the same manner, even when the individual eternal Subs-
tances have no ¢ Specific Individuality’, you could have dis-
tinctive cognition of those substances; which proves the
utter futility of postulating any such thing as ¢ Speoific
Individuality ']. Thus we find that everything that you wish to
define comes to be wiped out of existence |

(89) Then again, in regard to all definitions of ¢ Specific
Individuality * and other things, if the definition is different
from the thing defined [as it must be], then, how is it possible
that through such a dofinition, that thing alone, andnothing
else, should be known by the particular name (occurring in
the definition) P “ It is the relation (borne by the defini-
tion to the particular thing) that would restrict the appli-
cation of the name.” That is not possible, we reply ;
firstly because the relationship between the relation and the
things related will also need something whereby its commec-
tion could be restricted ; and so on and on, there would be no
end to the assumption of ¢rolations’; as without some such
restrictive ¢ relation ’, there would be no restriction at all ;
and secondly because you have still got to define what ®re-
lation ’ is.

[The refutation of the deBnitions of ¢ Relation ’ 18 next taken up].

(40) What, we ask, do you mean by the word ‘samban-
dha?, ¢ relation ? “ Inherence and the rest are what are
meant by the word ¢ relation’.” True; but what is meant
by our question is—on what basis, for what reason, are
Inherence and the rest known as “relation '? That is to say,
ig it on the basis of ®samyogafoa’, *samavayafva’ and the
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like—the specific character of each kind of ¢ Relation "—
taken each exclusively by itself? Or is it on the basis of
something alse P If the former, then any comprehensive
conception of all kinds of relations would be an impossibility ;
and yet [the possibility of such comprehensive conception
cannot be denied as] there are such comprehensive notions in-
volved in the assertions~==(a) ¢ Perception is cognition pro-
duced by thecontact of the sense-organ and the objoct * (Nya@ya-
8i. 1. 1. 5) [where © Contact ’ stands for both kinds of relations
Inherence and Conjunction, which shows that the Siitra in
volves a comprehensivo notion of the two kinds of relation],
—and (b) ¢ [nherence is constant association’ [where also
¢ asgociation ' includes both Inherence and Conjunction; or
else the qualification ¢ coustant’ would be superfluous]. Nor
can Inherence &c. be known as ‘relation’ on the basis of
somothing other than ¢ Samyogatva > &c. As it is impossible
to form the comprehensive idea of any such determinant
(that will serve as the basis for all kinds of relation).

(41) “ Certainly, the idea of *niyamakaetva’, the generio
notion of ¢ determinant’ in the abstract, would serve as the
necessary basis.” This is not possible ; as you regard the
nature of things also as determinant of the thing; and this
nature is certainly not a * relation’ [consequently, the
‘determinant’ in the abstract could not serve as the basis for the
comprehensive notion of * rolation’]. ‘“But when the
nature serves as a determining basis it must be regarded
as a ¢ relation’.” That cannot be; it is absolutely
necessary for you to regard the nature of all things
as determinants (as it is only by means of its nature
that anything can ever be determined); and under the
circumstances, when you come to define the character of
¢ determinant ’ as ¢ necessary existence before the determina-
tion ’ (the * determinant’ being defined as that which must
exist before the determining),—it would be enough for you
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to define it merely by ° existence’ (the *determinant’ being
¢ that which exists’), and the rest of your definition would be
absolutely meaningloss. Then again [the determined
and the determinant being regarded as identical], if what is
sought to be determined is one that is never found to be
unduly extensive (beyond its own well-defined limits), then
the very name of the *determinant’ bocomes a misnomer
[as what by its vory nature always keeps within well-defined
limits does not need to be defined by any dotermining agency].
If, on the other hand, what is sought to bo determined is one
that is unduly oxtensive, then (the determined and the
determinant being, ewx-hypothesi, identical) the determinant
also would be unduly extensive; and what is itself unduly
extensive cannot serve the purpose of defining (or determining
or keeping within well-defined limits) anything else.

(42) Then again [does the determinant do the determin-
ing after it has itself come into existenco? or without coming
into existenco P]—if the defining isdone aftor the determinant
has come into existence, thon what is detormined will have to
be regarded as undetermiued, undefined, before the coming
into existence of the particular determinant [and the deter-
mined and the doterminant being identical, what is undefined
before coming into existence, could not become well-defined
after coming into existence].

(43) Similarly with all cases of such determining as is
brought about by othor causes [and in which case the deter-
mined and the determinant are not identical, but distinct],
For instance, when the jar is ¢ determined,’ by its cause, if the
cause, before the production of the jar, is itself not determined
in the form of, as pertaining to, the jar, and yet it produces
the jar, then that same cause would produce the cloth and such
other effects also [as there is nothing to restrict the operation
of the causo to the jar onlyl. % When we speak of the
determining of the jar by its cause, we do not mean that the
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oause determines the jar; what we mean is that it determines
its connection with the particular point of time.” This
cannot be, we reply. For [if what is detormined by the cause
is the connection of a particular point of time with the jar, then,
as pointed out before, this determining will not be possible
before the jar is produced ; and] if what is determined is only
the connection of the point of time, not necessarily of the jar,—
thon the samo cause might as well dotormine the connection of
time with the cloth and other things also! Thus then—

‘[f the cause were to determine, with reference to a
particular time, a thing (the jar) which does not exist and
which is not determined by any particular time,—then it could
also similarly determine any other thing (the cloth also,
which would he just as non-existent and as undetermined as
the jar); or if it could not so determine it, then it would be
entirely devoid of the dotermining power.’ (4).

Angd further, if the cause be regarded as the determinant
of the offect, on the basis of their existing at different points
of time,—then, why could not there be a determining of what
precedes (i. e., the cause) by what follows, (i. e., the effect) ?
There would be nothing to determine which of the two (Cause
or Effect) determines the other [as the only basis for the assum-
ing of determining consists in the two appearing at different
points of time, without any idea as to what comos first and what
aftorwards]. And thus,—

¢If it be held that what follows is determined by what
precedes it,—then, why could not thero be the determining of
what precodes by what follows ? Nor again could sequence
or procedence be ascertained when the series (of Cause and
Effect) are beginningless and endless.’ (5).

(44) ([P.592] If (in order to escape from the above
difficulties) it be hold that the dotermining is done by the
determinant before it comes into existence,—then this would
involve a contradiction in terms.
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(45) There is yet another objection to the view that
¢ the nature of a thing may be regarded as its relation ’:—As
a matter of fact, the relative is the container, and the relation
the contained ; and so, if the nature of a thing itself were to
constitute its relation, it would mean that the thing is its own
container, which is absurd : oven a well-trained dancing boy
does not do the dancing by getting upon his own shoulders !
Nor can the relation bo held to be of something else (different
from the relation itself) ; as you have yourself denied this (by
declaring that relation consists in the nature of the thing
related) ; for your position is that ¢ this (the relation) is
based on the very nature of the thing’; and this view does
not admit of any determining by the relation of anything diff.
erent from itself ; and under the circumstances, how could you,
consistently with your view, regard the relative as something
different from the relation ?

(46) Then again, in whatsoever manner you may
define the character of ‘relation,” you must admit the pre-
sonce of that character in Inherence (which is one form of
relation postulated by you);—and [if this character .is a
positive entity, it must be included under one of the six cate-
gories, Substance and the rest, accepted by you; and under
the circumstances that character could never subsist in In-
herence; as] Inherence, always itself subsisting in substances
can never be the substratum of any of the six categories
[and the said character must be one of these categories]

“ The character in question may be only of the
nature of an Upddhi or adventitious attribute, for which
it would be possible to subsist in Inherence.”

This cannot be; as even this attribute could subsist
in Inherence only by some sort of relation to it; but
as a matter of fact, the relation between that attribute
and Inherence could not be either one of Conjunction
or Inherence; and the only third relation postulated by you
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is the natural relation; and the possiblity of this has already
been refuted. Nor, with a view to escape from these
difficulties, will it be right to regard the character in ques-
tion as an ‘ abhdva,’ a negative entity (and as such not in-
cluded inany of the six categories). As in that case it
will be necessary for you to provide an adequate explanation
of the exact nature of that ¢ entity ’ which is negatived by
the negative particle in the word ‘adkdva.’ [And it will
not be possible for you to provide this adequate explana-
tion]. And according to you the entire world must
be exhausted (contained) in the ‘ seven ocategories’ ; as six of
these are °entities’ and the seventh ‘mnon-entity’; and
‘entity ’ and ‘ non-entity > being contradictory terms, must
include all things. [And as the character in question cannot
be an entity, or a non entity, it cannot be accepted].

B

[The notion of ‘substratum’ ‘roceptacla’ or ‘ container’ is next
takon up].

(47) Then again, if the determinant is different from
the determined, how is it that it determines only that, and

nothing else ? ““ Well, that is due to the faot that that
alone is its a@@hdra or substratum.” ‘What do you
mean by ¢ substratum ’ P—we ask. “ The substratum

of a thing is that wherein it is located (or situated).”” This
is not right ; as it still remains tobe explained what is the
signification of the Locative in the word ¢ wherein, *

(48) * We may define the substratum as that with regard
to which we have the notion of ¢ here’, ‘herein’, ‘in
this’.” This also cannot be accepted ; as, by this de
finition, that with regard to which we have the notion of
¢ there ’, therein ’, *in that® would cease to be a * substratum °.
And further, this definition will involve & clear case of
objectionable interdependence:we can have the notion of
‘herein’ only after we know of the thing as the ¢ substra-
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tum’ of another thing [without which knowledge we cannot
have any notion of the thing being situated ¢ herein’]; and
(by your definition) we can know what is a ¢ substratum ’ only
when wo have the notion of ¢ herein ’.

(49) ‘¢ The Substratum is that in which something in-

heres—subsists by inkerence ', This also cannot be aceept-
ed ; as it will not apply to such notions of substratum as we
meet with in the following conceptions—* there is absonce of
horns in the hare’, ¢ the jujube fruitis in the vessel’ [in which
cases the subsistense is not by inherence, but by conjunction,
and yot it cannot be denied that the Ilare and tho Vesscl
aro the ¢ substratum ’ of the absence of horn and the jujule
Sruit respectively]. “In such cases as you h. re cit-
od, in which the subsistence is not by inherence, the name
of ¢ substratum’ can be applied only figuratively.” This
is not enough ; what you should add is that the very
idea of such things bling regarded as fsubstratum’ is
wrong ! “ Woll, yes! What then ! ” Why should
it not be the other way ? [That is, we may as well regard as
correct, the application of tho name ¢ substratum’ to cases
where the subsistence is by relations other than inheronce;
and regard as wrong its application to cases of subsistence
by inherence]. And furthor, if the notion that ¢ the nare is
tho substratum of the absence of horns’ wero wrong (as you
hold), then the hare would be a real substratum of the horn!
As of two contradictorics, the horn and the ihorn's absence,—
the denial of one must imply the affirmation of the other.

(50) ¢ The Substratum, then, may be defined as that
which prevents falling.” This also cannot be accept-
od ; as this definition will not apply to the case of the composite
whola (of which the component parts are the substratum),
or to that of Qualities (of which Substances are the substra-
tum); as in either of these cases the substratum does not
serve the purpose of proventing falling. [If the component
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particles prevented the composite whole from falling,
then thero would be no falling at all for any composite
whole].

(51) “*The substratum of a thing may be defined as that
which is situated immediately below that thing. ” This
also is not tenable ; as in the first place, there is nothing to
prove that tho substance to which certain qualities belong
is situated below those qualities [and it cannot be denied
that tho substance is tho substratum of the qualities] ;—
secondly, (even admitting that the substance possessing the
quality is below the quality),—inasmuch as the component
particles of a composite substance would be as much below
the qualities of the composite substance as the composite
substanco itsolf, the particles also will have to be regarded
a8 the substratum of those qualities (which, in reality, belong
to the substance as one composite whole, and not to its compon-
ent particles) ;—thirdly, when of two objocts in contact with
one anotker, ono is above the other, the upper object will be
above (not below) the conjuncbion; and as such, could not
by the present definition, be regarded as the substratum of
that conjunction ;—fourthly, the definition will not apply
{0 ~ny such casos as that of an object hanging by a thread
[ “ouu sven though the thread is above the object, it is regarded
“4 %3 gu"atratum, the thread being contained in the object]),

(>*) *If we do not find it possible to fix upon a single
denotation of the word ‘Locative ' or ¢ Substratum’, then we
Can attribute to it more than one denotation,—as we do in
the case of such words as ¢ akga’ and the like (which have
more than one meaning).” This is not possible ;
a8 if the ‘@shraya ’, ¢ substratum ’, had no one uniform charac-
tor, thon there would be no unformity of character in the
fallacy of ’@shraydsiddhi’ and such other conceptions as
involve the idea of ¢ ashraya’. “We may accept the
diversity of character inall these.” That will not be
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right ; a8 in that case, the exact enumeration of the fallacies
of ¢ asigdhi’ (as found in the standard NyBya works), upon
which all usage is based,would be wrong [as the number of
¢ ashrayasiddh:’ itself would be very much more than the
number attributed to all the ¢ asiddhis’ combined];—and fur-
ther, it would be impossible to indicate any character that
would afford tho basis for a comprehensive idea of all those
several kinds ; for instance, in some cases the @shraya is that
in which the thing inheres (0. g. when a substance is spoken
of a8 the @shraya of a quality] ; while this character can nev-
er belong either to that wherein a negation subsists [e. g.
when we speak of a place as the @shraya of the jar’s absence,
in which case,the relation is not by inherence , but by the
relation of simple qualification],—or to Inherence when it is
put forward as a probaps subsisting in the probandum [e. g.
when we speak of the Earth as distinct from Water, &o., be-
cause it is the @shraya of the inherence of the community
¢ prithivitva’, where, according to the Logiciun himself it will
not be right to hold that the Inherence inheres in the Earth].

[Page 596] (58) In view of these indisputable facts, the
Opponent says :—* We shall admit that the denotations of
tho word ¢ @shraya’ are diverse,—diverse also are the several
kinds of @shrayasidghi and the rest, taken each singly by
itself ; and as rogards the exact number of} ‘asiddhi’ laid
down in our treatises, we must explain these enumera~
tions differently, in view of the fact that the ordinarily
accepted interpretation of theseis found to be contrary to
well-known facts (as you have shown above). ” Even
this admission well not help you very far ; for even though
all this may be possible, yet you have to explain what will be
the exaot sense of ¢ @dhdra’ (‘ @shraya ", ¢ substratum ') in the
case of the expression  the jujube fruit in the vessel’. (a)Itcould
not be explained as that which prevents falling ; as it is quite
possible for the fruit to fall along with the vessel containing
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it,—~in whiéh case the vessel, which is its ashraya, does not
prevent its falling. (b) Nor will it be right to
explain it as that with which the thing contained is in cuntact; as
both the things being equally in contact with each other, one
would be as justified, by the definition, in regarding the fruit
a8 the ‘adhara’ of the vessel, as vice versa ! (c) Nor,
with a view to avoid this difficulty, will it be right to define
the ¢ adbdira’ as that with which the other thing is in contact,
and which lies belcw this other thing; as even though this
definition may be applicable to the case of the fruit in the
vessel, it will fail in other cases : e. 9. when the soles of the foet
are smeared with particles of dust, where the dust-particles
[even though having the foot-sole in comtact with them, and
lying below the foot-sole] are not regarded as the ¢adhara’
of the foot; in fact, on the contrary, the foot-sole is regarded
as containing the dust-particles, and as such, being their
‘@dhara’ ; and thus the definition being found failing in such
other cases, cannot be accepted as correct, even with regard
to the particular case that we have been considering (of the
fruit contained in the vessel). *“The last explanation
of ¢ adhara’ is not intonded to be applicable to all cases; it is
meant to apply to only some cases (and this it does)—acoord-
ing to the view that the character of ‘adhara’ is diverse
(and not one only)."” This does not help you at the
present juncture : it may be possible for some other definition
of ¢ adhdra’ to apply to some other cases ; but what you now
put forward as the definition is not possible, for the simple
reagon that it is found applicable to things (e. g, the dust.
particles on the foot-sole) that are never known as ‘ adhara,’ as
we have shown above. “ With a view to avoid this difii-
culty, we shall add the further qualification that the @ghare
has a size larger than that of what it contains.” This
will not be right ; as this qualification will not apply to the
case of a large massof cotton heldon the palm of the hand
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[when the @@hira, the hand, is smaller in size than the mass
of cotton it holds]; nor can the ¢ @@kdra’ in this case, be ex-
plained as something else. Then again, your definition
contains the word ¢ adhak,’ ¢ below,’ * underneath,'—and you
cannot determine the exact signification of this word.

(54.) ‘“ We regard that thing as ¢below’ which lies in
the direction of falling.” This will not be right; as
‘falling ' cannot be explained as anything other than ¢ going
bolow or downwards'—which is only the idea of ‘ below’
having the notion of ¢ going’' added to it [and thus the
definition of ‘below’ by ¢falling’ would involve a vicious
circle]. It was for this reason that the Great Teacher of
Advaita (Ribhu), knowing that it is impossible to define the
exact meaning of tho word ‘ below,’ explained the refutation
(of the use of such word as ¢ below ' and ¢ above ') to his pupil
(Nidagha),—a rofutation thathas been thus summed up by the
revered Paréishara :—‘what is it that is called by the pame
below, and wkat which is called above ?°’

(55.) ¢ We can explain the word ¢ below’ as signifying
the direction towards the Earth.” This also cannot
be accepted ; a8 it is possible (in cortain cases) for the word
¢ above’ also to signify the direction towards the Earth (for
instance, when the word ‘above’ is used by the inhabitants
of Patala). “ Whenever wo speak of the ¢ direction
towards the Earth’ it is also in relation to something (e. g.,
the Sun) ; and with referenze to this something the ¢ direction
towards the Earth * will be ¢ below.’ ”'® This is not
right, What do you mean by ¢with reference to which'?
(a) Do you mean that which is regarded as the limit or point
from which the direction is judged? Or () that towards

© All notion of Direction is relative. When wo take the Sun as the awndu:d,—n.l'l
the points between tho Sun and the Earth will be in the direction towards the Earth
and all points on tho other side of the Earth will be in the direction away Srom tha

Earth, Thus with roferenco to the Bun as the standard what is the ‘d
thie earth ’ is ‘vhat is meant by the word ¢ below.’
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which or facing which the Earth lies? |That is to say, is the
standard only the limit from which the direction is judged ?
oris it that towards which the Earth’s face is turned ?] Ifit
mean the former, then, taking as your standard or limit
something that is above the Earth, what you call above’
—i. e., the direction above that standard something—will
also be ‘towards the Earth’ in relation to something else
(that may be higher); and so that direction also will have to
be regarded as ‘below.’” For instance, above the Earth’s
surface, we have the mountain in relation to which mountain
the Bun is *abovo’ ; now the points of space between the
Sun and the mountain will also be ¢ towards tho Earth,’ just as
much as those below the mountain; and in this case also a
¢limit ’ will be present, in the shape of the mountain, which is
as much a limit for the points of space below it as for those
above it ; and thus fulfilling all the conditions of the definition
of “below,’ the point of space between Sun and tho*hountain
will also come to regarded as ‘ below’}. For similar
reasons [i. e., because the character of ¢being towards tho Earth’
is equally attributable to what is higher and what is lower
than the standard limit] the second alternative also cannot
be maintained [4.e., it will not mend matters if by ¢ with refer-
ence to which > you mean ¢ that facing which the Earth lies’;
as the Earth will face the points above the mountain, just as
well as those below it]}.

(56). “ That direction is ‘below’ by action towards
which the Earth approaches nearer [so that ‘falling’ comes .
to be defined as that action by which the Earth approaches
nearer, and that is ¢ below * which lies in the direction of that
falling , defined above, in para, 54 ; against which the only
objection urged was that of its involving a circle; and this
circle becomes avoided by the definition of ¢ falling ' provided
here}.” We cannot accept this definition; by this
definition, the action of an object hanging by arope in a well
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and swinging horizontally will have to be regarded as *fall-
ing ' [as each swing brings the object nearer to the
‘Earth’ in the form of the walls of the well] ; and the space
traversed by each swing will have to be regarded as ¢ below.’

. (67). “Taking the Earth and some other objoct as the
two limits, that space which, intervening between these two, is
oalled the ¢ middle,’—when taken in relation to the limit
other than the Earth,—is what is called below.” [For
instance, the space between the Earth and the Sun is ¢ below’
the Sun]”. This also cannot be accepted; as in that
case, the Earth itself could never bo regarded as ¢ below ’ (the
Sun); and furthor, without explaining what is meant by the
word ‘below, ’ you canuot provide any adequat explanation of
what is meant by the‘ middle’ or  intervening space’ between
the Earth and the other objoct ; —tho only cxplanation possi-
ble of the ¢ middle’ or * intervening space ’ between the Earth
and the other object beingthat it is ‘above’ the earth and
¢« below ' theother object [so that the explanation of * middle’in-
volvesthenotion of ¢ below’, and that of ¢ below ’ you seek to ox-
plain with the help of tho notion of ‘middle’; thus thore is a
mutual interdependence].” If you seek to provide any other
explanation of the ‘ middle ’, (freefrom the notions of ¢ above’
and ‘ below ’), you will find that it applies to lateral space :
For instance, such an explanation of the * middle’ would be
in the form of ¢ that which is to the East of tho Earth and to
the West of the other limit ;’ as the word ¢ middle * or ‘interval’
is applied in usage to that space with regard to which two
men standing in opposite directions have the notion of two
contradictory directions [i.e. when one man is standing on
the East and the other on the West, the intervening space is
concoived by the former as‘West’y and by the latter as
‘Bast ’] [and this explanation of ‘middle’ will apply to
lateral space, which also, by the proposed definition of
¢ below *, should have be rogarded as ¢ below’].
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(568) *[If none of the abovo definitions of the *Substra-
tun’ can be maintained) there must be something else that
is signitied by the word * Adhéra’; as the notion (of *herein)’
is a well-recognised onc ; and it cannot he explained ex-
copt by means of an explanation of what is meant by * Subs-
tratum '’ Even this is not admissible. Whatever may
be siguified by the word ‘agdiaras * —is it eternal or transient ?
It cannot be transient; as that would mean that the subs--
tratum ceases Lo exist, so that there may be times wheu the
very notion of ¢substratum’ would bo non-existent ; and fur-
thor, inasmuch as the cuse of the substratumn is analogous
to that of the Community ‘cow’ [which as signified by the
word ¢ cow ' is regarded as cternal, even though its constituent
individuals are transicnt; from which analogy, even though
the individual substratum may be trausient, yet the genus
¢ substratum ’, us signified by the word ¢ substratuin ’, should
be etornal],—if, evon %0, it be regarded as transient, then
(exactly on ths same grounds) the Community ‘cow’ also will
have to bo regarded as transiont.  Nor will it be right to regard
the signification of the word ‘ substratum ’ as eternal, As will
this, that 1s signifiel by the word ‘substratum’, be
vither comprehensive (including all kinds of substratum) or
not-comprehensive ¥ [ it bo not-comprehensive, then there
would be an impossibility of auy comprehensive conception of
the ¢ substeatum ’; and (in the absence of such comprehensive
couception) it will be nnpossible also to comprehend any
convontioua] denotation of the word *substratum ’ [as this
would, ex-hypothesi, have to be takeu as separato with re-
gard to each individual substratum ; and the number of in-
dividuals being endless, any such convention would be be-
yond the grasp of our minds). If, on the other haund, what is
signified by the word ’substratum’ Lo sowecthing compre-
hensive, then, is 1t one which, like Community, never re-
nounces the individuals in whicl it subsists (i.c. the indivi-
duals that it comprehends, like Community, which has no
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existence apart from the individuals composing it) P or is it one
that does renounce these individuals P In the former case,
if one thing has beenonce recognised as the *substratum’
of another thing, then it will never again be possible for the
latter to appear as the substratum of the former [and this is
possible, as atone time a man may be seated on the bed, and at
an>ther time he may be carryiag it on his head]. If then,
it be held that it does renounce the individuals in which it
subsists,—then, if there 1s no fixed law under which it re-
nounces and embraces individuals, then, no restriction being
possible, it will bs possiblo for us to conceive of such re-
nouncing and embracing as going on at all times (which
would be absurd).

[Page 6017 (59) “.Jo order to escape from this
last absurdity, if you assert that| thece is something that
regulates the renouncing and embracing of the constitnent
indivi-luals,~then you should point out what this regulating
agenocy is |as a mattor of fact, thers is no sach agency that
you could point out]. “But we can certainly assume
sach an agency, sesing that, without some such agency, we
cannot account for the woll-known conception of * substra-
tum'."” No such agency can be rightly assumed, we reply.
For if we wore to assumo such a rogulating agency, then
that agenoy itself, which regulates the ewmbracing of the
constitutent individuals, might itself bo regarded as the
* substratum,’ and there would be no need for postulating any
other ¢ substratum ’ Vwhose conception would be based upon
the said regulating agency].* “Yeos ; be that so.” But
this will not be quito right; as that regulating agency also
[which would constitute the character of the *substratum']
will stsnd in need of some agency that will regulate its own
renouncing and embracing of its substrates; and forthis latter

© That property which ruhgillute- the said em"racing will be what indicatos
the charactor of ‘substratun’ ;uud thit which peevents the manifestation of the
oharacter of the subsiratuin will be the proparty that regulates the renouncing.
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agency again, another regulating agency will have to be
nssumed ; and [this latter agenocy itself serving the required
purpose] the former would become futile [just as the assump-
tion of another  substratum * was found futile in the previ-
ous case] ;—and thus your position comes to this: If you
do not assnme an additional agenoy, there is nothing to regu-
late the renouncing and embracing of substrates ; if, on the
other hand, you do assume the additional agency, the assump-
tion of every such agency rvenders futile what has gone
before it ;—truly a dificult position from which there is no
escape! ** But there could be an interchange of the work
of regulating between the two [so that the remouncing and
embracing of what follows will be regulated by what precedes
it, and vice persa ; so that nothing would be futile, and there
would be no endless assumption of regulating agencies].”

In that case there will be mutual interdependence between
the two ; and we should feel called upon to answer this
argument only after you have proved the fact that it is
possible for two things to be so interdependently related that
oach would drag the other to where it is itself dragged ; [as
a matter of fact to prove this is impossible ; as in that case
mutual interdependence would cease to be an objectionable
feature altogether, )

(60) “ Well, the reasonings that youput forward against
the comprehensive conception of * substratum’ apply with
equal force to the case of such comprehensive conceptions as
those of ¢community ® and the like ; so that these latter also
become impossible ”. For heaven’s sake, please do not
utter these words too loud! Tf an enemy were to hear them, it
would be a veritable calamity sprung vpon us | *

# The author holds all things to be melphclblo hence to him it it is pointed
out that the ption of * licablo, it is only a contingen-
oy that he would desire ; aud not -nything to disconcert him. This in the sense
of the jocular answer given.
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(51) Then again, the character of ¢ substratom ’ that
you postulate—has that itself a substratum of its own? or is it
without a sabstratum ? If it is withont a snbstratum,—i, e.
there is mnothing that contains the character of the sub-
stratum—then with regard to what particular object could
it bring abont the cognition of being qualified by itself ;
as thero being no objects that coutains that character, all
objects would he cqually related to that character, [and
there would he nothing that could be recognised as
particularly endowed with that character, and hence as
entitled to the name of *substratum’]. If, on the other
hand, the character of the substratnm has a substratum
of its own (i.~. i3 contained in a particular object), then
you have to point out this further substratum [and s0 on
and on, you will have to postulate substratum after sub-
stratum ad dnfinitum ). “ But the very nature of
the character of ¢ substratum’ is such that with regard
to its own substratnm (which contains that character) it
forms the basis of the notion of *substratum’, without
the iotervention of any other substratum for itself i—just
a3 ‘ satlii’, the generic character of ¢ heing’ by itself forms
the basis of the notion of ‘being’ (the existence
of things) withont the intervention of a further ¢ being’
(that would ostablish the existence of this* Being ’ itself).”
This will not be right ; as a notion, without an adequate
substratum, would be wrong ; just as the notion of silver,
in the absence of the character of ¢silver, is wrong, so
in the abasence of the character of * substratum ’, the notion
of ¢ substratum’ would be wrong. We shall ex-
Plain this in detail, in course of our refutation of Diversity
(p. 1141 et seq. Chaukhambha, s, s. Edition).

(62) ¢ Kven in the absence of the relation of the con-
tainer and the contained (as held to subsist between the
substratum and what subsists in it), the requisite agency
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for the regulating of what is to be renounced, and what
emhraced, wonld be available in tho shape of the intrinsic
relation of things ; just as the connaction between the object
and its cognition i« regulated by the relation known as
¢ Visayavigayiblava ' " This also is not possible ;
as in the first place, wo have already refuted your * intrinsic
or * natural relation’ (in para. 41); and secondly, becanse
yon cannot provide an adequate explanation of the relation
of ¢ Visuyanigayibhava "—of * subject ' and ¢ object *—which
you have cited as an eXample in support of your contention.

[The refutation of ‘gnbstratmn’ having tmned ou the exact nature
of the ! Visuyavisayibhiva * ot the * subject-object relation *, the au-
thor proceeds to show the impuwilnlity of expluining it.]

(63) What is the * wrigayarisayibhdva’ of cognitions
with the jar and other objects ? “ Cognition being
an entity of the form of illumination (or manifestation),
the wvisnyavisayibhioa, or relation of * subject and object ’,
with the jar i3 only that particular svebhdra (innate
natnre) of an entity of the form of illumination or manifesta-
tion which consists in its pertaining (or belonging) to
that objeot.” This definition cannot he accepted ;
as it does mnot apply to the Objecta of Desire (Aversion
Action) and the rest [ Desire &c. also, accordirg to the Logician
bear , with objects, the *subject-object’ relation ; and ye
not being of the form of illumination, which can apply to
cognitions only, their relation becomes excluded from the
definition]. ¢ We shall then substitute the word
¢ vigayinah', *subjective’ [in place of ¢ prakdshasy.’; so
that the definition will include all such entities as Desire
and the rest, which bear npon objects, and are, as such,
capable of being regarded as‘ subjective ’].” This
will not be right ; as it is precisely this (the exact
nature of the *subjective’) that you have got to determine,
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(64) Then again, what do you mean by the * svabhaiva ’
of the cognition P Do you mear: the coguition's own @harma'
character or property ? Or its own self ?

(65) If it is the property, is it the character ¢ j#ana-
fva’, ‘ baing a cognition ', which is common to all cogni-
tions ? Or is it a particalar character peculiar to each
ndividual cognition of the jar &c.? If it is the generio
character of cognition ’, then, inasmuch as this is common
to all cognitions, it is not possible for it to pertain to any
partioular individual object. If itis the peculiar character
of each individual cognition, then the character of the
cognition of each individual object would have to be
regarded as distinct ; and this would be only another
way of asserting that the cognition is of the form of its object
[a view which has been held by the Yogachara-Bauddha-
and stubbornly rejected by the Logician]. Then
again, this property, this character of ¢ jianatva’,—[ Is this an
adventitions accessory of the cognition, llke the stick of
« the man with the stick ' ?} Or is it a pormanent attribute,
n the form of * Commvuity ’, like * purugatva’ of the man P
If it is an adventitious accessory, (a) is what is imposed
as such the object apprehended by the cognition ?(b) Or
18 it something else ?P]—[A] it cannot be held to ne
dependent upon something else to be imposed upon; &s in that
case, for the cognition of the adventitions accessory, we
would stand in need of something entirely different from
the objests actually cognised, like the jar and the rest
[e- 9. in the oase of the cognition of the man with the
stick, the stick is what is imposed as the adventitious acces-
sory ; and this being something other than the real object
of cognition, the man, for the cognition of the man, in
this case, we are made dependent upon the stick ; in the
same mannuer, if ¢ ghalajddnatoa ' as an upagdhi of the * ghatu-
jAdna’ were an upddhi in which whatis imposed as such
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is something different from the jar itself, then it would
come to this that for the simple cognition of the jar, we
would stand in need of somethiug other than the jar,
which is absurd). (A) Nor again, can the jar itself be
what is imposed as an adventitions accessory; as there is, so
far, no connection betweon the jar and its cognition [the
only velation possible is the wnisayvigayibhdva ; and this is
s still nalssie nined] ; and it oven so, it were to be imposed,
hen great confusion would be the result [any object might
be imposed upon any cognition, without any restriction)
(B) Nor again can ‘ ghatejidnatva’ be regarded as a
ati, (a class-character permanently inherent inthe cogni-
tion of the jar); as in thoso ordinary cases where we
cognise the jar by 1tsolf, and also the cloth by itself, the
two class-characters, ¢ ghatatva' and * patatva’ having
been recognised as distinot, if, at some time, we hap-
pen to have the composite cognition of the jur and
the clothy—so that we have a ghataputajiina,—if the pro-
perty hereof, as ¢ ghatepatajianatoa ', were regarded
as u oluss-character, or afi, this would be an instance of an
admixturo of two class-characters (ghatafou and patafva;
and such an admixturo is not regarded as desirable by the
Logician). If, in order to avowld this, it be held that the
cognition of each individual objectis distinct, [so that no such
composite cognition as ¢ ghatapatajiane’ would be possible],
then 1t would never be possible t» havo the coguition of any
quahfied object [as this would involve the cognition of the
objeot and also of s quilifisation, which, ex kypothesi, is not
possible |. To order to moet these difficulties, it may
be held thiit 1u the case of composite coguitions (e. g. ghata-
patajiiana) there is a comp iite class-chavacter (which is apart
fromthe class-character of each individual cognition of individ-
ual objects; just as we have the class-charactor ‘ vuriegated col.
our’ which is distinet from ¢ blue ’, ¢ red’ &e.,) ; butin that case,
we would ultimately be unable to speak of any class-character
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pertaining to the coguition of individual objects [as, ac-
cording to the Lr.gician, every cognition involves at least two
coguitions, thy Ss2iku/p ¢k« and the Niroikalynka, the former
huving for its object the concrete form of the object along
with its distinctive Ewaturos &c., while the latter apprehends
only the vbject in its vaguae abstract formn ;—so that overy
coguition being compnsite in character, all cognitions would
fall under the composite class-character], If (thus
roduced to a dosperate position) you even admit the admix-
ture of class-characters [and posit such class-characters as
Sghatajianaton’, ¢ patajianagos’ and tho like], then these
class-chavactors themselves buing enough to distinguish each
cognition, theve would be no ground left for the agsuming of
the * object” of cognitions (the Logician's position being that
each coguition is distinguished from the other only through
it object, in all otber details, all cognitions having the same

character). ““ Yot, inasmuch as in evory cognition
the relation to an object is manifest, we admit the object
also.” This explanation cannot bo accepted; as 1t is
this velation whose exact nature is under consideration
now, “True, but this is its exact nature—that it is
that relation which subsists between the cognition and its
object. "’ This is uot right ; as this * subject-object’

relition beiag ons only, ths ¢r)gmtion and the object
would both be hable o b known as ¢ vbject?; just as in the
casn of the relation of Conjunction. * “But as a
matter of fast, tho coguition 13 thy viyeyi, the ¢ subject’
und tho object i3 the vizayr, which is differcnt from the

* Conjuuction is 4 relation subsisting bolween two objeets in contact with one
auother ; and of this mrelativu both members aro known as‘ samyogi* * conjunct ’,
*1n conjunction * ; sumlwly if * visayavisayibbave ' is a relation it must be one
ahsisting over both menhas of the rolation —the coguition aud its object ; aud,
hience as in the caso of coguition, soliere also, both would be kuown as either'vigaya’
oras 'msayi’' audthere would be nothing to determine that ono is to be called
¢ vigaya ' and the other ‘viguyi ',—the analogy of the well-kuown rolation of con-
Junction not providiug auy justification for this strict apportionment of the pames
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vigayi. [That it to say, the relation is properly speaking
¢ vigayifva ', ‘being the subject’; and this belongs to the
Cognition only, and not to both Cognition and Object ; hence
the case is not analogous to that of ¢ conjunction’]". We
cannot accept this; us this ¢ nigay ¢fv «* would only be another
name for the Bhatis has called jiifata’, * the character of
being known' (as belonging to objects of cugnition) ; and this
we are going to refute later on.

(69) Then again, the ¢ sribhtva’ of a thing cannot be
explained asthe solf of the ubject (the second alternative
suggested in para. 64) ; as if the ‘ svabh@iva’ consisted of the
self of tho object, then,—just as the ‘self’ of the individual
objects, jur, cloth &u., is each distinet from the other, so the
¢ selt” of the iudividual cogaitions of these objects also would
each bo distinct from the other; so that there would be an
end to all such usage as is based upon the comprehensive
conception of the coguitions of several objects [i. e.’each cog-
nition being eatiroly distinet from the other, no such compre*
hensive conception would be possible].

(47) Then again, your assertion, that ** the fadiya(a, be-
longing or purtaining to the object, is the svabh@ve or nature
of the cognition,” has to be looked into more minutely : The
word ¢ fugiya’ (belonging to that) is formed of the pronoun
¢ tat’ (that) and theatfix ‘chha’, wheve * tat ’ refers to the
object, and the affix d-notes relutinnship ; so that what your
assurtion mneans is that ‘these two -the ohject and relation-
ship—as quahfiel by each otber, form tho svabhiva of the
cognition’; and what this means is thay ‘ objests form the
spabhiva of the cognition’; and this would be an excellent
refutation of the view of the [doalist by you (who wmake it
your business to refute the Idealist standpoint, and yet

reduce all objects to the furm of were cognition) ! “ What
our assertion means is that what forms the soabhiive of the
cognition is the relativn, and ot the object.” This

will not be right ; as uuless you add some specification, mere
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‘relationship ’ in general would bolong to all things (and
not to cognitions only); as it cannot bo held that Relation
does not belong to any coguition;as m that case it would
not be relation at all;—nor will it be right to hold that
Relation belongs to a pavticular cogmtion only. As in that
case, firstly, the relation would becomo identified with the
cognition, as pointed out above; and, in the second place,
there is nothing to show to what particular cognition it be-
longs. “ The cause of tho cognition will be the specify-
ing fac.or [so that the fuct of the relatiou of thejar pertain-
ing to the cogniLion of tho jar only 1s indicated by the contact
of the jar with the percoiving organ, which contact
is tho cause of the cognition of jar]”. That cannot be ;
for what does that specifying factor do ? “ It makes
the relation pertain to tho particular cognition ”. This
will not be right ; for is this ¢ tadiyatd,” ¢ belonging to that,’ a
part of that relation which forms the ‘svabhava’ of the
cognition P or is it a distinct property, outside, or apart from,
it ? I the former, thon what is siguified by the word ¢ that ' is
also a part of that same relation ; so that there is the samo
identification of the obhject and the cognition, as pointed out
above, If it is the latter, thon, that distinct property (sig-
nified by the affix ¢ chha’ in ¢ tadiya ') would be the same as
the object (as signifiod by the word ‘tat’in *tadiya’); as
by your own explanation, the object ( jar ) that is signified
by the word ‘tat’, which forms the qualifying factor in the
composite conception denoted by *tadiya’, is nothing more
than the same *distinct property’. “That distinct
property may be identical with the object [what is the harm
in that PJ” Then we ask—is this (distinct property—
i.0, theobject) related or not related, to the aforesaid ‘svabhava’-
velation (i. e, the cognition)? If not, then the cognition
would not bo related to anything. If, onthe other hand,
it isrelated, then is it related tothe relation in the shape of
cognition by some other relation? or by the relation of sva-
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bhava only? 1f by some other relation, then that would
need another relation for being related, and soon and om,
there would be that same infinite regress for avoiding which
you posited the ¢ svabh@iva’ relation! If on the other hand,
it is related by the rclation of ¢svabhava’ only, thenin the
composite conception °related to the relation in the shape
of cognition’, the cognition also enters as a qualifying
factor ; hence in accordance with the reasoning put forward
above [i. e, if tho cognition has the svabl@ra of being related
to the jar, then the jar and the cognition become identical',
and in accordanco with tho argument just put forward [i. e.
if “tadiyatd,’ being a distinet property, is of the form
of the object, and to that the relation that the Cognition
bearsis that of ‘svabhdva '], both—{adiyata and {af—Dbe-
como tho *self’ of the cognition ;—and this would only be
another way of accopting the identity hetween the Cognition
and its object !

[Page 608] (18) The above reasoning serves to refute the
$svabhdva "-relation in other cases also.

[For the purpose of defining thoielation of ¢ vigayavigayibhiva’, the
Opponent proceeds to provide delimtions of ¢ visaya ' and ¢ vigayi ' and
then hase his coneeption of the sxid relation  upon the  correlation of theee
two definitions.]

(69) “The wvisaya, ‘ ohject of cognition’, is that which
is the rcceptacle of tho rosult of the cognition; and the
visayi, Subject, is that which has (i. e. produces) that
result . This also is open to objection. For what is
the  result of cognition’ ? Does it consist in being known P
or in being nsed P If the former, then the definition will not
apply to past and future things, or to things that aro wrongly
cognised, |as tho past and future things do not exist at
the present time, when the cognition appears, and when
ono has the wrong cognition of a thing, this thing is non-
existent; so that in all those cases, the thing cognised
being mnon-existent, it cannot be the receptacle of that
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charaoter of being known, which constitutes, e hypothesi, the
distinotive featuro of the ‘ohject’; so that neither the
future thing, nor the past thing, nor the misconceived thing
could ever be the *object’ of cognitionl. Nor again is it
possible for you to indicate any basis for the assumption,
that a certain cognition (that of the jar, for instance) pro-
duces its result in that same object (the jar, and not in any
other object, the cloth or the horse).—If there were some
such basis, that basis itself wight be regarded to be the
distinctive feature of the ‘object’ [and there would be no
justification for propounding a definition on the strength of that
basis] If, on the other hand, the result of cognition
consists in being used,—i, ¢, in heing carried hy the hands
and so forth,—then, in the first place, as a matter of fact
wo find that snch usage is not present in every case of cog-
nition [e. g. when we cognise a quality, colour or smell, or
when we cognise the self ov the akasha; there is no carry-
ing by the hands] ;—and secondly, even in the case of objects
where such carrying is possible, along with the object will
be cansed many other things also that are inseparable from
it (e. g. the qualities inherent in the thing, as the weight
of the jar for instance); and even though these other things
are not cognised, vet, by the definition, these also will have to
be regarded as the ¢ object’ of that cognition [that is when we
cognise the jar and carry it, even thongh we do not cognise
the weight of the jur, this weight will, by the definition,
be the ‘object’ of that cognition of the jar]; and thus
the said definition of ‘ object * becomes too wide. Tf again
by being used is meant desire (aversion and indiffer ence) [i. e.
the result of cognition consists in its being desired or abandoned
&e.}, inasmuoh as the Self is the only receptable of Desire &c ,
the definition of ¢ object’ could not apply to any such thing
as the jar and the like. If, in order to avoid this difficulty,
it be held that the ‘ object' is not the * recepracle of desire’,

Kh. II. 108,
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but the *object of desive’ (i. o. the desired object) ;—then, for
the purpose of ascertaining if a certuin thing is an ‘object of
desire’ yon would need to know if it is object of cognition,
[so that you willland yourself in a vicious cirele]. Then again
there are some philosophers who do not nceept ¢ treating with,
indifference ' as a form of ‘ using ’ an object ; what would be
thore to prevent these philosophers from rejecting (aso’jarl-less)
that cognition which leads to the cognised thing being treated
with indifference ? [As snch treatment not heing ‘ nsage,’ the
definition of ¢ object’ will not apply to the thing apprehended
by this cognition]. And furthor, who can you avoid the contin-
gency that the cognition of such usages as wccepting and re-
jecting would itself become objectless P*  If, in ovder to avoid
this, you hold that in every case, also in the cognition of usage,
there is usage in tho shape of ucceplance and rejection,—then
thero would be no end to such cognitions and usages !

170) 'T'bere is another definition suggested on the basis
of the object being related to the cognition;-~that is, * when a
cognition is found to have its nature in keoping with such
usage as is inseparable from a certain thing, this thing is called
the ‘object’ of that cognition ; and the cognition having such
an object is called the *subject.’” This definition also does
not escape from the arguments urged ahove [on the basis of
difficulties attaching to the exact meaning of the words * nature’
and ¢ usage,’ which are found in this definition also].

(71) It has been assertedt that “the ‘ohject’ appre-
hended by a cognition is only that thing which appears
in that cognition ; and it is nothing apart from it ;—and
this provides us with an adeqnate definition of what is ‘appre.
hended’ and what is ‘ not apprehended * [that which appears
as a part and parcel of the cognitionis its object *appre-

® The coguition of usage should itself, Ly the deﬂnition,fbe dependent on a
usage ; i€ n.f, thea, the dofinition of objact, not applying to the usage, the cognition
of usage would be without an *objeot’ |

t By Shaliksnijha—=says the Vigyasagari.

K, I1. 109,
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hended,’ and that which is apart from it is ‘ not apprehended’
by it].” But as rogards this definition we do mot
quite know what is meant by the thing appearing ‘in the
cognition ’ : Doos it mean—(a) that the cognition is the recep-
tacle (or substratum) of the thing ? (b) or that the cognition is
the ¢ ohject ’? (c) or that the cognition is merely related to the
thing? (a) The first of these alternatives is not possible ; as
in the first placo, such things as the jar and like (which are
placed on the ground, and which have tho ground for their
substratum), when not resting upon a cognition, would be
oxcluded from the definition [0 that these thiugs could not
be regarded as ¢ object’ | ! And secondly the definition wonld
inclndethe generic character of ¢ cognition *—j#auatva, which
oven though its exact nature can be determined with diffiet ty
will fall nnder the dcfinition, as it has‘cognition’ for .;
permaneut substratum—the generic character of ¢ cognition’
always residing in cognitions. (b) As regards the
second alternative, you have not yet heen ablo to determine
what ‘ object’ is; how then could it help to determine any
other definition P Then again, by this definition the relation
of subject and object, as between the cognition and its object:
—would be reversed [if cognition be regarded as the * object ’
of the cognition, as intendod by the second alternative]
(¢) The third alteruative makos tho definition too wide:
the cause of the cognition is also ¢ related ’ to it |and would
therefore, by the third altornative, have to be regarded as the
‘object’ of that cognition]; specially as this cause also is
something that is manifested by (is apprehended by) another
cognition. “ But we shall add the qualification that it
must be manifested by that same cognition [so that the cause
of the cognition not being manifested by that same cognition,
could not be regarded as its * object *].” This also
will not be right ; as what you are explaining is exactly this
same character of  being manifested’ [aud heuce it is not right
to put forward a definition of which this very conception
Kh. 11, 110°
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forms the principal factor]; as it is only after we know
what is meant by ¢ being manifested * that we can know if
a certain cognition is ¢ related’ to what is m ¢ ifssled by it.

(72) * Wo shall define * Objeot * of a cognition as that
which always necossarily appears on the appoarauce of that

coguition. ” This also will not bo vight, we reply ; as it is
this ¢ appearance’, the exact nature of which is still to be
determined. “We all know in a general way what an

‘object ' is; and the definition here propounded is only that of
particular objects [and as the generic ontity ‘object’ cannob
be gain-said, and as no gencric ontity is possiblo without
specified individuals, no objection can be taken to a definition
on the sole ground of its not applying to all objects].” This
isnot vight; as when it is shown that no specific individual is
m nny case possible, the generic entity itsolf becomes impos-
w5de; and hence oven the right conception that people may
have of this genoric entity bocomes doubtful [and hence
such a conception caunot formn the basis of any specific
dofinitions].
(73) [Another definition of *object * is put forward*®]—
Jhe fobject of cogmtion ' is only that cause of it which
impa::s its shape to thabt cognition.” This cannot be
ace-pted ; as 1t canuot be ascertained by what the shape is
imparted to the cognition. Asa matter of fact this ‘shape’
is nothing other than the form taken by the cognition; under
the circumstances, inasmuch us ovoryone of the causes
(that bring about the cognition) would be capable (of impart-
ing its shape to the cognition), how could you single oat that
particular eause (which you would regard as the ‘object ’ of
that coguition) ? ““Even though every cognition—of the
jar, for instance ~is accompinicd, or led up to, by all those
causes which are capublo (of imparting a shape to it), yet
it is the presence of the jar which is more explicit than the

@ ¢ By the Bauddha’ say the C‘h:‘:uhki and the I'ic_ly;o-l;ar} 3! l; thou_e“w‘;:—o
hold that coguitions have shape *—says tho Shankari.
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rest; and on t.hi'g"ground it is the jar that is held to be what
imparts its shape to the cognition.” "This i3 not right,
we reply ; for there is as much reason to believe in the pre-
sence of the jar as in that of ull the other causes; what
difference, then, could explicitness and non-explicitness nake
in the matter ? “ Why, we shall define the object on the
basis of that whose presence is explicit.” ‘I'his will not be
right ; as rightly spoeaking, the presence of all causes is equal-
ly explicit. “[Itis truc that there is as munch reason for
believing in the preseuce of the jar as in that of the other
causes] But the ‘object’, jar, is that whose presence is
aotually percoived, This we have already answered
[i.e.if by *perceived’ you mean kuvwn, then it applies to all
causes, everyone of which is known; if you mean seen with
the eye, then it would bo impossiblo for odour, taste, &e., to be
the ‘objeot * of any cognition ; as the presence of these can
never he seen with the Kye]; and furthor, until it has been
explained what an ‘object” is, it cannoths pointed out what
is ¢ seen .

(74) Nor can we accept tho definition of the ¢ Object
of Cognition ' as “that which is the Aarman, or objective, of
the Cognition. [i.e. on which the action of the cognition
operates]. ”  This cannot be aceopted ; as what you have got
to explain is tho relation of the cognition to this ‘objective’ ;
and the refutation of this explanation 18 to bo found in my
Tshoarabhisandhi, under the scction dealing with ‘jiatafa’,
the charactor of being krown.

(75) *“ There is & certain thing of which the cognition is

a qualification by itself, and no% through any other relation.
ship (save that of vish2sans and vish@yys; and it is this
thing that is the  object ' of that cognition ; so that we may
define the * object’ of a cognition as that which is qualified
by that cognition; and as a rule, of two things (vishasys and
vish2gapa) that is rogarded as the ‘vishesye’ or ¢ qualified '
Kh, IT. 112
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whose qualification is assumed (or taken up) by something
else, which is called ‘ composite conception’ (of the gualified
and the gualifi :ation together),”® In regard to this defini-
tion we make the following observation :—When it is said
that the composite conception assumes the qualifications or
character of the object, does it mean simply that it assumes
this character [i.. it assumes only some such nature]? or
that it must assume this character P [i.s. it assumes all such
natures]? It the former, then (in the case of the jar-cogni-
tion) the stick (of the potter) will also be a ‘vish2sya’,—as the
jar-cognition assumes the character of being an entity which is
ono of the features of the stick. Nor can the second alter-
native be maintained ; for in the case of that smoke which is
not concomitant with fire for instance, the smoke that is seen
issuing from the heated pot of the cowherd), we find that it is
possessed of the character of issuing in an unbroken line; and
there is ¢ something else’ [in the form of the smoke that is
concomitant with fire] which is qualified by that character;
and yet this latter does not assume the character of being not
concomilant with fire which is one of the features of the former
‘vishesya ' [so that if the assuming of all features be made a
necessary condition of the definition, smoke ocan never be
regarded as a * vish@sys '] “ But a8 a matter of fact,
the character of issuing in an unbroken line belongs (pot to
the smoke merely, but) to that which is endowed with unceas-
ing upward motion ; and ocertainly the character of failing to
be concomitant with fire does not belong to such smoke, (the
issue of smoke from the cow-herd's pot not being unceasing) [so
that if this character is not assumed by smoke, it does not cease
to be ¢ vishagya '].”’ This cannot be ; for that which is
endowed with the first character (i. e., the smoke in the

® The composite conception ‘ the man with the stick ' takes up the charaater
of the * man '—the stiokholder being a man ; benoo it ia the mao that is the quali-
fled, and the stiok the qu:lification ; in the posite conoeption * the oognis-
od jar' takes up the character of the jar ; which makes the jar the gwalified and
the cogoition the qualiffoation.

Kh. I1. 118.
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pot whioh issues in an unbroken line),—does, or does not, this
possess the character of being not concomitant with fire? Ifit
does, then the objection that we urged before remains in
force [i. e. non-concomitance, a character of the pot-smoke, not
belonging to, not being assumed by, the unceasing column of
smoke, this latter cannot be a ¢ vishésya'], Ifit does not
possess that character (of failing in its concomitance), then the
addition of the further qualification (of unceasing &c.) is
entirely superfluous ; us it is only in that which 8 qualified by
the character of issuing in an unbroken line that there is possi-
bility of the disorepancy [of failing in concomitance, for the
removal of which discrepancy further qualification would be
needed ; 8o that when such a qualification is not needed in
conneotion with this, it cannot be required at all.]
“ What is assumed is only that character qualified by which
the thing takes that qualification ; and all its characters are
not assumed ; nor do the qualifications belong to the smoke
as qualified by the character of failing in concomitance [they
belong to it only as qualified by the generic character of
¢smoke ’; hence it is this last character only that would be
assumed, and not the failure of concomitance].” This
cannot be, we reply ; does this mean that the smoke per se
never fails in its concomitance? [This cannot be, as in that
case the qualification would be superfluous]. Thus then, if
the smoke per ss does fail in its concomitance, then the quali-
fications in gquestion (that of issuing in an unbroken line,
and that of unceasingly rising column) must be taken to
belong to it as qualified by that failure of concomitance.

“The failure of concomitance may be the qualification of
smoke; but it does not form a factor of the smoke being regard-
ed as the ‘vish2gya'.” This is not right, we reply ; as
it is still unknown what the  pish2gya ’ is.

(76.) Then again, you speak of the cognition as *the
qualification of the objeot * ;—does this mean that it is merely
related to it ? Or that it is related to it a8 ita qualification ?

Kh. IT.114.
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If it were the former, then much confusion would arise [even
adventitious acoessories falling under the category of *quali.
fication’].  And if it is the latter, then there is the same
¢ mutual interdependence’ and other absurdities (that we
have pointed out above in connection with the definition o f
¢ vigayi')®

(77). [Thus then it has been shown that no adequate
definition can be provided of the ‘sish2gya’; and as the
definition of the ‘object’ has been made dependent, in the
beginning of para 75, upon that of ¢ vish2sya ’, it follows that
no adequate definition of the ¢object’ is available. Now a
further objection is urged against the very conception of
¢ vish@gya '] —Does, or does not, the vish@sys assume that
character which consists in its vish&syafva, being the vishdgya? If
it does, then the definition (of vish@sya) becomes too wide (in-
asmuch as it includes the vishista also).’ 1If it does not, then
your universal law, that the vishZsya must assume all the
features or characteristics, becomes violated.

(78) [A further objection is urged against the definition
of ‘Object ’ put forward in thebeginning of para. 75]. When-
ever there is a cognition, of the jar for instance, there is,
according to the Logician, a corresponding anuvyavasaya,
in the form ‘I have this jar-cognition’, which, in formal
language, means *there is inherence of the jar-cognition
in my Self ’; and in this the cognition appears as the quali-
Hoation of the inherence, without the intervemtion of any
relationship [as no relationship is held to subsist between

® That a certain thing in related as gualification we can understand only it we
know what * qualification’ is ; and for knowing what ¢ qualification’ is we have to
know what ismeant by being ‘related as qualification’ ; this is the *interdepen-
dence” The other ‘absurdity’ ia referred to in the text :—(1) the regressus ad infimi-
sum involved in the fact that for knowing what is * related as qualification’, we have
to know what a ¢ qualification ' is ; and for knowing this we have to know what is
+ related as qualifioation’ and g0 on and on ad infinilum ;—and (2) the ‘vicious circle’
involved in the above, whereby the knowledge of * qualification’ is made to depend

apon itself.
Kh. 11, 115,
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inherence and its substrate, for fear of infinite regress];
and yet the inherence is mot the object of that jar-cogni-
tion (and under the definition it should be this objeot].

“ The definition contaips the qualifying phrase ¢ not
through any other relation’; and this phrase is meant to
exclude exactly that relation which forms the basis of the
relation of ¢ qualification and qualified ' as subsisting betweena
substance and its quality (or between an action and its
instruments) ; and as it is the relation of inherence that forms
the basis of these latter, how can it escape being excluded
from the definition P [So that being thus excluded, inherence
could never be regarded as the ‘object’ of the jar-cogni-
tion]". This cannot be right; as what the phrase
excludes is only that relation which is other than the relation of
* qualification and qualified ’; and this exclusion cannot apply
tothe irkerence in question [as in the partioular instance
the inherence is only of the nature of the relation of ¢ quali-
fication und qualified’). Thus then, when it is declared that
the object is ‘that of which the cognition is a qualification
without the intervention of any other relationship ’,—we
find that just as the cognition by itself, without the interven-
tion of any other relation, is the qualification of the object,
exactly in the same manner is it the qualification of the
inherence also; and there is not the slightest difference be-
tween the two cases. Thus it was well said that when it is
asserted that ¢ there is cognition in myself’, the inherence
becomes the * object ' of the Cognition.

(79) Further, the said definition of ‘object’ (as that
of which the cognition is the qualification, without the
intervention of another relationship) applies to the ¢ absence
of cognition ’ also, [as in the phrase ‘absence of cognition®
the cognition is the qualification of the absence]. “ But
in this case there is the relation of inherence itself [which
is other than the relation of * qualification and qualified’; whose

Kh. 11.116.



Crarree IV, 308

presence, therefore, precludes the possibility of the defini-
tion of ‘object ' applying to the absence].” This is not
right; as the relation subsisting between the cognition and
its absence is that of the qualification and the qualified (and
not any other relation, so that the definition is quite applicable)
[and thus, as in all cases the relation subsisting could be re-
duced to the relation of ¢ qualification and qualified ’, to speak
of by some other relation’ becomes an absurdity]. “ But
this relation of (qualification and qualified) is not something
apart from the members related (the relation hetween the
jar and its colour, for instance, is nothing apart from the
coloured jar); and what is meant to be excluded by the
phrase ‘other relationship ’ is only such relation as is some-
thing apart from the members related [and thus there
is no absurdity or impossibility involved in the defini-
tion].” This will not help you; as thesame might besaid,
with equal cogenoy, with regard to the relation of
inhergnce also [which also may be said to be nothing
apart from the members related]. % The relations meant
to be excluded by the phrase ‘other relations’ are those of
inherence and conjunction [so that the definition could not
apply to inherence]. This will not be right ; as even so
the definition will apply to the absenos of cognition (even
though it may not apply to inherence); as the relation bet-
ween ab and that which is absent is not that of either
conjunction or“ipherence,  “But as a matter of fact, in
the case of the absence of cognition, cognition is only an adven-
titious accessory of the absence, and not its permanent quali-
fication [so that nd4 baving the cognition for its qualification,
the absma of a cogutwn cannot be the object of that cogni-
tion]. Even so the definition cannot be accepted ; as
under the definition past and future objects would cease to
be ¢ objects of cognition ’ [as the cognition that appears at
the present time cannot be regarded as the qualification of
the past and future things, which are not-existent at the

Kh. IT. 117,
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time ; and thus, not having the cognition for its qualification,
neither the past nor the future thing will fulfill the conditions
of the definition of the ¢ object of cognition ’}.

(80) [Finding it impossible to save the definition from
applying to the absence of cognition the Opponent says}—* But
we intend the definition only for positive objects .  This
will not be right; asin that case negations (or negative
things) will never be ¢ objects of cognition * (which is absurd);
—and secondly, the definition would apply to everything
apart from the cognition ; that is, to every one of those things
that pertain to the cognition ; such as its cause, and other
things connected with it. We desist from further prolixity.
It may be right to assert (with the Idealist) that the object
being of the same character asthe cognition, there can be
no difference between the cognition and its objects [so that
there would be nothing ¢apart from the cognition’, and
the last argument therefore becomes baseless, and loses its
point]—But this will be, contrary to our actual experience
(in which the cognition is always known as distinct from its
object) ;—and further if the difference between the two is
not admitted by you, then it is not possible for you to deny
such difference [as such denial would involve the absurdity
of denying the unknown],

[This last discussion having led on to Difference, the author proceeds
to demolish the conception of * difference *.]

(81) It further behoves you to explain what is’ ¢ differ-
ence’: It could only be either—(a) the specific form of
the thing itself, or (b) mutual negation, or (c) some dis-
tinctive property (such, for instance, as separateness).

[Page 617] (82) (a) It will not be right to regard
Difference as consisting in the specific form of the thing ;
as if it consisted in this, then there would be no possibility
of mistaking a different thing as non-different [i. e.
we ocould never mistake the piece of shell as non-different

Kh. IT. 118.
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from silver]. For even the mistaken cognition apprehends
the form of the thing [and ew-Aypothesi, the cognition of
the thiag’s form is the same as the cognition of its difference] ;
if; in order to escape from this difficulty, it be held that
the mistaken cognition does not apprehend the form of the
thing, then, we ask,~of what would it apprehend the
non-difference [as according to you also, in the case of
the mistaking of shell for silver, it is the shell that is
apprehended, and apprehended as non-different from silver,
which shows that there is apprehension of the form of
the shell ; and this, by the definition, means that its difference
is apprehended ; so that there is no chance for the appre-
hending of its non-difference, whioh is essential in the
mistaken coguition]. ¢ When a number of unconnect~
ed wooden slabs are heaped up, and we impose upon this
heap, the character of—i. e. mistake it as—one compogite
whole inhering in (made up of) several component parts,—
thus apprehending the non-difference of the slabs from the
composite whole,—we find that in this conception of non-
difference those (slabs) upon which the character is imposed
do not appear at all ; all that happens is that a number of
disjointed things, which do pot form a compact composite
whole, are mistaken for a compact composite whole [ so
that in this case, the specific form of the thing miscognised,
is not cognised at all; and this form not being cognised,
its difference is not ocoguised ; and if its difference is not
cognised, it is not impossible to cognise its non-difference].”
This reasoning is mnot right ; as when we urged

our objection we did not havein view this partioular
jnstance of the disjointed wooden slabs ;the instance (of
mistaken cognition) that we had in view was the case of
things that are recognised as being *that same thing’
whioh they are mot [and certainly so far as this instance is
concerned the explanations given by the opponent do not apply
toit at all]. And if you were to assert that in this latter
; Kh. I1.119.
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case also there is only an imposition of a different character
[i. e. the character of non-difference ; so that it is analogous
to the case of the slabs being mistaken fora compact
whole]—then, in that case, every case of negation of identity
would fall under the category of ordinary negation’ [as in
every case the negation would be only of a ocertain
character imposed] ; and ocertainly this should
not be acoeptable to the Logician (who insists upon distine-
tion between ‘negation of identity’ and ¢ ordinary negation of
relation’). As a matter of fact, however, even if you were
to admit this, when the specific form of the thing has been
cognised, — which, ez-hypothesi, means that its difference is
cognised,—there can be no possibility of any such character
a8 ‘non-difference’ being imposed upon it. [So that our
objection remains as it was].

(83.) (b) Nor will it be right to regard difference as
meaning mutual negation ; as in that case, the vesy concep-
tion of such difference would involve an objectionable inter-
dependence [the cognition of mutual negation depending upon
the cognition of the negatived thing as negatived, 1. e, diffor-
ent,—and this latter cognition depending upon the cognition
of mutual negation]* * But as a matter of fact, we have the
cognition of the substratum of the negation (e. g. of the jar)
even without actually recognising it as the odject negativad ;
and conversely, the cognition of the thing (jar) as the odject-
negatived is brought about by the mere remembrance of the
thing ; and it is not necessary to remember it actually as the
substratum of negation;—and thus, where is there any inter-
dependence?”® This is not right, we reply : In the case of such
negation as  the jar is not the cloth,’ we find that what is

® We can coguipe the jar us not-cloth—only when wo know that it is different
grom the cloth ; and by the proposed definition of diff this will meau that for
knowing the jar aa not-oloth we must know that there is iutual negation between

the two ; again for knowing that there is mutual between the two it will be neces-
sary to know that the jar is not-oloth. Thus there is an interdependence involved

in the conception of difference.
Kh. 11, 120,
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History of the Indian People: *Life in Ancient India,
in the Ago of the Mantras'—by P. T. Srinivas Iyengar,
M. A., Madras, 1912,

The field of Sanskrit Literature is fortunate in having
enlisted the services of a compotent writer in the person of
Principal P. T. Srinivas Iyengar of Vizagapatam. Our
readers are already familiar with him as the author of the
-scholarly translation of the Shivask{ravimarshini. The
work that he has now planned is at once stupendous and
eminently interesting. He is engagnd in writing a series of
monographs on the different periods of Indian History from
the earliest times to the present; and he is going to depend
entirely upon original sources, dealt with by ‘methods of
sritical investigation.” The task is a difficult one; but the
jample that we have before us in the shape of the volumo
I nder notice is a guarantee that the work will be well done.
This little volume of 138 pagos gives us an authoritative
account, supported by references to the original texts, of what
the condition of the country was, in the ancient ¢ Vedic
times, as regards Agriculture, Medicine, Trade, Caste, Sea-
voyages, Laws of Property, Position of Women, and fifty
other important subjects. The treatment of each is full and
scholarly ; and what forms the unique feature of the work
is that the writer has not had recourse to mere conjectures ;
be has taken each text and taken it in its most natural sense;
he is apparently not wedded to any of the various ¢ theories ' in
.vegard to ‘ Vedic Civilisation’ one way or the other; and
! certainly the only way to get at an idea as to what is contain-
ed in any body of ancient documeats is to approach them
with an absolutely unprejudiced mind; this is not what is
always done.

Towards the end of the book the author speaks of the
Indian people a8 having remained “ unchangeable as their
own Himalays during the shocks of ages.” We siancerely
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trust that tho study that he has mnaugurated will help in
the strengthening of Lhis unchangeability. For has not the
Indian 1deal of hfe stood the test of time?® [as 1t not
pocured for its votaries real happmess? Those ate ques-
tions that will have to remamn long unanswered m regard

to the modern 1deals of Life.
G. J.
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CHAPTER VIIL
TaE roor Kinps or Rigur CooNiTION.

¢ Perception, Iuference, Analogy and Word are the
Pramanas '—says the Satra (1-1-3).

Before dealing in detail with every one of these, we
shall review in brief the explanations given of these, and
supplement this with a review of the controversy over the
preciso number of Pramanas recognised,

Perception, says the Bhasya, consists in the functioning
of cach sense-organ upon a particular object, this ¢ function«
ing’ being in the form either of contact or of cognition ; when
it is in the form of contact, then the result is in the form of
right cognition ; and when it is in the form of cognition, the
result i3 in the form of the idea of the thing being discarded
or chosen or treatod with indifference. This is the earliest
instance that we have of the duable meaning that is always
given to the word ¢ Pramaga’. It is defined as ¢ the instru-
mentof right cognition’, i.¢, the instrument that brings about
the cognition of a certain thing: e.g., whon the sense-contact of
the thing brings about our perception of the jar. Butthe word
is also used in the sense of ‘form of cognition’ ; e.g., in the case
cited the perception itself is regarded as ¢ pramips’; and it
fulfills the condition of being an ¢instrumnent of cognition’,
in virtue of its giving rise to the further cognition of the
thiue, perceived being fit for being acquired or discarded or
disrogarded.

Hero is what the Varfika (P.30) says on this double
‘use of the word * Pramana’ :—

p - ‘Inthe case of all pramapas, when the word *pramiua’
pertains to, or bears upon, itself, it denotes and accom-
plish‘es its own being ; being, in this ocase, regarded as an
abstract noun, it is synonvmous with ¢ pramiéfi’ or cognition ;
when however it bears upon something else, the word
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‘ pramidpa’ denotes instrumentality ; being explained, in this
case, as pramiys{2 andna, that by means of which a thing “is
cognised ; when the word is regarded as an abstract mnoun,
and its result consists in the ideas that the observer has of
discarding or accepting the thing cognised ; it is only when
an object has been duly cognised that we can have such ideas
as that ¢ this thing should be discarded’ and so forth. The
view that the confact of sense-organ alone should be regarded
a3 Pratyaksa-pramana is rejected on the ground that, inasmuch
a3 both, Contact and Cognition, are productive of definitive
cognition, there is no reason why only one of theso should be
regarded as * prafyaksa-pramana '

Inference, says the Bhasya, is that after-cognition of a
thing which is obtained though the agency of an indicative
feature which is duly recognised, and which belongs to that
particular thing,

Analogy as a pramina consists in the cognition of ap-
proximation—i.e., of the preseace of common properties—
says the Bhasya. The Fartika offers the following explana-
tion :—What happens in the case of all analogical cognitions
is that the observer, who has seen the cow and is cognisant
of its similarity to the unknown animal, happening to see
that other animal, recalls to his mind the idea that had been
afforded to him by means of words indicating the fact of
the two animals being similar ; and thereby coming to per.
ceive directly the similarity in the animal before his eyes,
he arrives at the cognition ‘the name that I had heard
mentioned belongs to this animal,’ wherein he has the
cognition of the connection of the thing with its name,

* Word is that by which objeots are signified or denoted
or made known '—Bhagya. That is, ¢ shabda, as a pramana,
consists in the cognition of the denotation of words '~
Varjika. The Ta{parya affords the following explanation :—
‘ When & sontence is uttered, there arises a cognition of things
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denoted by the words composing the sentence ; and it is this
cognition that constitutes ¢ shabZa’ or ¢ word’ as the fourth
Pramapa; when this cognition is the pramana, the ¢ means,’
then the result consists in the knowledge of the meaning of the
whole sentence ; and when the cognition of the meaning of the
entire sen‘ence is the pramana, then the rosult is in the form
of the thing being known as to be discarded and so forth.

The Sutra and the Bhagya have both enumerated the
pramanas in a definite order ; and various explanations have
been given for this. Some people have offered the following
explanation.

Perception has been mentioned first, as the most import-
ant of the four; after this comes Inference as it is always pre-
ceded by and based upon Perception ; after Inference comes
Analogy, a8 it is similar to Inference, both depending upon
the remembrance of past cognitions ; and Word comes last,
because its scope is the vastest of all.

Some people have held that—there is no ulterior motive
nnderlying the adoption of the particular order. When the
author had to mention four things, he must have adopted
some order; and he chose one at random, without regard to
any special circumstances.

The explanation as suggested by the Varfiks is some-
what different: Perception comes first, because it is the most
important of all, supplying the foundation for all the other
praminas. Inference depends upon premisses whioch are
afforded by Perception; Analogy also depends on the
perception of common properties ; and Word depends upon
the perception—hearing—of the word-sound. Perception
has also been regarded as the most important because of the
fact that when a thing has been apprehended by Ferception,
—i.n, has been directly perceived,—there is no further
desire on the part of the observer to have any other cogni-
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tion of it ; it is not so in the case of other pramamazs. When
we are told that o certain thing that we want is to be found
in a cortain place, we are not satisfied with this verbal
cognition; we go to the place, and are satisfied only when
we have seen the thing there ; after which there is no further
ssarch. Similarly when in search of firo a man sees smoke
issuing from a certain spot, he infers the presence of fire ;
but is not satisfied until he has gone to the place and actually
found and seen the fire.

The above explanation does not touch the precedence as
among Inference, Analogy and Word. The real explana-
tion appears to lie in tho diffarsuce in the number of persous
accepting the independent validity of tho several Pramdnas.

Purcoption is recognised by all men—the philosopher
as well as the fool; Inferonce is recognised by the next
largest number of persons—all philosophers accept it}
Analogy comes mnext, as among philosophers there are many
—e.g., the Vaishcsika and the Bauddha and the Jaina—who
do not accept it as a distinct Prama@na ; and Word comes last,
as this is not accepted, not only by the Banddha and the
Vaish&sika, but also by a party of Naiyayikas also (says the
Nyayakosha) ; in regard to the exact nature of the validity
attaching to verbal cognitions, there is a great difference of
opinion among those who accept it as Pramina ; for instance,
among the Naiydyikas and the Mimansakas.

The diversity in the classification of Pramanas accepted
by the various philosophers is of two kinds. There is the
diversity between the Materialist«Atheist and the Logician ;
the latter admitting four pramanas, while the Materialist
admits only Perceptiun, and discards Inference and the rest
a3 not necessarily leading to any right knowledge. On the
other hand, there is the diversity between the Logician and
the Vedantin; the V&dantin admits Presumption as a right
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praména in addition to Porception, Inference, Analogy and
Word admitted by the Logician ; and the Vedantin admits
this additional pramfina on the ground that the knowledge
that it brings about is of & character entirely distinet from
that obtained by the other four means; tho Logician how-
ever does not admit Presumption; not indeed because Pre-
sumption does not lead to right knowledge; but because the
right knowledge got by its means does not essentially differ
from that got by means of Inferenco; so that as a means of
knowlodge, Presumption is only a form of Infcrence, and
a8 such, not to be regarded as a distinet pramana. Most of
the diversity of opinion on this point is of this latter
immaterial kind; we shail soo this as we proceed. The
Nyaya-bhasya distinctly declares (p. 101, under Stitra 2-2-2)
that ¢ These (Tradition, Presumption, etc ), are certainly Pra-
wana; what we mean is that these are not distinct from the
other Pramapas. In fact under siitra 2-2-3—6, we have a
vigorous defence of Arth@patti agninst apramisye and
similarly of Negation undor suitra 2-2-7—12,

‘We shall first tako up those philosophers the number of
whose pramiinas is less than four, the number admitted by
the Logician.

First of all comes the Clarvaka, the Materialist-Atheist ;
who is said to adwmit the validity of Perception only. It is
interesting to noto the arguments with which the Materialist
rejects the validity of inferontial cognition ; the argument is
logical and very subtle and aims at proving the impossibility
of any cognition that could be expressed by a universal
proposition.

“ Those who maintain the anthority of Inference”, says
the Charvike, “accept the middle term as the cause of know-
ledge, which middle term must be found in the Minor,
and be itself invariably connected with the Major Term.
Now, this invariable connection must be a relation destitute
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of any (vitiating) condition, accepted or disputed ; and this
connection does not possess its power of cansing inference by
virtue of its ezistence, as the Eye, ¢to. are the cause of per-
ception ; but by virtue of its being known. What then is
the means of this connection being known? We will first
show that it is not Perception. Perception is held to be of
two kinds, external and internal ; that is as produced by the
external senses, or by the inner-sense, mind. The former is
not the required means, for although it is possible that the
actual coutact of the senses and the object will produce the
knowledge of the partioular object thus brought in contact,
yet as there can never bo such contact in the case of the past
or the future, the universal proposition which hasto embrace
the invariable connection of the middle and major terms in
every case, becomes impossible to be known,

“Nor is the internal perception the means; since you
cannot establish that the mind has any power to act in-
dependently towards an external object ; since all allow that
it is dependent on the external senses........

*“ Nor can Inference be the means of the knowledge of
the universal proposition ; since in the case of this inference,
we should also require another inference, to establish it and
80 on ; and hence would arise the fallacy of an ad infinitum
retrogression. .

¢ Nor can Testimony be the means thereof. Since we
may either allege in reply that it is included in Inference, in
accordance with the Vaishasika doctrine of Kandda; or else
we may hold that this fresh proof of Testimony is unable to
loap over the old barrier that stopped the progress of Infer-
ence; since it depends itself on the recognition of a sign,
in the form of the language used in the child’s presence by
the old man ; and moreover there is no reason for our believ-
ing another’'s word that smoke and fire are invariably
connected....... ‘And again, if Testimony were to be accepted
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a8 the only means of the knowledge of the universal proposi-
tion, then, in the case of a man, to whom the fact of the
invariable connection between the middle and major terms
had not been pointed out by another person, there could be
no inference of one thing on sceeing another thing. Hence
on your own showing the whole topic of inference for one’s
own benefit (where there is no assertion of propositions by
another person) would have to end in mere idle words,

* Then again, Comparison (Analogy), ete., must be utterly
rejected as the means of the knowledge of the universal pro-
position ; since it is impossible that they can produce the
knowledge of the unconditioned connection—i.a., the universal
proposition ; the end is to produce! the knowledge of quite
another connection—viz., the relation of a name to something
named.

“ Again, this same abscence of condition, which has been
given as the definition of an invariable connection, can itself
never be known ; since it is impossible to establish that con-
ditions must be objects of perception ; and therefore although
the absence of perceptible things may be itself perceptible,
the absence of non-perceptible things must be itself non-per-
ceptible ; and thus since here tvo we must have recourse to
inference, etc., we cannot leap over the obstacle which has
already been planted to bar these...ees...s

“ Since the knowledge of the condition must precede
the knowledge of the condition’s absence, it is only when
there is the knowledge of the condition, that the know-
ledge of the universality of the proposition is possible; t.e.,
a knowledge in the form of such a connection between
the middle term and major term as is distinguished by the
absence of any such condition ; and on the other hand, the
knowledge of the condition depends upon the knowledge
of the invariable oconnection [‘condition’ having been de-
fined as ¢ that which is equipollent in extension with, 4. .
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constantly accompanies, the major term, though not ovons.
tantly‘accompanying the middle’], Thus we fasten on our
opponents as with adamantine glue the thunderbolt-like
fallacy of reasoning in a circle. Hence by the impossibility
of knowing the universality of a proposition it becomes im-
possible to establish Inference, &o. The step which the
mind takes from the knowledge of smoke to the knowledge
of fire can be accounted for by its being based on a former
perception, or by its being an error; and that in some cases
this step is justified by the result, is accidental; just like
the coincidence of effects observed in the employment of
gems, charms, drugs, &ec.”

(Sarvadarshanasaiigraha, Cowell and Gough, Ch. I).

Another reason put forward against the validity of In-
ference is that no reliance can bo placed on the universal
proposition—* All men are mortal’ for instance; it is true that
the man making ths assertion has found all men to be mortal ;
but it is just possible that in the future an immortal human
being might turn up, This likelihood of contravention is
inseparable from all universal propositions; and again when an
inference has boen presented to us, we cannot accept it as
true ; as it is just possible that the next moment an infer-
ence to the contrary may be presented to us by a man who
has better opportunities’of observation and a keener intellect
than the former man. And so on and on; no implicit faith
can be reposed on any Inference ; which therefore cannot be
regarded as authoritative.

We shall see what answer the Logician has to give to
this, when we come to deal with Inference in detail.

The above account of Charvaka's oreed we have learnt
from the Sarvadarshanasasigraka. But the Nyayamafifars
dnclares on p. 36 that the  well-trained Ch#irvaka holds that
the exact number of pramapas cannot be determined ”; and
again on p. 64,—
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“ The astute Chirvaka, having declared his intention,
in his first Snfra, as ‘I am going to explain truth’, has, in his
work, ‘explained the truth ’ by asserting that it is absolutely
impossible to determine either the exact number or the exact
character of Prawiipas and Pram&yas, and in support of this
he procoeds to cite instances of many cognitions that cannot
be included in Perception, Inference, &e.”

From these quotations it would appear that the author
of the M«iijiri had access to the original Sifrus of Charvika.
And this shows that Charvika does not hold the view that
Percoption is the only Pramana,—as declared in the Sarvca-
darshanasaigrahs. It appoars that the author of this work
had no access to any original work of the school, and, not
without roason, came to the conclusion that as a rank materi-
alist, a thoroughly worldly man, the Athiest could not deny
the validity of Perception; and the author himself, being a
skilled dialectician, thought, with justifiable pride perhaps,
that every thinking man who accepted the validity of In-
forence, could not fal to be cunvinced of the cxistence of
God ; and thus the natural conclusion was that though the
Atheist accepts the validity of Perception, he rejects that of
Inference, and hence also of the other pramanpas. But
from the Ny7yamaiijari we loarn the facts to be exactly the
roverse. Chilrvitka admits so many Pramanas that their
enumeration is impossible. Aund as the Muiijari actually
quotes an original Charviaka sifra, we feel inclined to believe
that its presentation of the system, obtained first-hand, is
more reliable than that by the 8irvadarshanasaiigraha.

Bauddha view.

From Dinnaga’s Praminasimuchchaya and from Dharmae-
kirti's Ny@yabindw we learn that ‘Valid Knowledge is of two
kinds—Perception and Inference’. In Chapter IV of his
Pramanasamuchchaya * Difinfiga rejects Comparison or Ana-
logy as a separate source of knowledge ; he says that when
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we recognise a thing through Perception of a similar thing,
wo really perform an act of Perception. Hence comparison
or recognition of similarity is not a separate source of know-
ledge, but is included in Perception. Xn Chapter V he re-
jects Credible Word as a separate sonrce of knowledge. He
asks—° What is the significance of a credible word? Does
it mean that the person who spoke the word is credible, or
the fact he averred is credible ? I the person is credible, it
is a mere Inferenco. On the other hand, if the fact is credi-
ble, it is & case of Peroeption. Hence tho conclusion is that
Credible Word is not a separate source of knowledgo, but is
included in Perception and Inference.

(Medieval Logic —Satish Chandra Vidyabhiisana, p. 88.)

Wo thus seo that the Bauddha philosophor does not
reject the authority of Analogy and Word; buat only objects
to these being regarded as soparato sources of knowledge.

The earliost Logician's answer tothis we find in the Nyaeya-
Vartika under Stitra 1-1-7.  And we shall explain this under
¢ Analogy ’ and * Word * later on,

Jaina view.

As regards the Jaina view, we find tho following in the
Nyayi-vafara the earliest' Jaina work on Pure Logic :

*Valid Knowledge is divided into ¢ Pratyaksa’ (Direct
Knowledge) and * Paroksa’, (Indirect Knowledge), including
in the latter * Anamana” (Inference} and ¢ 8kabda’ (Verbal
testimony). This division contravenes the conclusion of
Charvika that there is only one pramasga, viz., prafyeksa.
Charvaka's view is unreasonable ; for prafyaksa cannot be
established as pramans except through the medinm of paroksa
or indirect knowledge. It also scts aside the view of the
Bauddhas, who divide pramise into prafyaksa ané Anumana,
without any unotice of Shadde” (p. 13 I'rans).
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The Nyayavafara does not make any mention of either
Arthdpatfi or Anupalabdhi; but from the above quotation it
is clear that the Jainas do not accept any pramidyas except
the three therein described.

‘The Bhagya on the Tulfvarthadhigama si{ra, another
authoritative Jaina work however, undor stitra 1. 12 et seq.,
speaks of Anumina or Inference along with Ar{kdpalti and
the rest;—and with regard to these it says—* Why are
Anumana, Upamana, Ar{hapafli, Sambhava, and Abhava,
which also are pramauss, not mentioned in tho siitra?” The
answer to this is that all these are included under the cate-
gory of ¢ paroksa ”; then again, these five, Inference and the
rest, may not be regarded as pramdna at all, inasmuch as
they consist of wrong knowledge also.

Thus with regard to Inference, the Jaina position does
not appear to be quite clear, The *prafyaksa’ also of the
Taftvarthadhigama sitra is not the same as what other
philosophers understand by the term. It is, according to the
Blidsya on S8a'ra 1-12, *beyond the reach of the senses;
and the cognitions usually included under * Prafyaksa’—
e.g., the sensations of touch, colour, smell, sound, and taste
—are classed (Bhisya on Siitra 1-14) under ¢ Paroksa’ or
Indirect Knowledge, Under ‘ Indirect Knowledge * are also
included Remembrance, Recognition, Ratiocination, Credible
Word and Inference (a3 statod by a note on Verse 31 of the
Purusarthasiddhyupiya); all these, it appoars, have been
regarded as included under the *mafi’ or ‘functionings of
the Mind’ of the Tulfvarthadhigama shira.

The Nyayakosha is not very accurate when it attributes
only lwo pramanas to the ¢ Arhatas.’

Vaishésika view.

According to the Vuishesikis, there are four kinds of
Vidya, Knowledge :—Perception, Inference, Remembrance
and Intuitional or Spiritual. That which is produced by
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scnsc-contact is Perception;—that got at by means of an indi-
cutive mark, which is related to the object inferred and is
nover found apart from it, is Inferonce ;—the recalling of a
proviousd cognition through certain canses is Remembrance ;
~that which is entirely due to a supernatural faculty due to
virtue and penance is called intuitional or spiritual cogni-
tion. Verbal cognition, according to the Vaish&sikas, is only
a form of Tuference (Prashustupada, page 213); 8o also are
Analogical Cognition (page 220), Presumptive Cognition
(page 223), Probability (page 223), and Non-apprehension
(page 225). It is not that these are not valid knowledge ;
they are as valid as Perception or Inferonce; but inasmuch
as they can bo reduced to the formn of inference, thero is no
need for postalating thomn as distinet forms of valid know-
ledge,

With rogard to Remembrance, the Nyayokandali (page
2567) remarks that it is not ¢ Prindpa’, as it apprehends
past objects, and therefore depends upon a previous cogni-
tion, and is not independent, as a pramana should be.

But tho DBhasyr mentions Remembrance along with
tho other three, and doos not imply any such distinction as
that while the other threo are pramane, Remembrahce is not
80. Nor is there any justification for the oxclusion of Remem-
brance by the Kundali itself ; as the definition of ¢ Fidya’
that it has provided (on page 172) is meant apparently to bo
a definition of ¢ Pramapa’; this definition is—*that well-
defined cognition which is free from doubt, not liable to
subsequent sublation ' ; and moreover on page 186, line 11,
it ealls all tho three—Perception, Inference and Remem-
brance-—* laukika® or human *pramipa’, as distinguished
from the spiritual cognition, which is superhuman. So it
appears it was only an afterthought which made the
Kandalikara reject the pramapagoa of Remembrance. Later
Vaishegika writors have of course rejected its validity ; but
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as time wore on and originality began tc lose ground, the

Nyaya and Vaishégsika writers began to bring about a

coalition between the two systems ; so that in later literature,

we find their angularities worn cff, and tho two philosophies

mingled up almost boyond recognition, in the later manuals.
Sanklya view.

The Sankhya view is thus put forth in the fourth Karika
of Ishvarakrisna—

¢ Perception, Inferonce and Valid Testimony are the three
kinds of proof necossary ; theso include all kinds of proofs.’

On this the Ta!{vakaumndi remarks—

¢ Proof is that by which right knowledgo is determined,
it is the moans of correct coguition ; correct coguition being
a mental condition free from all that is doubtful, self-contra-
dictory or unknown....... Proof is distinguished from all
that leads to wrong motion ; viz., doubt, misconception,
memory and the like.’

These three, Perception, Inference and Valid Testimony,
include all proofs. Analogy, according to the Sainkhyas, is
included in Valid Testimony ; so that Analogieal cognition is
only a form of Verbal Cognition. Presumption and Probabil-
ity are included in Inference ; and Non-apprehension in Por-
ception. (Tuttvakamudi, on Karika 5,

So that according to the Sainkhyas also Analogy and the
rest are pramana ; but do not diffor from the three mentioned
in the Karika ; and Remembrance is not pramaza,

The Yogasitra also speaks of three forms of Right
Knowledge :—Percoption, Inference and Valid Testimony,
(Stitra 1-7). Neither the Siitra nor the Bhagya nor any of the
more anthoritative commentaries say anything as to the other
pramanas, Analogy, Presumption and the rest.

Perception, according to the Yoga-Bhaisya, is that

function of tho internal organ which has the external thing
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324 Sxpnoran Lecrunes oN Nyiva.

for its object, and which has as its principal concern the
ascertainment of a certain specific aspect of the object,—
such functioning of the inner organ arising when it is affected
by tho external ohject through the pathway of the sense-
organs ;—Inference is that functioning of the inner organ
which has for its object the relation that associates the
object with all homogeneous objects and dissociates it from
all heterogeneous ones: and this functioning is concerned
chiefly with the ascertainment of the generic character of
things ;—And lastly a certain object having been known by a
trustworthy person, when that porson expresses that cogni-
tion by words, for the purpose of conveying that knowledge
to other porsons, there comes about, by means of these
Words, a functioning in the internal organ of the pereon
addressed, which represents a form of knowledge that is
called * vorbal.!
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[The precoding Sitia, printed as (13) should be read throughout as Sigra (14).3
Buddhi— Apprehension. The fifth Parméya.

Buisvya.

[Page 27, L. 3 to P. 27, L. 8.]

* Some people (the Sankhyas) have held the view that
Jigina, ¢ boguition,’ is the function of B:uldhi, ¢ Intellection,’
which latter is a non-mtelllgent or unconscious iunstrument;
while Upnlabdhi, ¢ Apprehension,” is the function of the
intelligent (Soul), which latter is not-active. And our Author
makes the following declaration, with a view, it would seem,¥
to sot aside this view.

Satra (15).
¢ INTELLECTION", ¢ APPRERENSION,” AND ¢ Co6NITION * ARE
SYNONYMOUS TERMs § (SOTHA 15).

Tt i not possible for Cognition to belong to the uncons-
eious instrument Buddhi; asif it were, then Buddhi could
be a conscious entity ; while there is a single conscious

® The Siiikhya theory is thus explained in the Fatparya:—Buddli is a prodwcs
of the throe gupas, which are unconscious entities. Hence Bud@hi also is nnconsci-
ous. Through the medium of the § -gans, the Budghi becumes modified into
the form of the object. The faculty of consciousness on the other band is unmodifi-
able, and is even conscious. Wheun Budghi comes into close proximity to this cons-
cious entity, it reflects within iteedf this i 7 and thereby app as
itsclf conncious ; and becoming modified into the form of the object, n cognises it ;
hence the modification of the Bu@dhi into the form of the thing cognised completes
the * cognition ’ of that thing, While the eonnection of the conscious entity, through
reflection, with the Bugdhi in the shape of the object cognised, constitutes a
function of thre conscioms Boir', anl in called the *apprelicnsion® of the object by
the Soul. Just as the moon though without light of own, reflocts the light of the
Sun, and with this reflccted light illmmiunes objects, in- the same mannar Buddhi,
though itself unconscious, roflects the conaciousncss of the Soul and therely
cognises objects and makes them apprehended.

+ “ It would seem ™ -This qualifying clause in added with a view to indicate
that this refutation is not the main purpose of the Sitra. The S&tra is for the
purpose of providing a delinition of Baddhi ; and the way in which the definition
in put forward serves aleo the purpose of sctting aside the Safkhya view.

1 Thusthe definition of Buldhi comos to be this—*That thing which is
denoted by these synonymous words is Buddhi.”
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entity, apart from the aggregate of the body, and the sense-
organs®.

Thongh tho sentence composing the Siitra is for the
purpose of providing tho definition of one of the ohjects o
eognition, yot it is takon as implying the other fuct (the
rofutation” of the Sankhya theory) Dby the force of the
argament (implied in the montion of the synonyms). t

VAxTIKA ON StTra 15,
[Pago 82, Liue 3 to Lino 22].

The Sutra briefly indicates somecthing else (wiz: the
the refutation of the Raikhya theory) while putting forward
the definition of Buddhi, the turn of whose treatment has
arrived .

Intellection is that thing which is denoted by these sy-
nonymous words—* Intellection,” ¢ Approhension,” *Cognition.’
“ How can mere synonymous words constitute the definition
of a thing§?” They can do so for the simple reasen that
they scrve to differentinte the thing defined. The only
purpose served by definitions isto differentiate things from one
another ; and as a matter of fact wo find that no other thing

© Thuws refutation is thus explained by the Tifparya : —Buddhi cannot reflect
the conscious Soul, in the way that the moon reflects the lizht of the Sun. As
i bemg Difiable, thore can be uno reflection of it. IHence it
would be necessary to attiibute cansciousness to the Buddhi itself, So that every
cognition will have two conncious ngents. (See Vartiha below).
+ Thua explained by the Parishuiddhi.

1 Tho Soul and other things that have been alrendy defined nare ciuses of
Buddhi; so that after the definition of the causes, it is the turn of the
definition of the Effect—snys the Tatparya.

§ The scnse of tho objaction is that mere words dopend upon connection only ;
o that any word might, by convention, be applied to anything; so that no mere
word can be a proper definition. The reply is that there are two kinds of
wi rids—Some have their denotation fixed by individual convention ; as when the
father givos a certain name to his child ; while there are othors whose denotation
in fixed by a convention that is universally Linding ; as in the case of tho word
‘cow * dencting the cow. And there is nothing incongruous in regarding words
of this latter cluss as proper differentiators of things—Td{parya.
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(save Bidghi) is denoted by the synonyms mentioned ; so that
being peouliar to the thing dofined, they serve as its
definition.

The Bhagya says [Page 27, Line 8.]—The sonlence of the
88fra is taken as implying the other fact (the refutation of the
Sankhya theory) by the force of the argument.

The meaning of this is that the function of Buddhi
ag (postulated by Saakhya) is set aside by means of the mention
of thesynonymous words. These paople Lave held that Cogni-
tion is the function of Buddhi, and Apprehension is a function
of the Soul ; and with a view to reject this view the Sutra
declares that all these words— Buddhi (Intellection), *Jidna
(Cognition) and Ugalabdhi * (Apprehension) are synonymous ;
8o that Cognition being the same as Buddhi, cannot he
regarded as a function of it, something different from
itself,

“ But what is the argument that implies all this P”

It is this :—When one asserts that ¢ the Soul apprehends®
and ‘Iatellection cognises,’ he admits that both S8oul and
Intellection are conscious entities. And if both were consciovs
entities, then there would be ® no possibility of any inference
of cognition having a single agent, which is deduced from the
fact of every cognition belonging to only one individual.
That is to say, if Intellection were a conscious entity, and the
Soul also were a conscious eutity, then the Soul could never
apprehend things touched by the Intellection; for the simple
reason that the apprehensions of one conscious entity are never
cognised by another conscious entity; as a matter of faot,
however we find that the Soul does apprehend things touched
by Buddhi; hence the conclusion is that there is a single

© The translation follows the interpretation of the Td¢parya ; but this makes
the prosonce of ‘%’ necessary in the text. The text as it #"ands may be translated

thus :—* The view that both are conscious entitics would bo met by the following
reasoning based upon the fact of every coguition belonging to only one agent.’
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conscious entity {and this is the same whose consciousness'
is admitted by all parties]. If (for the purpose of explain--
ing the fact of a single cognitive agent) it be nssumed that
[there are functions of both, Soul and Buddhi, and] the
function of the Cognitive Soul is non-different from that of
Buddhi [i.a., either that the function of both is one and the
ssme, or, that thongh their functions are different, they can-
not be distingnished |,—then it becomos incumbent upon you
to point out the exact nature of the Soul (as distinguished
from Buddhi)’ ¢« Well, Buddhi determines things, and the
Soul apprehends them; that is to say, the Soul is conscious
of things in accordanco with such time and placo in connec-
tion with which Buddhi determines them.” But ¢ deter-
mines ’ and ‘ apprehends’ are synonymous terms; and it is
not proper to regard those things as different which are
spoken of by moans of synonymous terms ; as we find in the
case of the words ¢ ghvani® and *nagae.’ If it were not so
[i.e., if things spoken of by mcans of synonymous words were
differont], then in the case of tho words ‘dhrani’ and ¢ nada’

also the things denoted by them would be diverse! It may
be held that “while the Soul apprehends things, Buddhi
makes them known or apprehended.” True; in that case
the Soul of man cognises things by means of Budqhi, and
it is not BuddJhi that coguises things; when you say that
Buddhi makes known things, this Buddhi becomes only an
instrument of cognition.®

Munas,—Mind, The Siz'h Praméya.
Buigva.
(Page 27, Line 9 to Page 28, Line 6.]

Remembrance, Inference, Verbal Cognition, Doubt,
Intuition, Dream, Imagination, as also the Perception of
Pleasure and the rest,—all these are indicative of the existence
9f th? Mind; and in addition to all these, we have the follow-
ing also—

© So that Bugddhi would be the eawo as Manas ~says the Tagparya.
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SoteA (16).=~THE NON-APPEARANCE OF SIMULTANBOUS OOGNI-
TIONS I8 INDIOATIVE OF THE EXISTENCE oF MIND, (2),

Inasmuch as Remembrance and the rest (enumerated
above) are not brought about by the instrumentality of the
(external) * sense-organs, they must be due to some other
or%n . As a matter of fact, wo find thut even though at one
and the same time several perceptible objects, odour and the
rest, are in close groximil;y to the respectively perceptive
sense-organs, the Olfactory organ and the rest, yot there is
no simultaneous cognition of them ; and from this we infer
that there is some other cause, by whose proximity cogni-
tion appears, and on account of whose non-proximity cogni-
tion does not appear,—this other organ being in contnct
with the several sense-organs, and helping them, and being
non-pervasive (limited) in its dimension. If the proximity of
sense-organs to teir objects, by themselves, independently of
the contact of tho Mind, were the sole cause of cognitions, then
it would be quite possible for several cognitions to appear
simultaneously.

VAiRrTIXKA oN SO1RA 16,
[Page 83, Line 1, to Page 85, Line 4.]
$The Bhasya (page 27, l. 9), says—R:membrance, Infer-
Virtike, Pago 85, ence, ele. ; this means that Remembrance
a, Page 83.

and the rest are indicative of the pres-
ence of the Mind. * Are these the only indicatives?"” No,
“ What then?’ This also that follows (in the Stitra):—i.e.
¢ The non-appearance of simultaneous cognitions,’ As a matter
of fact, we find that at times, even though the contact of
several sense-organs and their objects is present, yet the cogni-
tions of all these objects do not appear simultauneously; and
from this it follows that there is some other organ capable
of being in contact with the sense-organs and helping them,

and non-pervasive in its dimension, the pr and ab

® This qualification is added by the Tatparya.

+ From here the lation has the advantage of the Chaukhambha Sanskrit
series edition ; but the pago refe in d with the Bibliotheca
Indica edition,
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of whose contact determine the appearance and non-appear-
ance of cognitions. * How does this conclusion follow?’
For the si.nple reason that the non-appearance of the effect
(cognition) can only be due to some deficiency in the cause
(the senso-contact ; and this deficiency consista in the absence
of mind-contact). This is the meaning of the Sa{ra.

* How can Kemembrance and the rest which subsist in
something elso (the Soul), be indicative of the existence of
the Mind P " '

‘We do not mean that Remembrance and the rest are
indicative of the Mind, becaunse they subsist in it; ®* what we
mean is that they are due to sone other instrument,
because they are actions, and yet they aro not the actions
of odour-cognition and the rest. That is to say, in our
exporience wo have found that an action other than
Odour-cognition is due to an instrument other than the
Odour-organ ; and so forth ; as for instance, the action of the
chariot ; and Remombrance and the rest are actions ; so these
must be due to the operation of instrumen:s othor than those
of odour-cognition and the rest. Or, the reasoning may be
put as follows :—Pleasare and tho rest must be duo to the
operation of an organ other than the Visual and the rest, be-
cause while being different from odour (colour) and such other
objects (operated upon by the Visual and other organs), they are
objects of cognition, —just like chariots and such other objects
(operated upon by agencies other than those of the ordinary
sense-organs). As a matter of fact, we find that the chariot
&o.,are operated upon by such instruments as the axe and

® That is to say, Remembrance eto., aro actions, and yet they are not brought
ahont by the inatrumentality of the Vieual and othor organs ;—therefore they must
bo due to the instrumentality of somo other organ. Because they are the specifio
qualities of the Soul ; and all such qualities of the Soul must be due to the
instrumentality of organs ; as we find in the caso of all perceptional cog: ‘tions.
So that the app of R L must be due to the operation of an
organ, snd not to any such agenoy as that of Impressions and the like. And to
this organ we give the name ¢ Mind.'
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the like, which are other than the Visual and other sense-
organs ; and pleasure, eto., also are objects (like the chariot) ;
hence these also must be operated upon by instruments
other than the visual and other organs.

An objection is raised :—

“The non-appearance of simultaneous cognitions is a
property belonging to cognitions; how then can it be
indicetive of the Mind? Even when a property iz not
related to a thing, if it were regarded as indicative of it,
then everything would be indicative of everything; and we
could in that case have such reasonings as—* the Soul exists
because the crow is black.” Such reasonings however are
impossible ; so that a property that is not related to a thing
can nevoer be regarded as its indicative.”

To this objoction some people make the following
reply :—Even though a property be not related to a thing,
it can be indicative of it. For instance, when weo see a
fresh earthenware cup, even though this secing of the cup,
does not subsist in the potter, yet it rightly indicates his
existence, Similarly also the ™ sight of the revolving
potter’s wheel [which also indicates the presence of the
potter].

This explanation however is not right. What is indicat-
ed by the fact (of seoing of the fresh cup)
is, not the presenco of the potter, but
only the spot, the point in space, as qualified by the presence
of the pottor; and certainly the presence of the cup also is a
qualification of that same spot. Similarly when the spot is
found qualified by the revolving wheel, it proves the fact of
that same spot being qualified also by the presence of the
potter. Thus we find that in no case is there an Inference of a
thing from a character not related to it.

Varika, Page 84.

© Both editions read ‘ chakramadarshanam ', which gives no sense. * Chakra-
darshanam ' gives better sonse.
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“In that case the non-appearance of simullaneons cogni.
tions not being related to the Mind, how can it be indicative
of this latter?*

* The said non-appearance is not absolutely unrelated to
the Mind, when we tako the apperrance of simultancous
cognitions as the Suhject, or Minor Term, of our inference
“How so?” The apprchensions of Colour, etc., must be
regarded as standing in need of other instruments, because
they are never found *o appear simultaneously ; for instance,
in the case of a man woll-vorsed in several handicrafts, we
find that even though several instruments, in the shape of
the axe and the rest, are before him at one and the same
time, yet, they do not bring about, at the same time, any
large number of objects, in tho shape of the chariot and the
like ; and this because all those instruments stand in need of
the operation of his hands : in the same manner, inasmuch as
the Eyo and the other organs also are never found to bring
about simultaneous cognilions, it is concluded that these also
stand in need of the operation of some other instrument.
Or again, we may meet the objection by putting forward
an inference in which the sensc-organs are the Subject’ or
Minor Term. “How?” In tho following form :—* The Eye
and the other organs, in all their operations, stand in need
of another instrument, because they are never found to
operate simultaneously; just like the axe and other instru-
ments.

A fresh objection is raised :—*If then, the Eye and the
other organs are incapable of appruhending their several

® The cnly inf i! to the p! text, of which the appearance
of simultaneous cognitions could be the subjoct, may bo thus stated :—' The ap-
pearancs of simultaneous cogritions is not possible b tho perception of voloars,

etc., stauds in need of an instrument other than the Eye, eto.’; and then we can
construe the next lenunco as pmvmg the hct of the peroeptions standing in need
of other inst ; the g contained in this latter sentence having the
apprehen iona for its ‘ Subject,’ and not the uppzarance of simullancous cognitions.
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objects simultaneously, because they stand in need of another
instrument,—then, why should there be no simultaneous
cognition in the case of such objccts as are all perceptible by
the sume sense-organ? Certainly the contact of the mind
is not absent in the one organ! It will perhaps be urged
that the non-appearance of simultanjous coguitions in this
case will be due to the diversity of the objects rolated (to
the organ). But then, how would you account for it in a
case where several objects are actually related to the organ
at one and the same time? In the case of such several
objects as the blue colour, and the like, where these objects
come into contact with the organ one after the other, the
diversity of the objects may account for the non-appearance
of their simultaneons cognition. But in a case where several
objects are actually in contact with the organ, how would Jhe
said non-appearance be accounted for? For example, [when
you see the white cow walking, and the white colour, the ani-
mal’s body and the motion are all in contact with the eye at
ono and the same time) why cannot we have the cognition
¢ the white cow is walking’ [where the three cognitiors of the
three objects would be simultaneous] ? ”

To the above some people make the following reply :—
The non-appearance of simultaneous cognitions is due to the
diversity in the desire for cognition (in the mind of the
coguiger). The sense of this explanation offered by some peo-
ple is that, even though a certain object may be related (to the
perceiving organ), yet it is not cognised, if there is no desire
(on the part of the cognitive agent) to cognise it. [So that
when a number of things are not cognised at one and the
same time, it is due to the fact that the desire for cognising
all of them is not present at one and the same time].

This explanation is not right:as this would lead to the
rejection of Mind; if the non-appearance of simultaneous
coguitions were due only to the diversity in the desire for the
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several cognitions, then, Mind should be rejected altogether.
[If, in the case of one set of cognitions, the nou-appearance be
held to be due to thediversity in the desire for cognitions, then]
in other cases also there would be no bar prohibiting the pos-
tulating of the same diversity in the desire for cognitions ; so
that there being no use for the Mind, it should be rejooted.®
But there are cases where even though the desire for cognis-
ing many things is present, simultaneous cognitions do not
appear ; and for this some other explanation than diversity of
desire for cognising should be found. Hence the non-appear-
ance of simultaneous cognitions must be regarded as due to
some other cause (than the diversity of desire for cognising).
“ What is that cause P The cause lies in the very nature of
instruments. That is to say, it is in the very nature of
Instruments that they never act unless they are operated
upon (by an intelligent agent) ; and in the same manner it is
also in their very nature that even though related (to objects),
_ they do not have more than one action
vartika, Pogo 8. at & time; that is to say, even though
it may be related to several objects, an instrument can . never
have more than one action at a time; and feven though the
Soul may be the supervisor or operator of the instrument,
yet, inasmuch as the fact of the Soul being related to more
than one organ at one and the same time cannot be denied,
some other cause (than the supervision of the Soul) should
be found for the non-appearance of simultaneous cognitions.
And this cause is no other than the Mind. Thus is the
existence of Mind established.
© As App I istency of the imul itions is the only
basis for the postulating of Mind ; so that when another explanation, in the shape
of divorsity in the desire for cognitions, is found for the non-simultaneous cogni-
tions, the inconsistency ceases ; henco there remains no basis for the assuming of
Mind.
n'l-"l‘he suporvision of the Sonl cannot t for the imultaneity of
cognitious ; as when several causes are preseut, the Bonl does bring about several

ellects. For instance, one and the same boy accompan’es his teacher, carries his
water-pot, and ropeats his lessons—all at one and the same time '~ 74
yaya 274.
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Pravyitti, Aclivity—-Seventh Prameya.
BaXsva.
(Page 28, Line 7 to Pago 28, Line 11.]
After Mind comes the turn® of Activity; and
ACTIVITY CONSISTS IN THE OPERATING OF Sreecy, or MIND
anDp o Bonv, (Sortea 17.)

By the word * buddhi’ in the Sttra the Mind is meant,—
the word being taken in the sense of that &y means of which
things are cognised (b"d!lhl/(l’é anayu)f

{ The various “ operatings’ by the body, by Speech and
by the Mind ara virtuous and sinfal; and are of ten kinds.
And this we have already explained above under Sttra 2.

VARTIKA.
[Pago 85, Line 5 to Page 85, Line 13.]
Activity consists of the operating of Speech, of Mind, and of
Body—says the Sutra—i.c., of uperations by Speech, by Mind
and 2y Body.

¥ As Activity belongs to the Mind (see Sigra), Activity has Lo be defined after
Mind has been described.

+ The word * buddhi’, when explained as * buddhyatd iti) that which is ap-
prehended, denotes cognition ; and when explained as ¢ buddhyat anaya’, it denotes
the instrnment of cognition, Mind.

1 Says the T'dtparya :—Oporationa are of two kinds—some give rise to cogni-
tions ; others give rise Lo action. For iuatance, the operation of 8peech becomes the
cause of virtuo or sn according to the nature of the cognition that it produces (in
the mind of the peraon spoken to). 8o that ‘Spoech * must be taken here to stand
for all those operations that bring abont coguitions ; and thus the operations of the
Eye and other orgaus, which ists in the p iving of agreeabls or dis-

greeabla things, | included. Operationa loading to Action are of two kinds —
that having the Body for its cause, and lllal cauned by the Mind.

These two expressions aro cxplained by the Parishuigdhi to mean— that of
whlch the body is the nbject’ and thn of which tho Mind is the okject’. For

, the tion or effort involved in the actions of giving, stealing and the
like, hlve all got the Body for their object ; as it is the Budy that is active ;
similarly, sympathy, jealousy and the like are operations having the Mind for their
object ; as it is the Mind that is active. This explavation of the tw. expressions—
¢ Ko imifta "’ and ¢ 3/ imif¢d'—are i d by the fact that otherwise
all oper.!mns could be called both Kayanimit¢a and Manoninuiéa ; as there is not
& single action of wman in which both Mind and Body are not the cause.
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This Activity is both virtnous and sinful ; and is of len
kinds. Pirtuous activity consists in—(1) giving shelter, (2)
serving and (3) giving—these by the Body ;—(4 telling the
truth, (5 telling what is salutary, (6, saying what is agree-
able, and (7) reading—these by Speech ;—and (8) mercy, (9)
aspiration, and (10) faith—these by the Mind. The contraries
of these ton constituto the sinful activity.

*.An objection is raised :—*¢ All Aectivity being momen-
tary,~—it i3 impossible that it should be the cause of birth
(a3 has been held).  That is to say, in view of the fact that
every operation cxiste for a moment only, it is not right to
regard it as the cause of hirth ; and the fact of Activity not
being the cause of Birth goes against what has boon declared
in Sttra 2 above (where it has been stated that Birth is due
to Activity).”

The answer to the above objection is that there is no-
thing in the present Saitra which goes against what has been
declared in Sttra 2; as in Sutra 2, the word ° Activity?,
¢ Pravrifti’, stands for the results of Activity ; Virtus and
Vice (Dhirma and Adharma) are the direct results of all
Activity ; and it is these that have heen spoken of by the
word ‘¢ Activity, in Suitra 2; and the justification for this
figurative use of the word lies in the fact that Activity is the
cause of Virtue and Vice; and such usage is common ; for
instance, we have such assertions as * food is the life of living
beings’ [whero food, which is the cause, the means of living,
is spoken of as life itsclf.]

Dosa~—Defect.—The Eightl. Prameya,
Stra (18).

(SoTRA 18).—DEFECTS BAVE URGING OR INCITING FOR THEIR
DISTINGUISHING ¥RATURE,

© ¢ Birth occurs iv the uext lifc , hence it cannot be due to the ;c:i;il.y of the
prescut life ; as all such activily vamshes i a moment, and cannot be present when
the effect—uext birth—appears.’
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Bazsva 1-1-18.
Bnizsya.
[P. 28, L. 13 to P. 29, L. 4.]

* Inciting® meaus cunsing aelivity. Attachment and the
rest incite, or cause the activity of, man towards virtuous
or sinful deeds; and wheuever there is ignorance, there are
attachment and aversion.t

Objection —** Everyone knows what theso Defects are ;
why are they described by means of a defimtion ?*’

As o matter of fact, persons qualified by attachment,
aversion and ignorance (which are the inciters to activity)
are distinguished (or characterised) by their action : the man
who has attachments does that action whereby ho experiences
pleasure or pain; similarly the man who has aversion, or
oune who has iguorance. {And it was nccessary to bring out
this fact of Attuchment &c. being tho canse of activity, in
order to produce disgnst against them; which fact counld not
have been brought out by the mero mention of Attach-
ment and the other Defects; for] when the words ‘attach-
mont,’ * avorsion * and ¢ ignorance’ are used by themsclves,
not much is expressed by them.}

©The action of the éncster can be nuderstood only after that of tho dncited has
been uuderstood , henco after the denition of Activity comes the tmn of ity ex-
citant, Defects,—Tdtparya.

+Both Attachinent and Avcrsion arisc from ignorance ; and urge the man to
aclivity ; so that ‘ inciting’ is & peculiarity of Attachment and Aversion ; and thig
pecubiunity subsists in the sume rubstrate as the ignoravco.—~Tdétparya.

In explaining this, the Parishuddhi diaws a” distinction between pravartakw
tha! which incites) and pracus tand, (the action of inaiting). What incites men to
activity are ignorance and the consequent Attachment and Aversion towards the
object on which the activity turns ; and the sciting is towards this activity, which
is «he means leading to that object, and with regard to which also thero ure ignor-
anee and (onsequent Attachment and Aversion.

1The Tatparya expluinu—All that the words expreas aro the nere forirs of the
defects : and they give no idea of their being excitants of activity ; and until this fact
is brought out, there would be no dieguat againat Defecta ;as there is nothing wrong
in Attachment or Aversion per se; it is only when they give rise to nctivity bringing
pleasure and pain, that they comne to be recoguisod a3 sourcthing to be shunned,
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VERTIKA.

[P.85,L. 15t 86, L. 2].

Defects have dnciting for their distinguishing feature —
says the Satra. The question is asked—'* What is this
tnciling P The answer is that inciting is that by reason
of which man is forced, helplessly, to act; when a man acts,
he is incited by the defects, Attachment and the rest ; and
thus this inciting being the cause of activity, is called
 pravartand’, the means of aclivity (pravarieyali iti.);
just as we have the words ¢ kitrana’ (which means the means
of doing), hiirana (the means of taking away) and the like.
* But how is this inciting known ?"* The fact that thore
is inciting (dane by the Defects) is known by each person
directly by Perception so far as his own activity is concerned ;
and in the case of the activity of other persons, tho fact is
known by Inference ; just as the fact of the Soul being the
object of the notion of ¢ I’ (self-consciousncss) is known by
each man directly by Perception; and this self-consciousness
is not got at either by menns of Inference or by moans of
‘Word. “Why is it not known by Inference?”  For
the simple reason that there is no probans available (whereby
the inferential cognition could be obtained). “And why
cannot it be got at by means of Word (Trustworthy Asser-
tion)?” Because it involves a conception that cannot
be obtained by any teaching or instruction.t From all this
it follows that like Colour &c., tho Soul of each man is
perceptible to Limself, while the Soul in another man’s body is
inferred from his activity and cessation from activity.

®What is known ia the defet, and not the fact of the defect being the excitant
to activity '— Jatparya,

1+That iny activity has been due to a certain atlachment or aversion in mysclf
can be kuown by myself alone ; and cannot be taught to me.
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Prélyabhdva, Rebirth.—Tha Ninth Prameya,
Satra (19).
®RERIRTH CONSISTS IN BEING BORN AGAIN.

BhZsya.
[Page 29, L. 6 to, p. 29, L. 11.]

Having died, when [the Soul] is born again in an animate
body, this leing born again constitutes the Rebirth of that
[Soull, which is born,—i.e., becomes connected with the
body, the sense-organs, the mind, apprehension, and experi-
enco; and b«ing bmn again consists in repeated connection
with the body ete. ;—the word ‘repeated’ denotes recur~
rence.t  The literal meaning of the word ¢ Préfyabhava’ may
bo thus explained :—When the Soul, subsistingin a particu-
lar animate body, abandons the body ete., previously occupied,
then it dies (praifi); and when 1t takes possession in another
body, of another body and sense-organs ctc., it is born (bha-
vatt) ; so that ¢ préfyabhava ’ is bivth (bhiira) after having died
(prétya). The recurrence of this process of birth and death
should be regarded as without beginning, and ending only
with Final Release.

VIRrTIRA ON SUTRA 19.
[Page 86, Line 4 to Line 17.]

Rebirth consists in being born ayain—says the Sffra;
that is to say, Rebirth is transference into another body
after the abandoning of the previously oceupied body etc.
The mention of the word ¢ repeated’ (in the Bhasya) is with
a view to indicate the beginninglessness of metompsychosis;
the meaning beoing that birth and death recur again and
again; which shows that metempsychosis is without beginning,

“ What is this Metemp:ychosis P’
Metempsychosis consists in the unceasing process of

effective causal aclivity among Pain, Birth, Activity, Defect
and Wrong Cognition (mentioned in Sitra 2). And this pro-
cess i8 without beginning ; as thers is no restriction as to

*The Tdtparya omits to mention the ground for the treatment of Rebirth Tf;-r
Defect. Tho Parishugddhi says—Rebirth is tho acquisition of the Body etc., down to
Defects, after the abandonment of the sawme ; so that it is only natmal that Rebirth
should be deult with after these.

1 Recuirenco’ of counections with body etc., implics also the abandoning of
these.— Purivhuddhi.
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any particular order of sequence among the said ¢ Pain’ and
the rest. For instance, if it were held that Pain comes first,
then this could uot bo right; as there is mo Pain without
Birth ;—If Birth were held to come first, thi3 also would
not be right; as thore can be no Birth without Merit and
Demerit ;—if Merit and Demerit be held to come first, this
also would not be right ; as these are not possible without
Attachment and Aversion ;—lastly, if it be held that Attach-
ment and Aversion come first, this also will not be right ; as
Attachment and Aversion never appear without Ignorance.

“Then, Ignorance may be taken as the beginning of the
geries.” This also will not be right ; as there is no Ignorance

without Body and the rest.
This causal activity among Pain and tho rest, down to

Ignorance, being unceasing, constitutes ¢ Metempsychosis’,
¢ samadira’,—also called (in the scriptures) ¢ djurasijaribhava.’
“ This Birth and Death (sumsitra),—does it belong to the
Soul or to the Mind ?” If by ‘samsdara’ you wmcan the
aclion (of entering and moving off from the Bodies), then it
belongs to the Miud ; asitis the Mind that actually moves,
¢ samsarali’; on the other hand, if by ¢sansdra’ you mean
ezperiencing (of pleasure and pain) [as it really is], then
it belongs to tho Soul; as it is the Soul that experiences
pleasure and pain. o
Fruition, Phala.—Tenth Pramgya.
Safra 20.
® FRUITION IS A THING PRODUCED BY Activity AND DErFECT.
Buisya.
[Page 29, L. 13 to P. 30, L. 2].
Fruition consists in the experiencing of pleasure and
pain, as every action leads to pleasure and pain. And as

© Fruition is tha direct result of man's actinity alone ; but the Sitra adds De-
fects also with a view to show—(1) that defects are the cause of Activity and (2)
that Pleasure and Pain (which constitute Fruition) are the result of Defccts also.
It 18 only when the soil of the Soul is irrigatod with the water of Defect that the
sceds of Merit ar d Demerit produce the fruits of Pleasure and ain '—Tatparya.
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pleasure and pain appear only when the Body, the Sense-
organs, tho Objects and Appreliension are present, what are
meant to be included under the name ¢ Fruition’ are plea-
sure and pain along with Body and the rest ; so that all these
(Pleasure and Pain along with Body &c.) constitute the
Fruition, which is a thing produced by Activity and Defect.
Each time this Fruition is received by man, it is relinquished
by him ; and each time it is relinquished, it is again received ;
and there is no end * or absolute ccssation of thess receiv-
ings and relinquishings ; and it is by this unceasing current
of receivings and relinquishings that the entire worldly
process is carried on.

This same (Body and the rest) [constitute Pain, defined
in the noxt Satra].

VirTiEA.
[Page 86, L. 19 to P. 87, L. %.]

Everything that is produced, e.g., the Body and the rest,
is a ¢ fruit’ or * fruition’; as every one of such things is
brought about by the ageney of Merit and Demerit. If we
regard the primary or principal fruit slone as constituting
Fruition, then the experiencing of pleasure and pain is the
only Fruition; as this is what it ultimately leads to. But
inasmuch as the experiencing of pleasure and pain is the

R final result of Merit and Demerit,—and

there is no possibility of this experiencing
without the Body, the Sense-organs and the rest,—with a
view to this fact, it bas been held that Merit and Demerit
bring about the experience of pleasure and pain only after
having brought about the Body &c.; so that the word *frui-
jon’ is applied, primarily,to the experiencing of pleasure
and pain, and secondarily to the Body (and the rest).

The Parishuddhi adds that the author of the Sitra will himself describe in
Adh. VI how Defects help Activity in the biinging abont of Fruition,

On the word ¢ Arghaly’, ‘thing,” in the Sfitra, the Ta{parya remarks—* The word
is put in for inclnding all kwds of Fiation, prunary as well as secoudary; the pri-
mary fivition consisting in Pleasure and Pain, and the secondary in the Body, the
Sense-organs and the 1est—ways the Parishuddhi.

® ¢ Nigthd ' is mere end ; and ax there s some sort of an end to Pleasme and
Pain &c at each Dirsolution, the Bhisya corrects itself and adda the word ¢ Parya-
vasanam * absolute (La11) cessation (rasdua).—I1d{parya.
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Pain, Dulkha.— Eleventh. Praméya.
Satra (21).
PAIN IS THAT WHICH 1S CONNECTED WITH ANNOYANCE.

BurAsya.
[P. 30, L.4 to I.. 7.]

By ¢ Annayance *’ here is meant suffering, injury. Every
thing, (i. e. Body &e. and also Pleasure and Pain), being iu-
termingled with <. e. invariably accompanied by, never exisi-
ing apart from—pain, is inseparable from Pain; and as such
is regarded as Pain itself. Iinding everything to be inter-
mingled with Pain, when one wishes to get rid of Pain, he
finds that birth (or life) itself is nothing but pain; and thus
becomes disgusted (with life) ; and being disgusted, he loses
all attachment ; and being free from attachment, he is re-
leased.

VARTIKA,
[ P. 87, 1.5 to Line 22.]

This same—i. e. the Body &c.—being connected with
annoyance, is called ¢ Pain’. Primarily, it is pain alone thag
can be called * Dulikha’. The word ¢ laksana’ (in the Stitra)
means conneclion. All these—I3ody and the rest—are con-
nected with pain: Tho body is the cause of pain; so that
in this case the ¢ connoction’ consists in the causal relation ;
—the Sense-organs, the Objects and Apprehension are the
instruments of pain ; so that in the case of theso, the ‘con-
ncction ’ consists in instrumentality ;—Pleasure nevoer exists
apart from Pain ; so that in this case the ‘connection’ cun-
sists in invuriable concomilance. Primarily, however, Pain itself
alone can be regarded as Pain [everything else being so re-
garded only on account of being counccted with Pain].

Some people bave held that everything is Pain, pri-
marily by itself. But this is not right; as this is against

® ¢ Annoyance’ hero stands for the feeling of aunoyance ; no that it refers pri-
marnly to Pam ; but sccondanly to the Body and the rest also ;- all of which are

necessary factors in the feeling of pain—Tufrarya.
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well-known fuots of perception : Pleasure is something that
is distinotly perceiverl; 8o that its existence cannot be entirely
igaored.  * But Pleasure is only a form of Pain. That is
to say, Pleasure is only a particnlar phase of Pain; and it is
nothing independently by itself." This also is not right;
as the negativo particle is not added to what is only a parti-
cular phage of a thing; in no case do we find the negative
particle added to what is only a particular form of a thing;
for instai.ve, a particular Brahmana is never called a ‘non-
Brahmana °; similarly if Pleasure were only a particular
form of Pain, it could not be spoken of as ‘ not Pain’ (as it
is actually called).  Then again, if there were no Pleasure,
Dharma or Merit would be entirely useless. “Why so?”
Because Merit has been rogarded as the means of Pleasure;
8o that if there is no Pleasure, there is no use for Merit,
Nor will it be right to regard the mere negation of Pain as
the result of Merit ; as in that case Merit will come to have a
negative result ; that is to say, the result of Merit will become
a merely negative entity ; and [this would not be right; as]
in ordinary experience we fiud a two-fold activity among men :
One man acts with a view to obtain something desirable (when
the result aimed at is positive), while another acts with a view
to avoid an undesirable thing (where the result aimed at is
negative) ; and if there were nothing desirable (i.e., affording
pleasure), then this two-fold activity would not be possible
[every action being, in that case, undertaken for-the purpose
of avoiding that which is undesirable, i. ., pain]. Then
again (if there were no Pleasure) there could be no such advice
as that ¢ Pleasure should be looked upon as Pain’; as there
ocould, in that case, be no connter-sntity (of Pain, in the shape
of Pleasure, which could be looked upon as Puin).  Lastly,
(if there were no Pleasure) there could be no attachment ; as
no one is ever attached to Pain. For all these reasons we
conclude that all things cannot be regarded as *Pain' in
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thomselves ; and the fact is that all things are regarded as
‘Pain’ b of the teaching that they should be so regarded
[and in reality Pain is not the only entity].

.

Apavarga— Final Release—Twelfth Praméya.
Satra (22).
Bazsva.
[Page 80, Line 8.]

‘When there is an end, an absolute cessation [of the series
of receivings and relinguishings of Fruit.iong, this i3 what
constitutes Final Release, (which is thus defined) :—~

ABSOLUTE FREEDOM FROM THE AFORESATD (PAIN &o0.) 18
FinaL REeLrase (80. 22),

BnZsya.
[Page 30, Line 10 {0 Page 84, Line 2.]

Release is absolute freedom from that—from the aforesaid
Pain, i.r., from birth.®* * How is this  When there isa
relinquishing of the birth that has been taken, and the non-re-
sumption of another,—this condition, which is without end (or
limit) is known as ¢ Final Relcase ' by those who know what
Final Release is.  This condition of immortality, free from
fear,} imperishable (nnchanging), consisting 1n the attainment
of bliss, is called ‘Brahma.’

© The word * fa$ ' in the 81tra stands, not only for Pain proper, but slso for all
such products as the Body, the Sense.organs &c. to everyone of which the name
‘Pain’ is applied in its secondary senso.—T'dfparya,

+ The * fear’ meant here is the foar of being born into the world ; the epithet
‘unchanging’ is added with a view to deny the view that Brahma evolves
itself into diverse names and forms ;the phrase ¢condition of immortality * is meant
to exclude the Bauddha theory that Rel ists in the absol jon of the
mind, bling the extinguishing of the lamp.—Tafparya. The Parishuddhi
adds——Evolution is of two kinds—(1) the material object itself ceases and another
bjoct takes place, which idea of evolution is favoured by the Bauddha ; and
(2) tho object remaining intact, there is s change of its qualities ; this form of
Evolution being held by the 8s/khya. Neither of these two is possible in the case
of Brahuna ; as iu either case it would be transient.
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Some people hold the view that - “in Final Rlease what
is manifested is the eternal pleasure of the Sul, just like its
vastoess; and when that happiness is
manifested, the Soul is absolutely free,
and becomes happy.” *

Bhégya, Page 31.

This position is untenable ; as thore is no proof for what
is here asserted ; that is to say, there is nuither Perception,
nor luference, nor Word of Scripture to prove that ¢ like its
vastness, the eternal ploasure of the Sovul is manifested in
Final Release.’

Then again, the above view of the Peadinlin mewning
that (in Final Release) thore is manifestation—i e., feeling
or experience—of the eternal (ploasarc),—it bohoves him to
poiut out the cause of this ‘ manifestation’ In other words,
when it is asserted that there is experienced a feeling or
knowledge of eternal (pleasurs), it is necessary to explain
what is the cause of this m wnifestation—i.», the cause whers-
by it is produced. (s) If it be held that tho manifestation, or
experiencing or feeling, of pleasure is eternal, like the
pleasure itself [so that there can be no production of it by
any cause, which, thersfore, need not be pointed out],—then
there would be no difference betweon the Soul releised and
the Soul still in the meshes of hirth and rebirth, That is to
say, just as the roleased Soul is endowed with the eternal
pleasure and its eternal experience, so also would be the Soul
that is still involved in birth and rebirth ; as both these Souls
are eternal [and would therefore be equally endowed with
the pleasure, which also is eternal, and as such cannot be
absent at any time, even before Kinal Releaso]. And if this
be admitted, then psople would be cogaisant of the voncomi-
tance and simultaneity (of Final Rolease' with the result of
of Metit and Demerit. In other words, we would be cognisant of
the concomitance and simultancity of the eternal feoling of
eternal pleasure with that pleasure and pain which, brought
about by Merit and Demerit in the substrates (viz., the souls)
wherein thay are produced, are experienced by turns! And
there would never be any substrate (soul) whers either
pleasure or its expericnce would be absent; both of these

® We have the text ‘ vijddeam drandam b:akma,’ where all the threo appcar

as synony 3 80 that Bral i3 of the nature of happiuess ; and as Brahma is

eterual, the happiness also must be oterual. Hence in the pluase ‘lLappiness of
the Soul,’ the prepositivn “ of * has the souse vf appositivu.~T'3fparya.
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being exz-hypothesi, eternall (b) If, on the other hand, it be
held that the fecling of pleasure is not eternal, them it
becomes necessary to point out its cause; i.e., if ib be held
that the manifestation in Final Release, of the eternal
pleasure, is not eternal,—then it becomes necessary to point
out the canse from which that manifestation proceeds.
As regards the Mind-Soul contact it can be such a
cause only when aided by other causes; i.a., 1f it be held that
the Mind-$)ul sontact is the ¢ wise of the said manifest.tion of
pleasure, then it would be necessary to point out some other
cause which aids the said ¢mtact (in bringing about that
manifestation of pleasure).® I Merit be held to be that auxil-
liary cause, then the cause of this has to be pointed out; f.e.,
if Merit be held to be that other accessory cause, then it be-
comes necessary to point ont the eause from which that Moerit
proceeds | which, through the Mind@-Soul contact, brings about
the manifestation of eternal pleasure].
The merit that is produced by Yogic
contemplation, being a product, must have an end ; so that if
the product of this ephomeral Merit (in the shape of the said
manifestation) were held to be eternal, this would involve an
incongruity (the continuance of the product in the absence
of the cause) ; conscquently it is necessary to regard the said
manifestation also as coming to an end on the cessation of
the Movit. That is to say, if the Merit brought about by
Yugic contemplation be the cause of the Merit that brings
about the manifestation of pleasure, then, inasmuch as the
continuance of the product after the cessation of the cause
would involve an incongruity, it would be necessary to admit
that, when the Merit ceases,—as it must cease, being itself a

roduct,—there must fullow the entire cessation of the feel-
ing of pleasure. And when the feeli .g of pleasure is absent,
the plewsura itsclf is as good as non-existent. In other
words, if there is a cessation of the feeling of plcasure, on
account of the disappearance of Merit, then it can not be
true that eternal pleasure is felt; as there is nothing to
determine whother the feeling is absent, becanse the pleasuie
itself is absent, or that the fesling is abseni even though the
plensure is prosent, |Nor will it be right, with a view to
escapa from these dilficulties, to hold that the Merit is
eterual, as]  there is nothing to prove that the Merit is
unporishable ; for the simple reason that it is something that

Bhagya, Page 32.

' Aloue by ituelf, the Mind-Soul contact oan bring about nothing.
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is produced. That is to say, there can be no argnments to
prove that the Merit produced by Yogic coutemplation does
not perish ; on the other hand, there is a clear argument to
the contrary—viz., ¢ a thing that is produced is non-eternal
[and Merit bring pro fuced, must be ephemeral]l.’ In case
there were a person whose feeling of pl e mnever d,
he alone wounld be justified in arguing that the cause of that
feeling (Merit) is eternal. But if Merit were eternal, there
would be no difference between the man that has been
releas.d and one who is still in the meshes of birth and re-
birth, —as we have already pointed out above (pase 21, line
6). What we mean is that, just as in the cuse of the released
man, the pleasure as well as the cause of the feeling of that

leasure are both eternal,—and there is no cessation of the
eeling itsell, for the simple reason that the Merit, which
causes the feeling, is eternal,—so in the case of the
worldly man also [as his Merit also would be eternal,
its effu. ts, in the shape of the feeling of pleasure, would also
be eternal]. And this would mean that Final Release is
co-existent with the feelings of pleasure and pain brought
about by Merit and Demerit®. It might be argued that (in
the cas» of the worldly man) the presence of the Body, and the
Sense-organs is the cause of obstruction (of pleasure-experi-
ence) ; but this cannot be right ; as the Body etc. are for the
very purpose of experience ; and there is no reason to prove
the contrary. In other words, our Opponent might put
forward the explanation that in the case of the man who is still
in the meshes of worldliness, the presence of the Body
eto., obstructs the operation of the cause that leads to the
feeling of eternal pleasure; so that thoro is a clear diffe~
rence between the worldly man and the 1eleased man (in
whose case, the Body etc., having fallen off, there is no
obstruction). I'Ins however is not right; as the only pur.
pose for which the Body, the Sense-organs and the rest
cxist is to bring about experiences; so that it is not possible
that they should obstruct or hinder the experiencing
(of eternal pleasure), spovially as there is nothing to prove
that there is any sort of experience fur the Soul deprived
of the Body aud the rest.

[On p. 81, 1. 2, the Author has said that there is
no proof in support of the view that final Releuse conaists

® As it is such fe-e—lingn that abound in worldly existence ; aud buth worldly
Existeuca and Iulease have been eliown to be co-eternal.
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in pleasure. In order to meet this, the V&dantin puts for-
ward proofs in support of his view| (1) ** The activity of
of man is always for the purpose of obtaining what is
desired”,—=If this be urgsd as a proof in support of the
Vaodanta view, then we deny this ; as activity is (also) for the
urpose of removing the undesirable. That is to say, the
B’édﬁn&in might put forward thefollowing argument.—** The
instructions in regard to Final Releass, as also the activity of
mon desiring Final Ralsase, are both for the parposeof obtain-
ing what i3 desirable ; and naisher of the tw. can beabsolutely
useless.” But this reasoning will not be right; as the ins-
truction relating to Finul Release as well
astheactivity of men desiring Final Release,
may both be also for the sake of avoiding or removing what is
undesirable. That the said activity is for the purpose of remo-
ving something undesirable (and not always for obtainting
what is desirable) is also proved by the fact that there is
nothing that is absolutely desirable, aud not mixed up with
an un lesirable elemunt 3 8o that what is desirabls also be-
comes undesirable; and thus when oue is active towards the
removing of something uudesirable, he comes to remuve or
renounce also what 13 dosirabla; a3 rewoving by diseri-
mination is not possible, . e, it is not possible to remove the
one without also removing the other. -
2.  As regards the renouncing of what is desirable, this
applies with equal force to the case of the Body etc, That
is to say, the Valantin might put forth the following argu-
ment—* We see, as a matter of fact, that pcople renounce
the ordinary transitory pleasure and seek for the more
lasting pleasure (which proves the pr of a pl 0
that is ever-lasting; and thia is Final Release).’””  But on the
analogy of this argument, yon might also argus that, because
in or.inary life peuple are found to renounce their ophemeral
Boy, Sense-organs and the rest, this indicates the presenco
of an sternal set of Body etc., for the released man; and
in this manner you will have really established the singularity
or aloofness and self sufficiency of the rel dmanlt Ifit

Bhisys, Pago 33.

® The real scase of thisarg it thus cxplained by the Tufparys—*The
scriptures urge men to activity towards the obtaining of Final Rel ; and in
ordinary experience wo find that it is oaly when a man desires something that
be asts ds its lishment ; and as pl is the only thing desiralle

it follows that Fipsl Belu'u must consist in pleasure.”
+ In seoking to prove that the man becomes free, isolated, you come to prove
that it is eternally beset with the entire set of Body, sense-orgaus and all the reat ot it
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be urged that this would be against all proof, that wounld
apply with eqnal forea to both parties. In other words, it
might be urged that the eternality of Body eto, being con-
trary to all evidonce, it would not be rigkt to assume such
body eto. for tho released man, But this could be said with
equal force with regard to Pleasure also: that tho eternality
of Pleasure being contrary to all evidence, it is not right to
assume such pleasure for the released Soul.

(8) Inasmnch as the absolute cessation of metem-
psychic pain could be spoken of as ¢ Pleasure,” there wounld
be no incongruity (in the view that Pleasure consists in the
cessation of Pain), even though there be scriptural texts
describing Release as ‘Pleasure.” That is to say, even though
there be certain scripture-texts to the effect that ‘absolute
pleasure belongs to the released man,’—jyot, such texts could
very well be taken as using the word *pleasure’ in the
sense of ¢ absolute cessation of pain;’ in fact in ordinary
parlance, weoften find the word ¢pleasure’ used to denote
the cessation or absence of pain. [So that the view that
Final Release consists in the cessation of pain is quite in
keeping with the said texts),

(4) Further, * until there is a renunciation of the desire
for eternal pleasure, there can bo no attaining of Final
Release; for the simple reason that all desire or attachment
has besn held to be & Bondags. That is to say, if it be held
that in Final Release eternal plensure is manifested, then,
in accordance with this view, whenever a man would put
forth activity for the attaining of Final Release, he would do
80 only under the influence of a desire for the eternal pleasure ;
and being so influenced, he could never attain Final Release ;.
nor would be deserve the attainment of Final Release; as
desire of all kinds has been held to be a bondage; and it is
not possible that a man should be released while he is
under bondage |

+ On the other hand, when & man is free from desire
for pleasure, there isno longer any feeling of aversion or

® The readiug * syaprakdnd’ gives no sense ; the ‘ Pandit' edition, as also all
the manuscripts consulted, read * sydprahdnd.’

+ Thin is added in anticipation of the £.llowing objection :—* If Final Releass
oconsists of the removal of pain, then man's activity towards it could be due only
to aversion to pain ; and aversion is as muoh a bondage as desire.” The sense of
the reply is’that there is real aversion only so long as there is no desire for
something,~—the aversion being against that which obstructs the fulfilment of
the desire.
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undesirability (with regard to amything).'In othewwords,
when the man’s desire for eternal pleasure has dlw
the desire for etornal pleasure being not there. to obsiruct
(his path towards Final Release), [and the activity towards
Release thus emanating from one who has renounced desire),—
whether the man does, or does not, really obtain eternwl
E‘lmm’ in either case, there is no doubt as to his attaining
ioal Release.*

VIRTIRA.
[Page 88, Line 2 to Page 91, Line 5.]

Absolute freedom from the aforesaid is Final Reloise—
eays the Sa¢ra. This means that Final Release consists in
absolute separation from pain, consisting in Body, the Sense-
organs, &o.

Some philosophers $ have held that Firal Release
consists in the absolute manifestation of pleasure ; they declare
that Final Release is only the consummate manifestation -or
feeling of pleasure, But it cannot be 80; as there is no proof;
there is no evidence to show that the released Soul experiences
eternal pleasure.  *It is not right to say that there is no
evidence; as there is restriction; § that is to eay, the
congregation, in the Soul, of pleasure brought about by
several causes, is not possible unless there is a restrictive or
determining agency (restrioting a particular pleasure to a
particular Soul); this (fact of congregation) proves that there

® Being free from all desire, when the man betakes himself to aotivity d
the attaining of Release, he does not care whether the eternal pleasure comes to
him or not. As in sny case, the sctivity belog of & man who is purified of all
desire, there can be no ttainty as to his attaining Final Release.—JT'dfparys.

+ This epithet is necessary with & view to exclude the separation from Body
&o., that oocurs at the time of universsl dissolution,—this separation not being
abeolute ; the Soul being again saddled with thess during the next creation.

$ The Vadingins who follow Chifsukhicharyk hold with him, that the
Release, that forms the highest end of man, oonsiats in ¢ unlimited bliss.’

§ The reasoning here pat forward is thus explained in the Parishugghi :—
Eternal pl mast bo sccepted as subsisting in the Soul—because thers wpbsist
in it pleasures which are’of the sawe genoric kind as the eternal plessure.

*
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is, in tho Soul, an eternal pleasuro, being dotermined or
restricted by which the said pleasure brought about by
several causes comes to inhere in that particular Soul.”  This
however is not right; firstly, becauso this reasoning would ap-
ply, with equal force, to all thosoqualities of the Soul that are
brought about by several causes ; so that like oternal pleasure,
eternal pain also, as well as eternal desire and the rest, will
have to be assumed for the Soul ;—secondly [in case eternal
pain is not assumed] the reasoning bocomes inconclusive [as
pain subsists in the Soul, and yet it is not eternal, so that the
basio premiss itself of the reasoning becomes false | ;—lastly,
the precise signification of the word ¢ manifestation’ has not
yot been pointed out : in the assertion *eternal pleasure is
manifested ’, what is the precise signification of *manifesta-
tion’? If* * manifestation ’ means cognition or feeling, thon
it i8 not possible to dotermine whether this cognition (of
pleasure) is eternal or non-eternal.

If it he held that the cognition ¢of pleasure) is not
eternal, then it becomes necessary to point out the cause
(whereby the cognition is produced). If Mind-Soul contact
be held to be the cause, then it should be pointed out what
is the accessory causo of that contact. That is, if you hold
that the Mind--Soul contact is the cause of the Cognition, then
you should point out its accessory cause ; because, as a matter
of fact, we find that whenever such products as substances,

® ¢ Pleasure is only a quality, not the very constituent, of the Soul , and as such
the pleasure must be something distinct from the Soul. Similarly, cognition also is a
quality of the Soul ; and it is not possible for the Soul, which is without beginning or
end, to be identical with cognition, which has both beginning and end; nor can the
Soul be regarded an of the nature of cognition itself ; as in every act of cogaition, all
the three factors of cognition, cogniser and cognised object are apprehended as
distinct from one anotlier ; and even though the factora of cognition and cognised
vary with each particular cognition, the ins the factor in all ;
all which goer to show that the cogniser, i.e., the Soul, cannot bo the same as the
engnition. Then again, we have proved in the section on ¢ Perception ' that Pleasure
is not of the nature of coguition ; and we shall piove in Adhydya 1V that there is
nothing that can be s:lf-illumined or self. ifested— J'agparya.

5!
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qualities or actions are brought about by contact, this contact
nover operates independontly by itself. It might be urged
that the Mind-Soul contact is dependent upon, and is helped
by, Pleasure; but this will not be right; as this would be
incompatible with the idea of *Kaivalya’ or Final Release.
That is to say, if you hold that the Mind-Soul contact becomes
the cause of cognition when it is aided by the eternal pleasure
subsisting in the Soul,—this will not be right; as this would
go against all idea of Final Release. ®For, just as this Mind-
Soul contact of yours brings about the cognition of pleasure,
with the help of its object alone (i.e., of this pleasure), in-
dependently of all other agencies,—so, in the same manner, a
similar contact could bring about the cognitions of such
objects as Colour and the rest, $with tho help of these objects
alone, (independently of all such other agencies as the Sense-
organs and the rest) ; and this would do away with Final
Release altogether ; and the Soul would be beset with all
sorts of difficulties ; as cognitions could
be constantly crowding upon it (if they
came independently of auxilliary agencies) [With a view
to escape from these difficultios] it might be held that fthe
Mind-Soul contact brings about the cognition of (etsrnal)

Virtika Page 89.

® As & matter of fact, in ordinary worldly experienco the Mind-Soul contact
brings about the coguition of pleasure, with the help of the agenoy of Merit ; if in
Final Release, the contact bring about the pleasure independently of Merit, then in
the cognition of colour etc., alsc the auxillary agency of the seuse-organs would
not be necessary 1—T'dtparya.

4 Tho Chaukhambha edition reads * Vigayinnnaptksamanah'; but from what
hias gone before, as alvo from the explanation supplied by the Ta¢parya, it is clear
that the seuse domands the reading with a single ‘na '

1 “We do not ", says the Vagintin, “ mean that the coutact depends upon the
object alone ; what we mean is that it requircs exaotly the same aid that it does
during ordinary worldly existence ; ie., during Final Release also it is aided by
Menit; but with this difference that the Merit that brings about the cognition of
eternal pleasure is that which is born of Yogic contemplation ; while the coguitions
of ordinary ephemeral pleasares are bought by ordinary merit."—Ta¢parya.
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pleasure, when aided by the merit born of Yogic contempla-
tion. But this also will not be right; as in that oasv the
cognition of pleasure (i.c., Final Release) wounld ceasa on the
cessation of the said merit. That is to say, after the Merit
born of Yogic contomplation will have become exhausted, what
would be there to aid the contact, —this has to be pointed out
It will not b right to assert that the merit born of Yogic cor«
templation is never exhaunsted; as all that is produced is
bound to be transiont (perishable). As a matter of fact,
everything that has the character of a product is found to be
transiont ; 8o that if it be held that the morit born of Yogic
contomplation is eternal,—our answer would be that to say
that it ig born of Yogic contemplation and is yet oternal would
be a contradiction in terms.

If, on the other hand, the cognition (of eternal pleasure)
be held to be oternal, —this also will not be right. For the
oternality of cognition (of pleasurc) stands on the same foot~
ing as the cternality of pleasure itself ; inasmuch as for the
former also there is no proof, and there arises the same in-
congruity of there being no differcnce between the released
man and the man who is still in the meshes of worldlinoss;
and further (if the cognition of pleasure wero etcrnal) thero
would bo no experiencing of pleasure and pain by turns—
(as is actually found to bo tho case) ; —then again, if a man
were to experience pleasuro eternally, then, there would bo
absolutely no use in making any efforts to obtain Final
Release ; a8 no one ever wishes to got rid of, or bo released
from, pleasurable experience (and such experienco is eternal,
ex hypothesi) ; and [if the effort put forth were hold to be
for the purpose of obtaining relcase from pain], as it would
not be possible to differentiate pain from pleasure (as the
latter would be eternal), and to regulate his renunciation
accordingly, when a man would renounce pain, he would
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renounce pleasuro® ; and further as the man would never
experience any pain (his exporiencing of pleasuro being
eternal), for getting rid of what experience would be put
forth his effort (for Release) ? “ As there would be tho
tobstruction caused by the Body and the rest [which has
to be got rid of], the said objection does mot hold good ;
that is to say, tho objection, that the man would for ever be
experiencing everlasting plcasure, does mnot hold; as the
Body and the rest aro there to obstruct the experiencing of the
everlasting ploasure.” This is not right, we reply. For
without the Body, the sense-organs etc., mno experience is
possible ; so that [for the experiencing of the everlasting
pleasure] an everlasting set of Body etc. will have to be
postulated ! That is to say, just as for the released man you
postulate an everlasting pleasuro, 8o you will have to postu-
late for him an everlasting set of Body and the rest. And a
nico release indeed would this be for him! ¢ The eternality
of the Body, etc., would bo contrary to well-ascertained facts
of ordinary perception; and as such no such eternality could be
reasonably postulated.”  This does not help you, wo reply ;
for in the case of Pleasuro also, the oternality of any such
pleasure as belongs to us (mortal men) would be contrary to
well-ascertained fucts of perception; so that no such cternality
could be reasonably postulated.

There is no proof 'in support of the assartion that in
Final Release there is manifestalion of etornal pleasure]—says
the Bhasya (p. 81, 1. 2) ;—against this the following objection

® ‘Uuder our theory, pleasure becomes aa objoct to be got rid of,as it is accom-
panicd by pmn,  But if pleasuro is eternal, it cannot bo accompnnied by pain ; so
that it could never be an objoct to b got rid of "—T afparya ; and if av ordinary
woildly pleasure is not got rid of, there is no Final Kelcase,

% From what follows, ‘prajihanlha ' appears to bo the proper reading in
place uf ¢ pralbungha .
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is raised :—*“ What tho Bhasya says is not true; as all activ-
ity is for the purposo of acquiring something desirable.
As a matter of fact, we find that in this world whenever a
man acts, he does so for the purpose of
acquiring something desired by him ; and
people who desire to be releas-d aro found to act; this action
also must bo for the obtaining of something desired by them,
and such an activity could bo useful only if there were such
a thing as eternal pleasure to be obtained. [And thisisa sure
proof for the existence of eternal pleasure].”

+ This is not right ; as activity is of two kinds: In
ordinary experience wo find that thero aro two kicds of ac-
tivity : One is for the obtaining of something desirable, and
another for the getting rid of something undesirable; so that
it is doubtful whethor renunciate mendicancy (which accord-
ing to the V&lantin, i3 a moans to Final Release) is for the
obtaining of something desirable, or for the getting rid of
something undesirable [and so long as this is doubtful, the
mere activity of man cannot provo that R-leass consists in
pleasure, and not in mere freedom from pain.]

“ But wo learn this from the Scriptures: We learn from
tho Scriptures that for the rcleased Soul there is eternal plea-
sure ; wo are distinctly told that the released Soul becomes
happy.”  This Stripture also has to be carefully pondered
over: Does it assert the conncection (of the Soul) with oternal
pleasure, or the final and absoluto separation from pain? As
a matter of fuct, in ordinary experionco we find people, who
havo got rid of fever and other diseases, saying—* wo are well

Vir. P. 90.

® The Scriptures urgo man to activity towarda the undertaking of measnres for
tho obtaining of Final Release,—-a man undertakes an activity only when he wishes
to obtain something he desir s ;—pleasure is certainly a desired thing ; -this proves
that Relcase consists in pleasure.—Ta¢parya.
4 The ing adduced by the Qpp t is Ly no means conchimive ; an it is
one-sided : all that it proves is that Releaze may consist of pleasur ; it is equally
poreible that it moy consist in mere cessation of puin—Tafpurya.
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andand happy’  * Further, if the contemplative renunciate
were urged to activity towards the attaining of Final
Rolease by a desire for pleasure, under the improssion
that the pleasure is eternal,—then it would be impos-
sible for him to obtain that rclease at all. *Why so?”
+ For the simple reason that all desire and attachment
have been declared to bo bonds; desire is a source
of bonduga [so that ono who has desire can never be free]
“ Even if the man were urged to activity towards the attaining
of Relcase by aversion,—i.c., with a view to get rid of
pain,—even 8o he could not obtain the Roloase; as Avorsion
also is a bond; as both attachment and Aversion are
sources of bondage.”} It is not 80 we reply ; because of

® This fur her reanoning is put forward to meat the following argument of the
Opponont :—* In all our verbal construction we accept the sccondary or figurativo
meaning orly if the Dircet er Primary meaning is foand incompatible. 2 the
text ‘tho released Soul is happy’, wo find no incongruity in the word * happy *
signifying pleasure ; no that thero is no jualification for takiny it in the sccondary
sense of freedom from pain”, Finding this reasoning to he sonnd, the Author
puts forward another argument against the idea of Release consisting in pleasuro,

t ¢ Morit aud domerit are real, and not the products of mero illusion ; and
these can be set aside only by a man who has got rid of all dosire. So long as
& man is besot with desiros, he has to set himseclf to obtaining the thinga desired and
discarding thomn after they have beon onjoyed ; and this process going on withont
ceaning, the man has no chance for release; the desire is a bondage; so that the man
sccking for Roloase should avoid all activity due to desire. Otherwise, even though
tho dosire baouly for tha lasting plessuro attainable in Release, yot when it has
once obtained a footing, the devil of doaire will eventuilly mike the man dance
attendance on all the several ohjocts of ordinary enjoymeut ; and would throw
himoffl furthor from Final Release. For this reasonno man should allow any
footing to desire in any form. Inview of this, in all the ecriptural texts that
speak of Final Release as ¢ oternal blias, wo cannot take the word ¢ bliss’ in the
dircct sense, of pleasure ; it must mean absence from pain’—Ta¢parya.

1 “8) that the Nyiya view of Rolease being fresdom from pain is open to the
same obectionsas the Vedinta viaw that it consists in pleasure.” The nense of the
reply to tkis, given in the next senteuce, is as foll Tho obtaining of ple i
detriniental to Final Relcase on t of its being iuextricably mixed up with
desire and attachment, which are the direst opposite of that Vairdgys, Fresdom
from Paasion, which is essential for the man seeking release ; the Duscarding of
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its being not detrimental: the discarding of pain is by no
means detrimental ; as a matter of fact, the man (secking to
got rid of pain) is not moved by avors'on;and as he is not
moved by aversion, he obtains the freedom from pain, which
is not detrimental (to Final Relouse),

*[The Author next takes up the conception of ¢ Final
Release’ propounded by the Baugddhas].

Other philosophers have held that it is the Mind that is
released ; as Desire and the rest (which are the source of
bondage) have power over the Mind only ; as a matter of fact,
it is the Mind which, under the influence of desire &c., comos
to be produced under various conditions and in diverse
substrata ; and so far as the Soul is concerned, Desire and
the rest havo no influenco over it.

This view of Final Roleaso howaver is not right; as if
this were true, thon Final Release would be accomplished
without any effort ; that is to say, those people who hold that
Final Rolease consists in eithor tho non-production or the
dostruction of the Mind,—for them Final Release would be
accomplished without any effort. “Why so?” For the

Pain, on the othor hand, is not necessarily mixed up with aversion: a man suffering
from pain is not neveasarily angry ; and anger is the baneful factor in aversion ;
sa that in this latter caso there ig nothing that is detrimental to the obtaining of
Final Release.—~T2¢parya.

® This is thus explained by the Tatparya :—It is only that which is besct with
worlidlinesa that can be released ; Desire, Avorsion &c. aro the sonrces of worldli-
ness ; theso cannot subsist in the Soul, which is eternal; nor can thoy beset the Soul
with worldlineas ; as that which is eternal can never have its charactor modified
inavy way : there can be no addition to, or subtraction from, its To this
effect we have the following saying :—* Rain and heat have no eflect upon the
akasha; thoy effect only the vkin ; if then tho Soul is like the akin, then icis trani-
ent; if, on the other hand, it is like dkasha, then it cannot be effacted by any pleas-
ure or pain.”” The Mind, howaever, is a product, and as such, capable of being beset
with worldliness, by desire and the rest ; so that it is the Mind which, ou being
freed from dosire &c., becomnes released.
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simplo reason that the birth or production of a thing is only
for being destroyed (under tho theory that evorything lasts
only for one moment) ; so that the destruction of that which is
born or produced would come about without any effort.  “But
Final Release consists (not in tho dostruction of the Mind, bat)
in the non-production of the series (of momentary minds).'*
This also cannot bp accepted; as such non-production is
nob possible ; it is not possible t> bring about
the non-production of the Series; as the
Saries consists only in tho unceasing flow of causos and effects
[and this can never com) to an end ; as 8o long as the cause
is a cause, it cannot but bring about its offoct]t. “ What
is brought about is the non-production of what has not yet been
produced,”  But the non-production of what is not produced
is already prosent ; so that what is it that is brought about?
Thus then, we find that under no ciroumstances is it possible
for Final Release to belong to the Mind.

Vartika, Page 91.

“To whom then does Final Roleaso belong ?* It belongs
to one who is reloased. * Who is it that is released ?" Itis
the Soul? “What is Final Belease?” It consists in
separation or freedom from Pain and the rest.

® The series of Minds, wherein each individual is the cause of that which follows
it, is uanally without beginning or ¢nd ; but it can come to an end only in the care

of a man all whose k of ig ce and tendencies of past ac*s have been
destroyad by the direct realivation of th.e Self ; and this destructi m consists in the
fact that there is no production of a Mind-unit in thoe ding series ; 8o that

the serics comes to an end ; and this is ¢ Final Release’—Ta¢ptrya.

1 ‘There c¢an be no non-production of that which has been produced ;
nor can the scries bo brought to an end ; as in the case of no series iu it possible to
bave tho last moment. For doea this last moment produce something or not? 1t
it does, then there is no ces«ation in the ine of cause and effect. If it does not,
then being unproductive and thus having no effective action, it is as good a8 non-
existent (a8 aceording to the Bauddha, e ists only in effective activity) ;
and when that is i , the t ¥ ding it, which is said
1o be its cause, is nnt effective ; 8o that also is a non-entity; so on and on carrying
the same process backwaids, the entire series becomes a uon-entity, Under the

, whose cossation would constitute Kinal Releaso ?'—7'a¢parya.
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negatived is the cloth as woll as the jar ; and [the only differ-
enco being that it is only the cloth that forms the object
of negation with reference to the jar; so that if the recog-
nition a3 tho object of negation be not regarded as essential in
the cognition of mutual negation] the mutual negation *the
jar is not the cloth® would imply tho negation of the jar also
(with reference to itself), just as it implies the negation of the
cloth [because so far as mere negation is concerned, without
any reference to being cognised as the object of negation, both
the jar and cloth stand on the same footing].

(84) The Opponent offers the fullowing explanation :—
It is true that tho mutual negation [of the jar and cloth]
involves the negation of the jar also; but at the time that we
deny the cloth-character with reforence to the jar (by
tho words ‘the jar is mnot the cloth), what is meant by
this donial is not that the jar is the object negatived, but
only that tho jar is the substratum (of the negation of
cloth) ; and so tho said mutual negation does not necessarily
imply tho negativing of tho jar ;—as regards the cloth, on
the other hand, what is requnirad is that it is the negatived
object, and not that it is the substratum of the negation ;
and 8o the said mutual negation does not involve (or imply)
tho inclusion, (i.e., aflirmation) of the cloth, as it does that of
the jar. Though it is quite true that both the jar and tke
cloth are the objects of the mutual negation (involving as it
does the denial of each with regard to the other), yet that
which has the jar for its substratum is different from that
which has the cloth for its substratum, and that which nega-
tives the jar is different from that which negatives the cloth ;
and 8o even though the mutual negation has both for its
objoctive and both for its substratum, yet there is no
possibility of any incongruity in the shape of either the
denial of both, or the affirmation of both.® It will not be

® Tho denial aud aflirmation of one or the other being regulated by the prin~
ciple that of tho two—Jar and Cloth—that which is directly cognised at the time,

K. IT, 121,
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right to urge agninat this the argnment that if the character
of tho ¢ pratiyogin’ (i.e., the negatived object, e.g., the cloth)
depends upon its being different from the * anuyogin® (i.e.,
the object with regard to which the other thing is negatived,
e.g, the jar), then there is interdependence ;* and if it is not
dependent upon that difference—i.c., if it is not necessary
that there should be difference between the two objects,—
then it would be possible for the object (the Cloth) to be
different from itself [just as it is different from, is the
prafiyogin  of, the negation with reference to, the other
object, which, es hypothesi, may be non-different from it],
It will not, we say, be right to argue thus, as the regulating
priuciplo being that ¢that which is remembered is tho
pratiyogin of the negation and that which is percoived is the
substratum of the negation’',—there is no possibility of any
object being cognised as different from itself. It may be
argued that when we recognise a certain thing as * this is
the samo thing that I had secn before’ [when the same
thing is perceived as well as remembered], we should be
cognisant of the thing being different from itself, (in ac-
cordance with the said priociple). But this will not be
right ; as the actual presence or absence of difference will
always serve as the determining factor [so that one thing is
eognised as different from another when, while being different,
the latter is remembered as the prafiyogin of the negation].”

(85) The above explanation cannot be accepted. For
what do you mean by the cognition of the substratum’
which you hold to be the cause of the apprehension of
difforence ? (a) Does it mean that that which is the subs-
tratum i8 actually cognised as substratum? or (b) only that

in the substratum of the negation; while that which is only remembered, is the
objeet of the negution ; heuce when we see the jur and deny, with reference to it, the
cluoth—when we say * this jar is not the cloth "—the former is the substratun and the

latter the object of the mutual negation ; and itis not possible for both to be both
at one and the same time,
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that which is the substratumn is cognised in its real form
(without any idea of its being the substratum)? (a) If the
former, then, what is that of which the jar would be tho
substratum, the cognition of which would bo the cause of
the apprehension of the difforence of the jart The
cugnition could not be of the jar as the substratum of the
mutual negation ; because until it is known what ¢mutual
negation’ is, there can be no cognition of its substratum;
just as unless we know what the stick is, we can have no
idea of that which contains it; specially as it is a woll~
recognisod principle that the cognition of the qualified (e.7.,
tho substratum of @ thing) nocessarily implies the cognition
of the qualificetion (e.g., that thing itself); and this for tho
simple roason that the qualification forms an essential factor
in the composition of the qualifiel. Nor again can the
cognition of the jar as the substratum of anything be the
cause of the cognition of diffsrence; because when between
two objects which are really different, we have the mistaken
notion of noa-difference, [i.s, when wo mistake two difforont
things as identical],—even thouzh the thing is cognisel as
the substratum of ecistence and such other properties, yet
this latter cognition does not, and cannot, bring about the
cognition of the difference of tho thing.  * [But the non-
production of the cognition of difference in this case is only
due to the fact that] the cognition of difference cannot ariso
merely from the cognition of the thing as the substratum
of one thing ; but from this lattor cognition as accompanied
by the remembrance of that which is negatived (or denied
with reference to that thing) ; and as in the case cited (when
no difference is cognised, this remembrance is not presont,
it is only natural that the cognition of diffvrence does not
appear.” This explanation is not satisfactory; for what
is meant by ‘the remembrance of tho negatived thing'?
Does it mean that there is remembrance of the thing s the
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negatived ohjecst? Or that there is remembrance of the thing
itself (without any idea of its being the negatived objoct) ? 1f
the former, then, is thothing rememberedas the pratiyogin of
the object negatived by mutual negation? Or as the prafi-
yogin of anything? It cannot be the former, as until it is
known what mutual negation is, there can be no remem-
brance of anything as the negatived object of that negation,
as already pointed out above. Nor can it be the latter; as
when an object, which is really different, is mistaken as non-
different, and is cognised as non-existent, in a place other
than its own,~——even though this object is cognised as the
pratiyogin, the negatived objact, of its own negation, yet
(even though all the conditions Jaid down by you are presont)
the conception of mutual negation does not arise, “But
in this case the thing is directly cognised as the mnegatived
object, and there is no romembrance of it [+nd it is the re-
membrance that we make a necessary condition].” This
is not right ; as it cannot be essential that thero should be
remembrance only [as you must admit the actual perception
also of tho prafiyagin to bo the cause of the cognition of
difforence or mutual negation}; otherwise, if you insist upon
its boing remembrancs only, then it would not be possible
to have any conception of mutnal negation botween two
things, both of which aro directly perceived (and neither is
remembered).  The assumption of the agency of an inter-
vening romembrance is further rendered absurd by the
fact that in every conception of mutual necgation,—~which
appears in the form  these two things are not identical with
each other "—we have a direct apprehension (and no remem-
brance). Even if it were essentiul that the intervening
agency should be of tho nuture of remembrance, we find that
in the case of such conceptions as ‘ this is that thing which
did nob exist there’,—even though the thing is negatived
by a rememhered negation, there does not appear any idea
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of ‘mutual negation’; becanso tho thing, though really
different. (from that which did not exist at the previous time),
is mistaken as non-different.  *[In the cognition of differ-
ence or mutual negation] the absence of discrepancies also is
a necessary factor in the cause; and in the instance cited of
mistaken cognition, this condition is not present (a diserep-
ancy being present in the form of the mistaken cognition).
[And hence it is only natural that the cognition of difference
does not appear].” This explanation is not right; for
when one remembers the jar seen at somo provious timo, and
sees, at the presont timo, another jor, even if he fails to
apprehend the difference between tho jars,—he would by
your definition, cognise the * mutual negation' of tho two
jars| [As the only two conditions that you lay down are—
(1) absencw of discrepancy in the shape of mistaken cogni-
tion, and (2) the remombrance of tho negatived object; and
both these conditions are present in the case cited]. * Even
under the circumstances stated the mutual negation is ac-
tually cognised.” It is not 50 ; a3 we find that the por-
ception of the jar is followed by a doubt (as to its being the
samo as, or different from, the previously perceived jar; and
there could be no such doubt if the mutual negation were
definitely coguised). “ But the specific cognition of the
peculiar features of the thing concerned) is also an essential
factor in the cause of the cognition of differencoe [so that
there aro threo factors in this cause : (1) the specific cog-
nition ‘of tho thing, (2) the absenco of discrepancies, and (3)
the remembranco of the negatived object; and so, in the case
cited, the specific cognition of the jar being wanting, so
long as thero is an uncertainty as to its being or not being
the same as the former jar, the cognition of mutnal negation
does not arise].”  This is not right, we reply; asthe pecul-
iar features of a thing cannot be known until its mutual
negation is duly determined [to hknow the peculiarities of a
thing, it is necessary to know what things it ressembles and
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what it differs from ; so that a recognition of its differcnces
is essential for tho due recognition of its peculiar features),
This same reasoning serves to sct asido tho view that the
cognition of difference is aided by the remembrance of the
actual form of the thing itself ; ®* and also the view that it is
aided by the cognition of the actual form of the substratum +;
as (under both these views) it will be possible for us to cognise
the mutual negation of a tree which, though aotually diffor-
ent from the other tree, is mistaken as non-difforent from
it.

(86) Nor is the third alternative (noted in para. 81) ad-
missible—that is to say, Difference cannot be defined as pres-
ence of distinctive property. As, if Negation be held to be
devoid of all properties, then it could not be * different’ from
any thing ; so that it would have to be regarded as mnon-
different, from the entiro Universe; and thus being non-
different from negation, the Universe itself wonld bocome a
negation, and thereby, ex-hypoth-si, devoid of all properties ;
and thus being devoid of all ¢ difference’ which, ex-hypothesi,
consists in the presence of distinctive properties, the entire
Universo would have to be regarded as of one uniform form ;
for tho simple reason that Negation has no properties. *‘ In
this case the ¢ difference ’ will consist of tho actual form of
tho negation itself (and not in the presence of any distinc-
tive properties).”’ That is not possible; as this ‘actual
form’ of negation which you describe as its ¢ difference’—is
this a ¢ difference’ from something else? Oris it a differ-
ence without a counter-entity (from which the negation is
different) ?

(87) The difference cannot be without a counter-entity ;

as there being no proof for snch u difference, it will have to
be rejected as non-existing : As a matter of fact, whenover

* The :e-nml alternative —;m fo:ward in the text, Pandit Edition, p. 620,
Sourth lme from the bottom,
t The sceund alternative proposed in the opening lines of para. R5.
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we talk of ¢ differonce’, it is always difference from something ;
and it is never without a counter-entity, as the use of the
concept ‘ blue ' ie. Nor is it ever possible for the °differ-
ence’ to be without a counter-entity. Under the circum-
stances, if, even though without a countor-entity, it could
form the basis of a usage referring to a counter-entity,—
then thegre would be no restriction as to the exact counter-entity
of a ¢ difference ’; and it might be possible for the difference
to be conceived and spoken of as8 different from itself, It
it be asked—* how can thero be any difference from itself '—
our answer is (if thero is no difference from itself) is the
d.fference from something different? In that ense there
would be an infinite regress of differences—each diffcronce
implying a ¢ different ’ thing !

(88) Nor can the first alternativo be accepted —that is,
we cannot accept the view that the ¢ difforence ’ consisting in
the form of the negation is a differonce from something elso,
a counter-entity of that difference. As it should be explain-
ed, in that case, what is thut counter-entity from which there
is the ¢ difforence’. The ‘difference’ cannot be from all
things ; as that would involve difference from itself, Nor
can it be ¢ difference ’ from such things as the jar and the
like ; for when we talk of one thing as *different’ from an-
other, the latter (taking the Ablative ending) is the limit or
boundary, and the formor the limited or bounded ; now is this
relation of the * limit and limited ’ something different (from
the things) ? Oris it included in the things themselves P
1f the former, then as that also will be the limit of a * differ«
ence ’, a similar quostion being raised with regard to a further
relation of the ¢limit and limited ' that would be involved, if
the sameanswer were given—i. e., if this further relation were
held to be something different again —then there would be
an infinite regress of ¢ difforences’. If, on the other hand,
the relation be held to be included in the things themselves,
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at the sccond stago, then why should there be an aversion
to admitting this at the ountset? In fact at the vory first
stago the difference should be admitted to bein the form of
the things themselves. But as a matter of fact, even th's
will not bo right ; for if the ¢limit and limited’ relation of
the differenco of ¢ difforence’ with the jar &c. were to be in-
cluded in the actual form of the ¢ difference’, then the same
form could not include the relation of ‘negative and nega-
tived’ that subsists betwecn tho negation and the object
negatived by it ; as the ‘ form’ of a thing is one only, while
the two relations are entirely diffcrent from one another;
as the difference (of tho jar) from the counter-entity (the
cloth) can never be the same as its negation ; as ¢ difference
from the jar’ pertains also to things that are not meant to bo
negatived [as the differeuce can be expressed as *the cioth
is other than the jar’, in which no idea of ncgation or denial
is involved] ; whereas the relation of ¢negative’ and *nega-
tived * pertains only to certain well-defined things [so that
when * tho negation of tho jar’ is regarded as a mere ne.a-
tion or denial, it pertains to the jar only; while if it is re-
gardod as difference it pertains to the cloth and all those
things from which tho jar differs].

(89) The same objections can, with equal force, be urged
against a]l natural relationship ¢ svaripasambandha '—such
as that betwoen tho cause and its effect and so on. And the
samo objection can also be applied to all cases whero
differonce between things is be held to consist in their
own forms.

(90) Then again, when you assert that ¢ difference’
consists in the presence of distinctive peculiarities, what is
your meaning ? Is it that the genoric character *ghatefva’
(which is the principal distinctive feature of the jnr) consti-
tutes the ¢ difference ’ (of the jar) ? Or that it is some other
distinetive property that constitutes the ¢ difference '?

Kh, 11, 128,



INpiaN Tuovenr : Khapdana. 367

(91) Tt it ho the former—that is, if tho ¢ differenco ’ of the
jar consists in the generic character * ghatafos’,—thon this
would imply the absurdity of the generic character of ¢ ghat-
atoa’ having for its pratiyogin, counter-entity, something noga-
tived by it; as every * Differonce " must have a counter-entity;
as a matter of fact however the generic character of *ghat-
atva’ has no couater-entity at all; as it is cognised without
the corresponding cognition of any counter-entity in the
shape of the cloth or any othoer thing. “ But thero are
occasions when the said generic character is cognised with
reference to, and along with, such other things as the cloth
and the like ; and it is only on such occasions that it forms
the basis of the conception of * Difference’ [i. e, it is only
when the jar is cognised along with the cloth that it is
recognised as possesscd of the generic characters of ghatafvs
which makes it ¢ different * from the cloth].” This is not
right ; as it behoves you to explain the cognition of what is
with roference to, or dependont upon, the cloth; is it the
cognition of the geueric character of ¢ghatafva’ that is so
dependent ?  or the cognition of some property of it? If
the former, then it would never be possible to have any
coguition of * ghatalva * except with reference to the cloth!
As if a certain thing appears without another thing, this
latter caunot be regarded as its cause. In the caseof fire,
which is producible by various causes (such as dry grass,
friction of two dry pieces of wood and the lens), it is possible
to restrict the causal efficiency of one kind of cause to parti
cular fires, and to reject it in the case of othec fires,—this
being made possible by reason of the possibility of dividing
fire into several sub-classes in accordance with the parti-
cular kind of cause that producesit, so that in this case it
does not matter if any particular cause is not found to pro-
duce some other kind of fire ;—no such explanation or dis-
crimination however is possible in the case in question [where
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no sub-classes of the eognition of *ghatefva’ being possiblo,
it could not be held that the cloth is necessary for thoe produc-
tion of the eognition of ono kind of * ghalafoa’; and so it does
not matter if every cognition of ghatatra is not produced by,
and is dependent upon, the cloth]; specially as it is not pos.
sible to have larger and smaller (more and less oxtensive)
classos (in connection with the ¢ cognition of ghatafva’) in
the shape of ‘dircct upprehension’ and the like.®* Even
thongh there may bo people who (on the basis of the fact
that there i# no ¢ larger’ wud ¢ smaller’ class among * Quali-
ties’, and cognitionis a quality) would be willing to accept the
cross-divisions of ¢lassoa (that such sub-divisions of ‘cognition
of ghatatoa’ would give rise to), yot, even according to thoso
people—what would the idea of limil, denoted by tho ablative
ending (in the word patal as occurring in tho sentence
ghatak patat bhinnah, * tho jar is difforent from the cloth’) be
construed? If the idea of “limit’ were connected with
¢ ghatatoa’ [as this connootion could only be in the form of
something iuherent in the form of the *ghdafna’ itself, i. e
its ¢ svaripa-sambandha’), the * ghatatva’ would ever, subse-
quontly, be cognised as that ‘limit’ [and thero would be no
conception of ¢ ghutatra’, except as a ¢limit"] which is ab-
gurd.  * What is related to the ¢limit’ is a certain pro-

® This anticipates the following objections :—* Why shonld sub-classes he im-
possible in regard to ‘the coguition of ghatatva ', when thero is such a class as
¢nght cognition ', which is more ext than, and includow, the class ‘the cog-
nition of ghatatva'?” The acuse of the raply in that as rogards the case in quos-
tion, the ouly such-class of * cognition of ghatatva' that can be postulated is
some such as * the cognition of ghatagva as having a counter-outity ' ; and if thiu ia
not more extensive thau the claes of * dircct apprehension’ —i. a., if it does not in-
clude cognitions other than Dircct apprehensi then r b of ghatat
as haring @ counter-entely wou'd be an imp ibility ; as R b is beyond
the pale ot ¢ direct apprehension’. On the othor hand, if the class * the cognition of
ghatatva as having a counter-eutity’ is more oxtonsive than * direct apprehension ',
thon, when the ghatatva would be cognised without any idea of its cmnter-entity,
thiy cogmition covld not be regarded s ¢ Direct apprehension ‘s 8> that this gives
rise 10 objectionable ¢ crous-divisions'.—Vid yasigurl.
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perty of the ghatatva (and not the ghatsfva itself.) This
however is not a fact ; and thia is precisely the second of the
two altornatives proponnded above [viz: it is the cognition
of a property of tho * ghatatva’ that is with reference to,
and dependent upon, the cloth J;—and this is not admissible ;
as in that case, that property itsclf (cognised as *limit’, and
hence) having its cognition dependent (upon something else,
for instance, the cloth), would constitute the * difforence ’ (of
the jur) [and not any such thing as * ghatatva ' which is what
you roally rogard as constituting the ¢ difforenco’ of the jar];
and further, as the property would be of the ¢ ghatafoe’, the
¢ difference * also wonlil be of the same (and not of the ghats ;
and the mention of it in answer to the (uestion rogarding the
¢« difforenco’ of ghata will, on that account, be wholly illogi-
cal. Lastly, if ‘difference’ consisted of ¢ghatufva’,
¢ patagva’, and the individual properties of each,—taken
severally,-—how could there be any such comprehensive
notion of ‘difforcnce’ at all? If you hold that even so the
distinct individuals (propertics in the present case) afford the
requisite comprehensive notions, then, yon may as well base
a‘l comprehensive notions upon the distinet individuals them-
selves [and there would, in that 6132, by n) justification for the
postulating of ¢ communities ’, which are assumed entirely for
the purpose of affording tho basis for comprehensivenotion).
[Page 627) (92). Nor can we accept the second alter-
native (noted in para ©'0);—that is, it will not be right to hold
that the °*difforence’ of the jar consists in some distinctive
property other than ¢ ghatafva’ ; for the Logician himself can-
not consistontly accept this view ; as, in the first place, a *differ-
ence’ like this cannot be included in any of the seven cate-
gories accopted by him; and secondly it will not be logical
to regard this difference oither as present or as not present
in itself [as if this ‘difference’ diffurs from its substrate by
that same difference, then there is the absurdity of the
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difference resting in itself; if, on the other hand, the diffor-
ence betweon the ¢ difference * and its substrate is other than
itsolf, there would be an endless assumption of differences].

If, then, tho above difficulties be sought to be met by
asserting that * differonce ’ is only a class or community (and
hence nothing apart from the seven categories),—then our
answer is that if such diverse individuals, differing from one
another in regard to their Qistinct specific properties, were
to constitute a * Community’, then all those diverse things
that diffor from one another in their distinctive properties
might, with equal reasonableness, be regarded as forming a
* Community * [and there would no such thing as distinctive
features at all).®

(93) ** As a matter of fact *differonce’ consists of ghalaf-
va’ and such generic charaters ; and oven though in all cascs
of the difference of thoe jar, thore would, ex-hypothesi, be the
cognition of ghatatva, yet it becomes possible for each case
to bo spoken of (and cognised) as distinet, by reason of the
aid that is accorded (in each case) by tho coguition of tho
countor-entity or negatived object,”f T'his is not right ;
as in order to establish the real character of usage (as rogards
the ¢ difference’ of the jar being diverse), it becomos necessary
to admit that the conception (of diversity with regard to the
‘difference’) is a true one ; so that the same objection
that has been urged before bocomes applicablo [that is to
say,—is the difforence of the jarfrom the cloth different from
that of the horse by thut same difference or by some other
difference ? If the former, thore is the absurdity of the
difference subsisting in itself ; and in the latter case, there is

*¢ Andaf Cifference ' bo a Community, n 3at, then thera could be no difference
among C ies ; as the Logician denies the possibility of one * Conmunity ’
yesuling in another.

1 8o that the differenco of the jar from the cloth, and that from the horse,
though cognived as ¢ ghatatva’ in both cases, comes to bo distingnishod from each other
by the cogmition of the cluth in tire forirer, and that of the horse, iu the latter case.
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an endless assumption of ¢ differences’). Tf an endloss series
of differences is postulated,—if each one of the series could be
held to be known gradually, one after the other, then in connec-
tion with the cognition of any single difference, thare could
be no end to the cognitions of difforences which could go on
ad infinitum! 1f, on the other hand, the entire sories is
cognisable simultancously, then as all these endless differences
would be alike, there will always be a chance of the difference
from one thing being mistaken for the difference from another
thung ; and thus with regard to the cognition of no differenco
could there be any confidence in our mind as to its being a
true cognition of a real difference (and not a wrong cognition
of some other difference). If, in order to escapo from these
difficulties it be held that it i3 not necessary that every one
of the endless series of differences should be cognised [and
that it is enough for the cognition of difference if three or
four differences in the series are cogaised], then there wounld
be no proof for the existence of that difference which is not
cognised [so that retracing our steps backwards from that
point in the scries, we would be forced to deny all the
differences, even up to the very first of the series]. It
may be that in tho case of all things we cognise only that
which we intend to cognise, so that even though a certain
differenco in the series of differences may not be cognised at
uny particular tiwe, it will be cognised, whenever there is
a desire on our part to cognise it, and the mere non-cognition
of any difference at any one time noed not lead us to deny it
altogether ;—but even 8o, as all these cognitions would be
* cognitions of difference,” it would be impossible to form a
comprehonsive conception of these cognitions unless we
admitted of a community including all of them; anl when
once we admit of such a Community, the ¢ difference * of that
Community also should have i be included in that
Community ; and thus between the *Community’ and
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¢ difforence’ oach would bo the ¢container’ as well as
tho ¢ contained ' of tho othor, each eubsisting in the other
(which is absurd;! T'his saine objection is also applica-
blo to the view under which anything—e.g , ¢ Being "—is re-
garded as endless.

(94) Then again, if ¢ difforence * consisted in such generic
characters as ‘ ghatatoa’ and the rest,—and the due cognition
of this deponded upon such limits (counter-entitios) as * pa-
tufva’ and the liko,—then, inasmuch as like ‘ghats!va,’
S patagoa’ also (being » generic character) would constitute
¢(lifference,” the cognition of this also would depend upon
certain ¢ limits;* and these limits would be in the form of
¢ ghatitva * and such other generic characters ; and
thus tho cognition of ¢ pafava’ (as ‘ difference”’) would bo
dependent upon that of ¢ ghatatva *; so that there is a most
objectionable interdepandence.  ‘* As a matter of fact, when
we have to recognise the *ghatafva’ or the ®paiafoa’ only,
in its own form as a genuino character, we do not need to
have the idea of any ¢ limit’ or * counter-entity ’; the idea of
this latter being necessary only when we havo to recognise
the ¢ ghatatoa* or the ‘ patafoa ’ as constituting the *differ-
enco’ (of tho ghata or the pats); and when °ghatatos’ or
¢ patafoa’ is recognised as a * limit’ or ‘ countor-ontity ’, it is
go recognised ounly in its own form ; so that whore is thore
any inter-depsndsnce at all?” This reasoning is not
right ; as [whon the ‘ghafafos’ is ragarded as constituting
¢ difference’, it can be so regarded either in its own form,
or in the form of some other character or quality] if the form
of tho ¢ ghatafoa’ itsolf constituted the °difference’, then
tho assertion that *when we recognise the ghalatva in its
own form we do not need to have the idea of any limit
or counler-enlily' can have no meaniog. IFf, on the other
hand the *difference ’ consisted of ghateloa in the form of
some other character,—then, in that case, the same character
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may bo 1egarded as constituting the * difforonce’ ; and thero
is no nocessity for the assumption of the complicated dictum
that the ¢ difference * consists of the * ghatufva’ a3 qualified

by the sad character! “ All right, we may regard
¢ dilforence’ as cousisting of that samo character.” This

will not be right for you; as this view is open to many
objections [such, for inatance, as that this would mean the
postulating of an additional category over and above the six
or soven postulated by you.]

(95) Then again, how can you justify the assertion
that ¢ Differonce ’ consists of all the three factors—the form
of the thing, mutual negation and diversity of character (as
Leld by the Logician)? The form in which difference is
spoken of in ordinary usagoe is, as a matter of fact, of only
one kind 5 and if, even though this is so, the basis of that one
uniform difforence be held to be threefold, then what proof
could there bo in support of the view that fur the comprehen-
sive notion that we have of the ‘cow,’ thore should be a
single basis (in the shape of the community ‘cow’)? As
the said case of difference would falsify the idea that the
comprehensive notion of a number of things must have its
basis in a single entity, [as the comprehensive notion of
¢ difference * has, ez-4ypothesi, a threefold basis.] And under
the circumstances, as all usage with regard to tho largo
community (‘cow’) could be expluined on the basis of the
manifold sub-classes (the ¢ hornless cow °, the ¢ red cow ' and
so forth), there would bo no ground for the assuming of the
wider community at all.

(96) Then again, [a3 regards tho view that © differenco’
consists of mulual negation and diversity of character, we ask)
—in the Difference itsclf, is there any further difference or
not ? If thore is, then thero is a1¢gressus «d infinitum—an
endless series of differences. On the other hand, if there is
no difference in the differeuce itself, then that would mean
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the entire negation of all difference ; as difference (according
to you) consisting of the form of tho ¢ different’ thing itself,
the assertion that there is no difference in this form, would
mean that this thing itself is not existent. ‘“ Inasmuch
as the form of the thing itself constitutes the ¢ differenco,’
it could quite reasonably form the basis of the ordinary
conception of difference with regard to itself ; exactly in the
same manner as se/{d, Being, forms the basis of our concep-
tions of existence with regard to itself.” This cannot be;
as this would mean that ‘difference’ of a certain thing is
non-different from itself (consisting in its own form), and at
the same time it is also different from i'self ; so that in
regard to difference from its2lf the thing is the ‘avadhi’ limit,
and in regard to its difference from something else it would
the ‘avadhéya’, thit to which the limit pertsins; and
this would mean that the difference has the same thing for
its counter-entity as well as for its substratum ;—and if you
do not feel any incongruity in this, then whercfore should you
not accept tho thing to be different from itself ? Certainly
there could be no incongruity in this, if there is none in what
you already admit | “ We could accept this only either-if
sach a contingency were actually cognised, or if in our
ordinary practice and usage we had such a conception (as
that a thing is *different’ from itself).” This does not
extricate ycu from the difficulty ; for if you have both these
conditions fulfilled in the case in question,—for instance, when
one makes the assertion * the jar is different from itself ’,—oven
though this assertion is wrong and untrustworthy, yot the
fact asserted is cortainly cognised ; and as the speaker las
made the assertion, we have the said conception (of the jar
boing different from itself) occurring in actual usage. “But
it is only right cogmtion and correst usage that can afford
sufficient ground for admitting a fact ; and certainly there
can be no right cognition and correct usage with regard to

Kh. I1.136.



INpiaN Trouant : Khandana. 375

any thing being different from itself.” Even so, your
position is not improved ; for in the same manner, no right
cognition and correct usage is possible with regard to the
thing itself being its own substratum as well as its own
limit; and uuder the circumstances, how is it that you
admit this latter fact?

(97) “ We do not hold that any thing is either its own
substratum or its own limit ; all that we mean is that when
we accept a distinct character or quality to be either the
substratum or the counter-entity of the difference, on the basis
of this acceptance a definite conception and usage are found
to proceed ; —and in seeking for an explanation of these, if we
postulate another distinct character, we find ourselves
landed on a regressus ad infinitum ; and with a view to avoid
this wo hold that what gives rise to the said conception and
usago is the nature of the ¢difference’ itself, without the
intervention of a further distinct character.” This also
cannot bo maiutained; as such a conception of distinct
charucter, in the absence of any such character, would not in
any way differ from any ordinary conception of such character
appearing where the character is entirely absent; and as
this latter is universally regarded as wrong, the similar concep-
tion (on which youn base your idea of ¢ difference’) would also
have to be regarded as wrong ; and that ¢ nature of the thing,’
on the basis of which such a wrong conception would proceed,
would have to bo regarded as a defect [as it is only a defect
in the cognitive agenoy that gives rise to wrong concep-
tions] ; —exactly a3 in the case of silver, when we have the
concoption of silver appoaring ia regard to what is really
silver, it arises from ¢ rajafufoa,’ the ¢ nature’ of the silver,—
and when there is no silver, if ¢ rajatatoa,’ the conception of
silver, appears, it is always, regarded as wrong,—and that on
the basis of which such a conception proceeds is called ¢ defect.’
¢ [n the case of the silver cited, the silver cognised is not
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thore at all ; whilo in the easo in question what is cognised—
and forms the basis of the cognition—is the Difference, which
is actually present, even though only in the form of the
thing concerned, [So that the two cases not being
analogous, the concoption of difference cannot be regarded as
wrong].”  This is not right ; for in one casu [i.s.,in the case
of the conception ¢ the jar is different from the cloth’] you
have admitted the truth and validity of the composite cogui-
tion apprehending the difference as well as its substratum
(jar) ; and now if with regard to another cognition, [of the
concoption ‘the Differenco is different’] which does not, in
tho slightest degree, differ from the former cognition,—if you
deny that it appreherds both things [the * difference’ as well
ar it« difference|, then the enncoption would be most decidedly
a wroig one, and even Irdra limself could not prevent it
fiom bding wrong! On the other hand, if you admit that
it does apprehend both, then there is a regressus ad infinitum
[the ass mption of endless series of differencos being
necessary].  If, on the other hand, this lutter conception not
apprehending both things, were held to be truc and  valid,—
then, in that case, all other conceptions that do apprehend
the two things would have to be rogarded as false and iavalid.
Woe desist from further straining of this point.

(98) Then again, tho case of Saf(d@, Being, bas been
cited (in para 95) as a oorroborative instance ;—but this
citation resembles the case of the proverbial *bull in the
camp;’® as Bring itaelf will be rejected by us by means of the
arguments that we have just put forward.

[The author now reprod those te in support of the notion
of Difference which have been propounded by Udayanacl.irya in his
Agmatatte vivika.  The expounding of this stand-point of the Log
continues up to para. 105, i e, line 6, page 637 of the * Pandit ’ edition, and

__uptopage 1178 the of Chaukhambha Series Edition].

® There are three oxplanatious K_I\;;; c-rf thi::—-—a)—‘. wicked bull, wheraver it
Soes, it is Leaten’ (Vidya.) (2)‘lu a camp when horses run about, the cow also
brouks iLs tother and runs along with the horses ; 8o when the notion of Difference
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(99) 'The following explanation has been provided by
the Logician,

“ What is really meant by those philosophers who reject
Difference? (1) Do they mean that the idea or conception
of Difference does not exiat at all? (2) Or that even though
existing, it is eternal?  (8) Or that though non-eternal, it is
without any cause (to bring it about) ? 14) Or that though
having a cause, it is objectless ? (5) Or that thongh having
an ohject, its object is discarded or sublated? (1) The first
of these alternatives is opposcd to the experience of all men
and so does not need to be answered [even the V&lantin
could not proceed with its refutation if ho had no ilea of
Diflerence.) (2) Asregards the second alternative, it has
to be discarded, in view of deep sleep [during which, according
to the Vé&lantin himself, all conceptions coase, so that having
no existence at that time, the idea of Difference can not be
cternal).  (¥) The third alternative also has to be rejected,
as it involves a -elf-contradiction [what is not eternal can-
not be without & cause].  (4) We must reject the fourth
also ; for the simple reason that Difference is actually spoken
of [by the V&dantin himself, which proves that the tdea of
Difference has an object in the shape of the Difference that is
spoken of]. (5) The fitth alternative we are going to
discuss in detail.,

(100) ‘“[The fifth alternative is that the Idea of
Difference, though with an object, has this object snblated;
now with regard to this, we ask]—what is the object of the
conception of difference? Is it one of the three already
mentioned (the form of the thing, mutual negation, diversity of
characlerj ?  Or is it something other thun these?  If

is running away from our arguments, Being also will run away along with it ;'—or
(3) 'a bull even thongh boaten away, returns again and again to the camp, vo even
though often rejected, the case of Being is citod again and again by the Lopician.’
These two explanations are given by the Shiadkarl.
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it is the latter, then inasmuch as all the argnments tbat
you have propounded in subversion of the idea of difference
are only against the said threo forms of difference, these
arguments would not be applicabloto that something else
(apart from theso three forms) which you assert to be the
object of the coneeption of difference; and under the
circumstances do tho said arguments sublate or subvert the
object of the conception of difference? If they do, then this
would boe analogous to the case whero for the crime of the
thief the punishment inflicted was upon Risi Mandavya (an
entirely different person) !

(101) “If, on the other hand, one of the three forms be
held to be the object of the conception of difference,—thon
(A) firstly, if itbe held thatof the three, it is the diversity of
character that Difference consists in,—then all that you will
be justificd in rejecting, for fear of the regressus ad infiniium
(that you have urged against this view), would be those
subsequent diversities that would be asgnmed in addition te
the first diversily ; and there would bo no justification for the
rejecting of the original Difference itself. [So that the
regressus ad iufinitum caunot lead us to reject the whole idea
of Difference] ; for a regressus ad infinitum never sets aside a
thing that is actually perceived (appears to consciousness) ; it
only serves to bar the way to the further stream of presump-
tions ; e. g., in tho case of odour, the presumption of a further
odour in the odour that we perceive is precluded by the
infinite regress that such presnmption leads to [and it does
uot tend to reject the perceived odour itself}.

(102) *(B) Secondly, if the difference consists in mutual
negation (the second of the three alternatives suggested),—
and the conception of difference has that negation for its basis
or object,—then also, whercin could there be any *atmash-
raya’ or * Vicious Circlo’? I there wore any such vicions
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circlo, there would be no idea of difference at all ; *=—so that
if (as a matter of fact) there is tho idea of difference, it must
point to a cause different from itself (the postulating of
which leads to the ¢ vicious circle ') ; and certainly the fact of
a thing not being its own cause does not prove the non-ex-
istence of the thing itself! 'The Vedidntin may attribute the
idea of the difference to dvidya, Nescisnce ; but what differ-
ence would that make? T'he mere montion of *nescience’
cannot do away with the *vicious circle’. And further (if
mere Nescienco could explain the idea of differeuce, indopen-
dently of the canses, then) oven such things as the jar and
the like could come into existence by themselves, indopen-
dently of the potter and other causes! ¢ Ay regards tho
idoa of Difference, wo find that if it is regarded as its own
cause, then there is a vicious circle ; so that its appearance
must be duo to something else; but we cannot determine
what this something else is; honce it is that we attribute it
to Nescience.! Well, if this is all that the Vedantin means,
then there i3 no quarrel between us! [As the statement of
the V&dantin is tantamount to the assertion that the idea of
Differenco has Difference for its object as well as for its cause].
As a matter of fact however, it is not difficult to dotermine
the cause of the Idea of Difforence ; as it is easily determined
that whon (of the two things, the jar and the cloth, tho mu-
tual negation botween which is cognised), we perceive the
one as boing tho substratuin (of the negation), without, at
the samo time, recognising the counter-eatity, and also when
we remomber the countor-entity, without, at the same tims,
rememboring the substratum,—it is then that we have the

® There is ¢ vicione circle’ if the idea of differenco is held to bo due to the
idea of ita suhstratum as qualified by mutuil negation ; and w was on this basis
that the Vedautin had urged the * vicious circle’ against the Iden of Dilforence. As
& mattor of Fact, howaver, the L sician argnos, the I[don of Difference is not due
to tha said idea of the substeatu n, bat to ro:vathing clse. If no such cause is
postulated, uo idea of diferenco is  possible ; aud yot the presence of this
idea is not disputed by the Vedautin,
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cognition of difference [so that the cause of the cognition of
difference consists in the cognition of the substratum inde-
pendently of the cognitiou of the counter-entity, and also tho
remembraunce of the counter-entity, independently of any idea
of the substratum].

(103) “([C] Lastly, if the truth be that Difference con-
sists in the form of the thing itself,—and this form is the
object of the Jdea of Difference ;—then what yon would be
justified in rejecting wouald be only the incongruous juxta-
position of the two words ‘Jar’ fand ‘ Different’ [in the
assertion * the jar is different ’, which would be purely tautos
Jogical]; and what fault will have been committed by the
Liflerence itsclf (that you should reject it) P 1t may be
urged that the said juxtaposition is actually met with
in usage (and so we do not reject it ; but wo rejact the differ-
ence). 1t is quite true that we meet with the juxtaposition
of synonymons words ; but such nse is always due to special
causes (in the shape of a definite purpose to be served by
such usage) ; as for instance, we meei with the expression
¢ghatak kuwmbhah’ (where two synonymous words are in
juxtaposition) only when what is intended by the speaker is
the explanation to an ignorant person of what is meant by the
word * ghatah’ ; and such usage cannot be regarded as inse-
parablo from (in the very nature of) the words; for instance,
when making use of the word *ghata’ and ‘puta’ in such
expressions as * ghatamanaya’ (bring the jar), ot * patam ava-
Jokaya’ (sco the cloth), no intelligent man ever uses the word
*theda’ (Difference) along with the words in question (which
should bo the case if the juxtaposition of synonymous words
were cssential in the very nature of the use of words);—
henco the juxtaposition of synonymous words can be accepted
as correct only in special cases, under special circumstances
and for special rcasins,
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(1041 ** The Opponent might ask—* what is the real
truth with regard to the meaning of Differenco?” Our
answer is that Difference means all the three (the form of
the thing, mutual negation and dioersity of character); ard in
each individual casu it is taken as meaning the one or the other,
in accordance with the peculiar conditions of each case. For
instance, it is a well-known fact that the jar is known in three
forms: (1) itis known in the form of tho jar itself, (2) it
is known as not-cloth, and (3) it is known as possessed of a
character distinet from that of the cloth, Now as regards
Negation or Non-existence, it is always known in the first
form; a negation having no turther negation, nor any other
character [so that the sccond and third forms would
not be possible in  this ease] [and thus the differenco
of negation would always consist in its own form]. As
rogards the categovies of Community, JIndividuality and
Iuherence, as these have no other character, their differ-
ence would consist in tho first two forms ;—while as regards
Substance, Quality and Action, inasmuch as they have their
own forin as well as theirown distinctive characters, all the
three forms of difference are possible. For instance, in ro-
gurd to the Substance cloth we have all three notions as —(1)
¢ this is cloth’ (whe\n the form of the cloth is known), (2) *it
is ot the jar’ (where the mutual negation of the jar and the
cloth is known), and ¢it is made up of yarns® (when its
distinctive charactor is noticed) ;—similarly with tho Quality
of odour, we have the three notions, *(1) * this is odour’, (2)
‘it is not colour ?, and (3) * it i3 sweet ’ ;—and with regard to
the Action of guing wo have the three notions—(1) ‘it is going’,
(2) ¢ it is not throwing up’, and (2 *it is horizontal ’.

(105) “ When wo come to the actual definition of Dif-
forence, we find that—(1) in the casoe of the first kind of
Difference, that cousisting in the form of the thing, we
recognise the thing as different in its form from another, when
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wo find that the other thing is actnally cognised, thongh not
cognised as having the same form as (heing identical with)
the formor thing ;— b) the second kind of Difference, Mutual
Nogation, consists of that negation which is cognised
without subsequent denial, as co-subatrate (with its counter-
entity) ;—(¢) and in the case of the third kind of Differenca,
we know one thing as of diverse character from anothor,
when we find that there i3 an incompatibihty in the charac-
ters of the two things,—this incompatibility consisting in
the fact that they are mever found co-cxisting in any one
substance. Such is the position.”

[Against the above account of Difference as provided by
Udayanacharya the Author offers the following objections. |

(106) Against tho above viow we make the following
ohservations :—You have put the question—° Does the
object of the Idea of Difference consist of any one of the
three (tho form of the thing, mutual negation, and divorse
character) 7 Or in something apart from these?’—Now
this question would shine at its best (would be effective)
when put against one who undertakes to explain things, aund
not against us (who do not profess to explain anything at
all); as what we assert is that the difference that appears in
usage is absolutely inexplicable, no adequato explanation of
it is available ; in view of tho fact, that whethor wo consider
the question as to its inclusioun or non-inclusion in any of tho
three aforesaid forms,—or as to any other property with
regard to it—whothor wo regard it as a positive entity (in
the shape of an offoct) with regard to which something can
be affirmed, or as a negative entity (as not having the
character of the effect etc,), with regard to which only
denials could be made,— in every case we find it liable to
rejection [every one of the possible alternative views with
regard to it being found beset with objections]. In fuct

Kh. IT 144,



Inoian Trovear : Khapdana. 383

this applies, not to Difference only, but to the eutire world
and what this Awnirvachaniyavida, Philosophy of the [nex-
plicable is, wo have already explained before.

(107) What has becn asserted (by Udayana) in para.
101 above—is not right; as that same reasoning which
justifies the presumption of one will make unimpeachablo
the presumption of a series of such things also ;* and if this
reasoning be regarded as too weak to justify the presump-
tion of the scries of Differences, then it would ba equally
weak to justify the preswmnption of a single Differenco also ;
as the ouno is precisely of the same character as the entire
serics. For similar reasons it will not bo right to assert
that the one Differenze is accopted on the ground of its
directly appearing to consciousness [and not on the strength
of any reasonings];—as, in the first place, this argument
from more appoarance to consciousness would apply to (aud
thercby jastify the acceptance of) all that we may be
conscious of (rightly and wrongly ahke; so that we would
have to accept as truo the objects of wrong cognitions also) ;
and secoadly, there is no reasoning in support of the view
that only that fact of consciousness is to be regarded as
authoritativo which appears directly through perception; and
not that which appears through iuference and the other
means of cogaition ; nor dooes this form ono of your tenets.
Then again, theo argument that propounds a regressus ad infi-
nitum does pot differ from the Inferential and other reason-
ings; as Hypothetical Reasoning (which is the form of
reasoning in which the infinite regress is urged) also is based
upon invariable concomitance ; and, in fact, you have yourself
declared that every objection that is urged (against any
theory) partakes of the character of inferential rcasoning,

@ The first Differcuco is presumed vn the ground of the common idea of dll-EeT-
ence that averyone of us has. As with rogard to Diffcrence also we have ideas of
furthor difference ; on the ground of these we shall bu justified in presuming a series
of differences also.
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Thus then (the conditions for accopting tho first Differonco
being exactly tha same as those for the wholo series) it
becomes incumbent on you either to indicate some defect in
the roasoning propounding the regressus ad infinitum (invol-
ved in the whole Idea of Difference',—or to renounce your
doctrine (regarding the Idea of Differonce).

(108) “ But as a matter of fact, thero is no infinite
regress involved in the accepting of a single item of
Difference, as thero is in that of a series of Differences.”
Do you then hold the view that what proves the first
Difforsnce is the reasoning that you propound (in support of
it) as qualifi'd by tha absence of infinile regressus [so that
whilo tho reasoning proves the first Difference, which does
not involvo infinite regress, yet it does not prove the series
of Differences, which lattor involves infinito regress] ? If you
do, thon, inasmnch as there would be no infinito rogress
involved in the second Difforence [the regress being involved
only when we come to tho series of Differences], you will have
to admit the second Difforence also. ** Woll, yes [we shall
admit the second Difference].” In that case, what would
bo there to provent the acceptance of one difference after
the other,—this series extending up to the highest conceiv-
able number ? “ But you cannot rest content with this
alone: You may go on still further and say why wo do not
acoept a further series of Differences—first, second, third and
80 on—beyond the highest conceivable number;—and thus
there will be that same infinite regress [(which we regard as
barring the accoptance of more than one Difference].”
True; let us carefully ponder over the question as to
what we shall really accept, in order to avoid the
infinito regress. “Well, what we have got to do is to
roject the second and all that comes after it (accepting only
the first ditforence).” But the first Difference is just as
much included in the infinite series (of Differences) as the
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second and the rest;—under the circumstances, why then
this favouritism towards the firsf, whereby you accept that
and discard all tho rest?  But as a matter of fact, the
infinite regross begins with the second only.”  1f you were
disposod to extend to the sccond the same favour that you
now extend towards the first, then you would be equally
prepared to keep the second also, declaring that the infinite
regress begins with the third. And we do not think that
this arbitrary favour and disfavour of yours, besetting the
mind of the man who is trying for his highest good, will
conduco to his welfare ! Thera remains one more reason
that you put forward in support of your discarding of the
scries of Differences. Thatis, the series is to be rejected just
as we reject a further odour to Odour (end of para 101),
But as a matter of fact there is no reason for attributing a
further odour to Odour (as there is in the presuming of the
serics of Differences); and if there were a reason for it, what
harm would that do to us—who have got to refute (among
other things) that reason also?

(109) What has been urged by Udayana (in para 102,
above)—beginning with ¢afhélara, elc.” and ending with
¢ weriapanif >—is also not right; as nothing that is urgoed
therein affocts the position of one who (like us) asserts that
—* the pusition of the person who rogards the cognition of
mutual negation to be tho cause of all usage boaring upon
Difference is untenable, as it involves a vicious circls.”
"I'hen as regards the answer given by Udayana beginning with
word ¢pratiyogiriipafvéna [towards the end of para. 102,
where it is urged that it s not difficult to determine the canse of
the idea of difference], this has boen already refated beforo.

(110) The arguments put forward by Udayana—bogin-
ing with the words ¢atha svaripam’ and ending with *na
dogak’ [para. 103]—of that we take no notico; as itseeks to
answer anobjection that has uneverb-en put forward by us.
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(111) Asregards what Udayana bhasurged [in para.
104]—bheginning with * fafha pi kak’ and ending with * tiryak
cha’—this smacks of ressemnblance to the case of partitioning
the flesh of the ignana whilst it is still in its hole; * —as
each of the threo alternatives being already covered by the
arguments shown beforo thoy cannot he shown out as tenable
[and thus they resomble the iguana lidden inits hole]; so
that any division or adjustment of these is to be rejected on
the simple grownd that it is absolutely inopportune (and
impossible) to adjust things that are entirely invisiblo!

(112) Udayana has (in para 105 above) put forward
tho definition of the first kind of difforence—i. e., that differ-
enco which consists in the forin of the thing—as ‘that in
which one thing is actnally cognised, though not cognised as
having the same form as the other thing’. This definition
also is defective : as it applies to the case whero one and tho
same thing is mistaken for something difforent ; [e. g.,, when
we mistake the single moon for two different moons] as in
this case also the one thing is not recognised as having the
same form as itself, and yet it is cognised ; though as a matter
of fact this is not a case of difference ; so that as applying to
this case, the definition becomes too wide; specially as the
qualifying word ¢ fadriipyéns’, *in the same form’, has been
added only with a view to show that the caso in guostion
does not fall within any other form of difference (in the form
of Mutual Negation and Diversity of Character). [So that
neither of theso two forms being presont in the caso of the
single moon being mistaken for two, if the qualification has
to have any meaning it must include the cuse of tho two
moons ; and thus the definition becomes too wide]. “ But
what is meant is that the cognition of the thing should be oue
that is not wrong or mistaken [so that the definition could
not apply to the casc cited).” That does not help you; as

¢ Jacob : Haudful of Pupulur Muserwus, 11 21.
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the cognition of tho thing itself is not wrong.  [#. g. Even
when we mistake a singloe moon for two, one cognition of the
moon itself is not wroog]. And further this definition of
Svarupa-Bhéda also applies to that case whero a certain thing,
which is really one only, is cognised simply as itself, neither
as *of the same form’ nor as ‘of diverse forin’ [asin this case
also, the thing, though cognised, ia nol cognised as of the same
JSorin] (and this is absurd ; that whenever, anything is cog-
nised by itself it is a case of difference!].  “[n actual prac-
tice there is no such case as has been just cited ; as in overy
case an objoct must bo recognised as being cither of the samo
form, or of a different form . This is not right; as in a
matter of common experience there is no room for quarrelling
over facts: As a matter of fact it often happons that when a
man i3 asked — that which you saw, was it oue or many ? '—
he answers—*‘as rogards the particular fact no suspicions aroso
in my mind, nor did [ feol any curiosity to seck for this in-
formation ; I saw and cognised tho thing by itself, and there-
upoa becams indifferent to all other details in connection
with it “ Woll this form of the thing by itsolf also—
doos constitute its difference from something else; so that
how can the definition be stigmatised as ‘too wide ', by being
found applicable to that case P** This is not right; asin
easo, the qualifying terin ‘not cognised as of the same form’
would be entirely suporfluous; and it would be sufficient to
define difference as consisting in mera cognition ; as whatever
is known is certainly different from something. You will
perhaps say that the qualification of ¢ being not cognised as
of the samo form' has been added with a view to preclude
the possibility of a thing being recoguised as different from
itself. But this has been answered [by the cit'mg of the
case where the man who sees a thing not having any doubts
a8 to its being one or many].  * What is meant by fagriip-
ya is not being of the sama from, but being of another from
[the promoun ‘f«f' in the compound {@dréipya denoting
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another, § that '] [so that the definition cannot apply to the
difference of a thing from itself).” I his cannot be; asin
the first place, the pronoun ‘ fef’ would in that case, stand
for something entirely different from tho thing concerned
[which would make the definition totally absurd];—and fur-
ther if this deing another consisted of soaripa-bhéda of a thing,
then there would be * self-dependence’, as what you want to
define is all * svaritpa’ [i. e., it is not yot known what Svart-
pa’is; so that for understanding what ‘svariipa’ is you
bring in the word another ; and your explanation of this ano.
her again contains the word *svarfips’, thus the explanation
of svaripa is made dependent upon itsclf];—if, on the other
hand, the deing another consisted of mutual negation, then
there is mutual interdependence [i. . we know what is
mutual negation when we kuow what is svaripa-bheda ; and
jor comprehending this latter, we nesd to understand tho
meaning of being another, which again is only matual nega-
tion] ;—lastly if being another consist of diversity of chare
acter, then there arises a vicious circle [i. e. nnless we know
what sparfipa-bhédn is we cannot know what mulual nega-
tion is ;—unless we know what wutual negation is wo
do not make ont what is contradictory to what ;—withont
knowing this latter, we cannot know what ¢diversity of
character’ is ;—and it is upon our knowing what this last is
that our comprehension of svariipabléda depends].

(118) Udayana (as shownin para 105, above) has de-
finad Mutual Negation as abidhitahsamingd Jhikarano nisé lha-
pratyasyak; and this definition is uot acceptable; as when
we come to examine tho real meaning of the oxpression
¢ samanadhikarano nigedhak’ °cosubstrate mnegation, &c.,’
we find that what the definition means is that Mutual
Negation is that negation which i3 cognised asco-substrate.
And with regard to this we ask—what is the meaning
of the negation being co-substrate? (A) Does it mean
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that it has a similar (fsamana) substrate? (B) or that
it has one substrate? (C) or that it has identity for
its counter-entity (i. e., it donies identity)? (D) or that
which ie denoted by that word (i. e., the negative particle)
which stands in the relation of the qualification and qualified
t> the word denoting the thing which is the substrate (/. 4.,
the ‘jar’ denoting the jar which is the substrate of the nega-
tion)? (E) or does it mean sowmething different from all
these P

(113) (A) It cannot mean the first of those—i. e., it can-
not mean that the negation hag a similar substrate; as we maet
with such conceptions as *in the face of my beloved, as in the
moon, there is no possibility of the slightest blemish ’ [where
the negation of blemish has similar substrates, and would thus
become included in the definition]. * Mutual negation
actually subsists between the Face and the Moon [so that it
isonly right tbat the said negation should fall under the
dofinition | This <ontention i3 not right ; as even
though °t is true that there i3 mutual negalion between the
Face and the Moon, il is not true that the conception cited by
us has that negation for its object, (The conception does not
mean that the Face is different from the Moon]. ¢ The
conception may not have the negation for its object; but
80 long as the definition we have propounded applies to it
(and serves to distinguish it from everything else), it does not:
matter if the conception cited by you does not have the
negatiou for its object.” This is not right; asin that
case, what does the definition come to? (a) It could not mean
that mutual negation is that which is the object of the
conception or cognition of that denial which has similar subs-
trates [as this definition would apply to the instance of the
Face and Moon cited above];—(¢) nor could it mean that
‘mutual negation consists in the conception or cognition of
the denial with similar substrates’ [as this definition would be
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an impossible one, not applying to what is songht to be
defined, mutual negation not being a conception].®* (¢) nor
lastly, could the definition mean that ¢ mutual negation is that
which is present where there is cognition of such difference
a3 has similar substrates (i. e., it is that negation which is
co-substrate with the said cognition' ; because with this defi-
nition, all the properties that subsist in the things (between
which the mutual negation snbsists) would have to be regard-
ed as so many mutual negations! And this would make the
qualification ¢ semanddhikarapalk’ ontively superfluous [as all
propertios subsisting in the things being included, the quali-
fication fails to exclude anything, and as such bucomes super-
fluous,]

[Page 645] (115) (B) Similarly the seccond alternative —
that ¢ samanddhikarana’ is that which has one substrate—
alsd becomes rejected, if we take for our examplo any ons of
the two things cited above (viz : Face and the Moon) [so that
the ordinary negation, that appears in the concoption, ¢ thero
is no blemish in the face of my beloved,” would have to be
regarded as ¢ mutual negation,’ as it has o.e substrate, and
this is all that ¢ samanadhikarana’ means).

(116)(C) Nor can the third alternative—that what is meant
by the mutual negation being samanadhikarana is that it has
identity for its counter-entity—be maintained. For until we
understand what identity is, we can have no iden of its being
a counter-entity ; hence it becomos necessary to define identity ;
and it is not possiblo to provido an adequate explanation of
identity :—Identity could only be explained either as (a) one-
ness, (D) or as ¢ absence of difference’. It is not possible to
explain it as the ‘svarlipa,’ or ¢ specific form’ of a thing; as

® The Shasnkarl suggeats another explanation of (4) ; by this, the text would
stand thus—* mutual negation cannot be defined as that which is always the object
of the conception of a denial which has simlar substrates”; tho addition of always
serving to exclude the o-dinary negation, which has dissimilar and different substrates
also. The objectwon to thia argument would, acc .rding to the Sk2ikar’, be that
the phrase “similar substratcs” has still to be explained.
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in the first place, the Logician regards the *specific form’ of
a thing’ as constituting its diflerence from all other things
[and what constitutes difference cannot be rogarded as
Identity]; and secondly (if the specific form of the thing
constituted its Zdentity), on sceingthe thing, there coald be no
possibility of the arising of any doubt as to its being, or not
being, identical [as tho perception of its form would mean the
perception of its identity]. (a) If then identity be explained
as one-ness, is this one-ness a particular number? or an
entirely different property P It cannot bo the former ; firstly
because in that case, there could be no identity among Qualities
(Actions, Communitics, Individualities, Inherences) [as a
quality can, according to the Logician, subsist in Substances
only] ;—secondly, at the first moment of the cxistence of a
product, ovon though it is one only, it would have to be re-
garded as non-identical with itself [as, according to the Logi-
cian, at the moment that an object is brought into existence,
it is without any quality ; and Identity, being a number, which
is a quality, could nof, thorefore, subsist in that object
at that moment];—and if you urge that you do not
accept the VaishGsika tenet (of the product being without
qualities at the moment of its production), even then, the
same objection would lie against you, with reference to one-
ness itself, which could never have any Identity at all [as Iden-
tity being one-ness, if Identity belonged to it, that would
mean that One-ness rests in itself, which is absurd];—if,
with a view to escape from this, it be held that the Identity
(that rests in One-ness) is that which is counected with cer-
tain concomitant circumstances or limitations (and not that
which consists in pure Ono-ness,—so that there is no resting
in itself),—then, we ask, how could this Identity, which is
related to the circumstances, be ever regarded to be one and
the same as Jdentity in its pure unalloyed form P—when, as
a matter of fact, the ideas that we have of them are wholly
divergent (our Conception of pure Identity being different
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from that of Identity as limited by circumstances). Nor will
it bo right to regard one-ness as an entirely different proporty;
as if so regarded, that other property would require
another different property, and so on there would be an in-
finite rogress ; —and if thore were no ¢different property’
after the first one, then a thing would coase to be identical
with itself. (&) Nor again will it bo right to explain Zden-
tity as absence of difference ; as the absence of differance would
only bo absence of mutuzl negation ; as Mutual Negation con-
sists in the denial of Identity (and Identity is absence of
differenco) ; thon again, for tho same reason Identity also
will consist in the denial of mutual negation ; as it is a well-
established fact that the negalive and the megatived consist
of the denial of each other ;—under the circumstances, it will
be impossible to comprehend Zdentity without knowing what
mutual negalion is ; as the cognition of the negative is always
dependent upon the cognition of the negalived;—and thus
you are landed in a ‘vicious circle’ [for oxplaining Mutual
Negation it is necessary to understand Jdentity, and vice-
versal. ’

(117) (D] Nor is tho fourth alternative—viz. what is
moant by the negation being co-substrats is that it is denoted
by that word which stands in the relation of the qualification
and the qualified to the word denoting the thing which is
the substrate—tenable; as in that case the definition of
¢ Mutual Negation’ would apply to the ordinary negation ex-
pressed in such conceptions as ‘nirghatam’ bhtalam’, °this
place is jar-less’. [As here also the words ‘nirghalam’ and
¢ bhintalam’ stand to each other in the rolation of the quali-
fication and the qualified].

(118) [E] Nor lastly can we accept the fifth alternative
~——that what is meant by the Negation being co-substrate
is something different from these, When you speak of the
negation being co-substrate, it must mean co-substrate with
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its counter-entity ; so that the negation that is so co-substrate
with its counter-entity would (according to you) be the Mu-
tual Negation ; and such being the case, it would not be right
to define mutual negation as consisting in tho *profyaya’ or
cognition of the co-substrate negation [as has been proposed
above in para. 113]. And further, if mutual negation were
held to be co-substrate with its counter-entity, then the nega-
tion that is involved in the conception ‘the Kumbha is not
patatva’ would not be ‘mutual negation’ [as *patafva’,
which is the counter-entity of the negation does not subsist
in the Kumbha, which is the substrato of tho ncgation; so
that tho negation is not ¢ co-substiate with its counter-entity']
It might be held that, even though in the particular case of
mutual negation cited the desired ¢ co-substrateness with the
counter-entity ’ is not present, yet it remains true that °mu-
tual negation’ in general(as a generic eutity) is so ‘co-subs-
trate’. But in that case you will admit a certain peculiarity
of character as the basis for the generic conception of ¢ mutual
negation’,—the presence of which character (in the parti-
cular instance cited by us) will justify its inclusion under the
generic entity *mutual negation’; and under the circums-
tances, this character itself would be perfectly capable
of forming the definition (distinctive feature) of mulual nega-
tion ; and would, on that account, interdict the putting for-
ward of any other definition (such as you propose), which
after all, is (as you have admitted) dopendent upon the said
character.  As a matter of fact however, even this will not
be possible [that is, it will not be right to accept this other
character as the definition of mutual negation]; as this has
already been refuted by us in connection with tho refutation
of the distinction that you draw between Mutual Negation and
Ordinary Negation ; and it is not possible for you to discover
any other method (of defining) than the one there refutod.
s The mutual negation involved in the conception ¢ ghatah
patatoam na bhaveli’ (which has been cited by you against
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us, as not heing ‘co-substrate with its counter-entity’) is the
samoe as that which is involved in the conception ‘patah palaf-
vam na bhava{i’; and the negation being the same, its counter-
eutity can be one (i, e,, patufva) ouly; and as the negation is
actually found, in some cases,[as in the conception ¢patah
patatvam na bhavafi’,] to be co-substrate with this counter-
ontity (patatva being actually present in the paia, as well as
in the nrgalion), we are not wrong in asserting that ¢mutual
negation is co-substrate with its counter-entity.' " This
reasoning is not right, we reply; as by the same reasoning
the mnutual neyation of a thing would become the same as its
absolule negation,—the same thing being the counter-entity
of both | And further, just as /dentily rests in two subs-
trates, so also does Conjunction; 8o that even on this
ground the definition would become applicable to the
Ordinary Negation of Mutual Negation of Conjunction *.
Lastly, if by ‘co-substrateness with the counter-entity’ be
meant subsistence in the same substrate at different points
of time, then the definition would apply to Prior Negation and
Destruetion also ; as these also subsist in the same substrate
in which their counter-entity may subsist at any othor time
[K.g. before the jar is produced out of the clay, there subsists
in the Clay, tho Prior Negation of the jar, and after its pro-
duction the jar also subsists in the same clay, so that there
is ‘co-substrateness.’] If, with a view to avoid this, it be held
that the subsistence (uf the negation and its counter-eutity)
in the samo substrate should be at one and the samo time,
then the dofinition would not apply to the mutual negation
of time [ns by the definition it would be necessary for the
nagation of time to subsist in its substratum af the same time
that Time does ; which would imply the subsistence of Time

® This enticipates the explanation that there can be no sameness between mu-
tual and absolute negations as the counter-entity of the former rests in two things,
wlile that of the latter rests on a single thing.
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in and at a time; and this is impossible; as by the Logician’s
theory, Time cannot pertain to "I'ime.]}

(119) Lastly Udnyana has defined (as mentioned above,
in para. 105) the third kind of Difference, ¢ Diversity of Pro-
perties’, as consisting in dacompatiblity, which has been
explained as the impossiblity of the two propertics co-exis-
ting in any one object. This also is an assertion made by one
whose mind is confounded. For, we ask—IFs there, or is
there not, a difforence hetween Pramana (Instruwment of
Cognition) and Praméya (Object of Cognition) P If there
is not, then the two words, ‘pramidna’ and ‘prameya’ would be,
synonymous! and the result would be that, when asked to
indicate the pramana for a certain cognition, one would siwply
mention, in answor, the object (prameya) of that cognition !

Nor can the former alternative be maintained—that,
thero is a differenco botween pramdnas and prameya; as, in
the first place, tho difference between these cannot consist in
their vory nataro; as one and the same thing is often found
to partake of the character of both ; as for instance in the
case of the balance (which is a pramipa in regard to the
woight of other things, and a pramaya when it is itself per-
ceived, says VatsyAyana in his Bhagya I[ 1-16) [and this
would not be possiblo if thore were something in the very
nature of pramase and pram@ya that made thom different].

Secondly, for the same reason the difference botween
the two conld not bo in tho form of mutual negation,
The only form of differencs that remains is of the third kind
which consists in the diversity of character ; this alono might
be possible in the case of pramina and prameya, as
one and the same thing is Pramaps when endowed
with ono character, and ‘pram@yas’ when endowed with
another. But, in that case, the definition of this kind
of difference— as consisting in the impossibility of the
-two characters consisting in any single object-—would fail
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to apply to this case [the character of both ‘Pramdpa’ and
‘Praméya’ subsisting in one and the same thing.] And
thus it turns out that whon Udayana propounded the said
definition, ho forgot the instructions of the great sage (Gau-
tama) imparted in tho sttra ‘prameyd cha fulapramanyavat’
(IL. i. 16) [where it is mentioned that one and the same
thing' e.g. the Balance, is both Pramass and Praméya).
Wo desist from further prolonging of the discussion.

(120) “It cannot be denied that our notion of Difference is
obtained by means of Sonse-perception’ aud hence the cause
of this cognition must be held to be confact of the sense-organ
with the object (which is the cause of all sense-percoption);
and in this contast, as bringing about the cognition of differ-
ence, there are two factors, one of which is the sense-organ,
and the othor that with which the sonsc-organ is in contact;
and it is this second factor of the contact that wo call ‘differ-
ence’ (8o that Difforonce may be defined as the object of
the notion of difference.”) This cannot be accep-
ted; as we have alrendy rejccted, by means of several
arguments, the very notion of ‘difference’; so that we cannot
accept the assertion that the said notion is brought
about by ‘the contact of the sense-organ with the objoct.’

[The discussion on Difference leads on to tho eubject of ‘ Cause’ ; as
the Inst argument of tho Togician has been to the effect that the Sense-
obj et Contact is the * Cause’ of the notion of differemcs. So tho author
next proceeds to discuss the nature of the Cause].

(121) What too do you understand by Cause? It
cannot bedefined as that which goes before—i.e. the antecedent.
As in that case, things that have long been utterly destroyed
(and ceased to exist) would have to be regarded as ¢ Cause’.
“ Wo shall define Cause as the immediale antocedent—that
which goes immediately before the effect.” This also will
not be right ; as in that case, what would be regarded as the
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causs would be the operation (that brings about the effect,
and not that to which the operation belongs). ¢ But the
operation of the thing cannot be regarded as intervening bet-
weon that thing and its effect (on the law that what belongs
to a thing cannot interrupt it). [So that if the effect is im-
mediately precedod by the operation of a thing, it is to be
taken as immeodiately preceded by this latter thing itself].”
This is not right ; as in that caso the cause of the cause of an
effect will have to be rogarded as the ‘Cause’ of that effect
[as the Cause also belongs to the Cause]. “ But the Cause
of the Canse is not the operation of the cause; so that it
could not bo regarded as the Canse of the Effect.””  Unless
you add some specification, it is not possible to determine
what s ¢ operation ’ and what is not. “ When, in the ab-
sonce of something, a cause does not produce the effect, that
somcthing is to be regarded as its ©operation’ towards that
effect.” This is not right ; s by thia definition tho auxilliar-
ies of the causo will have to be regarded as its °operation.’
* But we shall add the qualification * that which is produced’
[so that.the ¢ operation ' of the canse is that which, being pro-
duced by that canse, leads to the production of the effect of
that cause].” This cannot help you out of your difficulty ;
23 in the first place, until it is ascertained what the °cause’
is, it cannot be determined what is ¢ produced’ by what ; and
socondly, even if this bo somehow determined, by the defini-
tion that you have provided, the Alkasha and such other per-
manent entities would have to be regarded as the ‘cause’
of everything [as theso things are the immediate antecedents
of everything that is produced].

[Page 652] (122) “ We can define the Causs as that
antecedent which is not anyafhasiddha.” This definition
cannot be accepted ; as it behoves you to explain what is
meant by ¢ anyathasiddha’—i.c., what is meant by the cause
being * #i¢ 2ka’, and in comparison to what it should not be
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anyathd. I by tho causo being not anyathasiddha it be
meant that it is not produced by a method different from the
effect, then the definition becomes an impossible one; as the
cause is never produced by tho effect. Nor can the mean-
ing be that it is not known by a means difforent from the effect ;
as causes are very often known by such means as Sense-percep-
tion and the rest (which latter aro not their effects) ; and all
cognition of the Cause is not always derived from its effect.
Nor will it be right to explain ‘na enyathdsiddha’ as that
it is not produced, or kaown, as other than the Cause; as
in tho first place, inthis mannorthe cognition (and also the
production) of the Causo would bo dependent upon itself
which is an absurdity ; and secondly, as a matter of fact, the
Cause is often found to be cognised by other means also.

(123) “What we moan by ‘anyafha’, ¢differont’, is
that which is not-cause [so that when we speak of tho Cause
as not anyathasiddha what is meant is that it is siddha in a
form other than that of the not-cause.” This also is not
right ; as it does not remove the objectionable " feature that
has been urged [i. e., ofher than the not-causs is synonymous
with Oause ; hence if the concoption of the cause depends
upon that of what is other than the not-cause, you have the
self-dependence as before| ; and further, the philosopher who,
like the Logician, does not accept the momentary character
of all things, holds that the production and cognition of a
thing is present even before it acquires the character of the
¢ Cause’ [as tho causal character is acquired by a thing that
already exists, and thus there are production and cognition
of the thing, in a form other than that of the * Cause’ 4. e., in
a form of the non-cause; aud thus the definition proposed
bocomes too narrow, being not applicable to the causes just
mentioned]. “ But oven in such cases, (even though its
production and cognition are present from before) the Cause
does exist immediately before the effect ; and having tke char-
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acter of the ‘cause’ at that timo, it is poss'ble that even
before that timo, its production and cognition may be regard-
ed as being only in the form not differont from that of the
¢ Causo’ [0 that the definition remains quito applicablo to
all theso cases also]. It is truo that there may be somo
patticular cases, where tho cause does not fulfil these condi-
tions oxactly [, g., when the causo is such that it 13 destroy-
ed tho vory moment at which it is produced, and i3 not actually
prosent immediatoly before the effoet]; but oven these cases
belong Lo the same category as the regular ¢ Canse’; and as
such theso also being included in tho goneric conception of
the ¢Cause’, no such individual ease can bo regarded
as vitiating the correctnoss of tho general principlo involved
in tho definition”, Even so0, the definition cannot bo ac-
copted ; as this causal charactor could not bo denied to such
eternul substances as tho AkL7sks and the rest, oven with
regard to effocts othor than those produced by them-
selves [ns all permanent substances exist immnediately
before all cffects, and they oxist in the forms of ¢ Cause’,
as thoy do produce their own Effects]. “Bat all
these permanent substancas ure anyalh@sildha—existing
in a manner different from the Causo; inasmuch they
exist before the production of effucts, (not as cawses,
but) only as omnipresent and eternal substances. [So
that tho definition cavnot apply to such Substances].”
This reasoning is not right ; as by this Akaska (nover boing
a Quuse) would cease t3 be the cause of Sound also (which,
according to the Logician, is the product of Akasha).

(121) Tho reasons just set forth (against the idea of
‘ ananyafhisiddha ') also dispose of tho dofinition of Cuwse ag
that which is not anyathisiddha, and whose prescnce and
absence are in kecping with the presence and abscnco of the
effect ;—and this definition is open to tho further ohjoction
that, as no absence is possible in the case of Akasha and such
other permancnt substancos, these could never be a Cause,
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[Page 654] (125) ** We shall dofino the Cause as that
which is operative,” This also is mnot tenablo; as does
b-ing operalive mean that tho operation inheres in it? Or
that it is the producer of the operation ? Tt cannot bo tho
formor ; as in that case a sacrificial porformanco conkl never
bo n ¢ cause’ [as tho oporation, in this case, inheres in tho por-
former, and not in the performance], Nor can it mean the
Jatter ; as it is tho exact naturo of the ©producer’ (which is
the samo as ¢ canso’) that you are socking to explain [so that
it i3 not right to introduce the same in the explanation].

(126) Another definition of Causo is proposed :—* Tho
Causo of an offeet is that which is tho precluder ol the
possibility of tho effect hoing either eternally existent or
absolutely non-existent.” This also cannot he acceptod ;
as, in tho fiest place, until you have explained whata ‘causo’
i, you canuot dotormine the exact signification of tho verbal
aflix in tho word ¢ nivarake’ (¢ precluder’) [tho affix in tho
word signifying cause, wo cannot unde.stand what is mcant
by ¢ precluder’, unless wo know what a ¢ Canso* is; so that
tho proposed definition is futile, as it does not help ns to
understand what the ¢ Canse ' is]. Sceindly, you cannot pro-
vido an adequato explanation of the eoncoption of ‘either this
or that’ (involved in your definition).*

(127) Another definition is put forward —* One thing is
regarded as tho Cavse of another when it is found that in caso
the former is not admitted, there would arise tho possibility of
tho latter comiug into existenco beforoe it is actually found to
do so ; and this character constitutes tho dofinition, or dis-
tinctivo feature, of the Cause.” We cannot accept this
definition either; for as n matter of fact we find that in case
we do not admit the destruction of an entity, there isa possi-
ility of ils existing before it 'wl;ually comes into existenco

° IE the pl rase clthcr llun or that’ unplwl uncertamty, then the dcfimtion
beecomes doubtful and hence mdefinito, vague. If it implica the nolion of muiual
negation, this has already | con refuted.
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[as that which has no destruction must bo eternul, ever-exis-
teut] ; so that, by your definition, the destiuction will have to
bo regarded as the cause of the entity ! If, with % view
to avoid this dificulty, you add tho qualification that it
shoull vxist before tho effect (which will oxcludo destruction,
which nover exists boforo the thing is destroyed),—even then
tho definition would apply to the nogition of co-oxistent
things [for instance, according to the Logician, when the jar
is baked, colour, taste and odour’aro produced 1 it simul-
taneously ; and in this caso, if tho piior negation of the colour,
whicli does exist boforo the colour comnes into existence, be
not admitted, thero arises tho possibility of the appearanco,
not only of colour, but also of taste and odour ; so that, by tho
definition, tho prior negation of colour will havoe to boe regard-
cd ws the Cause of Taste and Qdonr, and vice versat] If thig
bo admitted [4. e. if the prior negation of Colour bo
admittod  to bo the Cause of Taste], then, by the same
reasoning, tho attondant accessivies also (of Colour) wily
havo to be regamled as the cuuse (of Taste). If this
also bo admitted, then this would mean an absolute
identity botwoon tho two offucts (Colour and Taste)
The definition i3 open to the furthor objection that it is
non-cv nproh ensive [applying to only specific causvs; as the
word “y4¢” in tho compound ¢ yadubhyupagema’ must refer
to specific things only].  In answer to this it might be urged
that it ig truo thib the definition applies to specific causes
only, but it applies to all specific causes (all which thus bhe-
crmung included, the definition becomes quite compreliensivoe).
Buat (if tho definition applies to all individual causes), then
in that caso, the definition becomes Ltoo wide [the causo of the
jar’s colour having to bo rogardod as the causo of its ‘l'asto] :
And if, in answer to this, it be urged that tho dofinition docg
not refor to any individual causes in particular [ but generally
to thosae things whose non-acceplance maikes possible the ecrig-
tence of the effcct before its time], then, that makes room for
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tho objections that wo arve going to put forth later on, on the
basis of the unacceptability of all possible alternatives with
regard to the meaning of the word *pirva’, ¢bsfore’ [and
in tho absenco of an adequate explanation of the word
¢ pirva’, no sense can attach to the definition now under
review].

(128) * Wo can dofine Cuuse as the invariable antece-
dent.” This also 1s not tdnable ; as if fnveriubilily means
necessify {tho meaning being that that is the eause which
must always oxist beforo the effoct], then the objection re-
mains that Akiash e and such other eternal substancos would,
in that case, be tho Cerse of all Effcets; and further, tho
component, parts of a thing would havo to be regarded as
the cause of that thing, as also of the colour and other gnali-
ties of the thing. 1f, on the other hand, inwvariability
wmeans wnadeentitiousness, thon the meaning of the definition
would be that that which is the unconditional or natural
precursor of the effoct,~—whose antecedenco is not due to
any adventitions circumstance, —is tho Cunse; and by this
doefinition, the issuing (out of 1ho holo) of ants (which is a
precursor of rain) wil havo to rezarded as the C.suse of rain !
Then again, of two co-existont things (Colour and Tasto
of the jaur being baked e. g.) the cansal accessorics of
one will have to bo regarded as the Cause of tho other [-. g.
the accessorios producing Tasto will be the Cause of Colour ;
as tho antecedonce of these two lattor will not be due to any
advontitious circumstances . “In the case of tho appearance
of ants and rainfall, the invariability docs not pertain to the
former, [as there i4 rainfall even when ants do not appoar] ;
it pertains ouly to the sequence of the latter [there is sure
to be ruin when ants appear] [so that our definition cannot
maka tho appearance of auts the eause of rain).” This ox-
planation does not help the definition ; [even though this rea-
soning might apply to the case of the auts and rain, yet thero
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iz another caso which makes the dcfinition too wide; e. g.] in
the case of tho premonitory symptoms of discases, it is found
that the said ¢invariability * pertains to the antecedenco of
these symptoms [which, by the defimition, will have to be

rogarded a3 the Canse of the disease]. “Truc; these are
certaunly the Cauer of the disease.” Not 50, we reply; as,

in that caso, there would be no distinetion bhebween ¢ premoni-
tory symptoms’ and the ¢ nidane’ (Cause) of discases [
distinetion that has been insisted upon by all standard writ-
ers on Medicine ],

(129) Further, you have to expliin what you mean
by ¢antcecedent’ [when you say that the Cuuse in the ¢ anteco-

dent ' of the Effect . ** TI'hat is the ‘antecedent’ which is
connected with previous time.” This is not right ; as with

this definition, Timoe could never bo tho Cuiusz of anything
|as according to the Imngician, Iime cannot be connected with
Lime]; and furthor, we have to consider whatis meant by
the previousness of time [in tho phrase * previous time' that
appears in your definition of .Intecedence]. ¢ Previonsness
is that which is determined by past circumstances [such as
tho movemcnts of the sun, whercby Time is determined and
measured].”? T'his is not right ; as you havo still to explain
what is meant by the past participial word ‘efila’, ¢ past,’
which itself denotes previons time [and as such cannot rightly
be introduced iuto a definition of ¢ praviousness’]. ¢ There
aro two qualities, Pusafos (Priovity) and Aparalra (Poste-
riority) ; and of these it is the former that constitutes pre-
vinusness"'. This cannot be maintained ; as the Logician
dves not admit the presonce of any such quahty in 'ime and
other immaterial snbstances, or in Quality, Action and
other Categories [us according to the Logician, Priority and
Posteriority are qualities brlonging to matorial Substances
only ; and hence Time being an immaterial substance, and
Quality &c., not being Substances, previousness could not
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bolong to any of theso; so that they could never bo tho Cause
of anything!] ; nor could the said quality ol parafva belong
to l'uraloa itself ; so that Paratva also could nevor be a Cunse
of its own direct. apprehension [though as a mattor of fact,
in overy direct apprehension the object approhendod is re-
garded as its Cause].

[Pago %38 (130) Nor wiil it bo right to defino the
Cause as a part of tho SZmigri, i. e. tho ecircumstances or
ncceessories attendant (upon tho appearanco of tho eftect).
As, w the first place, it cannot bo determined what “a part’
in this conncction is; for it is not possible for ths ¢ Circums-
tances’ to havo any aveyave (component parts) or pradésha
( particular place in the entire extent), or any other formm of
¢ part ;’—and secoudly, tho word ¢ S8dm rgri ’ is only a collec-
tive name applied to all the causes that operate in tho pro-
ducing of an clfect ; so that in defining the Cunse Ly means
of that word you aro defining the Cuuse by itself (thus land-
ing yourslf in a circle). “Bnt we give tho namo Samagri
to that whereafter tho effect necessarily appears [so that our
definition doo3 not inwolve the abiurdity of defining the
Canse by itsolf].” This is not right; as in tho cuse of
Disjunction wo find that ag soon as thers is disjunction, tho
dostruction of Conjunction necessarily follows; so that, by
your dofinition, the Disjanction would have to bo rogarded as
the Sdinidgre of ths dostruction of Conjunction, [wlile, as a
matter of fact it is tho sole Ciunse of it];—similarly, the ac-
tion or motion (that brings about Disjunction, and as such is
it3 Canse) would have to bo rogarded as ¢ 8imdyri’ ;—and
lastly, the final contact of the yarus (which is the Cause
of tho cloth) would have to bo regarded as tho ¢ Samayri.’

(131) * There is a distinet relationship known under
the namo of ¢ Karyakarapa-bhava’, the Cause-Effcct-Re-
Jation’ [and that in which this relation subsists is the Cause].”
In that case, so fur as the said relation is concerned, there
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being no differonce between the Canse and the Effcet (in hoth
of which tho Causc-Effoct-Relation subsists), it wouald be
impossible to determine which is tho Cause and which the
Effect. And, if you seck to avoid this confusion by making a
distinction b stwooen tho two by qualifying their relation by
* Causo’ and ¢ Bffoct * rospectively [so that the ®Cause’ is
that which is relatad to the Bjfect, and the ¢ Effcet’ is that
which i3 related to the Canse],—then it becomes necossary for
you to provido separate dofinitions of each of them,

(182) ¢ Karapatva, tho cansal character,is a definite
property [and that which possesses this property is the

Cansc]” This cannot be acceptod ; as it bahoves you to
explain what proof you have for the existence of such a
character. “ Tho proof of it lies, in somo cases |a. g. in

tho case of the stick as producing the jar], in direct Percep-
tion, and in others, [«. g. in the caso of tho atom being the
causo of all composito substances] in Inference based upon
Porception.” This is not right; what is that with regard
to which (as the effect) the ©Causality’ (of the Cuuse)
would be indicated by Percoption? [That is to say, whon
yoa perceive tho stick a3 the cause, do you porceive it—
as the cause of the jar? Or simply as a cause in general P}
Tho cause cannot be held to bo porceived merely as a cause
in general, without any referonco to a particular effect; for,
as a matter of fact, no cause is ever percoived as such ; and
this for tho simple reason that all positivo and negative
cognitions with regard to any canse—as also every property
that is recognised ag indicative of tho causal character—can
pertain only to particular effocts. Nor will it be right to hold
that when you recognise a canse (tho stick for instance) you
know it as the cause of jar in general (without reference to
any particular individual jar). For in that caso thore could
be no production of individual jars at all (tho ¢ canses of the
jar ' being recognised as productivo of tho jar in general
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only). IE, in answer to this, it bo hold that tho canss pro-
ductive of the jar in gencral would naturally produce the
individual jar also [as the jar in genara! is insoparable from
tho individual jars],—then there would bo this diffisulty that
you could not ascertain which particular cause would pro-
duce which particular cffoct. On the other hand, if it he
held that whon the canse is pereeived it is rocognisud as
productivo of each individual effect, thon, inasmuch as beforo
it is produced tho effect is not 1 existence, it cannot como
into contact with tho sensc-organs; and as sach it will not bo
possible for the causs, in this case, to be cognisod by Per-
ceplion ;—and as for tho time during which the effect is
actually in existence (i.e., aftor it has been produced), at that
timo all the circumstances that constitute the ¢sZmagri’
nocessary for the pro luction of that particular effvct are mnot
present,—so that that is not the time a¢ which the effocl is
produceC ; and under the circumstances, how could there bo
at that time, any perception of the causo as qualifizd by the
production (i.e., as productive) of that effect? ['I'e production
not being present at tho time]l. And a3 such a qualified
canse would never have been perceived before (the produe-
tion of the effuct), there wounld bo no possibility of the help
of any impression [that could remind the perceiver of the
cause previously perceived aud thereby leald to his subsequent
recoguition of it]. Similarly, how could there be any In-
ference with regard to such a cause P—No such cause having
ever been perceived, on the basis of what probaus could thero
be any premiss (expressing invariable concomitance) from
which such an Iuference corld procecd? As for tho
Retaliatory Argament that might bo put forward by tho
Logician [to the effect that if no cognition of the cause is
possible how does the Vadantin proceed with arguments ? Or
how does he proceed to drink water when he feels thirsty 7],
—no such argument can be rightly urged against ono who
regards everything as inexplicable. “The cognition of
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the Cuuse would proceed from Inference based upon tho
premiss that without a Cause the occasionul character of the
effect (i.e., the fact that the effect is produccd ouly at a
particular time) cannot bhe acconnted for’. This in-
ference, we reply, will not be sound ; as the two characters
(the character of * cause ® and tho said ¢ oceasional character’)
subsist in different substrates [the former in the Cause and
tho latter in the effect; thus affecting tho ¢ fallacy of four
terms’]. Even if the two characters were, somehow, shown
to be co-substrate, [by putting the inferonce in the form that
the effect, which is veccasional, must havs @ cause’]—thore
will arise a further difficulty : tho character of having « cause,
which 18 put forward as accounting for the occasional charac-
ter, would itsclf need something else to account for itself;
and so on and on, there would be an infinile regress ; nor will
it bo possiblo to justify this regress on the ground of the said
series having no beginning in time [on the analogy of tho
regress involved in the case of the seed and the treo] [for if
the soiies were regarded as beginningless, thero would bo an
end to the very concoption of causs and effect]. "Thon again,
if the two characters belonged to differcnt substrates, if there
wero no relation between the character that is accounted for
(i.c., the occasional character) and that which accounts for it
(7., the character of having a couse), then thore would be no
restriction (as to what proves what) ;—if, on the other hand,
thero bo some relation between the two, then there arises an
tnfinite regress [the relation belonging to the relatives by
sume sort of relation, etc., 8o on and on].

[Page 652] (133) The arguments just urged (in the
proceding paragraph) aldo dispose of the definition of Cause
(propourded by the Mimansaka) as that which has *shakfi’,
power or efficiency.

(134) Then again, a8 regards the view that the nature
of the Cause is something actually perceptible, it is a well-

Kh, II.169.
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known fact that in overy Perceptional Cognition, the
object also is a ‘Canse’ operating towards the cognition
throngh the ¢ contact’ (of the sense-organ with the object,
which is the cssential canse of every perceptivn); and thus
in the perception of cause, yon will have the undesirable con-
tingency of the cause [as the oliject, and also as such the Cause
of that perception ] operating upon itself. [IF, in order to
avoid this contingency, you deny the causal character of the
* Object’ (of Percoption), then you will have to deny such
character of the ¢ Sense-organ * also; which also operates only
through the contuct, in which the ¢ object* is as essential as
the ‘scnse-organ’. Spocially as, if the contact of the sense-
organ ouly, independontly of the obj-:t, were held to be the
cause of Perception, then a groat confusion woull result [the
presonce of the Eye alono without any object befors it, woulid
in that case, bring about the perception of all objects].
Liaatly [if the nature of the cause were directly perceptible]
a3 regards the quostion as to whether a certain thing is the
cuuse or not [no differenco of opinion would be possible, just
83 no one guarrels as to whother or not fire is hot; and
if a difference of opinivn ocould ever arise, thero would be no
chanoe of over sottling the question one way or the other]
as while one person will perceive the cause, the other will not
poreeive it [and this stato of things could not bo altered];
And if, in order to detormine the question, you were to call
in the aid of the definitions that have been proponnded—such,
e,0., as ‘that which is a necessary precursor’ and the like,—you
becomo open to all ihe several objections that have been urged
against every one of those definitions. And yet without some
such distinctive feature, by the perception of what could you
set aside yonr misconception and doubt (with regard to a cer-
tain thing being the cause of another thing)? Then again, it
may happen that though the thing, which is the cause, is itself
perceived by the senses, its causal character is not perceived;
and in this case you will have to postulate something by the
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help of which the sense-organs would be enablod to appre-
hend the casual character ; and such being the case, this latter
something, which is a real entity, will provide the necessary
basis for yonr notion of ¢ Oause’; and so, what would be there
to justify the unnecessary complications involved in the
assuming of another basis for the same notion ? “[LE the
said * something * which, being perceived, manifests the causal
character to the sense-organs, be held to bo the sole basis of the
notion of *Cause’']—any such porceptible basis would be
entirely absent in the case of such ciuses as @&7sha and the like
whose casual characteris always inferred (and never perceived:;
so that in view of such canses] we have to postulate a basis (for
the notion of “ cause’) diffsrent from that manifestive ¢ soma-
thing ".' This is not right, wo reply; as this would involve
an objectionable intordependence: Lf Perception had for its
object a ¢ causal character * difforent from that which mani-
fests that character, then alone could tho analozy of this
load to tho inferonse that in tho case of Akasha and such
other things, the causal character is different from the said
manifegter ;—and conversely, the fact of the cansal character
apprehended by Perception being different from that which
makes that character apprehended is made to depend upon
the facts of the caueal character of Akasha, cto., buing infer-
red (and not perceived).

(135) Further [is the sausal character of such causes
as the Stick and the like adventitious, something transient P
or unadventitious, eternal P]—if the causal character is eternal,
then, even bofore the cause produced its effect, we wouald
have the notion that ¢ produces, just as we would have tho’
notion that ¢4 exists ; and both these notions would be equally
valid [which isabsurd';—if, on the other hand, the casual
character were transitory, then prior to the production and
appearance of this causal characisr [which bsing an abstract
generic entity, isouly one}, there would be no casual charucter
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410 Cuarrer 1V,

anywhere at all [and thero heing no cansal character, there
would be no cause to produce that character]; and if, even
though transitory, it werc never produced, then why could not
tho samo be tho care with all such transitory objects as the
jar and the like?

(136) Tastly if, thero bo such a single entity as ¢ Ka-
rapafva,’ causal character,—and it subsists in each and every
ono of the diversa things that aro regarded as ‘cause,'—then
everything would be the cause of every other thing!

“ But tho ‘caswal character’ pertaining to each indivi-
dual effect is distinct.” This will not help you, we reply ;
as eveu 80, thore will bo somo character common to all ceuses ;
and this character being the basis of the simple eomprehen-
sivo notion of ‘cause’, if this generic entity of the ¢ causo’
wore conceived of only as consisting of the causes of all such
ghings as the jar and tho like, you could not avoid the contin-
geney of the * cause of the jar’ being regarded as the ¢ causo
of the pillar’ ] “ But the comprehensive notion that we have
is ouly in tho gonerie form ‘ canso’ and not in the form ¢ canse
of tho jar, ‘cause of the pillar, ¢ causo cf the cloth’ and sq
forth.” 'I'his is not right ; as there is no proof for the
existenco of any such vagne genoric entity as ‘causo’, inde-
pendently of all particularisation by referenco to the jar and
other particular effects,—a cause, that is, with regard |to
which it cannot be determined of what effect it is the ¢ cause.’
On the other hand, if the generic character of ono unspecified
“cause’ were to subsist in that which is the ‘cause’ of a
particular effect, thon—as that samo particular cause would
not be the cause of some other particular effect, the character
of the ¢ nan-cauge ’ also would subsist in it; so that one and
the same object, being possessed of such mutually independ-
ent and contradictory characters as the ‘cause’ and the
* non-cause’, would bave to be regarded as *different’; and
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thus your theory having led to the absurdity that every
¢ causo’ is different from itself, you discard every chance of
oven a ringle ‘canse’ being established |

[Page G65] (137) Further, we ask—Has a particular
cffect a canse or not? If it has not, then it would either
never exist at all, or he ever existent, 1f, on the other
hand, it has a caws, then what is that raussa? If you say
simply that it is a particnlar individual, {i.e., a particular
individual stick is the cuuse of a particular individual jar],—
this caunot bo accepted ; as if this particular jodividual be
held to bo simply that which oxists beforo tho effect—tho
jar—is produced, even such adventitions accessories a3 the
ass (on which the cley has been brought, and which is thero
belorethe jar is moulded) andthelike wonld alsohavoe to bero-
garded as the canse ; henco it behoves you to provide a further
explanation as to what isit in the pacticulur individual—
stick—that makes it tho canse of tho particular effect—jar P
(A) “ Well, itis (ho form of the particular individual that
makes it tho cause,” This will not bo right ; as in the first
place such form is distinet with each individual objoct; so
that if tho eanse of the particular effect (jar) wero to consist
in |the specific furm of any one particular individual (stick),
then anything elso not having that form could never be tho
cause of hat particular effect | [i.e., if tho stick is tho cause
of the jar, bocanse it has the stick-form, then the potter’s
wheel and such other things, which do not havo that form,
could never be regarded as the canses of the jar ;—and yet tho
name ‘cause of the jar' is actually given (by the Logician,
not to the stick only, buat) to several particalar individual
things that produce the jar—viz: the constituent (clay), the
non-constituent (stick, wheel, &c.,) and tho active or efficient
(potter) ; and if several distinct individuals (in the shape of the
several kinds of cause) could form the basis of the use of the
single comprehensive name (‘cause of the jar’), then there
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would be no groun for the postulating of such co nprehensive
ontities as ‘ Gofva,’ the class * cow ' and the like [which are
postulated only with a view to providoe an adoquate basis for
the use of such comprehensive names as ‘cow’ &c., which
could rest on the basis of the distinet individual cows], as we
have already pointed out before. (B) * What makes the
stick tho cxuse of the jar is the fact that it is its necessary
antecedent [which the ass and such other accessories are
not).’® This also cannot bo accepted ; as what coustitutes
the necassary character (of tho antecedsnrs) is tho fack
that the two are invariadly concomitant ;—and as a matter of
fact, thore can bo no such invariable concomitance botween
any particular individual causo and all particular individual
ceffeets [e.g, all particular jars can never bs concomitant
with any particular stick]; and if the qualification * neces-
sary ' bo removed, and moro ¢antecodence’ were made
tha coundition, then many other things boecome included
under the category of ¢ Cause,’ which ave not a causeat all.
(C. “[In order to escapo from the difficulty just pointed ous)
we explain that what makes a particular thing (the stick)
tho cause of another (the jar)is the fact that tho former
belongs to that class or calegory of things which is concomi-
tant with things belonging to another class [so that the
particular stick belongs to that class ¢ Stick’ which is always
found concomitant with every individual thing that belongs
to the class ‘jar'].” This also is untenable; as this
definition will apply to other individuals of the class also [i.e.
it will include evory stick that belongs to the category of
*stick,” and not cnly to that which is proluctive of the jar].
(D) * Wo may state tho definition in the form that that which
is the cuuse, while belonging to the category which is
concomitant with things of the other category, is tie
antacedent of the particular individual of the latter category.”
This also cannot be accepted ; as it will apply to hundreds of

© As a defimtion of ‘ Cause this has alraady been refuted abyve in para. 128.
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those particular things that may be productive of hundreds
of particular effects appearing at tho same time as the effect
in question [so that if one hundred jars are produced at
the same time, the cause of one would, under the definition,
have to be regarded as the causs of all};and if you accopt
this as desirable, then the destruction of the canse of one of
these particular effects would imply the destruction of all
those effects | 7,2, the destruction of the component particles
of one jar will mean the destruction of all jars] ! And further
it may be held that all these particular things, belonging to
the category concomitant with things of the other category,—
which ave produced at any ono time—are produced by all
thoso caunsal accessories belonging to tho category with which
the other ig concomitant, that oxist at the time;—but in that
case, a8 differonce of the effects can bo due to difference in
the causal accessories only, if you regard all accessories as
jointly producing tho several effects, this would mean that
all the effects aro identical [ovory one of them being produced
coujointly by the samo sot of causes]; and if each effect be
lheld to be produced by n distinct set of causal accessories,
then each particular effect would havo to be regarded as
diverso [being the product of the Jiverse accossorics]!

(188) [We next proceed to demolish the Logician's
conception of tho ‘ Ssmavayikarana,’ ¢ Constituent or Material
Cause’). As regards the Constituent Cause, if you make the
similarity of properties the determining factor [which
indicates what is tho constituent of what, so that the yarn is
the constituent of cloth because there is a certain similarity
between the two], then the definition becomes too wide [aull
the yarns in the world having to be regardedas the constituent
of any particular piece of cloth] ;—and if you take each yarn
by itself, then it would be impossihle for you to get at any
idea of concomitance (between cloth and yarn), “But we
can define the Constituent Cause as that which, while belonging
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to a catogory of things which are the invariable concomitants
of the particular effoct, is one that is co-situate (s2d@shs,) with
the effoct [so that of any particular piece of cloth oaly thoss
yarns would be the constituent canse which are co-situate
with it, which occupy the space ozcupied by the piece of
cloth],” This will not be right; for if by the two bheing
¢ co-situate ' yon mean that both aro co-inhorent, inhering in
a common substratum, then this will not apply to tho case in
question at all; as you do not hold the view that the cause
and its effect inhere in the same substratum ;—if, on the
other hand, by the two being ‘co-gsituate ' you mean that both
are in conjunction or contact with the same points in space,
then tbe definition will not apply to qualities and other such
categories [ which according to tho Logician, cannot have any
conjunction, which is possible for Substances only];—lastly
if some indefinito sort of cu-situatences be meant [so that even
though in the case of Qualities and the Substances to which
they belong, there is no conjunction, yet there is no doubt that
thore is some sort of co-sitnaleness betwoen them], then th)
dofinition bocomes too wide [some sort of co-situateness boing
found in tho case of many things that do not stand in the
relation of causo and effect; for instance, when fire and water
are contained in the same room). Then again, inasmuch »8
you admit, as Cuuge, many such things as the unseen force and
tho like, which never occupy tho same points in space as theic
effects, everything—whother co-sitnate or not—might be
regarded us the Cuuse of everything else !-~specially as mere
antecedence remains the same in both cascs [i. o. in the case
of the co-situate Cause like the yarn, as also in the case of
of the non-co-situate Cause like the Unseen Forcel.* Furthers
whenever we conceive of invariable concomitance, it is al-
ways as between two communities (e. /. between ‘fire’ in
general and ‘smoke’ in genorul, and never as between parti.
cular individuals); so that [if invariuble concomitance be the
© Bo that the stick at Beuarcs would be the oause of the jar at Pataliputra.
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