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Wl Crarrer I.—Secriow (14). 1
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h% 1 Direct Apprehension be defined as *that in which

'“i} utely the absence of the character of Remembrance,'
addition of the word ‘ absolutely ' does not free the

# from the objections put forward in paras. 222 et. seq]

(248). The Opponent now states his definition of Direct
Apprehension (anubhava) in a somewhat changed from :—* Direct
Apprehension is that in which there is absolutely (eva) the ab-
sence of the character of Remembrance. ' But this does not
improve maiters. For what is the further point expressed by
‘eva’? It cannot be said to preclude the presence of the cha-
racter of Remembrance, for this is already effected by the word
‘absence '; negation of presence and absencs meaning exactly the
same thing. Should it be said that the word eva serves to pre-
clude the co-abidance (in anubhava) of the presence of smrititva,—
we rejoin that this also is sufficiently expressed by the simple
definition (without the addition of eva), Moreover the negation
of ldentity (of the co-abidance of the presence of smpitifva)
sould reside in Remembrance also ; for surely Remembrance s *
not * the co-abidance of the said presence’ (and thus the definition
would not exclude Remembrance.) Consider ‘also that as you
admit, in Rewembrance, the presence (of the character of Re-
membrance) as well as the absence (1.e., the negation of Identity
of the character of Remembrance), you thereby also admit the
negation of the said co-abidance [and hence your definition fails
to exclude Remembrance]. And further also consider that two
negations are mutually destructive [and that hence the expres-
sion ‘the negation of the co-abidance, etc.,,’ means in simple
language that where there is the character of Remembrance,
there the negation of that character is not! and this is tanta-
mount to the, manifestly futile, assertion ‘ where the character

i T ] /
of Remembrance exists, there it exists']. len the circumstance .'.-Eu_‘ . 1"

that in one substratum, e. g., fire, colour and taste do not co-exist, |
it does not follow that they cannot co-exist anywhere [and in-the
+ same manner, the fact that the character of Remm]:ranm and
the negation of that chagacter ‘do not co-exist in Direct Appre-
* _hension furnishes vo reason why they should not co-exist in an-
. other substratum, e.g., Remembrance ; and hence there would be
*Indian Thought, Vol. 11, Khangana contioued {rom Vol I, p. 854.
Kh. 131.
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2 IspiaN TroverT : Khandana.

nothing incongruous in“applying the definition to Remembrance
also.] t A .

(249). [Page 220.] But, cur Opponent rejoins, when we
actually find that the negation and non-negation . e. the ‘ nega-
tion of Identity * and its counter-entity) can co-abide in the same
substrate, it cannot be proved that they are mutually destructive
[and hence the said ‘ negation of co-abidance’ cannot reside in
Remembrance]. But in that case your own wish will be the
only authority for giving the names ‘ negation’ and * non-nega-
tion ’ to such co-existent things, and not to Colour and Taste,
which also are co-existent in some cases. © But, the Oppo-
nent explains, in the case of Colour and Taste we observe that
they are not mutually destructive, and hence—in as much as in
certain substrates, e. g., Fire,” one of them does not exist, we
can regard them as non-co-existent ; such however is not the case
with the Negation and its counter-entity, (. e, ‘ the character of
Remembrance’ and the * negation of Identity of that character’
which being mutually destructive are yet found to co-exist in
Remembrance and so caunot be regarded as not-co-existent).

In that case then, we rejoin, all that would be necessary for the
non-co-existence of two things would be their not being mutually
destruetive ; and this would mean that the absence of this fact,
(viz., of the two things being mutually destructive) is the condi-
tion necessary for their being regarded as co-existent ; and this
would lead to the conclusion that Colour and Taste (which are
not mutnally sublatory) can never co-exist (in any substrate) !

and that negation and its counter-entity can never be co-exist-
ent !

(250). [Page 222]. * What 1 mean,’ the Opponent here may
possibly say, ‘is that Direct Apprehension is that wherein there
is always and necessarily the non-co-existence of the character
of Remembrance [and this does not apply to Remembrance
which is not always such]’ Baut this also, we reply, will not
serve your purpose; because in this case also it will be as

* According to you * negation of Identity " and its ' counter-entity ' are
found to co-exist in some ecases, not inall ﬁrﬁﬂlaﬂj‘ Colour and Taste co-
exist in some substrates, not in all. Why then shouald the terms * Negation'
and * Non-negation,” which you apply to the former, not be applied to the latter
also ?

Kh. 132.
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Cuarrer 1.—SEecrioyw (14). 3

difficult for you to give a satisfactory explanation of eva (always
and neeessarily) as on the previous occasion (para. 248). In
the same manner we have also to reject the view that—* the
negation meant is a peculiar kind of negation, (viz., absolute
negation) which can never abide in the same substrate as its
counter-entity {and the absolute negation of the character of
Remembrance can never co-exist with Remembrance ; although
the ‘ negation of the Identity ’ of that character can).”” This posi-
tion is untenable because the peculiar character of this Negation
also is to be inferred only from the fact that it does not co-exist
with its counter-entity—even though it be similar to other kinds
of negation in being the denial of something capable of exist-
ence ; and we have already shown that the absence of co-exist-
ence is equally present in the other kind of negation also [and
thus no distinction has yet been established between the two
kinds of negation—absolute Negation and Negation of Identity.]

The Opponent may here put forward the explanation that
the peculiar character of absolute Negation is established by
the fact that it is only with regard to this Negation that we
have the actual eognition of the impossibility of co-existence,
But even admitting this, the faet of being co-existent—to which
the cognition relates—is found to reside in Remembrance also
(which has been shown to be mon-co-existent with the character
of Remembrance). Should the Opponent explain that ‘ Direct
Apprehension is that wherein we have that Negation of the
character of Remembrance which is other than the Negation of
Identity '—he lays himself open to all the objections which we
have already brought forward against the definition of Direct
Apprehension being ‘that which is different from Remem-
brance.! Further discussion of this topic is needless.

(251). The first of the alternatives =et forth (in para. 223)
having thus been disposed of, we shall now show that the second
and third alternatives also cannot be accepted, viz., (b) that
‘ being devoid of the character of Remembrance ' means ‘ having
the character of a substrate which has the character of Remem-
brance for its counter-entity’; or (¢) that means ‘ the Cognition
of the character of this substrate.’® The fact is that the objee-
tions which we have put forward against the first alternative

e Both these views are held by the Prabhikaras.
Kh. 133.
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apply to these views also, with equal force; in as much as
according to you the econditions of the ‘Negation of Identity’
would be exactly the same as those of the ordinary (absolute)
Negation. [And hence, as according to you Absoclute Negation
is nothing more than the particular snbstrate in which the coun-
ter-entity is not present; so the ‘Negation of Identity’ also
would be nothing more than one of the counter-entities, or else
the Cognition of it; and hence as the ‘ Negation of Identity’ of
the character of Remembrance would reside in * Remembrance'
also, the definition given in accordance with those alternatives
also would apply to * Remembrance."]

(252). The Opponent now proreeds to give a different in-
terpretation of samsargdbh@va (absolute negation). We lave
the absolute Negation of the character of Remembrance ina
thing to which that character is denied as having any relation.
Where, on the other hand, that character is only denied to be
identical with the thing, we have not absolute Negation, but
Negation of Identity. And itis not this latter negation which
we mean by the negation appearing in our definition of Direct
Appreliension ; it is the former, i. e, Negation ahsolute, which
is meant. But this explanation also will net stand serutiny.
For what, we ask, do you mean by the instramental termination
in the word sameargitayd { ‘as having relationship ') ? (1) Does
that termination express a characteristic feature (laksana)? | 2)
Or does it mean accompaniment only ?  Or is it used as one of
the k@rakas only, e. g., the instrument ?® The first of these al-
ternatives is not possible ; for the definition then might mean
the ‘ Negation of Identity'of the echaracter of Remembrance
qualified by the echaracter of being related ; and (as this would
apply to Remembrance alsol the main objection thus would
remain in force. Nor can the second alternative be accepted :
You cannot deny that in Remembrance there is the negation of

*® According to (1) the definition would mean * there is negation of that
charneter of Remembrance which is qualified by the charactor of being related ;"
according to (2) ‘there Is negation of the charseter of Remembranos together
with the character of being related ;' according to (3) *there is negntion
which is brought about by the instrumentality of the character of being related.’

Kh. 134.
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identity of the character of Rememhrance along with the charae-
ter of being related [and thus the objection remains]. Nor lastly,
can the third alternative be maintained ; for absolute Negation
is not something that can be produced, ® and it is ahsolute
Negation that you ars concerned with. [And hence the charae-
ter of being related cannot be spoken of as instramental to-
wards bringing about that negation.]

(253). Should the Opponent rejoin that the instrumental
ending (in samsargitayd) denotes manner or method (prakira), we
call on him to explain what he means by method. He may
reply that method is just method ; but this will not do; for unless,
to a person who does not nnderstand a thing, vou give a real
definition, \not merely an explanation of the thing by itself), you
eannot prove to him that it excludes anything (whiel you main-
tain the instrumental ending to do). Were your proceeding
allowed, the consequence would be that no enquirer would ever
receive a real definition ; if somebody asked youn ‘ what is a jar ' P—
yon might simply reply ‘a jar is neither more nor less than a

jar'! Andif then an Opponent of yours should assert that your
* view of the Iustrumental termination denoting method is not
right and you should ask him * what is the objection ' ? —he would
do all that could be expected of him by replying * the objection
is neither more nor less than an objection.’

(H) [It has been shown that Direct Apprehension cannot
be defined in a general way as that which has not the character
of Remembrance. In the same manner it can be shown that
we cannot define it as being without this or that particular
characteristic of Remembrance ; for the simple reason that it
is not possible to mention any characteristic feature of Romem-
brance ; that is, it is not possible to define Remembrance.]

(254). The same arguments set forth so farto prove that
Direct Apprehension cannot be defined as that which is devoid
of the character of Remembrance, prove also that it cannot be
defined as that which is devoid of any other characteristic

* 1t is only dhvamsa that can bo prodeced.
Kh. 135.
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feature of Remembrance. One may define Remembrance as * the
eagnition of that which has been previously cognized ' ; but this
definition will extend to all so-called “stream-cognitions,’ (i.e.,
series of closely successive cognitions in which each member is
exactly like the preceding one). Or again, temembrance may be
defined as that recognition which is dependent or relative—the
dependence or relation consisting therein that for the specification
of its object (the thing remembered), it depends on, or refers to,
a previous cognition of that object. Buat this definition also
does not stand the test ; for on it the character of Remembrance
will have to be allowed to the idea of the that which enters into
all recognition (*this thing is that thing which I cognized on a
previous oceasion ’).  You will say that there is no harm if it be
80. Bat then we meet you by pointing ont that in that case all
Recognition would consist of two independent factors—one
of Direct Apprehension referring to this, and one of Remem-
brance, referring to that; and as thus the two objects would
be apprebended by two distinet acts of cognition, by what cog-
nition would the identity of the two objects be apprehended ?
(and it is just this identity of the this and the that whicli con-
stitutes the object of Recognition). And thus you would lay
yourself open to the objection set forth by us before. A third
definition of Remembrance may be given :—* Remembrance is
cognition produced by impressions alone.” But this we reject
on the ground that the characteristic mentioned js a quite im-
possible one, in as much as all kinds of cognition (including
Remembrance) are due to certain aggregates of causes (the Self,
the internal organ, the eontact of the two, ete.) [And thus there
can be no cognition due to impressions only]. A fourth
definition may be given :—* Remembrance is that cognition in the
bringing about of which impressions are the special distinctive
cause.’" But this definition would apply also to the recognition
of one’s self (the judgment of personal identity ) which expresses
- itsell in the form ‘lam that (person I was before)’ (which lias
no other peculiar canse but an impression) ; and as regards the
contact of the Self and the internal organ this is common to all
cognitions. [Hence impressions alone might be regarded as the
peculiar cause, but this is found in the case of Recognition of
the ?}:E jggau]. And further, we could speak of one cause of
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Remembrance, (viz., impressions) only if we could form the
comprehensive conception of one generic entity ‘ Remembrance’
which would be the effect of that cause: but so far you lhiave not
been able to establish the existence of such a generic entily and
hence you cannot ascertain its cause. And further, if you were
to succeed in explaining the character of that generie entity, that
explanation itself would at once su pply the definition of Remem-
brance, and there would be no further occasion for that definition
of yours which we are at present cri ticizing. The Bhattas
finally make the following distinetion :—* Direet Apprehension
(anubhava) is that cognition through which the object is rendered
cognized ; Remembrance is that cognition through which that
which was cognized before is rendered cognized.’ But on these
definitions the character of Remem brauvce will lLave to be
allowed to such inferential cognitions as ‘ the thing is already
known,’ or * the thing will be known, ete.,” (where that which is
eognized already is cognized througl the Inference.)

(255.) |Page 2951 Thus then we conclude that it is not
possible to distinguish Reniembrance (from Direct Apprehension)
—(1) either on the ground of the different character of its
object ; for the same object would belong also to the Direct
Apprehension arising from the verbal assertion of that definition
of Remembrance ;—* (2) or on the ground of their respective
causes and effects ; since of such causes and effects no previous
comprehensive conception can be formed ;—(3) or on the
ground of the idea that the two constitute distinet generic
entities or classes ; since we have shown that the two classes
would overlap.

(256). Nor can we accept the fourth alternative definition
of * Direct Apprehension ’ given in para 179, viz., that it is * that
kind of cognition the specific cause of wh ich is such as to come
into existence just before the cognition." For unless we know
the distinctive character of the effect (Remembrance), how can
we ascertain the cause? and wherein are we to cognize the
specific character (of the effect) ?

* On the distinetion referred to Remembrance will be defined as * that
which apprehends an object already apprehended,’ But this verbal assertion

also eauses the apprehension of such an object, and houee wonld also have to
be regarded as ' Remembrance,'

Kh. 137.
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I [Having proved the inadequacy of the definition
‘tatteanubimbih pramd' by showing that neither $ittoa nor
anubliiti can be satisfactorily defined, the author now proceeds
to consider the said definition of prama as a whole.]

(257.) [Page229.] And, further, the Logician is not only
ineapable to give an account of the meaning and the distinetive
function of each of the terms of the definition (* tattv@nubhitih
pramd’); we shall show, in addition, that there are objections to
the definition as a whole. The definition ‘Right cognition is
the direct apprehension of the real nature of things’ would
include, under the category of valid knowledge, those cognitions
also which happen to be right by mere chance, as the cognition
referring to the ‘crow and the palm tree.’'® Such cognitions
take place not unfrequently. A man may, e.g., close his hand
over five shells and ask *how many shells are in my.hand 2 '—
the person asked, by the merest fluke, gives the right reply
“ there are fice'; this being due to mere fortuitons eoincidence
as in *the case of the goat and the sword.t But as the [true)
cognition of five is in the mind of the questioner and the person
questioned, this also might be classed as a case of prama.
It would not be excluded by the term *true natare’ or * true
condition " of things (tatfva) in the definition : for as the number
is really five the cognition cannot be called (unreal or false.)
Nor would it be excluded by the word anubhati (direst appre-
hension,; for it is a cognition, a something not previously
cognized, and hence destitute of the characteristic feature of
Remembrance. Nor can it be argued that there being nothing
to corroborate the cognition in question, it must be held to be
a mere ‘doubt’in the speaker’s mind; the statement of one

® A crow alights on a palm tree just at the moment when one of the fruits
of the tree, being thoroughly ripe, is about to detach itself from the tree and
fall. Aspectator concludes that the falling of the froit is eansed by the con-
tact of tree and bird. This happens to be true in the given partionlar caso,
and the cognition thongh not generally walid thus might be classed as prams
as defined above,

TA goat rubs itsall against a pillar feom which a sword |s loosely snspend-
ed ; the sword falls and ents the goat's themat. That the rnbbing of its
body agninst the pillar eauses the death of the goat is & mare chanea
eoingldence,

Kh. 138.
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alternative only being like the case of the cultivator.® For
the two cases are not parallel ; in as much as the thought in
the cultivator’s mind must be viewed as a case of undoubting
certainty as to one alternative ; when all the requisite conditions
are present he really feels certain with regard to the goodness
of the harvest. Otherwise (i.e, if we allowed that certainty
as to one of several possible alternatives lias to be classed as
doubt; in other words if eertainty were classed as doubt), real
doubts might, on their part, be viewed as the combination of
certainties with regard to several alternatives! Nor finally can
the cognitions nuder discussion (i.e., those cognitions which
happen to be right by mere chance) be declared to be truly valid
cognition (pram), since they cannot be included in perception
or any other kind of valid cognition.

(208.) [Page 231] The Opponent now may suggest that
the definition should be amplified by the specification that cog-
nitions to be valid (pramd) must be produced by instruments
of cognition which never go astray (are unfailingly correct. .
But then, we point out, the word tattra (reality) becomes quite
useless.  Moreover, you are not able to contend that thoss
cognitions discussed above, which turn ont to be right by chance,
are produced by faulty instrumentality (and hence the definition
now proposed does not exclude them from prama), If you were
to maintain this, you would thereby admit the possibility of
correct coguitions being brought about by faulty instruments ;
for the correctness of the cognition would not come about with-
out some instrumentality ; sinee, if this were so, the absence of
a determining agency would give rise to a most confusing ex-
tension of the principle (for, il no specific cause were required
for such chance cognition, they might arise at any time and any
place). And as these cognitions are as a matter of fact correct,
you are bound by an instrumentality which is definitely and

*® The cutivator at bottom doubts whether the harvest will be good or not ;
but all the same he confidently asserts that it will be good. Soin the case
under diseussion it might be said that althongh a person may say, with apparent
confldence, that the questioner's hand holds five shells, he in reality doubts
whether there be five or some other number, so that his cognition would have
to be classed not a8 pram3 but as samshaya.

-Kh. 139.
2
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exclusively connected with correct cognition.  * What is that
instrumentality ?’—the Opponent asks. It is your business,
we reply, to give the answer to this question! And the answer
must be such that the cognitions under discussion may be
included in the well-known group of valid cognitions. Or else,
you should try to exciude it from that group by a general
definition of right cognition. [And this is not pessible, in the.
case of those chance cognitions which happen to turn out right.]
(259). [Page 232]] Similar cases of coguitions being right
by chance are to be met with in the sphere of Inference. The
cogaition of a certain subject of a conclusion (ase.g., ‘fireona
mountain) which is founded on a false reason (¢.q., fog which
is mistaken for smoke), may be correct, in as much as, by
chance, the mountain may have fire as well as smoke (in addition
to the fog) or fire alone. This cognition would indeed not be
right in so far as relating to the probans (i. e, the fog which is
mistaken for smoke); nor would it be right with regard to the
*subject’ of the conclusion us possessing that * mark’ ; vet as far
as the fire-factor of the subject is concerned—viewed either by
itself or as possessinga ‘mark’ other than the one perceived
—the cognition relating to the fire must, under the aforesaid
conditions, be held to be right or valid. Hence on the basis of
this cognition also (which will have to be included in the cate-
gory of right cognition), there is no escape for you from the
aforesaid ohjection. It might possibly be argued that as the
inferential cognition in question is brought about by a wrong
instrumentality, the ohject of the cognition must be something
other than the real fire on the mountain (and that hence the
engnition is not one of the reality of things). But, we rejoin,
although the individual object of cognition may be other (in as
much as it is really not fire inferred from emoke), there is true
cognition as far as the generie character of the object is concern-
ed® ; and consequently the objection remains in force, The
Opponent may reply that since the special case, 1. e, the subject
and the reason of the special case of inference, (which is under
discussion) falls under the category of the connexien of fwo
generic entities, and since in the given instance the gpecial

* The cogunition of fire in general is true ; for fire actnally is P;Hunt an
the hill.
Kh. 140.
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connexion which presents itself to consciousness is unfounded
(false), the generic fire also ‘which you hold to be truly cog-
nized) must be fulse ; and that hence the objection urged does not
hold good. But this also we cannot concede. For it must
be admitted that even in cases where there is no cognition of
individual character the individual is cognized in so far as it
possesses generic character ; in a case, e.q., where we are in doubt
whether something belongs to Devadatta or to Yajiiadatta, we yet
cognize definitely that, it belongs, to a man. In fact, if in all
cases of cognition of relations any individoal case were to come
in its purely individual character, it would be quite impossible
to have any comprehensive notions of invariable concomitance
(vyapti) and the like.® Then again, (althongh we might admit
that you are right with regard to the cognition of individual
things), in cases of wrong inferential cognition of generie
entities (which although produced by a wrong instrument-
ality, may happen to be right by chance),t there clearly
is no room for assuming the cognition of any other individual
(since a generic entity is one only, and cannot be looked upon
as being itself an individual included in a higher genns: there
is no gotvatva of gotval. Should our Opponent maintain that
in this case also what is cognised is a generic character and
its inherence in an individual ; both of which, (i, e, character
and inherence) are other than what really exists (so that the
coguition is not, as we waintain, substantially right, but
false) ;—then he, abandoning the anyathikhyati-view, lapses
into asatkhyati.t It might possibly be argned that what
takes place in the case of the inferential cognition in question
is that some special attribute of the generic entity is,
erroneously identified with the generic character itself, (gotra,

* We could never arrive at the vyapll ‘wherever there is smoke there is
fire,’ unless we dropped all individual characteristics of particular fires and
smokes and formed pure general notions of the two.

f As when a man mistaking some cloth tied round the neck of n cow fors
dewlap, would infer therefrom the ‘golva'sf the animal; the cognition of
gotua would be right although brought aboat by a wrong instrumentality.

t Compare, on these two philosophical views, Nysyamadjari, p. 176 et. s6q.

The anyath3khyiti theory is the one held by the Logician ; bat, as the text
remarks, his argumentation in the present case, as to the nature of inferences
which are true by accident only, lands him in the asalkhyiti-theory.

Kh, 141.
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e.g., being erronecusly inferred, while all that really should
be inferred is the form and colour of a cow.) But this
also does not establish your case ; for even thus (the conception
would be wrong only in so far as that identily is concerned
and) as far as the generic entity possessing that attribute is
concerned, the cognition would remain as right and valid as
before. Moveover, it has to be considered that in the case
under discussion the causal conditions are such only as to pro-
duce the notion of connexion (between the generic entity and
the attribute), and hence ecannot give rise to the (erroneous)
notion of identity of the two: specially would this be so in the
case of an inference that is put forth for convincing another
person,—where the conditions present ave such as only to bring
abnut the notion of relation (not identity; of the things to which
the inferential reasoning refers.  And if, in the face of all this,
we were to assume the notion of identily, there would be left
no ground for any definite rule regarding the different causes
giving rise to the different kinds of misconception, (for then, any
misconception might arise from any cause,)

(260). [Page 235.] Then again, (even though we admit
your contention in the above case) what would be your view
with regard to the case where 8 person has the misconception
in the form—*I have inferred the relation of the generic cha-
racter (gotva) in this individual—this is verily a cow’ [where
the inference is of the relation, while the ultimate Cognition is
of identity]? What, further, would be your view regarding
that kind of ‘fallacious inference’ which is called *siddha-
sadhana’ (‘proving what is already proved or known')? [In
which case the final cognition resultiug from the inferential
process, is of faftva, and hence valid ; although the instrument-
ality through which it is brought about may be found fault
with].  Should you maintain that here also the thing cognised
is other than the real thing, you contradict what the very
name of the fallacy expresses, viz., that the thing inferred is
proved (admitted to be real) already. If, on the other hand, the
thing proved were leld to be true (reall, this would imply
the admission that a fallacious inference brings about the
cognition of what is real ; and as this would break through the

Kh, 142.
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general principle (‘that no fallacions argument ecan produce
right eognition ' ),we should not be justified in assuming, even
in the case of other fallacious inferences, that the thing cog-
nised by their means is other than the real thing, In any case
{even though you succeed in finding some explanation for the
other fallacious reasonings) yon will have no basis for distin-
guishing the ' siddhasifhana inference’ (from a valid inference).

Secriow (15.)

[In the second place, Prama, Right Cognition, cannot
be defined as that ‘anubhava,’ direct apprehension, which is
‘yathBrtha,' ie. in keeping with the thing as it is : becanse no
adequate explanation of what constitutes ‘ yathartha’ can be
given.]

(261.) [Puge 236.] The definition of Right Cognition as
the direct apprehension of the thing as it really is is also not
tenable. Because, what is the meaning of the apprehension
being ‘in consonance with the thing as it is?. Does it mean
that it has the tattoa of the thing as its object ? Or, that it is
gimilar to the thing? It cannot be the former: as that
has already been refuted (by our showing that it is impossible
to define “fattva’ or this-ness.) Nor is the second explanation
possible ; because the wrong cognitionalso having this similarity
to the thing that both are ‘ knowable” (a term that ineludes all
conceivable cognitions and things), that also would have to be
regarded as ‘pramd,’ ‘ Right Cognition.’ The logician
will perhaps urge as follows : —* The similarity that is meant (to
subsist between the right cognition and its object) iz in that
form of the thing which is objectified by the cognition (and in
wrong cognition, the thing objectified by the cognition is
entirely dissimilar to the thing as it exists; : nor is this position
vitiated by the argument that—‘even in wrong cognition the
knowability of the thing cognised may be manifested [when,
e.g., the shell is cognised as silver, this wrong co :nition appears
in the form this silver is knowable, in which case the cognition
is quite similar to that form of the thing—uwiz., knowahility—
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which is objectified by that cognition]; and in such cases the
wrong cognition would become included in the said definition
of Right Cognition ;—this argument cannot vitiate the logi-
cian's view; because, so far as the factor of ‘knowability * is
concerned, when this factor does become manifest in the
cognition, the cognition is certainly to be regarded as right,
even though it may be quite wrong as regards the other factors
objectified by (entering into) the cognition.” This, we
reply, capnot be right ; because as a matter of fact, the logician
accepts as Right Cognition the cognition of thirgs (the jar, for
instance) as having colour and such ovher gualities inhering
in them [as when we have the cognition—'the jar has ecolour
inherent in it"]; and yet in this case the cognition is not held
to be similar to the object in that form of it which is manifested ;
as what is manifested in, or objectified by, the cognition, is
the character of having colour and inhering in it, while the form
of the object (the jar, for instance) is something totally different ;
[and thus with the qualifying explanation given by the Logician,
the definition becomes too narrow, failing to include a cognition
that he recognises as right.]

(262.) [Page 237.] The Logician expla‘ns—" What we
meant by the appreliension being similar to the object is that
it has for its qualification—it is qualified by—that form which
is manifested in that apprehension; consequently in the case
cited—that of the jar being cognired as having colour inhering
in it—the colour is manifested in this cognition only as a
qualification inhering in the object ; and as such, it becomes a
gualification of the cognition also (which thus comes to be
similar to the object, in that both have the same qualification).”

This is not right, we reply ; because in that case when the
shell is cognised as silver ‘ before me,” the cognition will have
to be accepted as right, because what is manifested is the
character of being before the ecogniser, as the qualification of the
thing cognised, and this same would, ex hypothesi, be the
qualification of the cognition also (which would, thus * be similar
to the cognised thing, in the form that is manifested in the
cognition.’) The Logician retorts—" In so far, the cog-
nition in question is certainly accepted as right, and as such
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it is not reasonable to urge this 8s an incongruity.” This
answer will not serve your purpose, we reply ;: because in that
case, the epithet *in keeping with the thing * in the definition,
would be quite superfluous ; because there would be no incon-
gruity, according to you, even if Right Cognition were defined
simply as ‘apprehension’; because all the so-called wrong cogni-
tions, would ultimately have some objeet for themselves, accord-
ing to the Anyathakhyat: view (by which in wrong cognition,
though one thing is cognised as another thing, what is cognised
is a thing all the same); whereby, in so far as the character
of being a thing would be manifested in the cognitions,—which
character is certainly present in the thing cognised,—it would
become possible for all wrong cognitions, to be accepted as
‘right’; and thereby ‘Right Cognition' would become synony-
mous with ‘cognition’ or ‘appreliension.’ 1f then, vou
seek to introduce the epithet ‘in keeping with the thing’ for
the purpose of excluding all cognitions that might differ from
the actual thing even in the slightest detuil,—then in that
case, the definition remains open to the objection urged against
it at the vary outset. :

(263.) The Logician supplies another explanation of
“similarity ':—" We regard that cognition as ight which
is similar to the thing cognised, in having for its qualification
the entire form (of the thing) manifested in the cognition; uor
is this explanation open to the objection that the thing, (in its
entire form, though a qualification of the cognition; cannot be
the qualification of itself (and therefore there would be no
similarity between the thing and the cognition) ;—because the
thing could be Mgarded as its own qualification in so far as it
serves to exclude things other, than itself,” This explana-
tion also, we reply, cannot be accepted ; because in that case,
the wrong cognition would not be right, even so far as being _
the cognition of a thing; because in this case the cognition is
not similar to the cognised thing in its entire form.®  Then
again, if you are prepared to take the bold step of casting
the correct portion of the cognition into the realms of * wrong

* When the shell is cognised as silver, so far as the cognition is of a thing,
it is right ; it is only when it comes to the detailed character of the thing
that the incompatibility and wrongness come In.
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eognition,’ not paying any regard to its inherent correctness,——
- then why do you not take the similar step of regarding the wrong
portion of the misconception as right, in consideration of the
correctness of the right portion of it ?  And in this manner you
ara quite [ree to define * Right Cognition " as * Direet Apprehen-
sion ' ( Anublititva), or * Apprehension ' (Jai@natea), and so forth.

1264). Then again, if o certain cogunition which is wrong
in one part, be regarded as wrong even in that part of it which
is right,——[this rightness or wrongness being determined by
its being sublated or not sublated], then we would have to
regard as wrong that perception which we have of the jar on
the house-top in a dark night ; as in this case the thing being
at o great distance from us, the light of the moon or the flash
of lightning which allows us to have a vision of it, does not
enable us to see that part of it which is on the other side {of the
light}; and hence on this account the perception that we have
is not that of the complete actual size of the thing, but only
of a smaller size (and this perception as regards the size being
wrong, the whole perception will have to be regarded as wrong).

And further, whether a cognition is sublatable or not can
be ascertained only on finding that, when we actunally go to act
up in accordance with the cognition, we find the real state of
things conforming to it; and if the criterion of correctness be
as you say, then where could we find the corroborative instance
of an activity that would pertain to all the details (of qualifica-
tion, ete.) of the thing cognised,——such for instance, as the
particular place, time, supply of light,* water and so forth,—
by which corroboration alone the correctness gf the cognition
could be ascertained ?

(265). Then again, if because one part of the cognition is
found to be sublated, we were to regard as wrong that portion
of it which is not sublatable, then, to the Idealist who would
argue that—" because a certain thing has been found to be
sublated (and hence unreal) in one case, it must be regarded as
unreal even in cases where it 18 not so sublatable ‘and henee
all things are unreal under all circumstances) "-——what unswer

R W

* This would imply that the awnthor had in view the cognition of real
water and that of the mirage.
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could you give, except the renouncing or throwing away of all
the well-known instances of right cognition ?

(266). The Opponent says:—"A cognition is right only
with reference to that particular manifested qualification of the
thing on which is based its similarity to that thing; and thus
the rightness depends upon the partienlar phase of the thing: ®
and it is with a view to this that we have added to the defini-
tion the qualification * yath@rtha,’ " This also eannot be, we
reply ; because in this manner all the rightness of eognitions
would pertain to qualifications, and no eognition wouald he right
as regards any qualified thing. In answer to this it might be
urged that—"" what is meant by a qualification in this eonnee-
tion is only a differentiating factor and as things also do
differentiate, by their connection, the properties belonging to
them, these also may be spoken of as qualifications ; and hence
the reply loses its force.” But this is not right; hecause
even thus the undesirable contingeney remains that the eogni-
tion eannot be right as regards the qualified factor (though it
may be so as regards the qualification). '

And farther in the case of the engnition of shell-silver, the
character of silver does differentiate and gnalify the shell, the
cognition being in the form—*this is that particnlar shell which
appeared as silver.' ¢ In answer to this it might he added
that—** the gualification meant is the direet one, while the ehar-
acter of stlver can qualily the shell only indirectly throngh the
cognition ; and so the definition of rightness canuot apply to
this.” This also is not right, we reply. Asin that éase
when we have the cognition ‘this man carries a long stick,”
where the man iﬁ!}ugnised as man, the qualified factor is cog-
nised as distinguished from men carrying short sticks, the
cognition would not be right, in as much as the qualification
‘long-ness’ (which is the only basis of distinetion) qualifies
the man, not direetly, but indirectly, through the stick.

*The character of silner is nota qualification of the shell: hencs with
reference to that, the cognition eannot be ealled * right.

T This would be the form of the snblating judg nent, and in this cognition
also the shell would be qualificd by the character of silver ; and to that extent

the previous eognition wonld be right.
Kh, 147.
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Nor can it be asserted that, * the qualification meant must
be such as is independent of the form of the cognition.” ®

As in that case, we would have to regard as wrong the cognition
that * such and such a thing bas been directly cognised, (where
the qualification depends upon the cognition). Theu, as for the
answer that, ** the qualificution is in the form that is mainfested
in that same cognition,” f—this is extremely puerile ; because
the eolour and such other qualities that we cognise do not gqua-
lify the cognition (in the form ‘I perceive the colour of the
flower’) through the relation of inkerence (by which it resides in
the Hower). It might be said that— ** the restriction that we
mean by saying * in the form that is manifested in that cognition’
is with regard to the qualifications of objects, and not to those
of Cognitions.” But this cannot be ; becanse in that case
your definition wonld contain the restrictive clause “in the
form mainfested in that particular cognition ;" and as the one
particular cognition could not be present in any other cognition,
the definition would apply specially to one cognition only ;
and as such could pot include all right eognitions.

Secrion 16.

[The suthor proceeds to refute the definition of Right
Cognition proposed by Udnayanicharya, as sam yak-parichchlitti,
right diseernment,—the objection against this being that the
words of the definition are not amenable to any reasonable
explanation.]

(267.) Nor will it be right to define Right Cognition as
“ samyak-parichehhitti."f Because on account of objections
already pointed out above, the qualificationt * samyak’ cannot
be explained either as that which has the tattva (the real form
of the thing) for its object, or as that which is in accord with the

abject.

® This while excluding the gualifieation of shell by * silver-ness’ will inelode
the cognition of the long-sticked man.

1 The character of silver I8 cognised ns residing in the shell by the relation
of inherence, while it resides in it only in the idea formed by the misconeap-
tion,

{ The sense of the objection is that the expression * somyak-parich-
chhittil * cannot be taken either as a non-compound, or a karmadhay o com-
pound ; ie, the word ‘samyak ' cannot be taken as qualifying * parichchhilti'
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(2681® “ What we mean by *‘samyak’ is ‘entire’ or
‘ whole’ ; in ordinary parlance we find it asserted—* I perceived
the thing only in a general way, and did not see it entirely (or
well)'; hence the expression * samyak-parchichhitti’ is to be
explained as the ‘ parichehheda * (discernment) of the * samyalk’
(entire) thing. (A Tatpurusa compound);—or we may even
take the word °samyak’' as coordinate (qualifying adjunct) to
the puricheltheja, taking the word * samyak’ to mean that which
has the *samyak’ thing for its object. [A Karmadhiraya com-
pound].”

(269.) [Page 243). This cannot be, we reply. For, what
do you mean by the ‘sEmastya,’ ' entirety,’ of the thing? (1)
Do you mean that the thing is present along with all its
constituent parts? (2} Or that it is present, endowed with all its
properties ? It eannot mean the former : becanse in that
case, the ' parichehhela,' or * discernment,’ of a thing devoid of
constituent parts, as also the knowledge of those things with
constituent parts which does not pertain (or take in) the inter-
mediate parts (but views the thing as a whole),—will have to be
regarded as wrong. Nor is the second meaning possible;
as in that case all the cognitions of persons not omniscient will
have to be regarded as wrong.

(270.) You will perhaps offer the following explanation :—
“What is meant by the word ‘ samyak’ is that the thing is cog-
nised along with its distinguishing features ; in ordinary parlance
also, when they say ‘na mayd samyak dristam,’ what is meant
is that * I have not seen the thing along with its distinguishing
features (in detail, [ have had only a cursory view of it).” Hence
whatour definition means is that Right Cognition is the discern-
ment of the dharmin (thing with properties) along with its distin-
quishing features. As regards wrong cognitions, &c., all these
appear in a man who fails to notice the distinguishing features
of the thing ; and hence it is for the purpose of differentiating
Right Cognition from all such cognitions that we have the
qualification * samyak.' As for the cognition of those ultimate
specific qualities, which, by their very nature, cannot have any

* The questioner takes the compound as latpuruga.
Kh. 149,
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further distingnishing features,—even though these have mo
properties or distinguishing features, according to us, yet for
these their own specific form would be regarded as the * dis-
tinguishing feature ' (for purposes of our definition)."

(2711 Bat this is not right ; becanse what you say is
that the thing is cognised along with its distinguishing features
(and you do not say anything as to whether these features are
the right ones) ; and lence in the case of the mistaken cogni-
tion of shell-silver also, as we have the cognition of the sghell
before us with the distinguishing feature of being silver or
‘silveriness,’—the cognition should Lave to he regarded as right.
If again, you were to introduce into your definition the mention
of the specific distinguishing features of each and everything
cognised (whose cognition alone would be defined by such
a definition), then, in that case, it would be impossible to
Ret at an all-compreliensive definition of Right Cognition ; while
on the other hand, if you mention only the * distinguishing
features’ in general terms, then, as shown above, the definition

becomes too wide (including wrong cognitions also). And thus

in either case, the definition remains faulty. Then again,
as regards the ultimate Specific Qualities spoken of ahave, it
may be that their very form constitutes the necessary * distin-
gnishing feature’; but in this case the distingnishing feature
wounld be identical with the thing cognised ; and hence this
latter could not be spoken of as ¢ accompavied by its distingnish-
ing features ;" and thus there would be no answer to the charge
that the definition fails to include the cognition of these
qualities.

(272.) Some people offer the following explanation :—
“ By the word, * vishem,' or * distinguishing features,” are meant
those characteristics without the perception whereof we are
liable to doubts and m’sconeeptions, and the perception whereof
enables us to ascertain whether the coguition is to be rejected
or not; and until we are able to ascertain this, it is not
possible to make any distinction between truth and untruth ;
aud such distinction is absolutely necessary ; as without this

Kh. 150.
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THE BHASYA OF SHABARA SVAMIN ON THE
MIMAMSA-SUTRAS OF JAIMINL

With Notes from the Shickavartika of Kumirila
Bhatta.

Sutra,

(1) Mow therefore an enquiry into the nature of duty.

Bhiigya [Page 1, line 2 to P. 3, L. 24.)

The words of the STtras are, wherever possible, to be taken
in those senses ouly which are given to them in ordinary usage
and speech:no special sense is to be attributed to them by
means of the assumption of ellipses or of special technical
significations. In this way Vedic passages only are explained
by the Sotras; while otherwise (i. e., if meanings other than
the generally accepted ones were to be sought for the words of
the Stras) the task would become a doubly onerous one, as
comprising in the first place the explanation of Vedic texts

and, in the second place, the explanation of the meaning
of the Stfras.

Now, in ordinary speech, the word atha (*now,’ * then "ia
observed to signify sequence to something that has happened.
In the present case (i, e., the use of the word atha as connected

with dharmajijia.a) we do not indeed directly observe any

such happening : all the samv, we necessarily must assume the
existence of some such event in immediate sequence to which
the desire to investigate the nature of duty naturally arises,
And further, that event must be something well-known, Wa
hence naturally assume that the ‘hapening’ (with which the
atha connects itself) is the reading or study, (adhyayana) of
the text of the Veda: for, after such study, the said desire of
investigation is possible and nataral An chjection is
raised here—' The above reasoning is inconclusive ; for nothing
prevents the assumption that, even previous to the study of the
Veda, the desire to investigate the nature of duty should arise,

Shabara 1.
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consequent upon some other event.' To this we reply as
follows :—The Teacher (Jaimini) clearly uses the word otha
with reference to such a desire to investigate Duty as is not
possiblo without the study of the Veda ; for, as we shall see, the
aphorisms are engaged in manifold discussions of Vedic texts
(which cleary presuppose a knowledge of those texts). We do
not indeed mean to teach that, previous to the study of the
Veda, there can be no desire to know Duty, and, at the same
time, that the enquiry into Daty follows upon such study, For
this one sentence could not, on the one hand, preclude the
enquiry into Duty previous to the study of the Veda, and on
the other hand, also serve to announce that such enquiry is
consequent upon the study, If this were so, the one sentence
would be split up into two; for, inasmuch as precloding en-
quiry into duaty previons to study, the verbal construction of
the sentence would be one totally different from that wheraby it
conld teach that the enguiry follows upon stady. As a mat-
ter of fact, we find that the sequence of the enquiry upon the
study is enjoined inone sentence ‘ having studied the Vedas,
etc.'; while an entirsly opposits matter ( precﬁlnaiun, ate.) is
mentioned in another sentence; and it will be declnredJnt.ar
on ,Mim. 81, 1[-i-46) that two sentences can be constged as
one only when they express a single meaning or puarport.

When the stady (or learning) of the Veda is completed,
two courses of action are open to the student—returning home
from the place of the teacher and pondering on the meaning
of Vedic texts. What the aforesaid injunction advises the
student to do then, is not to return home from the teacher's
place; for if he did that, how could he ponder on the
Vedic texts ?

But, it is objected, if this were so, the advice could not
imply previous study of the Veda. For what the text directly
declares is that ‘after having studied the Veda one should
bathe' (the bath marking the termination of the student's
stay at the teacher's place); and this direct injunction would
be violated, if the disciple, having learned the Veda, and
being about to bathe, were first to ponder on the Vedic toxts,
And, of course, direct declarations should not be violated !

We shall, our reply is, transgress direct injunctions
even, if by not violating it we should render the Veda, which
Shabara 2.
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has a meaning or purport, destitute of such meaning or
purport, We actually find that the Veda has a purport, viz.,
the laying down and enjoining of certain actions. And the
reverend teachers of sacrificial lore do mot maintain that any

result follows from the mere learning of the text of the Veda:
the little good they do admiton that ground, is connected with
so-called artharida passages only, as we shall see later on,
Nor does the injunction referred to by you enjoin the imme-
diate sequence of the bath to the study; for there is no word
that denotes immediate sequence. The past participle termi-
nation of adhitya, ‘having read,’ denotes only the precedence
of the study, not the immadiate sequence of the bathing. If
there were such sequence, the study would lose its character of
perceptible (i. e., immediately evident) usefulness [for the
mere learning of texts without the apprehension of their pur-
port has no immediately evident o se]. The best way, therefore,
is to assign to those injunclive pnssages an immediately evident
purport by attending to their implied meaning. The bath is
not enjoined as having an ‘ unseen purport’ (4. e, a purport,
not naturally evident, but of a mystic or transcedental charac-
ter.) The text merely states by implication that the end of
such special observances as abstinence from bathing, on the
disciple’s part, is contemporapeous with the end of Vedic
study. In this way we avoid the assumption of unseen results
for the injunctions ‘having learned the Veda he is to bathe,’
and ‘do not return home from the place of the teacher.” We
thus finally decide that the word atha intimates that the dis-
ciple, having previously completed the study of the Veda, should
thereupon apply himself to the enquiry into Duty. We do
not mean to say that there should bLe no enquiry inte Dauty
after any other action; we only declare that the disciple,
after having done with the learning of the texts, should not
hastily perform the bath, but should apply himself to an
enquiry into Duty.

The word natah (‘therefore’) points to some antecedent
event or state of things and has eausal significance ; as when

somebody says ‘Food is emsily procured in this country, I, -

therefore, live here'—The learning of the Vedic texts is eog-
nized as the eansa of the wish to enguire into daty ; henee after
such study Duty should be enquired into—such is the signi-
ficanee of the word atah. For somebody, who has not learned

Shabara 3.
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the Veds, would not e in a position to ponder on Vedic texts
to the end of understanding dharma ; * therefore,’ 7. e., for this
reason, one should desire to investigate the nature of Duty—
such is the signification of the word ‘atah.’

The compound word * dharma-jijiasa ' is to be taken to
mean ‘the desire to know. (in other words * the invetigation of *
or ‘enquiry into') duty.’ “Ir what way then is Duty to
be enquired into ?" As follows :—It has to be enquired
what Duty is; what its characteristic features are ; what the
means are to accomplish it ; what apparent (but not real) means
of accomplishment there are; and what the purport or aim of
Duaty is. An answer to the first and second of these questions
is given in one aphorism, viz, I 1. 2, The other questions are
dealt with in the Shega-lakgana (111 Adhyaiya), where it is shown
in what cases Duty refers to man, and in what other cases man
holds a secondary position only. All these pointsare collec-
tively referred to in the S0tra under discussion (L 1.1.)

But,—another preliminary objection is raised —is Duty
something known ab initio, or not so known ? 1If it is known
already, there can be no desire to know it. And if it is not
known at all, it is all the less possible that there should be
a desire to know it. Under these circumstances, we must
ask—has this enquiry into the nature of Duty any sense or use,
or not? The reply to this is, that with regard to the
nature of Duty, there is great difference of opinion among
learned men; some give one definition, others another.
Hence, if a man were, in his course of action, to proceed upon
some view of Duty without having previously duly enquired
into the matter, he might fall into great trouble and sin.
Therefore, there clearly must be a ‘desire to know,’ i, e, an
enquiry into, the nature of Duty. For we hold that Duty,
if rightly understood and performed, leads the dutiful man to
great happiness, The definition of Dty is next given,

[The purport of Shabara Svimin's comment on the first
aphorism is sufficiently clear, and the points he discusses are not,
moreover, of general interest or importance ; we, therefore, re-
frain from an snalysis of the very lengthy elucidations which
Kumarila Bhatta considers needful. What the two teachers are
concerned to show is that the study of the shastra is something

Shabara 4.
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indispensable, inasmuch as without it the dlmplﬁ

unable to derive from his previous, merely verbal and memg
rizing, study of the Veda, any guidance towards the due per
formance of practical religious Duty upon which I:appmm,__
in this world and the next, depends. A difficulty arises owi ;
the fact that certain seriptural passages appear to demand
the disciple, as soon as he has studied, 1. e, dulyms
the Veda, should leave the house of his teacher and
on the * houselolder’ stage of life ; so that no time woul‘d a
to be left for that systematic enquiry into the purport :of
Veda which constitutes the Mimamsd-shastra. But the decis
is, that there is no reason why the return home from
teacher's abode shonld take place immediately on the termi
tion of the verbal study of the Veda ; and that hence the naty
and snitable time for the systematic pondering of Yaﬂm ts
is a period intervening between that verbal study and ﬂm 0%
withdrawal from the teacher’s abode,] '

Sutra (2).

Duty | Dharma) is that matter-the characteristic mﬂ o?:. ¥y
which is Injunction (chodang). '

Bhagym (p. 3, 1. 26 to p. 4, 1. 5).

The term ekodand is used to denote such utterances as uﬂiﬁ l
men to action; as is shown by forms of expression such as i
‘ being urged (prompted, instigated ; chodita) by my m
I am doing this." And lakgana means that by means of whﬂ ,{I_.
something is pointed out; smoke, e.q., is the ehmmrhﬁar a
indication of fire, it points to the existence of fire. And we hold
that that which is pointed out by chodand serves to bring hap-
piness to man. For Injunction (ie., Vedic Injunction) is capa-
ble to make us apprehend things past and futare as well as
present, things minute and subtle, things hidden, thmgsﬁt ;"
removed and the like ; all of which can not be effected by the
senses and the other means of knowledge.

Vartika 1-20.

[The first Sutra baving introduced Dharma aaamtl'hle;
indeed necessary, subject of enquiry, the second S@tra proce e
Shabara 5.
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to define dharma as that matter or purpose (artha) of which
injunction (chodand)—i. e., those Vedic texts which are injunctive
in form,—are the characteristic mark or indication (laksana). The
Vartika, directly explains laksava to mean either cause in ge-
neral (nimifta), or the instrumental cause, of valid knowledge.
This, though no doubt rightly indicating the implied meaning, is
u somewhat too liberal rendering of the term : in agreement with
the received meaning of laksasa we may very well say that
[Dharma is that of which Injunction is the characteristic mark,
viz,, inasmuch as Dharma is to be known through Vedie
Injunction only. The Mim@mesaka, at the outset of his exposi-
tion, is concerned to establish a rational basis for his theory
of the direct and absolute authoritativeness of the Veda. Al
the generally recognised means of knowledge (Perception,
Inference, ete.) are, he maintains, intrinsically authoritative
inasmuch as they give rise to cognition (knowledge; jfidna).
This view will be fully discnssed later on; at the present stage
one main result of it is anticipated, viz., that one of the generally
recognized means of knowledge shabda (i, e., the word, or words,
or verbal statements) also possesses that intrinsic authority ; and
that hence that which is * word " in the highest and truest sense,
piz., the body of verbal utterances (or sentences or texts) which is
comprised under the term Veda, possesses intrinsic autbority.
‘ Even with regard to absolute non-entities (such as the horn of
a hare or a man) the word brings about some cognition or notion ;
hence, as this (viz., giving rise to ideas or cognitions} is its very
nature, the word constitutes a valid means of knowledge, owing
to (1. e, on condition of there being) absence of special imperfee-
tions or defects (which in any given case may invalidate the
authoritative character of the word),” (Va, L. 2. 6). That certain
lines of action result in the agent’s happiness, while others have
a contrary effect, would generally be recognised as a matter of
common experience : this, however, is an aspect of conduct, on
which the Mimamsaka, and more generally the Hindu theorizer,
does not. dwell. To the Mimd@msaka at any rate, good action or
conduct is such conduct as is prescribed by the Veda; and that
happiness, insome form or other, is the result of such conduet

is something to be known only throngh express Vedic statement.

It is express Vedic declaration only which tells us that he whe
Shabara 6.
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performs the Agnistoma-Sacrifice will later on goto Hﬁlﬁl '
(Svarga) : neither Perception nor Inference have anything ‘&:WL s
on this point. Dharma may, therefore, be defined as that matter
the knowledge of which depends on the injunctive texts of the |
Veda. Perception indeed deals with the several factors qliioﬁ' W
enter into duty, as e. g., the material things offered in a sactiﬁea; AR
but all these properly comstitute Duty, or meritorions acum:m Ui
go far only as they contribute towards the accomplishment of
certain auspicious results; and that they have this powercan
be learned from the Veda only. ‘It will be proved that sub- SR
stances, actions and accessories (of meritorious acts, such as
sacrifices) have the character of dharma; but although these gt
matters are objects of sense-perception, it is not in this aspect
that the character of dharma belongs to them. That they are
means to bring about happiness is learned from the Veda only,
and it isin this aspect only that they have the charater of
dharma. Dharma therefore, does not fall within the sphere of

Perception ' (Va. L. 2. 13-14)]

Bhagya (p. 4, 11. 5-24).

But, it is objected, Vedic injunction (chodand) may also
gtate what is untrue*; just as any ordinary non-Vedic state-
ment ; as when somebody says ‘there are fruits on the bank
of the river,—which statement may be true or may not be true.

It implies a self-contradiction, we reply, to assert that
Injunction ‘expresses’ (speaks ; brariti), and at the same time
to assert that it expresses what is not true. For to say thata
statement speaks or erprésses something, means that it brings
about the idea or cegnition of the thing, that it is the cause of
its being cognized. Now if, owing to a Vedic statement, there -
arises in men's minds the cognition that heaven results from
the performance of the Agnihotra sacrifice, how can it be assert-
ed that this is not so (is untrue, unreal) ? or, if it is not so, how
can the idea (of its being so0) arise? It is a contradiction to
say that somebody has an idea of that which has no being (is :
anreal). Nor can it be maintained that injunctions such as
(let him, who is desirous of heaven, sacrifice)’ give rise toa

* Read in text (Bibl lad.) p. 4, , § * nanvalalhabhitam.'
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(merely) doubtful cognition in the form ‘does heaven result
from the sacrifice, or does it not'? Nor can a thing which is
cognized as certain be false (mithyd). That cognition only is
false which, after having originated, subsequently lapses (is set
agide)—there arising a further cognition * this is not so.' But
the cognition brought about by a Vedic Injunction is not set
aside at any time, or in the ease of any person, under any
conditions or at any place; hence it cannot but be trus, As
regards the ordinary assertions of daily life, they are accepted
as true if they are made by a trustworthy persan, or are vouched
for by sense-perception ; if, on the other hand, they come from
untrustworthy persons, or do not rest on sense-perception, they
must be held to be invalid, springing from the spenker's ima-
gination only. For what is not ascertained by the senses cannot
be cognized except through verbal statements. ‘ But,
it may be said, the speaker may have learned the matter from
the verhal assertion of another man (the latter then Leing the
ultimate authority), That other statement also, we
reply, is no more aunthoritative than the first. In matters of
this kind no assertions made by men can da.inﬂ_e anthoritative ;
no more in fact than persons born blind are in a position
to meke authoritative assertions with regard to different
colours.

[The portion of the Vartika which deals with the above
section of the Bhasya (and avhich extends from Vi 1. 2. 21 to
155) is of special interest inasmuch as undertaking to establish
the fundamental Mimamsa-tenet of the ‘Self-authoritativeness '
(intrinsic authoritativeness or validity ; svafal-pram@uya) of the
Veda ;—it having to be kept in view that the kernel of the Veda
consists of those declarations in injunctive form whicl prompt
men towards certain modes of action—of prevailingly ceremonial
or sacrificial character—by implicitly declaring that such action
leads to beneficial results of various kinds.]

The pirvapaksa on this matter is set forth in Va L. 1. 21-46,

“The Word always makes one apprehend a thing al-
ready apprehended by some other means of knowledge :
like Remembrance it cannot possibly possess intrinsic authorita
tiveness "' (22.)

Shabara 8,
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[Remembrance (representation, Smriti) is not a means of
original knowledge, and therefore nota pramapa. The argu-
ment of the text is that, like Remembrance, the ‘ Word® cannot
by itself give rise to valid knowledge '* asya smritivan na svama-
himna pram@pyam ' Nya-ratn.)] 4

“ On the other hand, an idea of a thing not perceived by
a man himself may quite properly be formed on the assertion
of another man, provided it rest on the testimony of a trust-
worthy person, which implies that the thing was actually per-
eeived by that per=on,” (23).

“ The {act is that no verbal assertion has ever been found
true apart from perception and the like, either on the part of
one’s self or some other person. The same principle, applies
to Vedic injunctions also " (24).

“ Just as imagination (pratibha) does not by itself constitute
a source of valil knowledge, even though giving rise to
distinet mental representations; so it is with Vedic statements
also " (25).

“Vedic injunctions referring to Heaven, sacrifice, etc.,
are false, because the things with which they deal are not
apprehended through Perception and the rest; they are as
false as assertions made on such matters by Buddha and
others.” (26).

“ Or else, we may argue— Vedic declarations are false becanse
they are not made by trustworthy persons—like the talk of
children or drunken men. Or else, we may disestablish the
authoritativeness of the Veda on the ground that like Ether and
the rest it is eternal.” (27).

[The Mimamsska holds that the Veda is not the production
of any man. This gives his opponent the opportanity of argu-
ing that the Veda not being the work of a competent, trust-
worthy person cannot possess any anthority. Or again, he may
argue that the Veda being eternal, and uncreated, belongs to
the class of eternal uncreated things such as Ether, none of
which are sourees of knowledge.]
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*“ Or again, he may argue— Vedic injunctions depend for their
authoritativeness on men, they can claim no intrinsie authnrirg';
for they are verbal declarations, like the verbal declarations of
ordinary people.” 128).

“Or else, he may argue—the anthoritativeness of all words
must be held to depend on (special good qualities of) men ;
because it is something connected with words, just as want of
authoritativeness (in words, which depands on certain defects
of men, such as untrustwortliness),” (29).

"I good qualities of the speaker were not the cause of the
authoritativeness of words, how could it be held that imperfec-
tions of the speakers are the cause of want of authoritative
ness," (30).

" This being thus, the authoritativeness of the Veda is difficult
to acknowledge whether it has a human author or not : and
hence the Bhasya formulates the objection.” (31).

* What the Bhasya (in refutation of the objection), says as to
the self-contradiction (implied in holding that a ‘statement’
“the expression of a sense’ can be false), would apply to the
words of Buddha also, because no doubt these also give rise to
ideas. The argument therefore is a futile one.” (32).

“ With regard to all ideas (cognitions) the following question
has to be considered ; is their anthoritativeness (validity) or else
non-authoritativeness, due to themselves or to something else 2
(33).

[With the above Karika there begins the final discussion of
the question whether any means of knowledge (whether Percep-
tion, or Words, ete.) can claim intrinsic val idity or not.]

" Some maintain that, since cognitions untrue by themselves
cannot by any means be proved to be true, the validil y as well
as invalidity of eognitions is due to themselves (is intrinsic’.
Others hold that a cognition becomes valid or invalid from the
ascertainment of either the excellences or the defects of the cause
to which it is due.” (34 .

Shabara 10,
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* But, as to the former view. hoth these qualities cannot pos-
sibly belong to cognition by itself since they are mutunally
contradictory ; and, as to the latter view, both cannot be due to
something else, because this would leave cognition destitute of
all essential character.” (35).

(It cannot belong to the essential nature of cognition to be
valid as well as non-valid, for this would be self-contradietory.
Nor can the validity as well as the non-validity of eognition,
depend on the ascertainment of the excellences or defeets of
the source of cognition ; for this would imply that previous to
such ascertainment, cognition is destitute of all essential cha-
racter of its own,]

* How indeed should it be possible that independently of all
extraneous agency, a thing should have contradictory characters ?
anil, on the other hand, what should be the nature of cognition if
intrinsically devoid of both these characteristics 2" (36 .

*If, to remove the former difficulty, it were said that the con-
tradiction vanishes if some cognitions are held to be naturally valid
and others naturally non-valid,—yet without reference to some-
thinz extraneous, it conld not be determined which character (vali-
dity or non-validity) belongs to which partienlar eognitions.” (37).

[The meaning is that he who holds certain eognitions to be
naturally valid and others non-valid cannot determine which are
which, without reference to an external factor ; i. e., he abandons
the theory of intrinsie validity or non-validity.]

** Let, therefore, non-authoritativeness be considered as the
natural character of cognitions, while their aathoritativeness
depends on something else.” (38).

“The inference determining this conclusion may be formula-
ted as follows: Since non-wuthoritativeness is something non-
positive, (1. e, 1 merely negative characteristic), it is not due to
the imperfections of the cause of the cognition (but may be
viewed as naturally belonging to it) ; authoritativeness, on the
other hand, as being something real and positive, springs from

the excellences or perfection of the source of cognition. If
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validity belonged to all cognitions naturally, while absence of
validity were due to an extrinsic cause. on what ground were
oue to deny validity to dream cognitions and the like ? " (40).

“On my view, on the other hand, validity is not produced, in
the case of dream cognitions, ete., because there is the absence
of a cause of sucii validity ; and hence there does not result the
absurdity of an unreal thing ( non-validity) being aseribed to a
positive cause, (i. e, the defects of the cause of cognition).” (41).

“The cause of the validity of cogniiions are the excellences,
or perfect condition, of the sources of cognition, viz., the sense-
organs and the rest. Such cause may met beabsent in two
different ways ; the sanse-organs, ete., may be defective (vitiated);
or they may be non-existent at the time.” 42),

[That a shell is mistaken for silver is due to the absence of
the perfect state of the sense-organ—such perfect state being
destroyed by certain defects ; that unreal things are presented
to the dreamer's mind is due to the non-existence or non-fune-
tivn of those organs at the time.]

“1It is for this reason that you (the Mimamsakas) adhere to
the view that the cognition of falsity is due to defects. Tn real-
ity, however, it is the absence of excellences which is inferred
from the concomitance of defects; and it is to this absence of
excellences that the non-validity of the cognition is due.” (43).

[It is not the defects which are the true cause of the non-
validity of a cognition. Each cognition is naturally non-author-
itative; the defects pointed to only indicate as invariable
concomitants of the absence of positive excellence of the source
of cognition.]

“The conclusion, therefore, is that purity, i. e., perfection, of
the cause of cognition is the cause of the cognition's valility.
Naturally non-validity belongs to all cognition, and such non-
validity is only indicated by the absence of such purity. (44),

“ Nor can the view of the non-validity of cognitions being
due to defects be established by reference to positive and
Shabara 12.

5



34  DEFINITION OF DEARMA: SELF-vALIDITY OF COGNITION.

negative instances, (i. e, by argning that wherever such defects
are, there is non-validity, and that non-validity is absent where
defects are absent); for this is not seen in the case of absence
of knowledge (non-cognition’, which has for its cause the absence
of a cause of cognition.” (45).

[Non-authoritative cognitions have the form either of doubt
or of mistake or of absence of cognition, (ignorance ; ajfianal.
The last of these is dyge not to defects of the cause of cognition,
but to the absence of such a cause.—Nyi-rain.]

“The general conclusion against the Mimamsaka, then is that
Vedic injunctions cannot be considered authoritative, for if they
are not due to men, (possessing such good qualities ae trust-
worthiness aund so on) they cannot elaim any authority ; and
assuming they were due to men, it would be impossible to
show that those men possess the required perfections (capacitat-
ing them to lay down the law on supersensuous matters). Vedie
injunctions thus have no ground to stand on.” (46).

[Against this view the Mimamsaka now undertakes to prove
the scalah-pramaiya, 1. e., the intrinsic authoritativeness, of all
means of knowledge including shalbda (' Words' or *verbal
declarstions '), of which the Word of the Veda is one, and indeed
the foremost species.]

‘ Intrinsic authoritativeness must be held to belong to all
means (sources) of right {valid) knowledge ; for a power (faculty)
by itsell non-existent cannot be bronght into being by another
agency.' (47

[1f cognition (jiiana) did not by itself possess the power to
determine (ascertain) the true nature (tath@fea) of its object,
nothing else could bring about that power. Nya-ratn.]

‘It is only for its origination that positive entitics require a
cause ; when they have once originated, they by themselves
energize with regard to their various effects.” (48).

[All positive entities depend on a cause only for entering
into existence ; a jar, e. g., requires clay, water, etc., in order to
originate, but not to perform its functions such as the drawing
of water. Thus cognition also may require a cause, whether
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endowed with excellences or otherwise, in order to exist at all ;
but it does not depend on that cause for its function, 1. e., the
ascertainment of the true nature of things. Nya-ratn.]

*If even when a cognition has originated its object were not
definitely (certainly) known until the purity fexcellence) of its
cause is cognized through some other means of knowledge,
then (in order to eognize that purity} we should have to wait
for the origination of another cognition due to another cause ;
for as long as that purity is not fully ascertained it is equal to
nothing (and hence cannot prove the validity of the first cog-
nition). And this other cognition again would be authoritative
only on the cognition of the purity of its cause and soon ad
infinitum, The person proceeding in this way would never
reach a final resting place.” (40-51).

* When, on the other hand, the intrinsic authoritativeness of
cognitions is acknowledged, nothing else has to be apprehend-:
ed ; for the falsity of the cognition is precluded at once, without
any further effort, throngh the absence of cognition of defects.”
(52).

[ Where there is absence of cognition of defects of the source
of cognition, the intrinsic validity of the cognition asserts itself
at once; the absence of cognition of defects is not something
that requires a further cognition to prove it.]

‘We, therefore, hold that the autloritativeness (validity) of
a cognition which results from its very natare of eognition
(intellection-bodha) is disproved (in individual cases) only by
the cognition of the difflerent nature of the object or of defects
(iu the cause of cognition)." (53).

‘ The non-authoritativeness of cognitions is of three different
kinds, acccording as the cognition is false, or non-cognition
(ajiiana) or a doubt. Two of these, ‘viz., daubtful and false cog-
nition', are due to defective canses, for they are positive entities.
In the case of non-cognition on the other hand the action of
such defecis can not be assnmed ; we rather in agreement with
vour (the opponent’s' view held that non-eognition results
simply from the absence of a cause of cognition." (54-55).

Shabara 14.
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‘For us who hold the theory of the intrinsic authoritative-
ness of cognitions, the view of non-authoritativeness being due
to defects of the canse does not lead to a regressus in infinitum,
as takes place on the view of the authoritativeness of the cogni-
tion depending on the excellence of the cause. Asshown before,
those who hold the validity of a cognition to depend on the ex-
cellence of its cause have to assume a further valid cognition to
vonch for the excellence of the cause, etc., ete; by parity of
reasoning they will have to assume that the non-validity of a
cognition is due to the non-validity of a previous cognition, ete.,
etec. We, Mimamsakas, on the other hand, account for the vali-
dity of a cognition straightway by its intrinsie nature ; and for
the invalidity of a cogaition straightway by the cognition of de-
fects in its cause. The non-authoritativeness of a cognition
follows, with comparative ease, from a directly contrary cogni-
tion ; for the origination of the subsequent cognition cannot, in
cases of this kind, take place without the sublaiion of the
former." (56-57).

[The recognition of the non-validity—the falsity,—of a
cognition accomplishes itself with ease in those cases where a
subsequent judgment at once sublates a previoms judgment
referring to the same object—as when the cognition ‘this isa
{mere) shell’ sublates the previons cognition ‘this is silver.'
But why, the question may be asked, should not rather, or as
well, the subsequent judgment be sublated by the previous
one ? The second half of the karika replies to this question.
As the Nya-ratn. puts it—'The previous eognition had origi-
nated without sublating the subsequent one—which at the time
did not exist. The subsequent one, on the other hand, could
not arise at all unless it, at the same time, sublated the previous
one to which it is essentially opposed.” The insight that the
thing before us is a shell immediately teaches that the previous
judgment * this is silver’ was a mistaken one.]

*In those eases again where the cognition of the defects of
the cause estublishes itself with referrence to another object,
gublation of the former cognition takes place on the ground
that, implicitly, the two cognitions refer to the same object;
as in the case of the gojohana vessel.’ (58).
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[The previous k@rika@ had dealt with the case cf the errone-
onsness of a cognition being recognised through the rise of 2
contrary cognition. The present k@rikd@ refers to the cases
where soch erroneousness is proved less directly, by the
recognition of defeets in the cause of the cognition; as when,
e.g., the idea that a shell is yellow is cognised to be falsein -
consequence of the ins'ght that the organ of sight of the person
concerned is affected by jaundice. Here there are two judg-
ments which have dillerent objects, (viz., the shell and the eye,
respectively); but the second judgment *the eye is jaundiced
implies that the appearance of yellowness is a mistaken one, and
thus has the effect of sublating the former judgment (°the
shell is yellow'). The reasoning here is unalogous to that re-
ferring to the godohana vessel which in a certain rite is pres-
ceribed for *him who is desirous of cattle ' instead of the ordinary
chamasa vessel. Here although the qualification * for him who
15 desirous of cattle’ introduces a new circumstance, yet the
injunction that water is to be fetched with the godohana shows
that it is meant to take the place of the ehamasa : the geneial
injunction of the use of the chamasa thus is sublated by the
passage enjoining the godohana.]

* This is so, where there does not arise a further cognition of
defects, (riz., in the cause of the second cognition), or a subse-
quent sublating eognition, (1. e., a third cognition, sublating the
second one). Where on the other hand, such a further cogmition
arises, the second cognition is seen to be false, and then the
first becomes valid." (59).

‘ And in that case also, (the first cognition is not indebted for
its pram@nya to the third one but) the validity of the first engni-
tion is due to that cognition itself, there being no cognition of
defects. As long as the cognition of defects does not arise,
no thought of the (original cognition’s) want of validity is to
be entertained. Hence nothing more is demanded than the con-
sideration of the origination of three or four cognitions.' (60-61).

[The Nyaya-ratnakara comments as follows :—' The well-
known causes of the falsity of cognition are ceriain defects con-
nected with place, time, circumstances, the sense-organs, the
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object of cognition, and so on ; where the existence of such de-
fects is excluded—as e. g., when a man, fully awake and in full
possession of his perceptive and thinking faculties, perceives, in
bright daylight, a jar placed close to him—no suspicion of de-
fects can arise, and hence no idea of the perceptivn not being
valid. In other cases there may be the possibility of a defect—
the object, e. g., may be at a distance, and hence the suspicion of
the non-validity of the perception may arise ; but generally, by
one further step, e g., walking up to the thing, one of the two
alternatives—to the simultaneous presentation of which doubt is
due—may be determined as true, and the question settled in this
siwple way. And if this third cognition has no opening for
defects, it marks the end of the whole cognitiewr process. If,
on the other hand, the third cognition itself gives room for the
suspicion of defect, a further mental effort has to be made,
in the form of a fourth cognition —which will either confirm the
third eognition or not, and accordingly confirm or not confirm
the second one, and ultimately the first one. As soon as it
appears that a suspected defect has no real existence, the cogni-
tion, the validity of which that defect appeared to threaten,
gsserts itself in its svatal-pr@m@pya, its intrinsic validity, A
series of four cognitions will serve the purpose in all cases, and
hence anarasthd will not take place.]

‘The rule in the case of werds is that the origination of
defects depends on the speaker. The absence of defects is in
. gome cases due to the excellence of the speaker, since the defects
being removed by his excellences cannot attach to his words.
In other cases again there can be no substrate for such faults.
owing to the fact of there being no speaker.” (62-63).

[Karikas 47—61 had been devoted to the establishment of
the general doctrine that all cognitions, due (o whichever of the
rmugﬁise:l sourcea of right knowledge, are intrinsically valid,
i, e, present to us the trath of things; and that a cognition
has to be rejected as invalid only in special cases (which need
not be restated).  With the present karikd the author returns to
the question he is more immediately concerned in, #iz., the in-
trinsic validity of Vedic declarations-—which are a special class of
Shabda—* Words® ‘verbal declarations ;' and the conditions on
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which the validity of ‘words’ in general and Vedic words in
particular depend are now being enquired into.]

“In (true) homan speech we observe the presence of two
things—the absence of defects (in the speaker), and pesitive
excellences ; and we have already explained that authoritative-
ness cannot be due to those excellences. The process, therefore,
is as follows ; —[rom the excellences there resalts the absence of
defects, and from the absence of defects there results the ab-
sence of the two kinds of non-authoritativeness (the one which
depends on the rise of a contrary cognition and the one which
depends on the cognition of defects) ; and thus the natural charae-
ter of words remains untouched ; t.e, their intrinsic anthoritative-
ness, due to the fact that (like the other pram@yas) they give rise
to distinct conceptions (ideas) is not impaired. (64-86:,

‘ But, somebody may objeet, if the absence of defects is dus
to the excellences (as you admit), there arises the same regressus
ad infinitum (that you urged against us) ! ' (66).

‘ Not so, we reply. At the time when we are conscions of
the absence of defects {in a verhal statemont), the excellences
of the speaker do not actually funetion towards establishing the
authoritativeness of the cognition ; they anly lelp by their mere
presence towards the absence of defects which is the proper
object of cognition.” (67).

‘(This is so in the case of human verbal declaration); in
the case of the Veda, the fact that it is not liable to have its
authoritativeness sublated (by defects) follows, in an even easier
manner, from the absence of a speaker; non-authoritativeness
of the Veda, therefore, cannot be imagined even. As thus the
Veda is independent of a ‘speaker,' the adoration of such a
speaker, in order to establish its anthoritativeness is altogether
out of place: the need of such a speaker would arise only if
you wanted to show that the Veda is devoid of authority.'
(68-69.)

[The Veda being independent of an author, and authori-
tative on that very account, it is distinetly foolish to assume
such an author ithe Lord, Islivara or the like) in order to es-
tablish its authority. An assumption of that kind could indeed
only prove the non-authoritativeness of the Veda.]
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TARKABIIASA OR ‘ EXPOSITION OF REASONING.'
Introduction.

I am writing this ‘ Exposition of Reasoning’ cuna'isti.l:g, as
it does, of short and easy explanations of arguments, for the sake
of the dull youth who wishes to have tolearn as little as possible
for the purpose of entering the portals of the * N yaya Philosophy.'

The Highest Good is attained by the true comprehension
of —(1) the Means or Instruments of Right Cognition, 12) the
Objects of Right Cognition, (3) Doubt, (4) Motive, (5) Corroborative
Instance, (6) Demonstrated Truth, (7) Factors or Members of
Reasoning, (8) Confutation, (9) Definitive Cognition, (10)
Diseussion, (11) Controversy, (12) Wrangling, (13) Fallacious
Reason, (14) Perversion or Casuistry, (15) Futile Rejoinder, (16)
Grounds of confutation or ‘Clinehers’ ;——such is the frst
aphorism of the Nyaya (as propounded by Gautama), The
meaning of this is that liberation is attained by the right
discernment of the Means of Right Cognition and the other
categories enumerated. This right discernment of the cate-
gories i8 not possible unless there is a regular ‘statement,”
‘definition’ and ‘examination 'of each of these ; as says the
Bhazya (Vitsyfivana) :—* In  three ways does this science
proceed,—through statement, definition and examination.' Of
these ‘ statement ' consists in the mere mention of the category ;
this has been done in the aphorism quoted aboye ; the * Defini-
tion' is the pointing out of the distinctive qualities ;—e.q., the
definition of the cow censists in the poin ting out of the presence
of the dewlap, and such other characteristics which differentiate
the cow from all other things; and * Examination’ consists in
the investigation as to whether or not the definition proposed
15 applicable to the thing defined. Thus then [the ‘statement’
having been made in the first aphorism] it now becomes
necessary to proceed, in the present work, with the *definition '
and * examination ' of the categories.]

Tarka-bha. .
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Pramanas. )

‘The Instruments of Right Cognition.’ y

We proceed to explain the * definition’ of Prama@ua which
is the first of the categories mentioned in the ap‘.’tmm It

has been defined as the * Karaya,' * instrument' or ‘means', of

“pramd,” ‘right coguition’; the definition being stated mthe’f""
form * Pram@na is the instrument of right cognition,’ where the
word ¢ Pramdua’ states the object to be defined, and the
phrase ‘the instrument of right cognition’ constitutes the
definition.

“1f Pram@ga is the ‘instrument of right cognition,’ it
becomes necessary to point out its result ; as it is absolutely
necessary for an ‘instrument’ to havea result [an *instroment’
is so called only because bringing about a definite result]”

True ; Right Cognition itself is the result, 1. e., that which
is accomplished by the said instrument; just as of the axe,
which is the instrument of cutting, the cut itself is the result.

* What is this * Right Cognition," the instrument whereof
you regard as * Pramaya’ ?"

‘Right Cognition’ is that apprehension (anubhava) which
is in due accord with the real character of the thing apprehend-
ed ; when we apprehend the thing as it really is, this apprehen-
sion is called * Right Cognition.” The qualifications * which is
in due accord, &c.' serves to exclude Doubt, Misconception and
Guess,—in all of which the thing is not apprehended in its real
form. The word ‘apprehension ’ (anubhava) excludes Remem-
brance : as this latter is only the cognition of something already
eognised ; and it is oot Apprehension; * Apprehension’ (Anu- Ig
bhava) being the name given to all cognitions apart from ;
Remembrance. :

“ What do you mean by the word ‘ karana,” in (your defimi-
tion of Pramdnpa)?"” 1.

Kdraya is the name given to that particular Sddhaka or #
instrument which is the most effective (in bringing about a

certain result); that is to say, it is the most efficient cause.
Tarka-bha. 2.
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* But vou here explain ‘instrament’ (Sd@dhaka) by means
of its synonym, the word ‘cause’ (Karana) ; and we have still
to learn what this ‘ canse ' is.”

We proceed to explain this: That which must exist before
the effeet, and which is not taken up in the bringing abont of
something else, is to be regarded as the ‘cause’ of that effect;
e. q., the thread, the loom and such other things are the ‘cause '
of cloth ; even though in some cases of the making of Cloth,
an ass may by chance come to the place, immediately before
the making,—vyet this mere antecedence does not make the ass
a ‘Cause’ of the Cloth; because the previous presence of the
ass is not necessary in the making of the Cloth. Then again,
even though the presence of the eolour of the thread is neces-
sary, previous to the making of the Cloth, yet that colour cannot
be regarded as the ‘Cause of the Cloth, because the colour of
the thread is taken up in the bringing about an entirely
different effcet, in the shape of the eolour of the cloth woven
out of those threads. It may be possible to regard the colour
of the thread as the Cause of the Cloth as also of its r-ulmir;
but this would involve an unnecessary multiplication of assnmp-
tions. Thus then the ‘Cause’ of an effect may be defined as
that necessary antecedent which is not taken up in the bringing
about of something else. Similarly the ‘effect’ of a Cause may
be defined as that necessary consequent which is not brought about
by some other Cause.

Some writers have defined the ‘Cause’ as *that whose
presence and absence (or affirmation &nd denial) are imitated
by the presence and absence of the effect [the * Effect ' being
present only when the ‘ Cause ' is present, and the *Effect being
absent when the *‘Cause’ is absent]” This however is not
right ; because this definition of * Cause ' would fail to apply to
such eternal and all-pervading substances as the Akasha and
the like ; because (being eternal) there is no point of time at
which their absence would be possible ; and (being all-pervad-
ing) there is no point in space where they would be absent;
[and thus, if ‘absence’ formed an integral factor of the defini-
tion, it could not apply to such substances as the above, in whose
case absence of any kind is not possible.]

Tarka-bha. 3.



general, Of these, the Constituent Canse is that whiﬁh:
the material out of which, and mhereut in which, the a‘h’m

because :t is uut of the threads, and never apart from these
the Cloth is produced ; it is not produced ont of any
other things as the shuttle and the like. -

“It cannot be denied that the Cloth is as much related to
the shuttle and the other things as to the threads ; under the 'J'.i.,
circumstances, how can we accept your assertion that it is out
of, and as inseparably related to, the threads only,—and nut
those other things :—that the Cloth is produced ?” ,_ ?

Itis true that the Cloth is related to those other things b
also; but relation is of two kinds: (1) Samyoga, Conjunetion ,1'---
and (2) Samavdya, Inherence. OF these the relation sabsmtmg s
between two inseparable or intimate things is called ‘ Inherence ;' b
while that which subsists between things that are separable or
not intimate, is ‘ Conjunction.’

* What do you mean by ‘intimate’ things ?" :

Two things are said to be ‘ intimate’ when between them, J

80 long as one is not destroyed it subsists in the other; as has

been declared in the following verse : — e

‘ Those two things are to be regarded as intimate, of whom 'ﬁ

so long as one is not destroyed, it continues to subsist in the
other.’

As for example, the Whole and its Parts, the Quality and the
Substance, the Action and the Actor, the Individual and Class,
the Specific Qualities and the Eternal Substance. The Whole, the
Quality, the Action, the Individual and the Specific Quality,—so
long as they do exist, and are not completely destroyed,~—conti-
nue to snbsist, respectively, in the Part, the Suhbstance, the Ac-
tion, the Class and the Eternal Substance ; when they are des- it
troyed, then they have no substrate at all ; for instance, when
the Cloth is destroyed on the destrnction of the eonstituent T
threads [it does not subsist anywhere] ; or when the Quality is

Tarka-bha. 4,
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destroyed on the destruction of its substrate, [it does not subsist
anywhere]; and the destructibility of things consists in the pre-
sence of all those circumstances that are conducive to its destrue-
tion. Thus then, it is the relation between such intimate things
as the Cloth and the Thread, or the Whole and the Part,—that
constitutes ‘ Inherence.” The relation between the Cloth and the
Shuttle, on the other hand, is not *Inherence ;' hecanse these
are not intimate or inseparable; the Shuttle does not subsist
in the Cloth alone ; nor does the Cloth subsist in the Shuttle
alone ; hence the relation hetween thess two must be regarded
as ‘'Conjunetion.” Thus then, as it is in the Thread that the
Cloth inheres ; —and the Constituant Cause is that out of which.,
and inkering in which, the effect is produced ;—it is the Thread,
and not the Shuttle, that is the Constituent Canse of the Oloth ;
the Cloth again is the Constituent Caunse of the Colour and
such other qualities inhering in it. Similarly the lump of elay is
the Constitnent Cause of the Jar ; and the Jar is the Constituent
Canse of the Colour and other qualities inhering in itself.

" As a matter ol fact, the colour of the jar is brought into
“existence at the sama time that the jar itself is produced ;
“ thus the two, the jar and its eoloar, coming into existence as
“simultaneously as the right and left horns of the eow, there can .
* be no sequence between the two ; and as such one cannot he
“regarded as the eause of the other [antesedence being a neces-
" sary condition in all canses]; and as the Constituent Cause is
“only a particular form of Canse, the jar cannot be the Constita-
“ ent Canse of its own Colour.”

It is not true that the Substance and its Quality are brought
into existence at the same time ; as a matter of fact, in the first
instance, when the substance is brought iato existence, it is
entirely devoid of .all qualities; and it is only later that the
qualities inhering in it are produced. If the two were brought
into existencs at one and the sam> time, then the cansal condi-
tions for bath would ba precisely the same: and in that case
there would be no différence between the two (and the substance
and its qunality wonld have to be regarded as identical)! Because
two things can be held ta be distinet only when they are
brought into existence by distinct eausal conditions. Thus then,

Tarka-bha. 5.
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in s much as the jar, at the first moment, is produced totally
devoid of all qualities,—these latter being produced subsequent-
1y, —the jar is without doubt an ‘antencedent; " and thus there

is no incongruity in regarding the jar as the Constituent Cause

of its qualities, In this manner the cansal conditions of the

two—the jar and its qualities-——also become distinct (which pre-

cludes the absurdity of the two being regarded as identical);

because the jar cannot be its own cause,—no antecedence and
sequence being possible in regard to oné and the same thing ;
the thing cannot form its own antecedent and consequent. As

regards its qualites however, the jar is the Constituent Cause,

being, as shown above, antecedent to them in point of time.

“If the jar, at the first moment, is brought into existence,
“entirely devoid of all qualities, then, it would be invisible at
“the time, being devoid of colour; it is only a substance that
“js large and is possessed of colour that can be vistble. In
“fact being devoid of qualities, the jar would not be a
s cnbstance’ at all ; as Substance has been defined as that in
“which qualities ‘subsist.’ "

True ; but what harm does it do us if the jar is vot visible
at the first moment of its existence? Even for one who holds
that the jar is produced along with its qualities, the jar is not
visible at the time that he winks his eyes. Hence we conclude
that at the first moment the jar is brou ght into existence,
totally devoid of qualities ; and it is only at the second succeeding
moment that it become visible. DBeing devoid of gualities at the
moment, the jar does not cease to be a ‘substance;’ because
‘ gubstance ' can also be defined as that which forms the * Consti-
tuent Cause of things, which condition is fulfilled by the jar
{even thongh devoid of qualities) ; and in reality the character of
being the substrate of qualities also may be said to belong to the
jar, even though at one particular moment it be devoid of quali-
ties : because it has, even at that time, the eapability of being
the substrate of qualities,—such eapability consisting in the fact
that it is not absolutely and always devoid of qualities. [And
when the * snhstance ' is defined as the *substiate of qualities,’
all that is meant is that it is what is eapable of being the substiate
of gualities.]

Tarka-bha. 6.




DIFFERERT KINDS oF CAUSE. 47

That which is in close proximity to—i e., inherent in—the
Constituent Cause, and which has its causal efficiency towards
a certain effect duly ascertained,—is ealled the ‘Non-Constitu-
ent Ulause ' of that effect ; eg., the Conjunetion or Combination of
the yarns i1s the ‘Non-Constituent Cause’ of the Cloth. The
Conjunction being a quality of the yarns inheres in those
latter, which are the ‘Constituent Causa' of the Cloth ; and
thus the Conjunction is regarded as “inhering in the Consti-
tuent Cause of the Cloth ;' then again, that it has ‘ causal efficien-
ey ' towards the production of the Cloth is shown by the faet
that it is a °necessary antecedent’ of the Cloth, and ‘is not
taken np in the Lringing about of any other effect.’

Similarly the ecolour of the yarns is the * Non-Constituent
Cause ' of the Colour of the Clath.

*“ It has been =aid above that of the Colour of the Cloth, the
‘Constituent Cause ' is the Cloth; under the circumstances,
it must be some quality of the eloth that should be the ‘Non-
Constituent Cause’ of the colour of the eloth ; as it is only
a quality of the eloth that cun ‘inhere in the Constituent
Cause of the colour of the cloth ;' this condition is not ful-
filled by the colour of the yarns, as this does not inlere
in the Cloth, which is the ‘ Constituent Cause ' of the eolour
of the cloth.”

This is not right. Because the eolour of the yarn, though
not inhering in the Cloth directly, does so indireetly; because
it inheres in the yarn which is the * Constituent Canse ' of the
eloth; and that which inheres in the ' Constituent Caunse' of
the * Constituent Cause’ of a thing may be regarded (indirectly)
as ‘inhering in the Constituent Cause’ of that thing.

The * Efficient Cause,’ or * Cause in general,’ is that which,
while being neither the ‘ Constituent’ nor the * Non-Constituent’
Cause, is yet a ‘Cause ;' e. g., the loom and such other things
are the * Efficient Cause' of the Cloth.

[t is only things positive that have all the above three kinds
of cause ; of negation, on the other hand, there is ouly one kind
of ecause —the ‘efficient'—that is possible : and the reason
for this lies in the fact that negation or negative entity, eannot

Tarka-bha. T.



iy ‘mhm in anything; and yet ‘ inherence’ ﬁmﬂl
"“ ' element in the other two kinds of Cause.®
g From among these three kinds of Causes, th:tﬂmh iap-
- peos to be endowed with some sort of an especial apumﬂe or 1S
. efficiency is called the® instrument ' (* Karaya'). And ﬂIHW
g :get at the definition that Pramina is the * instrument of rightf‘

gmt:un

Suma people have defined * Pramana, " ¢ Instrument of ﬂgﬁi E‘_ :
hing not already

~ gognition,” as that which makes known somet
known. This however is not right; because if such were the

* definition of the ‘Instrument of right cognition,” then thm
would be ‘no validity in the serial (or continuous) cognition
that we have of one and the same ub;ect,—a g., the jar;—
" for instance, the cognitions, ‘this is a jar,’ ‘this is a jar’
g0 forth ;T [because except the first cognition of this seri
_every one of the rest would have its object such as has a
 been known by the preceding cognitions.]

Nor will it be right to argue that, inasmuch each of
‘momentary cognitions would have for its object the jar af '
S particular moment, each conld be regarded as making kno
2 what is not already known. Because in the sensuous pramp

 that we have of any object, we are not cognisant of any s!

\ subtle differentiation of time (as would be necessary in
above casel ; specially as, if such subtle differentiation
’ waru perceptible, there conld not he any such idea of s
" tnneitg,r with regard to the perception that we have (in m
‘cases) of four such things as action (of moving), the | disj
tion or separation of particles (caused by that action),
destruction of ‘the previous eonjunetion and the app&amm_

the next conjunetion.] y

- "'Flw reading ‘bkmtjmyu nppmm to be 8 misprint for * kara

.“1'-

- { These * serial cognitions’ are postulated in view of those cases 'm
f&(h” gognition of the jar is present in the mind for a certain length of ﬁm

- -ﬁﬂ.j‘f - . causé no single coguition can subsist beyond a single moment.

'h F“-.T"' 1 When we pierce the lotus-flower with @ needle, the ides tha
| have is that all the several petals have been pierced simultaneously ; t
i as a matter of fact, even in the piercing of only two petals, there
Jess than four factors ocenrring at four distinet points of time : viz, ( :

Tarka-blia. 8. 4
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** As a matter of fact, a right cognition has many causes,
in the shape of the cognieing person, the cognised object, and so
forth ; may not these also be regarded as the ‘instrument'
(karapa) of coguition (in the same manner as the Pra-
mana) ?"

It is only the sense-contact (and such other factors) that
can be regarded as the *instrument of cognition’ ; becaunse
we find that no sooner these factors present themselves than
the resulting cognition appears ; while, as regards the cognising
person and the eognised object, on the other hand, even while
these are present (if the sense-contact, &c., happen to be absent),
the cognition does not appear. And this shows that even
though all the three are the ecause of the cognition, there
is a peculiarity in the causal potency of the sense-contaet, &e.,
in virtue of which peculiar potency it is these latter that are
regarded as the specially efficient cause ; and it is the speeially
efficient cause that is held to be the Instrument ; and thus it is
the sense-contaet, &ec., alone that can be regarded as the °instru-
ments of cognition’,—and not the cognising person or the
cognised ohject, &e.

Of these ‘Instruments of Cognition' there are four; says
the Nyay@-sitra (1-i-3) :—* Sense-perception, Inference, Analogy
and Word are the four Instruments of Cognition.’

Page 27. * What then is Sense-perception? "

Sense-perception is the instrument of direet right cogni-
tion; that right cognition being ealled °‘direct’ which s
brought about by the agency of sense-organs. This sense-
perception is of two kinds—{a) Savikalpaka, Determinate or
Conerete, and (b) Nireikalpaka, Non-determinate or Abstract.®

aetion of striking the first potal with the needle; (2) the separation of the
needle from that petal ; (3) the destruction of the contaet of the needle with
that petal, and (4) the appearance of its contaet with the second petal. In
this manner in the piercing of all the petals, there are innumerable moments
of time involved ; and yet the perception Is as if the whole process occurred
at a single moment, This shows that subtle differences of time are not
perceptible ; and hence the objects of the varioos eognitions in a series
ean never be perceived ns diferent,

*In popular linguage, these may be rendered as * definite ' and * vagoe,'
respactively.

Tarka-bha. 9.



some cases it is the sense-organ ; (B) in others it
of the sense-organ with the object perceived ;
again, it is Cognition, '
“In what cases is the sense-organ the i
Sense-perception ? B
In cases where the resultant perception is
determinate or abstract kind,—the sense-organ
instrnment. The process inyolved in these ¢
lows :— The Soul comes into contact with the mind
with the sense-organ;—the sense-organ with th
perceived ; this last factor being necessary in vies
fact that the sense-organ can manifest, or render
one object only when it gets at (is in contact with)
thus then by the instrumeuntality of the Sense-organ
in contact with the object perceived, there comes tbov
non-determinate perception ; by which is meant the
tion which is free from all notions of name, genus i
other details, which manifests (or objectifies) th
thing in itself as ‘ something ' (in a vague form). Of
ception, the Sense-organ is the instrument, in the same 1
as the axe is the instrument of the cutling; and the
of the Sense-organ with the object enters into ﬂ'ﬂﬁ,
tional process ouly as an intermediary secondary factors .
s the contact of the axe with the piece of wood does i
process of eutting; and the non-determinate percej
the result ; like the cutting by the axe. y!

“ In what case is the contact of the Sense-organ wit
object the instrument of Perception ?

The sense-organ-and-object contaet is the instrument in
cases where the above-mentioned vague perception [of the f
as ‘something ] is followed by the corresponding definite
ception, in which the ‘ something' is cognised as havinga ¢
name,—" Dittha’ for instance,—as belonging to a pa
genus or class—* Brahmaeya,’ e, g,—and as having a e i
quality—"' darkness' for instance; this percapt_iun"he'i_ng:'
the form ‘ this is a dark-complexioned Brihmapa
Dittha,” wherein are present the notions of the qualifiea
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SENSE-PERCEPTION, al

and the qualified; in this process the corresponding vague
perception constitutes the intermediary factor; and the dejfi-
nite perception is the ultimate result.

* In what cases, lastly, is the Cognition the instrument
of Perception ? "

The Definite Cognition is followed by the notion of re-
jectability, acceptibility or indifference, with regard to the
object perceived [i. e, when we perceive a thing, we feel
either that it is worthy only of being abandoned ; or that it is
worthy of being accepted ; or that it is worthy of neither the

one nor the other]; and in these notions (which also form
a factor in the Perception), the instrument is the correspond-
ing Vague Perception ; and in this process, the Definite Per-
ception enters as the intermediary factor; and the notion
of rejectability, &e., form the ultimate result. That which
is itself brought about by one and brings about another,
which again is the produoet of the former, is called the interme-
diary factor;’® as for example, the contact of the axe with
the piece of wood, brought about by the axe, brings about in its
turn the eutting, which is the product of the axe. According
to some people, however, in all cases of Perception, the Determi-
nate, &c., also, it iz the Sense-organ that is the actual instru-
ment ; all other factors, that come in, in the shape of contact
and the rest, are only intermediary factors.

The contact of the Sense-organ and the object, which is
the canse of direst right cognition, is of six kinds:—{(1)
Direct Conjunction, (2) Inherence in that which is in direct
conjunction, (3) Inherence in that which inheres in that which
is in direct conjunction, '4) Direct Inherence, (5) Inherence
in that which is inherent, und (6) the relation of qualification
and qualified. (1) When the perception of the jar is brought
about by the eye,—in which case the eye is the °Sense-
organ’ and the jar the ‘object,—the ‘contact’that there
 is between these two is in the form of Direct Conjunction ;

* Thas in this last instance, the Definite Perception is brooght about by
the Vague Perception, and brings about, in its turn, the notion of rejectabilit,
&e. In the previous cases the Vague Perception, brought about by the Sense-
organ, brings abont the Definite Cognition.

46044
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r i ﬂim:larly, when the perception of the sl <in tlmhm _
; brought about by the inner organ of the mind,—in wh
3 mutlm mind is the ‘organ’and the Soul the ‘object,’-
*contact’ between these is of the nature of Direct Conjunetio
(2) When the colour of the jar is perceived by the ¢
in the form ‘the ecolour of this jar is dark,’—in whick
the eye is the ‘ organ ' and the colour of the jar the ‘object
the ‘ contact’ between these is of the nature of Inherence
- that which is in direct mn]unctmu because the colour inheres
4 . in the jar, which latter is in direct conjunction with thq*
 eye. The same kind of ‘contact’ is present in thacmn‘fthu' '
) pmaptmn by means of the mind, of the pleasure, pain, etc., .
l' ~ inhering in the amﬂ .‘ P

shapa of * inherence in the cun]umad as withont such fﬁubfaﬂl

- contact, there could be no pamaptmn of Dimension froma

d.m.'tanea. This four-fold contact is as follows : —la) Contaet

L 1]13 constituent partieles of the Sense-organ with the whofanftha :
e "H ‘object ; (b) of the constituent particles of the object mth ﬂia’

e . whole of the Sense-organ; (¢} of the constituent .-.-.
....:.-’_'_v ghaEansu-Drgan with the mnatttuenz puﬂuzﬂ Sf iha nb]urh -

; (3) In cases where the generality of * ealowr,” as mharmg in
~ the eolour that inheres in the jar, is perceived,—in which case ‘*‘
. the eye is the Sense-organ, the generality of * eolour ' is the aﬁ,@a&, Sl
; -; —the ‘contact’ between these is of the nature of ‘ inherence in ¥
_ that which inheres in that which is in direct Cnn]uuctmn i

. (4) The ‘ contact’ is of the nature of * inherence’ in the eﬁq
~ when sound is perceived by the ear ; in which case the ear is ﬂub

. organ, and sound the object ; ‘ contact” of these two is of ﬂw o
" npatare of ‘inherence’ bhecanse 1h-:- ear-organ is l:mlr a form o X

f;‘ll ahmha} and its quality (i. e, sound) is of the natnrn
8" ‘Inberence.’

" Tarkabha, 12,
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SENSE-PERCEPTION : SIX FORMS 0F CONTAOT. 35

(5) In cases where the generality of ‘sound ' as inhering in
sound, is perceived by the ear,—where the ear is the organ, and
the generality of ‘sound’ the objeet,—the ‘contact' between
these is of the nature of * inherence in that which is inherent ;'
inasmuch as the generality of ‘ sound ' inheres in the ‘sound '’
which, in its turn, inheres in @kasha.

(6) In a case where the absence of the jar in'a place which
18 in conjunction with the eye, is perceived by the eye, in the
form * the jar does notexist in this place,'—the *contact' is of
the nature of * the qualification and the qualified ; ' in as much as
the place is the ‘ qualified,’ being qualified by * the absence of the
jar’ which is the ‘qualification.’ Similarly when the absence
of pleasure, in the Soul which is in conjunction with organ of
mind, is perceived (by the mind),—in the form ‘I am devoid of
pleasure,'—the ‘ absence of pleasure' is the qualification of the
“Soul in conjunction with the mind.” And soalso, when the
absenee of the generality of ' gha' in the * ga,' which inheres in
ear-organ, is perceived,—the absence of the generality ‘ gha' is
the qualification of the *ga' inhering in the ear. Thus then,
in brief, negation, or absence, is found to’ be perceived by the
Sense-organs, through that organ-ohjeet contact which consists
of the relation of ‘the qualification and the qualified,’—this
relation being based upon anyone of the five kinds of relation
described above (Direct Conjunction and the rest).

Inherence also is perceived in the same manner; for
example, the inherence of the eloth in its constituent yarns
18 perceived by the eye, only though the relation that it is
the ‘qualification’ of the yarns which are in conjunction
with the eye. Thus have been explained the six kinds of
“Contact.” On this point we bave the following comprehensive
verses :—

" Right cognition born of the Senses is of two kinds— Deter-
minate and Non-determinate ; the cause of such cognition is of
three kinds—[Constituent, Non-constituent and Effieient] ; and
‘contact’ is of six kinds ; through each of which respectively
the following objects are perceived—(1) the jar; (2) the blue
colonr of the jar; (3) the generality of * blue’ ; (4; sound ; (5)
the generality of ‘sound ;' and (6) Negation and Inherence.’
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[Page 34.] [The Bauddha-Idealist objects to the postalat-
ing of determinate Sense-perception.]

“The non-determinate cognition, actually having for its
object the svalaksana or ‘specific individuality ' of the thing
perceived, may be regarded as * Sense-perception’ ; as for the
Determinate Cognition, on the other hand, in as much as it per-
tains to inclusive or comprehensive generic forms,—just like
words and inferential indicatives-—its object is always in the
form of the universal or generic entity, [which can never be in
contact with any Sense-organ],—how can this cognition be
regarded as ‘ Sense-perception ' ? becanse it is only the cognition
proceeding from the individual object direct that can be so
regarded ; specially as it is only such an object as really exists
that can give rise to any cognition ; and it is the * specific indi-
viduality ' only, and not the * generic entity,’ that has real exist-
ence :—the * generic entity’ being entirely insignificant {a non-
entity); in as much as its positive character is rejected by all
proofs, and the only form that it has is the negative one, viz.,
that of being the negation of things other than those ineluded in
the generie entity.”

The shove is not right; because the ‘generic entity ’ also
is as good a real entity as the ‘specific individuality.’

Thus has Sense-perception been explained.

o —

[Page 36.] Inference consists in the par@marsha or * deduc-
tion' of the linga or ‘Probans’ {indicative or Middle Term).
The name * Anumina ' or ‘ Inference ” is given to that by means
of which a ceitain thing is inferred ; and as a matter of fact, it 1s
by means of the ¢ deduetion of the Probans’ that things are
inferred ; and hence it is to this deduction that we give the
name * Iuference.’ An example of this * deduction ' we have in
the cognition that we have of the presence of smoke (which is
the probans in the stock-example of Inference ‘there is fire in
the mountain because we see smoke issuing thereform’); this
presence of smoke is the required * deduction,’
inasmuch as it is this cognition that leads directly to the
inferential cognition (anumiti) ; the inferential cognition in the
case in guestion is in the shape of the cogniton of fire; and

\ Tarka-bha. 14.
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the instrument that leads to this cognition is the cognition of
the presence of smoke,

Question.—* What is the ‘ probans'? and what the * dedue-
tion of the probans’'?"

Answer.—That which indicates the required object by the
force of invariable concomitance (vydpti) is the Probans; as for
instance, smoke is the probans of fire; because the necessary
companionship between Fire and Smoke, that we recognise in the
form of the proposition * wherever there is smoke there is fire,"
is what has been called * ey@pti* or ‘invariable concomitance ;'
and it is only when this concomitance has heen duly recognised
that the cognition of smoke leads to the cognition of fire;
consequently, inasmuch as the smoke leads to the inference of
fire, by the force of invariable concomitance, it is called the
* probans’ lor * indicative") of fire. And the third cognition
that we have of this ‘'probans’ is what has been ecalled the
‘deduction of the probans.' For instance, a man notices that
over and over again, whenever he sees smoke in the kitchen,
he finds fire there : and noticing this frequently, he comes to
recognise a natural relationship between fire and smoke, in the
form ° wherever there is smoke there is fire.”* .

[In the case where noticing the fact over and over again, that
the children of Maitri are dark-complexioned, we are led to
conclude that * whoever is the child of Maitri must be dark,'—
| this conclusion being exactly similar to the conclusion with
| regard to the relationship between fire and smoke; vet the
relationship between ‘Maitri's child’ and *dark-complexion '
cannot be called * natural ;" as it is purely accidental ; the *acei-
dent * consisting in the fact of the dark-complexion of Maitri's
children being due to the mother having fed upon vegetables;
that is to say, what has made the children dark is not the fact
of their being Maitri's children, but only the effects of the mo-
ther feeding upon vegetables ; and it is this aceidental cireum-
stance that constitutes what has been technically called the

* After this the text makes a long digression extending up to p. 42, line
4, in order to prove that the relationship between Smoke and Fire is natural
and eonstant, and not merely adventitions and accidental. We enclose this

digression within square brackets,
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“upiidhi ' or ‘ accident.” In the relationship of fire and smoke
on the other*hand, we do not notice any such * accident.” If any
such ‘accident’ were urged, we would ask—Is this aceident
eapable. or incapable (of vitiating the relationship)? If it were
incapable, it eould not be suspected ; and as for any capable
* accident,” no such is actually noticed ; as a matter of fact,
whenever any °‘accident’ is present, it does not fail to be
noticed ; as for example, (1) 1n the relationship of the smoke
with fire (in the form ‘ wherever there is fire there is smoke';, we
at once notice the presence of the accident ’ in the shape of the
contact of wet fuel (to which alone is the presence of smoke,
S some fives, due) ;—(2)in the relationship of ‘killing’ with
“ sinfulness ' (in the form of the proposition * all killing is sinful’),
we notice the ‘ accident ” in the shape of the fact of ‘ being pro-
hibited in the scriptures ' (which circumstance alone makes some
killing sinful);—and (3) in the relationship between °the
child of Maitri’ and “darkness’ (in the form of the proposition
* all children of Maitri are dark ),” we notice the’ accident ' in
the shape of the fact of ‘feeding on vegetables' (which circum-
stance has made some of Maitri's children dark). In the case of
the relationship of the fire with smoke {in the form of the pro-
position wherever there is smoke there is fire),” we fail to
notice any such *accident ; " and certainly, if any accident '
really existed, it would certainly be noticed ; and because we
do not notice it, we naturally conclude that the * accident " does
not exist in this casé ; the absence of the * accident ' heing thus
actually cognised by Sense-pereeption, as aided by non-perception,
which in its turn aids the reasoning first deseribed. Thus
' then, it must be admitted that the relation of invariable con-
comitance between Fire and Smoke is cognised by means of
Sense-perception, which makes cognisable the companionhip of
the two, and which is nided in this by the impression left on the
mind by the frequent recognition (of the companionship), and
also by the impression left on the mind by the recognition of
the absence of all ‘accident.’ Hence the relationship of the
fire with smoke must be regarded as natural, and vot accidental ;
and it is this natural relationship that constitutes * Invariable

Concomitance.]
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The Invariable Concomitance of the fire with smoke having
been recognised in the manner deseribed above, the cognition
of smoke that one has in the kitchen is its first cognition ; the
cognition of smoke again that one has in the mountain, and such
other ‘subjects,” is the second ; after this one recalls to his mind
the previously recognised invariable concomitance between Fire
and Smoke,—in the form * where there is smoke there is fire ;'
—and then he again notices or deduces the presence of smoke
in the mountain,—in the form ‘in this mountain there is
smoke with which fire is invariably concomitant: and
this last cognition of smoke is the “third cognition.' The
presence of this cognition must be accepted ; as, in the absence
of this coguition, we would have to rest at the proposition
‘ wherever smoke is there is fire;' and how could this alone
prove the presence of fire? For the sake of this, it is absolutely
necessary to have some such cognition as that * there is smoke
here " [which alone can lead to the conclusion *there is fire
here."] This “third cognition’ is what has been called * Para-
marsha ' or * deduetion ;' and in as much as this is the direct
“Instrument’ of inferential coguition, it is called * Anumana’
or * Inference ;' the resultant inferential cognition being in the
form * therefore there is fire in this mountain.’

[Page 43). Question. *How is it that the very first cogni-
tion of smoke that.one has in the kitchen, does not bring
about the inference of ire ? "

The reason for this lies in the fact that at that time the
invariable concomitauce (of fire and smoke) is not duly
apprehended ; and inference appears only after the invariable
concomitance has been apprehended.

" In that case, when once the invariable concomitance has

been apprehended, the fire in the kitchen itself should be-
come an object of inference.”

By no means ; because in the kitchen the fire is actually
seen; and there is no doubt with regard to its presence ; while
an object of inference is always one with regard to whose pre-
sence there is some doubt. This is what has been declared by
the author of the Bh@isya (on Su. 1. 1. 1, p. 37) in the following
words : —* Reasoning operates neither towards the unknown
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or to that which is definitely known, but only towards the
doubtful.’

“When a man has just reached the mountain, as soon as
he has the cognition of smoke, why is he not, at once led to the
inference of fire? At that moment, the doubt with regard to
the presence of fire is certainly present; in as much as there
are no distinct evidences available either for its presence or
absence.”

True; but, just as the man who has not apprehended
the invariable concomitance has no iuferential cognition ; so
also one who, after having apprehended the invariable con-
comitance, happens to forget it; because the remembrance of
invariable eoncomitance also is a necessary factor in the ac-
complishing of inference. What happens in the case of actual
inference is that on seeing the smoke (in the mountain), the
memory being aroused, the man remembers the invariable
concomitance (of fire ar.d smoke)--in the form of the proposition
* wherever there is smoke there is fire, as in the kitchen;' thus
then, the cognition of smoke that follows after the perception of
smoke and the remembrance of its invariable concomitance,
is its third cognition,—in the form * there is smoke here (in the
mountain) ; and it is only this last *third cognition’, and no
other cognition, that leads directly to the inferential cogm-
tion of fire; it is this again which is called * anum@na’ and
‘lingaparamarsha’ or * deduction of the probans.” For these rea-
sons we conclude that Inference or Anumdana is the * deduetion
of the probans.’

Inference is of two kinds—({l; ‘Sc@irtha,’ *for one's own
conviction,” and (21 ‘ parf@irtha,’ ‘for the purpose of earrying
conviction to others.” The former is that which serves the
purpose of bringing convietion to one's own self; e. g, when a
man has himself seen the smoke in the kitchen and has ap-
prehended its 1n variable concomitance with fire ;—if he happens
to go near a mountain and sees an unbroken sky-kissing line
of smoke issning from it ; this perception of smoke arouses his
memory, whereby he remembers the invariable concomitance,
in the form * wherever there is smoke there is fire;' after this

comes his cognition ‘ here in the mountain also there is smoke ;'
Tarka-bha. 18.
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and this leads him to the conviction * therefore there is fire
also here in the mountain ;' this inference thus having its sole
end in the bringing of conviction to the man himself. When,
on the othge hand, a man having himself inferred, in the above
manner, the presence of fire, wishes to carry conviction to
another person; and for this purpose, puts forward the full
syllogism with its five * members’ or propositions,—the result-
ing inference is called * Parfrtha,’ ie, ‘for the purpose of
carrying eonviction to another person.’ This syllogism is in
the following form:-—' (1) This mountain contains fire ;—(2)
because it contains smoke ;—3) all that contains smoke con-
tains fire, e.g., the kitchen ;—4) this mountain contains smoke ;
—{5) therefore this mountain contains fire.! By means of this
syllogism, containing as it does the five propositions repre-
senting the ‘ statement of the desired conclusion ' and the other
four * members ' or ‘ factors * (of syllogism),—by means of which
five propositions the probans comes to be represented in five
forms,—the other person (to whom the syllogism is addressed)
becomes convinced of the presence of fire; and it is for this
reason that this inference is ecalled ® par@rtha,’ *for the sake
of another person.’

In the above syllogism, the presence of fire in the mountain
is what is sought to be proved by the inference, and is ecalled,
on that account, the ‘sadhya,’ the ‘probandum ' *that which is
to he proved ' ; and the presence of smoke is the * reason,’ called
‘hetu,' the ‘probans’ 'The probans, in this case, is of the
‘ positive-negative ' kind, in as much between this (and the
probundum; the invariable concomitance is both positive and
negative ; that is to say, we have the positive concomitance in the
form ‘ wherever there is smoke there is fire, as in the kitchen,’
—in as much as in the kitchen we have the presence of both
smoke and fire ; similarly we have also a negative concomitance
in the form °where there is no fire there is no smoke, as in
the lake,'—this being called ‘ negative concomitance,’ in as much
as in the lake, we have the concomitance of the absenee of both
smoke and fire. The peculiar feature in the negative con-
comitance is that that which, in the positive concomitance, is
the pervaded (i.e, the less extensivel,—the negation of that

Tarka-bha, 19.
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becomes the pervader (the more extensive) in the wegative
concomitance ; while that which is the pervader in the positive
eoncomitance, the negation of that becomes the pervaded in

the negative concomitance. This is what has been expressed
in the following verses :—

*The pervaded and pervasive character of two positive
entities (taken as related) becomes subverted in the case of

the negations of those entities.' (Kumarila's Shlokavartike,

‘ Anumana,’ 121}

‘In the case of a positive inference, the probans is the
pervaded (less extensive) and the probandum the pervader -
(the more extensive); and the negation of the probans becomes
the pervader, while the negation of the probandum hecomes the
pervaded.

(In the statement of invariable concomitance) it is the
pervaded that should be mentioned first; and then the
pervader ; and it is only when the invariable concomitance

is thus stated that it becomes clearly discernible in its true
form.’

[Page 48]. Thus then we have seen that in the case of
‘ presence of smoke ' being the probans, we have the positive
as well as the negatire invariable concomitance: but in the
actual presenting of the syllogism, it is only the concomitance
in the positive form that is stated ; and this is due 1o the fact
that the purpose of the speaker is fulfilled by the statement of one :
only (which makes the statement of the other superfluous) ; and
- the one that is stated is in the positive form, because that is the
straighter or simpler of the two; and that which ean be accom—
plished by the simpler method, for the accomplishment of that it
would not be right to have recourse to the more complicated
method ; and the non-statement of the negative concomitance i
not due to the absence of such concomitance. Thus then, we
conclude that the probaus, in the shape of the presence of smoke,
is of the °positive-negative’ kind. To the same class belong
also such other probans as the character of being a product
and so forth, which are brought forward to prove the pro-

bandum in the shape of ‘ non-eternality ' and so on,
Tarka-bha. 20,
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There are some probans that are purely ‘mnegative; for
instance, when the presence of breathing is put forward as
the probans or reason to prove the presence of soul; tae
syllogism being presented in the following form :—" The
living body has a soul, because it breathes—that which has
no soul does not breathe, as for example the jar,—this
living body is not so ( 4. e., it does not not-breathe),—therafore
it must have a soul.” Here the presence of soul in the living
body is the probandum, and the presence of breathing is the
probans; and this probans is of the purely ‘ negative’ kind ;
because there is no positive coneomitance between the two; in
as much as the positive concomitance could only be in the form
‘ that which breathes has a soul ;" but in support of this we
could cite no eorroborative instance (the mention of which is
a necessary factor in all invariable concomitance); and the
reason for this absence of a corroborative instance lies in the
fact that all living bodies are ineluded in the ‘subject’ of
the syllogism (and hence no ‘living body ' is left that could
be cited as the instance). All definitions of things should
be regarded as a probans of the ‘negative’ kind; for instance,
when earth is defined as that rwhich possesses smell, this
may be stated in the form of the following syllogism :—* The
thing in question must be regarded as Earth, because it
possesses smell, —that which is not regarded as Earth does
not possess smell, e.g., water.’ Similarly, when we define
Pramapa as the ‘instrument of right cognition,' we may
state this in the form of the syllogism—* Sense-perception
and the rest must be regarded as Pram@na,—because they
are instruments of right cognition,—that which is not regard-
ed as Pramaya is not the instrument of right cognition,—e, g,
wrong Sense-perception,—the real Sense-perception is not
what is not the instrument of right cognition,—therefore it
must be regarded as Pramaua,' If the concomitance in this
case were to be stated in the positive form, it could only he
in the form—that which is the instrument of right cogni-
tion is always regarded as Pram@na ;' but for this we could
have no corroborative instance i—all Pramiinas being included
in the ‘sabject.” What is tie probandum here is the being
regarded as Pramina, and not the being Pram@aa ; becau.sa

Tarka-bha, 21,
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the Pramdna being synoymous with ‘instrument of right
cognition, ' if it were the probandum, the probans and the
probandum would become identical ; and the probans would
become open to the fallacy known as ‘identity with the pro-
bandum.’ We bLave thus described the probans of the
*negative " kind.

Some probans are of the purely ° positive’ kind, For ins-
tance, in the syllogism—* Sound is predicable because it 18
knowable, whatever is knowable is predicable e. g, the jar,
—sound is knowable,—therefore it must be predicable,’—the
predicability of sound is the probandum, and its knowability 18
the probans. This probans is purely * positive’ or universally
affirmative ; because the negative concomitance could be stated
only in the form— * that which is not pred icable is not know-
able ;" but in this case we could have no corroborative instance ;
in as much as there is no such thing as is not predicable;
specially as in all cases it is only a well-known thing that can
be cited as instance ; and every one of such things is found to
be both * predicable’ and ‘ knowable."

Of these three kinds of probans,—viz., the °‘negative-
positive,’ the ‘purely nogative’ and the ‘purely positive,’—
that which is of the ‘ negative-positive’ kind can establish
its probandum, only when it is endowed by all the five quali- J;
fications, and not when it is wanting in even one of these.
These five qualifications are as follows :—(1) the probans must
subsist in the ‘subject’; (2) it must subsist in something in

which the presence of the probandum is fully recognised ; (3)
it should be ever apart from all such things in which the pro- 1
bandum is known not to subsist; (4) its object should be one b

tha: is never liable to being sublated or contradicted and
{5) it should not be liable to be met and counteracted by
another probans to the contrary. All these five qualifications
are found to be present in all such probans as * the presence of
smoke’ and the like; for instance, (1) the smoke is present in
' the mountain, which is the subject ; (2) it exists in the kitchen,
where the presence of the probandum ° fire’ is definitely recog-
pised : (3) it is never present in any such place as the lake,
where the probandum, fire, is known never to subsist ; (4) its
Tarka-bha. 22,
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object is never liable to being contradicted ; because its ohjeet
is the probandum, ‘ presence of fire;’ and this presence of fire
is not found to be sublated or contradicted by any valid means
of knowledge ; (5) similarly, the probans, ' presence of smoke’
is not liable to be met and counteracted by another probans to
the contrary ; in as much as the ‘ probans to the contrary” is
that which establishes a conclusion contrary to the original
probandum ; and as a matter of fact no such probans is fonnd
in the case of the ‘ presence of smoke " (establishing the presence
of fire.) Thus then we find that all the five qualifications are
present in the probans, ‘ presence of smoke,” which, for this reason,
is accepted as that which proves or establishes “the presence of
fire."

[Page 54] That the fire (probandum) is present in the
‘ subject ' (the mountain) is proved by the presence nf the probans
'smoke) in this latter ; and thus in all Inferences, there are two
factors—the invariable eoncomitance and the character of subsist-
ing in the ‘subjeet’ [both belonging to the Probans.] From out
of these two, what the invariable concomilance proves is the
probandum in its general form; while what the character of
subsisting in the ‘subjeet’ proves is a particnlar feature of the
probandum, in the shape of its being related to the ‘subject”;
for instance, ‘ the presence of smoke' in the mountain proves that
the fire alsois related to (i. e., exists in) the mountain. 1f this
particular feature of the probandum were not proved by the
character of the probans subsisting in the ‘subject,’ then,—in
as much as the mere probandum in its general form will have
been already established Ly the * invariable concomitance,” there
would be no need for the other steps in the inferential process.

As was seen to be the case with the presence of smoke, 50 I8
the case with all negative-positive probans; all these can operate
as true ‘ probans ' only if endowed with the above-mentioned five
qualifications. Failing in this, they become mere semblances
of the true * probans,” and not the true probans.

As for the ‘purely positive' probans, this establishes its
probandum, when endowed with four of the above five qualifica-
tious; as in this case it is not possible for the probans to be
‘ever apart from that in which the probandum is known not

Tarka-bha. 23.
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 clusive;' (4) the * prakarapasama,’ * staltified or neutralised ;'
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to subsist :’ for the simple reason that there is no such thmng 31
which the probandum is known not to subsist. s

As regards the purely-negative probans, this also is endowed
with only four qualifications ; hecanse in this case it is not pﬂﬂ- _
sible for the probans to subsist in something in which the pre- S ‘
sence of the probandum is fally recognised ; for the gimple
reason that there is no such thing in which the probandum is '

known to subsist. K

“What do you mean by the words paksa, sapaksa and
vipalsa " | ﬂ :
That object in regard to which the presence of the pro-
bandum is doubtful, is called the paksa or ‘ gubject;’ eg,
s the inference of fire from smoke in the mountain, the moun-
tain is the ' pakga.’ The * sapukga’ is that object in which
‘the presence of the probandum is fully and definitely recognised ;
e.g., in the above inference, the hkitchen. The *vipaksa'
is that object in which it is well kuown that the probandum
does not subsist; eg., the lake, n reference to the same in-
ference. .
Thus have been described all the three kinds of Probans,
the *negative-positive,’ the * purely positive " and the ‘purely
negative. Those that are other than these are not true probans ;.
they are mere ‘semblances of the probans’ or ‘Fallacious
Reasons ' 'Hetvabhiisas.)
[Page 57.] The * Fallacious Reasons’ are of the following
five kinds:—(1) The ‘usidgha, 'unproven ur uncertain ;' {gj“,._
the * viruddha,’ ‘ contradictory ;’ (3) the ‘ anaikantika,’ * Incon- 1f.-
* S
and (5) the kalatyayapadista,’ * nullified.” ol
(1) The ‘Unproven Probans’ is that with regard to which e
there is no certainty as to its heing a true probans. Thisis ¢
three kinds,—(a) That which has an unknown subject (ashrayd-
sidJha); eg., in the syllogism ‘the sky-lotus is fragra
because it is a lotus, like the lotus in the tank,’ the ‘gkj-.}nm._i' "
:s the subject of the * character of being lotus ' (which is the
intended probans); and there being no such thing in existence, :
the probans is one whose receptacle is unknown. (b) That whose
very form is mot known (svarapisiddha) ; e. g.,in the s]rilogis:h.{'_
‘eound is teansitory, because it is visible by the eye, like the
Tarka-bha. 24. R
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jar,'—* visibility ' is the intended probans; and in as much as
sound is audible, and never visible, the probans is one whose
very form is not known. (¢) That which hae its inrvariable eon-
comitance not known or ascertained (vy@pyatvdsiddha); thisis
of two kinds—the first is that which is due to the absence of
any evidence for the required invariable concomitance ; and the
other is due to the presence of ‘accidents ;' an example of the
former we have in the syllogism.—' sound is momentary, because
it is an entity,—every entity is momentary, e.g., the mass of
clonds; ' as we have no proof for the invariable concomitance
of momentariness und the character of being an entity, we
do not include this fallacy under that 'vy@patv@siddha,’
whose fallaciousness is due to the presence of ‘viliating acei-
dents,’ because, such including would imply (on our part)
the acceptance of the view that Sound is momentary ; as this

regarding of the [allaciousness in this manner would only mean

that the * momentariness ' in question is due to causes other than
that of being an entity.

An example of this fallacy as due to the presence of *acei-
dents,” we have in the syllogism—"the killing of animals oc-
eurring in sacrifices is sinful, becanse it is killing, like any other
killing apart from sacrifices;’ in connection with this it has
to be borne in mind that what makes the killing * sinful * is not
its character of killing, but its being prohibited in the serip-
tures ; and this something else to which the character in question
(the predicate of the conclusion) is due is called the ‘accident.’
The ‘ aceident’ (in regard to a syllogism) las been defined as
‘that which, while pervading the probandum (i.e., having the
probandum invariably concomitant with itself), does not per-
vade the probans;' and this definition is applicable to the
character of being prolibited (taken in relation to the aforesaid
svllogism) ; inasmuch as prohibitedness pervades sinfulncss;
i.e., whatever is sinful is always something that is prohibited;
and yet the same character does not pervade the probans—"being
killing ' inasmuch as it is not true that all killing is prohibited ;
as the killing in connection with saerificial performances is not
prohibited. Thus then, inasmuch as the character of being

killing is made (in the syllogism) dependent upon the invariable
Tarka-bla. 25.
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concomitance of something else (i.e., charaeter of being prohibit-
ed),—the syllogism hecomes open to the fallacy of * having its
invariable concomitance not duly known or ascertained.’

(I[}. The Contradictory Probans is that which is pervaded
by the contrary of the probandum,—i. e., with which the contrary
of the probandum is invariably concomitant. For instance, in
the syllogismi—'sound is eternal, becanse it is a product, like
the soul,'—the character of being a produet, which is the probans
is pervaded by ‘ non-eternality’ which is the contrary of * eternali-
ty,) the probandum ; inasmuch as it is a well-known fact that
whatever is a produet is non-eternal ; and thus ‘being a produet’
becomes, (in this syllogism) a eontradictory probans.

(I11). The I'neonclusive Prohans is that which is found to be
fallible or anomalous. This is of two kinds:—(a) That anoma-
lons Probans which is too wide, and ‘b) that which is too narrew
(unique). The *Too Wide' is that which subsists in that in
which the probandum is known to be present, as well as in that
in which the probandum is known to be ahbsent: e. g., in the
syllogism~ * sound is eternal, because it is knowable, like the
@kasha,'—the probans is * knowablity ;* and it is found to subsist
in things eternal as well as non-eternal (i.e., things in which
eternality, the probandum, is present, and also the things in
which it is absent). The ‘Too Narrow' probans is that
which subists neither in that wherein the probandum is known
to be present, nor in that wherein the probandum is known to he
absent ; e g., in the syllogism—"'the earth is eternal, because
it is odorous,’—we have ‘ odorousness ’ as the probans ; and this
subsisting in the earth alone, cannot subsist in any other eternal
or non-eternal things.

(IV).  The * Neutralised Probans’ is that in whose case it is
found that there is available another probans which proves the
contrary of the probandum of the former; e. g., in case of the
syllogism—* sound is non-eternal, because it is devoid of eternal
properties ; -~it is found that another syllogism is available, in
the form—*sound is eternal because it is devoid of non-eternal
properties,'—which proves a conclusion directly contrary to the
conclusion of the former syllogism. This fallacy has also been
called ‘' Satpratipaksa.’
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V. The ‘Anulled or Nullified Probans’ is that, the con-
tradictory of whose probandum is known to be present in the
“subject,’ by means of other (and more authoritative and trust-
worthy) means of knowledge ; this fallacious probans also being
called ‘badhita’; an example of this we have in the syllogism—
¢ fire is not hot, because it is a product, like water;' here it is
found that ‘ the character of being a product’ is the probans;
and this has been put forward to prove the absence of heat in
fire ; but the presence of heat in fire is known by means of
Tactile Sense-perception (which is more trustworthy than In-
ference).

Thus has Inference been explained,

—

[Page 64] Upamina, * Analogy ', is the cognition of a cer-
tain body or thing as similar to another thing, the cow for ins-
tance,—snch cognition being helped by the remembrance of an
indicative declaration (bearing upon the subject). As for exam-
ple, the man from the eity, not knowing what the gavaya is,
hears from a certain forester the declaration that ‘ the garvaya
‘s similar to the cow ;' subsequently, going to the forest, if he
happens to remember that declaration, and at the same time sees
an animal resembling the cow,—there appears in him the
cognition of this animal as being similar to the cow, which cog-
nition is helped by his remembrance of the aforesaid indicative
declaration ; and this cogaition is called ° Upamiupa,' * Analogy °,
inasmuch as it is the means or instrament of * Upamiti,’ * Analogi-
cal Cognition ;' this *analogical cognition’ consists in the
coguition of the relation of name-and-named between the word
(*gavaya’ for instance) and the thing named by it (the animal
gavaya for instance); the cognition, in this particular case,
appearing in the form ‘this thing is named gavaya.’ This
same analogical cognition is the result of Analogy. This
Analogy has been regarded as an independent pramdsa or
Instrument of Right Knowledge; becanse it brings about a
right cognition that cannot be brought about by Sense-percep-
tion, or Inference.

Thus has Analogy been explained.
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[Page 66.] *Shabda' or ‘ Word * (as a Pramdana) consists
in the assertion of a trustworthy person. A ‘trustworthy
person’ is one who speaks of things as they really exist ; and ‘_'."_-'.
*assertion * or * sentence ' is the collection of such words as are
dependent npon (or in need of) one another, are endowed with
the capability of being construed together, and are in close juxta- g
position to one another. It is in view of this definition of
‘gentence ' that such words as ' cow—horse—man—elephant’
are not regarded as a ‘sentence,’ in as much as there is m* :
¢ mutual need,’ or ‘dependence among the woids; similarly
the collection of such words *agning sijichet’ (‘spray with
fire') is not regarded as a ‘sentence,’ because the two words
are not capable of being construed together; that is to say,
what the instrumental ending in the word ‘ agning ' denotes 18
the instrumentality of fire towards the ‘spraying’; but as a
matter of fact, the fire is not possessed of the capability of
acting as the instrument of spraying (which can be done with
water only), and thus there being no capability, in the fire
~ and in the spraying, of being related to each other in the
ﬁ' " relation of cause and effect, the words ‘spray with fire ' is not
i regarded as a ‘sentence.’ Similarly also the words ‘ bring the
cow,’ are not regarded as a ‘sentence,’ when each of them is
pronounced at distant intervals of time, being separated by
periods of three hours or more ; and the reason for this is that,
even though the words are interdependent,” and even though
they are endowed with the capability of being construed toge-
ther, yet they are not in close juxtaposition. Thus then a
real ‘sentence’ is that which is made up of such words as
1T e interdependent, capable of heing constrned together and
.~ “in close juxtaposition; e. g., the words—'Jyotistomena srarga-
kamo yajeta’ [*one desirous of attaining heaven should per-
form the Jyotistoma sacrilice,’J—or, ' naditire phala@ni sanfi’
[ there are fruits on the river-bank'],—or, last by the aforesaid
words ‘g@m @naya’' [‘bring the cow’] when prononnced in
close succession.

e

An objection is raised : =" Tven in suoch sentences (as

* naditire phal@ni santi', the ‘ mutual need ' that we find is not

among the words, but among the things denoted by them ; that
Tarka-bha. 28,
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is to say, the fruit (denoted by the word ‘phalani’) is some-
thing that needs a substratum, and the river-bank being such
a substratam, we have the ‘need’ of the fruit for the river-
bank. In reality, however, if we ponder over the matter we
find that there is no mutnal need among the things either;
because ‘need ' (@hanksd) being a form of desire can subsist
only in conseious or sensate beings.”

True; but what occurs is that when a man hears certain
words prononnced, and knows the things denoted by them,
these things, being thus known, produce in the mind of the man
a feeling of mutual need or interdependence among themselves ;
and being thus productive of the notion of ‘mutual need;
the things are spoken of as * interdependent;’ and indirectly
through the things, the words expressive of them also come to
be spoken of as ‘ interdependent.” Or, it may be that the words
themselves, having denoted the things, produce in the mind
of the person, a feeling of the ‘nead’ of other things; and
thereby the words come to be spoken of as * interdependent.’

The * juxtaposition ' of words consists of their being uttered
by one and the same man, without much delay (in the utterance
of the several words); and this is among the words themselves
directly, and not through the things denoted by them.

Thus then the final definition of the * sentence ' may be thus
stated :—The sentence is the collection of such words as are in
close juxtaposition,—are expressive of things capable of being
inter-related,—and produce, throngh the denotation of things, a
feeling, in the mind of the person hearing them uttered, of either
the words themselves standing in need of other words, or of the
things denoted by the words standing in need of those denoted
by other words.

A Word again is a collection or group of letters, and the
*eollection ' or ‘group’ is not real, but ideal,—i. e., the letters
are regarded as forming a * gronp’ only becanse they are con-
ceived of as such; the number of letters falling under one
conception being regarded as one ‘group.” When a word is
pronounced, the letters appear one after the other; and as
each is quickly destroyed, there is no possibility of the hearer
perceiving, at any one moinent, more than one letter; hence
what happens is that having, in due succession, heard each of
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the preeding letters, when he hears the last letter of the word,
there is produced in his mind by the ear-organ, the idea of
the whole word,—this idea objectifying both what actually
exists at the time (the last letter) and what is no longer exist-
ent (the preceding letters); and the production of this idea
by the earorgan is due to the fact that the ear, aided by the
impressions of each of the preceding letters, comes into direct
contact with the last letter, and is further helped by the notion
(that may be present in the mind) of what is expressed by the
component factors of the word. The ear-organ is able to bring
about such a cognition, by reason of the peculiar efficiency of its
auxiliaries ; just as we find to be the case with Recognition ; in the
perception whereof, the previons condition, even though past, yet
appears inthe perception of the present (by the force of impres-
eions and such other auxiliaries). In the same manner, the idea of
one whole sentence, objectifying more than one word, is brought
about by the ear-organ, in contact with the last word, and aided
by the impressions left by the perceptions of the preceding
words, and also by the notion of what is expressed by the words.

Wlhen the above-defined °Sentence' is uttered by a
trustworthy person it becomes what we called the ‘ Word'
regarded as an instrument of right eognition. The result of this
instrument is the knowledge of what is meant by the sen-
tence. And this * instrument of right cognition * is available
in ordinary parlance, as well as in the Veda; in regard to
ordinary parlance, however, there is this peculiarity that only
some, and not all, speakers are °trustworthy;' and hence it
ia only a few of such sentences, only those uttered by trust-
worthy persons, that are ‘instruments of right cognition.’

* “In the Vedn, on tne other hand, every one of the sentences is

the work of God, who is supremely trustworthy; and hence
all Vedic sentences, being the ° utterances of a trustworthy
person, ' are * instruments uf right eognition.’® -

= At this p-u:nt there is a long digression in one of the manunseripts,
dealing with the questim of the existence of God. The commentary has not
touched upon this passage ; nor is this the right place for the discussion,
which, if the author wished to include it in his work, wonld be more In place,
ander the treatment of * Atman * later on. We therefore omit this long passage
in the translation.
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The four Instruments of Right Cognition bave been
described. We do not admit of any other such Instruments;
of those postulated by others, those that are valid and real,
are included in these four.

[Page 79]. An objection is raised :—* Arthapatyi or Pre-
gumption also is a distinct Instrument of Right Cognition ;
when one perceives a certain fact which, on the face of it
appears incongruous or incousistent, the assumption of that
which removes the incongruity, or explains the inconsistency,
constitutes what has been called ‘ Presumption.’ For instance,
when it is either seen or heard that Devadatta is fat, and yet
he does not eat during the day, (there is an incounsistency, for
removing which) the fact of his eating at night is presumed ;
because for one who does not eat during the day, it is not
possible to be fat, unless he eat at night; hence the only *in-
strument for the right knowing' of the fact of his eating at
night, consists in the ‘Presumption’ based upon the incon-
sistency of the fatness; and this must be regarded as distinet
from Sense-perception and the other 'instruments of right

" coguition, ' in as much as what is cognised by the said pre-

sumption cannot be cognised by any of those instruments
of cognition.”

This is not right ; because the fact of eating at night is
cognised by means of Inference; Jhe inference being in this
form :—‘this Devadatta eats at night,—because he is fat,
though he does not eat during the day,—one who does not
eat at night is never fat if he does not eat during the day,—as
for instance, the man whom we find to be not fat, if he does
not eat either during the day or at night;—this person is
fat and eats not during the day,—therefore he cannot be non-
eating at night.' Thus we find that the night-eating is
cognised by means of a universal negative Ivoference ; for what
purpose then should we assume another ‘instrument of cog-
nition ’ in the shape of ' Presumption ' ?

A further objection is raised :—* Negation must be a
distinet ‘Instrument of Right Cognition ' ; its postulating being
necessary for the purpose of the cognising of the alsence of
things. For instance, the absence of the jar is ascertained
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by the non-perception of the jar; and *non-perception’ is

only the negation of perception: lence it is by means of
Negation that the absence of the jar is cognised.™

This also is not right; because the absence of the jar '
is actually cognised by Sense-perception as aided by the non-
perception (of the jar) and the reasoning embodied in the form,
“if the jar had existed here, it would have been perceived,
in the same manner as the spot is perceived.”

* But, as matter of fuct, the Sense-organs can apprehel:ftd' ,

only such things as are in contact with them; as in all cases
of Perception what happens is that the Sense-organs illumine
(or render coguisable) the object ouly after it reaches (comes
into contact with) it;—and that this is so is proved by the
fact that it is an instrument of cognition, like light; or the
argnment may be stated thus:—'the Ear and the Eye are
illuminative of their objects only on reaching their objects,—
because they are external organs,—like the organ of touch;'
the [act that the organ of touch comes into actual contact
with the object it apprehends is admitted by all parties
There is however no relation between Absence and the Sense-
organs ; Conjunction and Inherence are the only two relations,
and neither of these is possible (between Absence and the
Sense-organs) ; because in the first p]r;,cs, it is only between
two substances that there is Conjunction, and Absence is not a
substance ; and as for Inherence, there being no inseparable
relation between the two, no Inherence is possible. As for the
relationship of the qualification and the qualified, this cannot
be regarded as a ‘relation’; because it is not one subsisting
in two things distinet form itsell ; a ‘relation’ is always dis-
tinet from the two things related ; and is one only, while sub-
gisting in both of those things. As for example, the Conjune-
tion of the drum and the stick ; this Conjunction is something
totally different from the drum and the stick, and is one
while subsisting in both the drum and the stick. The rela-
tion between the Qualification and the Qualified iz not of this
character; because the relation between the man and the
stick he carries is that of the Qualification and the Qualified;
and this is not distinct from the man anl the stick; in as
Tarka-bha. 32,
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much as the character of Qualification belonging to the stick
is not something distinet from itself; nor is this qualifiedness
of the man distinet from the man ; both being identical with
the forms of the two things (the stick and the man) respectively.
Similarly in the case of Negation, or Absence, also, it must be
the qualification as well as the qualified ; as it is not possible for
substance or any other eategory to subeist in Negation. Conse-
quently the character of * qualification’ as belonging to the Nega-
tion must consist in its own form, which consists in its capabi-
lity of bringing about a cognition tainted with itself ; and this
is not something distinet from the Negation (and thus the
relationship is not different from the members related). Simi-
lar arguments may be urged against the postulating of Zuch
relationships as those of the Pervader and the Pervaded, the eause
and effeet, and so forth. For instance, the pervasiveness |character
of pervading) as subsisting in the fire is nothing more than that
particular form of the fire itself which consists in its capability
of bringing about the idea of something concomitant with it;
similarly the character of the Cause also, as subsisting in the
Yarus, is only that form which is concomitant, both positively
and negatively, with the effeet (Cloth) ; and it is not something
different from the Yarns themselves. In the same manner, while
Negation also is both the pervader and the Cause, there is no
pussibility of such character being any such thing (other than
Negation itself; as Generality and the like. Thus then we find
that the relation of the Qualification and the Qualified is neither
distinet from the things related ; nor does it subsist in both
the members related ; becanse it is only the character of
Qualification that subsists in the Qualification: and the char-
acter of the Qualified does not subsist in it; and similarly in
the Qualified also, it is only the character of the Qualified
that subsists, and not the charaeter of the Qualification. Then
again, in the compound ° vishesyavishesapabh@ra' (by which
the relation is sought to be mnamed), the word °‘bh@va’
(‘character’), appearing after the copulative compound ° vishes-
yavishesgaya' could not be construed with each of the
two members of that compound, if the ‘bhava’ were only one;
hence the word has to be repeated ; whereby we have two
characters—{1) that of the qualification, denoted by the
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word ‘vishesayabh@ra’ and (2! that of the qualified, denoted
by the word *vishesyabh@iva ;' while the relation is cne only ;
consequently there can be no such relation as vishesava-
vishesyabhiiza.! Similarly there can be no such relations as
* pyApyavyapakabhava' (that of the Pervader and the Pervaded),
and the like. Then as regards the actual application, in usage,
of the name * relation’ to these (vishesanovishesyabhtios, &e.)—
this must be regarded as an indirect or figurative application,

due to this similarlity that, like the real relation, these so-called

relations also are cognisable only through the cognition of
the two members concerned. Thus then the upshot of all
this is that Negation or Absence, cannot be perceived by the
Sense-organs, being as it is, incapable of any relation (without
which the Sense-organs cannol operate).”

(Reply)—True ; but the law that * the Sense-drgans appre-
hend only such things as are related to them,’ is true only
with regard to the perception of positive things; by viture
of which, when the senses apprehend a positive object, they
can do so only when the object is related to them; this
law however does not apply to the apprehension of negative
entities,—the apprehension whereof is brought about by the
senses, only through the relation of qualification and qualified.
As for the objection that,—"if the senses apprebended things
not related to them (eg., negation , then they would apprehend
anything and everything,’—this is refuted by pointing out
that what is held is that the senses apprehend only such ne-
gation or absence as qualify a definite object (and not any
pegation at random); and this is the case with the view of
the oppouent also [in as mucl even though, according to him
the absence is cognisable by means of Negation as an instru-
ment of knowledge, it can be cognised only as the qualifica-
tion of something definite]. And if there are objections to
this, they would be applicable to both views equally; and

suel objections, for that reason, should not be put forward by

either of the two disputants.

[Page 85.] 1o connection with the Instruments of Right

Cognition we proceed to consider the following matter—In

Tarka-bha. 34.




e S e

VALIMITY NOT INHERENT IN COGNITIONS. 75

most cases, when the man has cognised the water, and has
assured himself of the validity of his cognition, he proceeds
to take up the water; but in some cases, the mere suspicion
or doubtful knowledge of the presence of water leads the man
to proceed to take up the water; and it is only after he has
found the water to be actually present that he becomes assured
of the validity of his original cognition. Such are the facts;
and upon these some people opine as follows :—" In all cases,
the man proceeds to activity after having previously ascer
tained the validity of his cognition ; in as much the validity !
of cognitions is self-evident and self-assured. That isto say,
whenever a man has a certain cognition, at that same time
he also recognises the validity of that cognition; the appre-
hender of the validity of the coguition not heing different from 3
the apprehender of the cognition itself; and it is this

independence of any apprehender other than that of the cogni-

tion itself that constitutes the ‘self-sufficiency’ of the wvalidity

of the cognition. There is no doubt that the cognition itself is

apprehended before the activity; as if it were not so, wherefore

could there arise any doubt as to its validity or otherwise?
For certainly, until the object of doubt has been cognised, the

doubt cannot arise. Thus then, the Cognition itself being

already apprehended by the instrumentality of Presumption

based upon the impossibility of its apprekendedness (except on

such apprehension) the validity of that cognition comes to be

apprehended by means of Presumption ; and thereupon follows

the action of the man. And it is not true that at first the

cognition alone is apprehended ; and its validity is appre-

hended only after the resultant activity of the man leads to

his attaining the object of that cognition.”

[Page 91]. In answer to the above we argue as follows : —
We do not admit that the Cognition is apprehended by the
instrumentality of the presumption based upon the impossibility
of its apprehendedness (except on such appreliension], as
has been declared above; we are all the farther away from

admitting that the validity is also apprehended by Presnmp-
tion. To explain: what our opponent means may he stated

thus :—* As soon as one has the cognition of the jar, there is
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recognised the apprehendedness of the cognition, in the no-
tion expressed in the words ‘ the jar is cognised by me;' and
from this it is inferred that when the cognition is produced,
there is produced in it a certain property in the shape ol ap-
prehendedness ; and in as much as this apprehendedness had
not been produced before the cognition,—and is produced upon
the production or appearance of the cognition,—the natural con-
clusion pointed to by these positive and negative premises is
that *the apprehendedness is produced by the cognition.” And
thus, this property named apprehendedness, produced by Cog-
nition, is not possible without the Cognition,—the appearance
of effect being not possible without the cauvse ; and by means of
the Presumption based upon this, the apprehendedness indicates
its own cause or source, in the shape of the Cognition.”

This, we hold, is not right ; because Appiehendedness is nothing
apart from the character of being the object of Cognition

The opponent retorts—" The jar is said to be the *object
of cognition ' only in virtue of its being the substratum of the
apprehendedness produced by the cognition. Because the said
objectivity (of the jar) cannot be of the nature of identity ; no
identity being possible between the jar and the cognition, of
which one is the object (visaya) and the other the subject (vigayin).
If the *objectivity ' consisted in the fact of the cognition being
produced from (or proceeding from) it, then that objectivity
wotld belong to the Sense-organs and such other sources from
which cognition is produced. This leads ns to the inference
that by the cognition there has been produced in the jar some-
thing whereby that jar alone, and nothing else, becomes the
object of that cognition,—-land this something is what we call
apprehendedness). 1t is in this manner that the apprehendedness
is proved not only by direct sense-perception, but also by pre-
sumption based upon the impossibility of the said objectivity,”

This is not right, we reply. Because, as a matter of fact,
the objective and subjective characters proceed from the Jar
nature of things; that is to say, there is a natural p-ecuIiarit,;r
in the object and its cognition, by virtue of which one is the
object and another the subject in relation to the other, If this
were not so, then no objectivity conld belong to past and
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future things; as it is not possible for any apprehendedness
being produced in these by cognition ; in as much as it is not
possible for a property to be produced in an object that does
not exist at the time (and apprehendedness is only a pro-
perty). Then again, in as much as the appreliendedness also,

" in its turn, wonld be the object of its own cognition, that

would necessitate the assumption of another apprehendedness,
and thus there would be no end to the number of apprehended-
nesses thus assumed. If, in order to avoid this, the objectivity
of the apprehendedness were held to be something inborn in
itsell, independent of anyv further apprehendedness,—then the
same might be admitted with regard to the jar and such other
things also; what then would be the necessity of assuming
any apprehendedness at all?  Even if (for the sake of argument)
we admit of such a thing as apprehendedness; even in that
case, the cognition wonld be indicated by mere apprehendedness
in general ; while its validity would be indicated by a parti-
calar form of apprehendedness,—that form which is in consonance
with the cognition of the instrament of right cognition ; and
such being the case, how can the validity of the cognition he
held to be apprehended by the apprehender of the cognition
itself ? If there were some such peculiar apprehendedness, in
consonance with the cognition of the instrument of right cog-
nition, by which the cognition and its validity were both appre-
hended simultaneously ;—then the same might be said with
regard to invalidity also ; namely, that there is some such
peculiar apprehendedness in consonance with the cognition of
the instrument of invalid cognition, by virtue of which this cog-
nition an pi  tnvalidity are both apprehended simultaneously ;
and thus the invalidity of the cognition also might be regarded
as self-evidenced. 1If, even in face of this, the invalidity of
the cognition be held to be due to extraneous cirenmstances, then
its validity also would be due to extraneous circumstances,— that
is to say apprehended by means other than that which apprehends
the cognition. It is for these reasons that we hold that the
cognition is apprehended by sense-perception obtained through
the agency of the mind, while its wvalidity is apprehended by
means of Inference ; for instance, when the man seeking for
water has the cognition (or perception) of water, the exertion
Tarka-bha. 37,
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that he puts forth is either fruitful or not fruitful ; of these the
fruitful exertion is called ‘samartha’ or ‘fit,” * capable’; and
it is through the froitfulness of the exertion that the validity
of the cognition (exciting that exertion) is inferred ; the inferen-
tial syllogism appearing in the following form :—°the cogni-

~tion of water in question is valid, —becaunse it gives rise to

fruitful exertion,—that which is not valid never gives rise to
fruitful exertion ;—as for example the invalid cognition ;'
this is based on the universal negative premiss (*that which
is not valid never gives rise to fruitful exertion );’ the ‘subject’
of the syllogisin is that eognition of water which gives rise to
fruitful exertion; and the * probandum’ is the validity of that
cognition ; what is meant by the ° validity ' (pram@iya) of the
cognition in this case is the fact of its being in due consonance
with its real object,—and not the character of being the instrument
of right cognition ; as if it meant the latter, then the syllogism
would become fallacious; in view of Remembrance, which, while
giving rise to fruitful exertion (and thus fulfilling the conditions
of the probans, is not the instrument of right cognition (and ~
thus would fail in reference to the probandum). The probons
of the syllogism is the ‘character of giving rise to fruitful
exertion.' The validity of the cognition, after it has become
rightly effective (by giving rise to fruitful exertion), being thus
ascertained by means of the above inference, we are led to
infer, on the strength of the analogy of this cognition of
water, the validity also of similar cognitions of water, even
before they have given rise to any exertion, and thereby
proved themselves to be rightly effective,—this inference
being based upon the fact of these latter cognitions being
similar on all points to the previous cognition; and this in-
ference is based npon negative-positive premisses. Thus then,
we conclude that the validity of cognitions is apprehended
by means other than those whereby the cognitions themselves
are apprehended.

“All the four Instruments of Right Cognition Keshava has
explained, for the eomprehension of youthful learners, in aceord-
ance with the Shastras, indicating in brief the main arguments
bearing upon the subject.’ :
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[Page 97.] The Instruments of Right Cognition have been
described ; we now proceed to describe the Objects of cogni-
tion. On this point we have the aphorism (Nyaya-sitra, 1.1.9) —
‘(1) the Sonl, (2) the Body, (3) the Sense-organs, (4) the Objects
or Categories, (5) Apprehension, (6) the Mind, (7) Aetivity,
(8) Defects, (9) Rebirth, (10} Resnltant Experience, (11} Pain
and 12' Release,—are the objects of eognition.'

(1) Of these the Soul is that which belongs to the genus
*Soul '—i.e, that which is possessed of the generic character
of the *Soul.” This Soul is something distinet from the body,
the Sense-organs and other things; it is different with each
body, it is eternal and omnipresent. It is perceptible by the
mind. When there is any diversity of opinion as to the Soul
being perceptible by the mind, it may be inferred through the
presence of such peculiar qualities as the Iutellect and the like.
The whole inferential process involved may be explained as
follows : —Intellect and the rest must be regarded as qualities,—
because, like colour, they are transient and perceptible by a
single Sense-organ ; and as a matter of fact the Quality must
subsist in some substance ; now Intellect and the rest eannot be
the qualities of naterial substances,—because they are percep-
tible by the mind,—and the qualities of material sunhstances are
never perceived by the mind, e.g, colour and the rest : nor again
could they be qualities of Space, Time or Mind,— because they
are what have been called * specific g nalities,"—and Number and
such other qualities of Space, Time and Mind are not ‘ specific
qualities,” being, as they are common to all substances ; that
Intellect and the rest are ‘ specific qualities’ is praved by the
fact that while they are qualities, they are each perceived by a
single sense-organ ; like Colour, &c.; and for this reason they can-
not be the qualities of Space, Time and Mind ; Tor these rEASONs
the substratum of Intellect, &c., must be a substance other than the
aforesaid eight (the five material substances and Space, Time and
Mind); and this ninth substance is none other' than the Soul.
This inferential process may be stated in the form of the follow-
ing formal purely negative syllogism :—" Intellect, &c., must sub-
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sist in a substance other than the eight substances, Earth, &e.,—
because while not subsisting in these, they are qualities,—that
which does not snbsist in a substance other than the eight subs-
tances is never found to be a qguality that does not subsist in
the eight substances,—e. g., Colour and the rest; or it may be
stated in the form of the following mixed, or positive-negative
Svllogism :—* Intellect and the rest must subsist in a substance
other than the right substances, Earth and the rest,—beéause
they are qualities, and do not subsist in these eight substances,—
that which does not subsist in one thing subsists in things other
than that thing,—e. g., sound which does not subsist in Earth,
Water, &c., subsists in Ak@sh@ which is a substance other than the
Earth, &e.,—in the same manner, Intellect and the rest subsist in
a substance other than the eight substances, Earth and the rest.’
It is in this manner that the Soul hecomes established as the
ninth substance, the substrutum of the qualities of Intellect and
the rest. And this Soul must be omnipresent, in as mueh its
effects (i.e., the effects of the merit and demerit acquired by the
Soul! are found to be present everywhere ; by ' omnipresence '
we meau the largest dimension. Being omnipresent, the Soul
must be eternal; like the Aka@sha. [t wust be regarded as
different in each body ; because we find that the experiences of
pleasure, pain, &c., vary in different bodies.

{2) That ultimate composite which forms the receptacle of
the Soul's experiences is the Body. By *experience ' we mean
the perception or feeling of pleasure or pain ; and these are pro-
duced in the Soul only when the Soul is possessed of (characterizsed
by a certain accessary ; and this accessory being the receptacle
of the experiences, is the Body. Or we may define the Body as the
substratum of activity ; ' activity ' consisting not in mere motions
but in action tending to the acquiring of the good or desimh]e:
and the abandoning of the evil or undesirable.

(3; That which is in contact with the body, is the instru-
ment of cognition and is itself imperceptible by the senses,—
is the Sense-organ. If the Sense-organ were defined only as that
which is imperceptible by the senses,—this would inchailn Time,
&c., also,—hence we have added the qualification *that whicl
15 the instrument of cognition.” Even with this qualifieation,
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the definition would be applicable ta the contact of the Sense-
organ with the perceived object; hence we have added the
further qualification that ‘itisin contact with the body.” If
we defined it simply as that which is in contact with the body
and is the instrument of cognition,—even such things as Light
and the like would have to be regarded as ‘Sense-organs ';
lience we have added the qualification that it is imperceptible
by the Sense-organs. The number of these Sense-organs
is siz :—The Olfactory, the Gustatory, the Ocular, the Tactile,
the Anditory and the Mental. OF these, the Olfactory Organ
is that which brings about the apprehension of smell ; and
18 located in the tip of the nose; this organ is of the Earth,
because it is odorous, like the jar ; that it is odorous is proved by
the fact that it apprehends odour ; because it is a well-recognised
fact that from among the five qualities—Colour, Taste, Odour,
Touch and Sound,—that quality which the Sense-organ appre-
hends belongs to that Sense-organ ; as we find in the case of
the ocular organ, the eye, which, apprehending eolour, is itself
coloured. The Gustatory Organ is that which brings about
the apprehension of taste ; and is located at the tip of the tongue :
it is of the Water, because it has taste : that it has taste is proved
by the fact that from among Colour and the rest it manifests
taste only, likk the saliva. The Ocular Organ is that which
brings about the apprehension of colour; it is located within
the black pupil of the Eye; it is of the Light, because from
among Colour and the rest, it manifests colour only, like the
lamp. The Tactile Organ is that which brings about the
apprehension of touch ; it exists all over the body ; it is of the
Air, because from among Colour and the rest, it manifests tonch
only, like the wind proceeding from the fan, which manifests,
or renders perceptible, the cool touch of the water attaching to
the body. The Auditory Organ is that which brings about
the apprehension of sound; it is nothing else but @kdsha as
limited by the tympanum; that it is @k@sha is proved by the
fact that it is possessed of the quality of sound ; and that sound
is a quality of this organ is proved by the fact that it apprehends
sound ; it being a well-recognised law that from among Colour
and the rest, that quality which is manifested by a certain organ
belongs to that organ; as we find in the case of the Ocular
. . Tarka-bha, 41,
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organ which apprehends colour, and is itself coloured ; heuce
being the apprehender of sound, the Auditory Organ, must have
sound for its quality.

The Mental Organ is that which brings about the apprehen-
sion of pleasure, &e. ; it is atomic and located within the heart.

" What is the proof for the existence of these Sense-organs ?"

Inference alone affords the requisite proof,—viz., ‘The
apprehension of Colour, &c., must be brought about by some
instrument,—because they are actions,—like the action of cut-
ting." [And it is these ‘instraments ' that constitute the Sense-
organs.']

(4) The six categories constitute the ‘objects.” The six
categories are—Substance, Quality, Action, Generality, Specific
Individuality and Iuherence. Though the ‘ Instruments of Right
Cognition” and the other ‘ prameyas' are all included under
these six, yet they have been enunciated separately for a definite
purpose. OF these six categories, the Substance is that which
15 the constituent or material cause of things,—or that which -
18 the substratum of qualities. The substances are nine in
number : Earth, Water, Light, Air, Akdsha, Time, Space, Soul
and Mind.

OF these, Earth is that which possesses the generic char-
acter of ‘Earth'; consisting of a peculiar conglomeration of
particles, which constitute its hardness, softness, &c. It exists
in the form of the olfactory organ, the bodies (of animals), lump
of clay, stone, trees and so forth; it is endowed with the
qualities of colour, taste, odour, touch, number, dimension,
geparateness, conjunction, disjunetion, priority, posteriority,
gravity, fluidity aad faculty. It is of two kinds—eternal and
transitory ; Earth in the form of atoms is eternal ; and that in
the form of the various composite products is transitory. Of
both these kinds of earth, the colour, taste, odour and touch are
evanescent ; being brought about by the application of heat ;
as a matter of fact, when heat is applied to earthy substances,
their previous ecolours, &e¢., are destroyed, and fresh ones are
produced.

Water is that which is possessed of the generic character
of * waler’; existing in the forms of the gus.-t,utoqr organ, the
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bodies of aqueous beings, rivers, oceans, snow, hail and the
like; 1t is endowed with all the qualities belonging to Earth,
with the exception of odour, and with the additon of viseidity.
Water also is eternal and transitory: the colour, &c., of the
eternal watery substances are eternal ; and those in the transi-
tory ones are evanescent.

Light is'that which is possessed of the generic character
of ‘light ' exisling in the forms of the eyve, the bodies (of fiery
beings), the sun, gold, fire, lightning and so forth; it is
possessed of the qualities of colonr, toueh, number, dimension,
separateness, conjunction, disjunction, nearness, remoteness,
fluidity and faculty ; the eternality and nou-eternality of this are
as before (in the case of Earth, ete). It is of five kinds- - 1)
having colour and touch both manifested ; (2) having both colour
and touch unmanifested ; (3) having colour unmanifested and
colour manifested ; and (4) having its colonr manifested and
touch nnmanifested. The light that has colour and touch
manifested is in the form of the light of the sun, &e, and
also in masses of fire ; the Gold is light with its colonr and
touch manifested but suoppressed; if its colour were aot
manifested, it could not be visible ; and if its touch were not
manifested, it could not be perceived by touch ; the suppression
of its colonr and touch is done by the homogeneous colour
and touch helonging to the earth-particles (mixed up in the
gold).. The light that has its colour and touch unmanifested
is in the form of the ocular organ. That having its colour un-
manifested but touch manifested is in the form of the light
latent in heated water. Lastly, that having its colour mani-
fested and touch unmanifested is in the form of the circle of
light emanating from the lamp.

Air is that which is possessed of the general character of
‘Air': it exists in the form of the Tactile Organ, the air
breathed in, and so forth ; it is endowed with the gualities of
touch, number, dimension, separateness, conjunction, disjunec-
tion, nearness, remoteness and welocity. Itis inferred from
the feelings of touch, &c. For instance, when the wind blows,
we feel a touch which is neither hot nor cold, this touch being
a quality which cannot subsist without a substance ; and hence
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the touch, when felt, leads to the inference of the substance to
which that tonch belongs; and this substance is mone other
than Air : becaunse no earth is found to be present; and apart
from Air and Earth the touch, which is neither hot nor cold,
cannot subsist. Air also is of two kinds—eternal and non-
aternal : the eternal air being in the form of atoms, and the non-
atarnal in the form of the various compusite produets.

We now proceed to deseribe the processes of the production
and destruction of the composite substances or products of the
four substances described above. When two atoms are active,
they eombine ; and from this combination is the Diad formed ;
of this Diad the two atoms form the constituent cause; and
the conjunction of the atoms forms the non-material cause;
and such agencies as the ‘ Unseen Agency ’ (or Fate) and the life
form the efficient or Instrumental caunse, When there is an
activity among three diads, and they ecombine in consequence,
there appears the Triad ; of which the Diads form the constituent
cause , and the other two as above. Similarly with four Triads
the Quartette is formed; with four Quartettes another more
gross substance, and so on and on to the grossest substance;
upto the Great Earth, the Great Water, the Great Light, and
the Great Air. The colour and other gualities in the pro-
duets are produced out of the qualities of their respective con-
stituent particles, in virue of the law that the gualities of
the cause produce the qualities of the product. After the
product, the jar for instance, endowed with colour and such other
properties, has been brouglt into existence, at some time or
the other, there appears an activity among the component parts
of the jar,—this activity being due either to a push or to a
stroke ; this activity brings about a rlisj.uu-:*ticm among the
particles ; which disjunction brings about the destruction of the
eonjunction that keeps the composite substance intact and is its
non-material cause ; and it is thus that the composite jar comes
to be destroyed. This shows how an object is destroyed on
the destruction of that non-material cavse which keeps the
object intact. In some cases the object is destroyed by the
destruction of its material cause ; as for instance, when the
time for the dissolution of the Earth, &e., arrives, there appears
in the mind of God the desire to dissolve the world ; where-
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upon, there appears an activity among the atoms composing
the Diad ; this activity brings about a disjunetion or disruption
which destroys this conjunction, from which results the destrue-
tionof the Diad ; and the Diad being destroyed, there follows the
destruction of the Triad, due to the destrnction of the Diad
which forms its substratum ; and so on, it goes till nltimately the
entire Farth is destroyed. Aunother instance of the destruction
of an object by the destruction of its material canse we have in
the destruction of the cloth brought about by the destruction
of its component yarns. The destruction of the eolour and
other qualities of the products is due to the destruction of
the products themselves, which form the substratum of those
qualities. In some cases however, while the substratum,
the object, remains intact, one quality may be destroyed
by the appearance of other contrary qualities; e g., by
baking, the dark colour of the jar is destroyed (by the appearanea
of the red colour),

[Page 117]). ** What is the proof for the*existence of the
Atom ?

We proceed to explain the evidence that we have for the
existence of the Atom. In the rays of the sun seen throngh
the network of the spider’s web, we perceive extremely fine
specks of dust ; this grain of dust, we argue, must be a
product composed of finer particles,—becanse it is a pro-
duct,—like the jar ;—those finer particles again must be regard-
ed as products,—because of the law that the component parti-
cles of a gross composite must themselves be products; carry-
ing this same reasoning a few steps downwards, we come
ultimately to the particles in the form of Diads; this Diad
in its turn, we argue, must be the product of still finer parti-
cles,—because it is n product,—like the jar; and it is this
particle composing the Diad that is called the ‘ Atom': and
this is not a composite product.

“In view of the universal character of the law that the
component of a composite product must itself be a composite
product, how can the Atom (which is the component parti-
cle of the composite Diad; be regarded as not a composite
produet ?
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We accept the Atom as indivisible,—i. e., not a composite
product,—because otherwise (if we did not stop at some point
in the series) we would be landed on the absurdity of having to
postulate an infinite series of products ; and the inevitable result
of this would be that, all things being equally composed of
infinite component particles, the mountain Meru and the grain
of rapeseed wonld come to be regarded as of equal dimension.
For this reason the Atom must be regarded as indivisible,—and
not a composite product. The Diad is composed of two atoms ;
because a single atom cannot be productive ; and there is
nothing to prove that the Diad contains thres or more atoms.
The Triad is composed of three diads: becaunse a single diad
eannot be productive; and if it were composed of only two
Diads, then it could not become endowed with that larger or
grosser dimension which is the distinetive feature of all products
{(as compared with their component particles): because this
grosser dimension of the product is due either to the gross
dimension of thes component particle, or to the numernusness of
the component particles; and in as much as no gross dimension
belongs to the Diad (which is the component particle of the
Diad, which is subtle in its dimension), the gross dimension
of the Diad must be attributed to the latter cause,—i.e., to the
numerousness of the eomponent Diads; which proves that the
number of Diads in a Triad must be three or more : and ag
there is nothing to show that the number is more than three,
we conclude that the gross dimension of the Triad must be
due to the presence of three ¥inds.

The akdsha is that which is the substratum of the distine-
tive quality of Sound ; and it is endowed with the qualities of
sound, number, dimension, separateness, conjunction and dis-
junction. Tt is one only, all-pervading and eternal ; its presence
is indieated by Sound.

“In what way do you prove the fact that the presence
of ak@sha is indicated by sound? ™

We prove it by means of the reasoning per ‘ parishesa ;"
the subsistence of a certain quality in a number of things
being suspected, when the impossibility of such subsistence in
some of those things is proved, the notion that we have of the
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quality subsisting in the remaining things is what is ealled
‘ parishesa’; thus, in the case in question, we argue that Sound
is a specific quality, because while possessing a generic character,
it is perceptible by us by means of a single sense-organ ;—eg.,
colour and the rest;—being a gnality it must subsist in a
substance ;—sit cannot subsist in Earth, Water, Light, Air, or
Soul,—because it is perceptible by the anditory organ ;—those
qualities that subsist in these latter substances are not per-
ceptible by the auditory qrgan,—as we find in the case of the
qualities of colour and the like :—and sound js perceived by the
auditory organ [therefore it cannot subsist in Earth and the
rest];—nor can sound be the qnality of Space, Time and Mind,—
because it is a specific quality [and none of those three are
possessed of any specific qualities]; for these ressons the
substance in which sound subsists as the quality mnst be one
that is distinct from these eight; and this can be no other
than Akasha. The Aka@sha is one only; ther: is no proof
for its diversity ; and all that is needed is explicable by a single
Akasha. Because Akdsha is one only, there subsists in it no
such generality as * Gkashatva’; as a diversity of individuals is a
necessary element in all generalities, all generality subsisting in
more than one individual. The Alkasha is all-pervading,—
i.e., possessed of the largest dimemsion ; this being shown by the
fact that its effect is found everywhere. And finally, being
all-pervading, it is Eternal. '

[Page 121.] Time also is inferred from the notions of
nearness and remoteness which are contrary to those pertain-
ing to Space;® it is endowed with the qualities of number,
dimension, separateness, conjunction and disjunction ; it is
one and all-pervading.

“In what way is time inferred from the nearness and
remoteness contrary to that pertaining to Space ? ”

When an old man is near us,—though on account of his
proximity to us he is capable of being spoken of as near,
yet the notion that he actually gives rise to is that of remoteness

*The nearness and remoteness doc %o Space is not brovght about by the
movements of the sun ; while those pertaining to Time are brought about by
the sun's movements.
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from us; conversely, when a young man is at a distance from
us,—even thongh this fact of his being at a distance renders
him liable to be spoken of as remote, yet the notion that he
actually gives rise tois that of nearness. [What happens in these
cases is that the man who is near us in space is remote in
point of time, and vice versa]. Now, these notiong of nearness
and remoteness, contrary to those pertaining to Space, being
effects, must have a cause ; this cause cannot be Spape or any
other substance; and hence what is the cause of this effect 18
Time, whose existence is inferred from the said effects.

Though Time is in reality one only, yet through eertain condi-
tions in the shape of present, past and future actions, it comes
to bear the names of * present,’ *past’ and *future;" exactly in
the same manner as one and the same man, through certain
conditions in the shape of the actions of cooking, reading and
the like; comes to be known as a ‘eook,’ a ‘reader’ and the
like. The eternality and all-pervadingness of Time are to
be explained in the same manner as before (in the case of

akashka).

[Page 124] Space, whose existence is inferred from those
notions of nearness and remoteness that are contrary to similar
notions pertaining to Time, is one, eternal and all-pervading;
it is endowed with the qualities of number, dimension, separate-
ness, conjunction and disjunetion. It is inferred from such
notions as those of ‘Kast' and the like: as these notions can
have no other cause save Space; in as much as in every other
way the thing remains the same, whether it be located in the
east or in the west. Though Space is one only, vet it comes
to be named ‘East,' ‘ West’ and the rest, through certain
circumstances in the form of the contact of the sun with
various places,

[Page 125.] The Soul is that which possesses the generic
character of ‘Soul ;’ it is different in each body, in as much as
pleasure and pain, &ec., in each hody are entirely distinet from
those in the other. The qualities that belong to it are, the
five beginning with Number, as also the nine specific qualities,
beginning with knowledge or intellection. This also is eternal
and all-pervading as the substances before mentioned.
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[ Page 126.] The Mind is that which is possessed of the
generic character of ‘mind;’ it is atomie, is in contact with
the Soul and is the internal organ, being the organ through
which pleasure, pain, ete., are experienced ; it is eternal;
endowed with the eight qualities beginning with Number, It
is through contact of this mind that the external sense-
organs apprehend their respective objects; and it is on this
account that the mind is regarded as the organ leading to
all perception. The mind itself, however, is not perceptible ;
it can be only inferred ; the inference being expressed in the
following terms :—The apprehensions of pleasure, &c., must
be due to an organ other than the Ocular and the rest,—
because those apprehensions are found to appear also where the
ocular and other organs are not present,—and it is a well
recognised law that when a thing is produced in the absence of
another thing, it must have for its cause something other than
this latter thing ; as we find in the case of the action of cook-
ing, which, being produced in the absence of the axe, has
for its cause, fire and such other things, which are different
from the axe;—and this other organ (that brings about the
apprehension of pleasure, &c.), is the Mind ; and it is an organ
totally different from the ocular and other organs; and it is
atomic.

The Substances have been described; we proceed to
describe the Qualities. Quality is defined as that which is
endowed with generic character, is the non-material canse of
things, and i3 not of the nature of motion ; and it always
subsists in substances. The qualities are twenty-four in
number :—Colonr, Taste, Odour, Touch, Number, Dimension,
Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Nearness, Remoteness,
Gravity, Fluidity, Viscidity, Sound, Knowledge, Pleasure,
Pain, Desire, Aversion, Effort, Merit, Demerit and Faculty.

[Page 128.] Of these qualities, Colour is the specific
quality, perceptible by the Ocular Organ only; it subsists in
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Barth, Water and Light; it is of various kinds, white and the
rest. In earthy substances, Colour is produced by the appli-
cation of heat; and (hence) it is in these substances alone
that colour is transient ; in the atoms of Water and Light it
is eternal ; but in the composite aqueous and luminous products
it is transient. The colour in luminous substances is bright-
white, and is not due to the application of heat; and in agqueous
subtances also it is of the same kind, except that in these it is
not bright.

Taste is the specific quality perceptible by the Gustatory
Organ; it subsists in Earth and Water; in the earthy subs-
tances it is produced by the application of heat, and is of six
kinds—sweet, acid, saltish, pungent, astringent and bitter ; in
aqueous substances, it 1s sweet only, not produced by the
application of heat, and 18 both eternal and transient; eternal
in the water-atoms, and transient in the composite aqueous
products.

Odour is the specific quality perceived by the Olfactory
Organ; it subsists in Earth alone; and is always transient.
It is ﬂf‘l'-WD kinds—good and bad. The odour that is generally
found in w.ate:- and other substances is due to the presence of
ﬂﬂft]..'l-Pﬂl'th]ES mixed up with the water, in which earth-
particles subsists the odour that is perceived.

Tcu_eh is ‘t.ha .apm:iﬁc: quality perceived by the Tactile
Organ ; it subsists in Earth, Water, Light and Air. Tt is of
three kinds—cool, hot and neither-hot-nor-cool ; it is ¢ool in
‘Water, hot in Light; and neither hot nor ciol in Earth and
Air. It is in the Earth alone that it is transient: it is
eternal in the atoms of Water, Light and Air; ’

£ i but transient
in the composite products of these latter. The above four

qualities—Colour, Taste, Odour and Touch—become percepti=
ble only when they are manifested, and that also in guch
gubstances as are endowed with sufficiently large dimensions

Number is a general (or common) quality (as opposed to

the specific qualities), and forms the basis of the ordinary
: Tarkabha, 50,



QuaviTiEs, 91

notions of ‘unity,’ ‘duality,” &. It extends from one to the
pargrdha (which is the highest conceivable number). It is
etarnal in eternal substances, and transient in transient subs-
tances; in the latter case, it is produced by wunities in the
. ©object in which it inheres. Duality is always transient ; being
produced as it is, by the distinctive unitary conceptions in the
form of ¢ this is one unit’ and * that is another,” that we have
with reference to two objects ; for ‘duality’ thus there are two
constituent causes, in the shape of the two objects ; while its
non-constituent cause are the two unities, while the distinctive
unitary conception is the efficient cause. Duality is destroyed
by the destruction of the distinctive unitary conceptions. As
is the case with the notion of ‘two,” so it is with those of
‘three’ and the other numbers.

[Page 132.] Dimension is the specific cause of all
notions of measurement or size. It is of four kinds—small,
large, long and short. The dimension of the product is due
to number, dimension and aggregation ; for instance, the
dimension of the Diad, being produced by the distinctiye
unitary conceptions that God has with reference to the two
atoms composing the Diad, is due to the number ; that is to say,
it is produced by the number of the component atoms; the
Dimension of the Triad is producead by the multiplicity of
numbers inhering in the Diads composing it ; but the dimen-
sion of all produets, from the Quartette downwards, is pro-
duced by the dimension of their component particles (their
constituent causzs); and last ly, the dimension of the bale of
cotton is due to the aggregation, or loose conglomeration, of
its component layers (which are its constituent cause). The

small dimension of the atom, as well as the large dimension
of Al@sha, is eternal.

Separateness is the peculiar caunse of the notion of one
thing being separate from another. It is of two kinda-.ﬂ)
single separateness and (2) double, triple separateness, &o, .
the former when subsisting in eternal substances, is eternal :
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and it is transient when subsisting in transient substances;
and the double separateness, &c., are always transient.

Conjunction is the quality that serves as the pecnliar
cause of the notion of one object being in contact with
another. It subsists in two substances, and never pervades
over its entire substrates. It is of three kinds—(1) due to
the action of any one of its two substrates ; (2) due to the
action of both its substrates ; and (3) due to another conjunc-
tion. To the first ¢lass belongs the conjunction of the
moving kite with the unmoving pillar,—of this conjunction
the action (moving) of the kite is the non-constituent canse;—
to the second class belongs the contact or collision of two
wrestlers ;—and to the third class belongs the contact between
the effect and what is not an effect,—this contact being
brought about by the conjunction of what is the canse with
what is not the cause; as for example, the conjunction
between the bedy and ‘the tree brought about by the con-
junction between the hand and the tree [where the hand is
the constituent cause of the body, while the tree is not its
own cause).

Disjunction also is the basis of the notion of one thing
being disjoined from another. This also is of three kinds—
(1) due to the action of one of the two members; (2) due to
the action of both members; and (3) due to another disjunc-
tion. To the first class belongs the disjunction of the kite
from the mountain on which it was resting,—this disjunction
being due to the flying away of the bird ; to the second class
belongs the disjunction or separation of two wrestlers ; and to
the third class belongs the disjunction of the body from the
tree following upon the disjunction of the hund from the tree.

Remoteness and Nearness (or Priority and Posteriority)
are the peculiar causes of the notion of ‘ remote’ and ‘near.’
They are of two kinds, pertaining to space and pertaining to
time. We proceed first to explain the appearance of those
pertaining to space :—When two objects are placed on the
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same side of the observer, the quality of Nearness is produced
in the object which is closer to him by the conjunction of
the object with the particular point in space that it occupies,
—this conjunction being aided in this by the notion in the
mind of the man of that object being closer to him than the
other one ; and when a similar conjunction of the other object
is aided by the notion of the other object being farther re-
moved from the man, it produces the quality of Remoteness
in that object which is further removed. The prozimity of
the ohject to tha observer consists in the comparatively small-
er numbor of contact with space-points between that object
and the body of the man; and conversely the distance of the
other objact consists in the comparatively larger number of
such contacts. .

We next describe the appearance of the qualities of
Nearness and Remoteness as pertaining to Time. When two
persons, one of whom is yonnger than the other, are located
in uncertain places, the quality of Nearness is produced in
the younger person, by the conjunction of the body of that
person with the particular point in time,—this conjunction
being aided by the notion that the body has had contact with
fewer time-points; and similarly the quality of Remoteness
is produced in the older person, by a similar conjunction of
that person, when aided by the notion of his body having had
contact with a larger number of time-points.

Gravity is the non-constituent cause of the first step in
the falling of a substance; it subsists in Karth and Water
only. In regard to this quality it has been declared that the
falling of a substance is due to its gravity, when there is
nothing in the shape of conjunction, velocity or effort (to
prevent such falling).

[Page 136.] Fluidity is the non-constituent cause of the
first step in the process of flowing ; it subsistsin Earth, Light
and Water. In such earthy substances, as Butter, &e,, and in
such luminous substances as Gold and the rest,-t.hé Fluidity
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18 caused, being brought about by the application of heat ; in
water on the other hand, it is natural.

Viseidity is smoothness ; it snbsists in Water only; it is
brought about in the product by reason of a like quality in
the cause or component particles of that product; and like
gravity, &c., it is coeval with the substance in which it sub-
gists.

Sound is the quality apprehended by the auditory organ;
it is the specific quality belonging to Alasha.

“In what manner can sound be said to be apprehended
by the Auditory Organ, when as a matter of fast it is pro-
duced at the place occupied by the drum (for instance), while
the organ is at the place occupied by the man?”

True ; but the sound produced at the place of the drum
produces another sound in close proximity to it,—either in
the form of water-ripples, where one ripple sets up another
in close proximity to itself, or in the manner of the filaments
of the Kadamba flower, where the central carpel shoots off
the filaments in all directions,—and the ripplés being thus
set np one after the other, till one sound-ripple happens
to be produced in the regions of the Auditory Organ; and
it is this last ripple and not either those in the middle or at
the other extremity, that becomes apprehended by the
organ. In the same manner, when a piece of bamboo is cleft
in twain, the sound produced at the point of the cleaving
sets up sound-ripples, till the last ripple produced in the
regions of the Auditory Organ becomes apprehended by
that organ ; then asregards the ordinary belief ‘I have heard
the sound of the drum’ (in the sense of the sound being pro-
duced in the regions of the drum),—this must be regarded as
a misconception.

In the production of the sound of the drum, the
non-constituent cause is the contact of the drum and the
stick with which it is struck; similarly in the production
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of the chui-chut sound accompanying the cleaving of the
bamboo, the non-constituent cause is the disjunction bet-
ween the cleft parts of the bamboo and the Akasha; and
the efficient canse is the disjunction between the two clef
pieces of the bamboo. Thus then we find that, at the first
step, sound is produced either by conjunction or by disjune-
tion; while at the intermediate and at the last step, this has
sound alone for its non-constituent cause, and favourable aip-
currents for its efficient cause ; this is what has been declared
in the Vaishesika-Satra (2-2-31)—* Sound is produced by con-
junction, by disjunction and by sound.” The constituent cauge
of all sounds however, is Alasha itself. Sonnd, like action and
knowledge, continues to exist for three moments of time. The
first and the intermediate sounds are destroyed by the sound-
wave next to itself; while with regard to thelast and the
last but one it would seem that they are destroyed hy each
other, like the two-wrestlers of the story, named ‘ Sunda’ and
¢ Upasunda’; but this would be scarcely right; because by
hypothesis, the last but one should continue t) exist for three
moments; and as such it would exist only till the second
moment of the last sound; and so not existing at the third
moment of the latter, it could not bring about its destruction;
for this reason it has been held that the last sound is des-
troyed by the destruction of the last but ome sound.

That sound is destructible is proved by inference; the
inference being stated in the following form :—* Sound
s transient,—because while belonging to a generality (or
genus), it is apprehended by our external SeNSe-0rgan, —-
like the jar’; herein the probandum, or what is proved, is the
fact of sound being transient; and what is meant by a thing
being fransient is that it has a form that is lisble to des-
truction; it does not mean that it has a being or existenca
that is liable to destruction ; because if it meant this latter
then there could be no transient character in Priop N egatinn:
which has no being at all (and is yet regarded as transient) ;
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and the probans that proves the conclusion is the fact of
sound belonging to a generality and being appreliended by an
external sense-organ ; if we had said simply ‘apprehended by
the sense-organ,’ then the reasoning would apply to the soul
also (which is apprehended by the organ of the mind); hence
we have said ‘apprehended by our ezternal semse-organ;’
similarly if we had said simply ‘apprehended by external
sense-organ,’ then it would apply to the afom and such other
ordinarily imperceptible things that are ¢ apprehended by the
external sense-organs’ of the Yopin; hence we have said
apprehended by our external sense-organs.’

«“What proof is there for the existence of such persons
as the Yogin ?"

The proof, we reply, lies in the following reasoning :—
The Atoms must be perceptible by some one, because they
are knowable, like the jar.

Even with all these qualifications, the above reasoning
(in proof of the destructibility of sound) would apply to
Generalities; hence with a view to exclude these, we have
added the qualification ¢ while belonging to a generality’;
and it is well known that the three categories—Generality,
Specific [ndividuality and Inherence—are entirely devoid of
generality.

Knowledge consists in the manifestation of objects. It
is eternal as well as transient; the knowledge of God is
eternal ; that of all others is transient.

Pleasure is gratification, and is recognised by all souls
as something desirable.

Pain is suffering ; and is recognised by all souls as some-
thing nndesirable.

Desire is attachment.

Aversion is anger or soreness.

Effort is energy or exertion.

The six qualities—Knowledge, Pleasure, Pain, Desire,
Aversion and Kffort—are perceptible by the mind.

Tarkabha, 66.
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Meritand Demerit are the specific causes of pleasure and
pain respectively. Even though imperceptible, these two
are known through Scriptures, and also by means of Infer-
ence, the Inference being in this form—"The body and other
things belonging to Devadatta are the effects of some specifie
quality belonging to Devadatta, because while being effects
they are the means by which Devadatta’s experiences are
brought about, like any other object obtained by the man’s
efforts. And the specific quality by which these, body and
other things are brought about is known under the names of
{_fﬁarma‘ and ‘a-_ﬂmr:-mz’ or ‘merit and demerit; because
such other specific qualities as effort and the rest are not cap-
able of bringing about such products as the Body and the like.

Faculty is of three kinds—Velocity, Impression and
Elasticity. Of these, Velocity subsists in Earth, Water, Light
and Air; and it is the cause of action (motion). The
Faculty in the form of Impression subsists in the soul only ;
and being the product of cognition, becomes the cause of
remembrance ; it is only when the Impression is aroused that
it becomes the cause of remembrance; and the arousing
or excitement of the Impression consists in its obtaining the
necessary auxilliary ; the auxilliaries of Impression appear in
the form of the perception of similar things and so forth.
This is what has been thus declared— What arouse the cause
of remembrance are similarity, unseen agency and constant
thought." Elasticity subsists only in certain tangible sub-
stances ; it is that quality which makes the bow and such other
things revert to their original shape after their shape has been
temporarily altered.

All the qualities from Knowledge down to Demerit, along
with Impression, constitues the specific qualities of the soul.

[ Page 143.] We have described the Qualities, and proceed
to describe Actions. Action consists of motion ; like Qualities
1t subsists in Substances only ; it co-exists with that limited

dimension of substances which has been called ¢ corporeality’;
Tarkabhi, 57.
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and through disjunction it becomes the cause of the destruc.
tion of the conjunction of its substrate with one point in space,
and also of the appearance of its conjunction with another
pomt, This is of five kinds—throwing upward, throwing down-
ward, contracting, expanding and going; Revolving and such
other actions are all included in going.

Samanya or Generality is the basis of all comprehensive
notions ; it subsists in Substances, Qualities and Actions; it is
eternal, one only, but pervading over many things. This is of
two kinds—higher and lower. The highest or summum genus
i8 ¢ Being ’, which includes many things ; itisa pure generality
inasmach as it forms the basis of comprehensive notion
only. The lower generalities,—in the shape of *substance’
and the rest, ars so called, because they include only a few
things; and these are generalities as well as individualities
inasmuch as they form the basis of comprehensive as well as
exclusive notions. On this subject some people hold that
there is no generality or genus apart from individuals, But
agamst this view we urge the following considerations :—If
there were no genus, what would be the basis for that com-
prehensive notion of onsness that we have with regard to
many different individual sabstances, in the absence of some
such entity as pervades over all these? Tt is that which forms
the basis of this comprehensive notion what we ecall ‘Generali-
ty.’ *“ The comprehensive notion of diverse individuals may
be explained on the basis of the negation of things other than
those cognised. [ i. e. all individual cows are spoken of as
cow, on th» basis of all of them equally agreeing in being the
negation of the non-cows, i.c., the negation of all animals—the
horse and the rest—other than the cow ; and thus the one com-
prehensive notion that we have of all cows would be based upon
this negation of the mom-cow, and not on any generality or
genus.”  This is not right, we reply ; because the compre-
hensive notion that we have is in the positive form, and not in
the negative (as it would be if it were based upon negation),
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The Specific Individuality is eternal, and subsists in
eternal substances only; it always forms the basis of exclusive
notions only. The éternal substances (in which these subsist)
are Adlkasha, Time, Space, Soul ard Mind, as also the atoms
of Earth, Water, Light and Air.

Inherence is the relation subsisting between things that
are never found apart from one another,—those, that is, that
are usnally inseparable. This has already been explained
(Text, p. 15 et seq.).

Against this the Bauddha raises an objection :— * It has
been asserted that the whole and its parts being inseparable,
the relation snbsisting between them is ¢ Inherence.” This
however is not right because the whole has no existence apart
from the parts.—i.e., the whols is nothing different from the
parts ; for instance, the jar is nothing more than the compo-
nent atoms themselves combining in that particular form.
[And the jar being ‘the same asthe component atoms, we
cannot speak of any relation betwesn them; as all relation
subsists between fwo different things.]”

To the above, we offer the following reply :—That the
jar is one and gross is a judgment that is obtained directly
by Sense-perception; and this judgment cannot apply to
the component atoms, which are many, and not gross and not
perceptible by the senses (which latter circumstance makes
them totally incapable of forming objects of any judgment
based directly onsense-perception). It might be argued that
the aforesaid judgment (in regard to the jar) is wrong. But
there is no evidence for regarding it as such ; there being no
sublation of it by means of any subsequent judgment.

We have deseribed the six categories, Substance and the
rest ; all these appear as objects of positive conceptions; and
as such are all in the form of entities. We now proceed to
describe the seventh tategory of Vegation, which, being the
object of negative conceptions only, is of the form of nonent ity.

In brief, Negation is of two kinds—*Relative’ or ordinary
Tarkabha, HY.
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negation, and Mutual negation. Ordinary negation again is of
three kinds—Priov Negation, Destructive Negation and Abso-
lute Negation. Before the effect is produced, there is negu-
tion of that effect in its cause; it is this negation of the
effect in its efficient cause that is called ¢ Prior Negation *; emg.
the Negation of the cloth in the yarns; this negarion is begin-
ningless, not being brought into existence by anything; it
has however an end; as the very production of the effect
itself constitutes the end of the ¢ prior negation ' of that effect.
When the effect has been produced it is destroyed after a
time being reduced to the form of its original caunse; and this
destruction of the effect is called its destructive negation;
e.g. when the jar has been broken, there is negation of the jar
in the number of pieces into which it has been reduced.
This negation has a beginning, being (in the case of the jar)
brought about by the stroke of the stick. Though having a
beginning, it has no end ; as the effect that has been once des-
troyed 15 mever brought into existence again [and it is only
by its reappearance that its negation could be destroyed.]
‘When an object has had no existence in the past, nor has it
an existence in the present, nor is there any likelihood of its
coming into existence in the future, this negation of the object
is called ‘ absolute’; e.g., the negation of colour in Air.

[Page 148.] Mutual negation is that which has for its
counter-entity (i.e., which denies) the identity of things ; e.g.
in the conception ‘the jar is not the cloth,’ we have the

mutual negation of the jar and the cloth.
 E——

We have described the ‘objects’ (of cognition). [We
proceed to describe Cognition ; and with regard to the nature
of cognitions, the Idealists, the Banddha and the Vedantin,
raise an objection |—* Objects have no existence apart from
cognitions (according to the Bauddha), or from Brahman (ac-
cording to the Veduntin).” This ho\veveris not right; be-
cause that objects exist is proved by sense-perception and other

~forms of valid cognition ; so their existence cannot be denied.
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(5) Buddhi or Knowledge is that which is spoken of by
L4 such synonymous words as “upalabdhi’ (apprehension), “iiana’
: (cognition), ¢ prafyaya’ (cognizance), and so forth ; or we may
define it as consisting in the manifestation of things. In brief,
it is of two kinds—Direct Apprehension and Remembrance,
Direct Apprehension again is of two kinds—true and false;
the frue apprehension is that which is in consonance with the
real character of the thing apprehended ; and it is brought
about by the instruments of right Cognition, Sense-perception
and the rest; for instance, by means of the undiseased eye we
have the apprehension of the jar and such other things; by
means of the smoke as the indicative mark (probans) we
have the apprehension of fire ; by the perception of the simi-
larity of the cow we have the apprehension of the fact of a
particular animal bearing the name of gavaya ; and by means
of such sentences as “one desiring heaven should perform the
Jyotistoma sacrifice” we get at the apprehension of the fact that
the Jyotistoma sacrifice is the means of attaining heaven. The
* . false apprehension is that which is not in consonance with the
real character of the thing cognised, and is obtained by means of
invalid instruments of knowledge. It is of three kinds— Doul,
Guess and Misapprehension. Doubt and Guess will be deseribed
later on. Misapprehension consists in the knowing of a
thing as what it is not ;—i.c., an Error ; e.g. When the piece of
shell before the eye, which is not silver, is apprehended as sil-
ver. Remembrance also is of two kinds according as it is, or is
not, in consonance with the real character of the thing remem-
bered ; both these kinds of Remembrance appear during wak-
ing ; in dreams all the cognition that there is is of the nature of
such remembrance as is not in consonance with the real thing.
That it is so is proved by the fact that while in reality the
thing remembered during dreams should be known as ‘that
(being not before the eyes), it is actually known as “this”
[thereby being the Cognition of a thing as what it is not].

: Tarkabha 61.
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[Pace 151]. All Cognitions are formless; the object
cognised cannot be regarded as imposing its own form on the
Cognition ; because the theory of Cognition being with form as
has been rejected. It is for this same reason that we do nob
infer the presence of objects, from the form of Cognitions;
specially as the existence of objects—jar and the like—is
proved by Sense-perception itself. Every Cognition is however
indicated or defined by its object, as it is only when related to
its object that the Cognition becomes apprehended by the
mind ; as the judgment arising from every apprehension is in
the form ‘I have the cognition of thejar, and not merely in
the form ¢ I have a cognition.’

(6) The Mind is the internal organ ; and has already been
described (along with the Sense-organs).

(7) Activity, partaking of Merit and Demerit, consists in
guch actions as sacrificing and the like ; this forms the basis of
all that goes on in the world.

(8) Defects consist of Attachment, Aversion and Stupe-
faction. Attachment consists in Desire ; Aversion in Anger;
and Stupefaction in wrong knowledge or misapprehension.

(9) Re-birth or Re-incarnation consists in the soul’s aban=
donment of one body and obtaining of another.

(10) Resultant Ewperisnce consists in the direct cogniz-
ance of pleasure or pain.

(11) Pain is trouble; and this has already been des-
cribed.

(12) Release is final Emancipation; this consists
in the absolute cessation of the twenty-one forms of pain
The twenty-one forms of pain, including the important as well
as the unimportant ones, are—(1) the body, (2-7) the six sense
organs, (8-13) the six objects of the six organs, (14—19) the
six cognitions obtained through the organs, (20) pleasure,
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and (21) pain. Pleasure is regarded as ‘pain’, because of its
being mixed up with pain; and pleasure (accompanied by
Pain) is called ‘pain’ in the same manner as honey mixed
with poison is called “poison.’

“In what manner does this Release come about P

When the man seeking Release has duly learnt from the
Seriptures the real nature of all things, he notices many de-
ficiencies in the objects of experience, whereby he loses his
attachment or desire for these; after this he gives himself
up to meditation ; on the due perfection of which he comes to
perceive the real character of his soul; and being freed from
all defects, he continues to perform only the acts laid down
a8 necessary ; and thus he does not acquire any further merig
or demerit ; as for his past merit and demerit, he knows them
all by means of his Yogic powers; and knowing them he
brings them together and passes through the experiences re-
sulting from them ; by this process all his past Karmic residuum
becomes exhausted ; and so when his present body falls off there
is no new body to be taken up by him ; which makes it impos-
sible for him to comeinto contact with the twenty-one forms of
pain beginning with the body ; this being due to the absence
of any cause for this (in the shape of past merit and demerit);
and it is this cessation of the twenty-one forms of pain that
constitutes what is called Emancipation or Release,

Section 3.
Ox Dovsr,

When with reference to one and the same object there
arise ideas of two mutually contradictory things, it is what is
called “ Doubt.” TItis of three kinds—(1) arising from the
non-perception of the difference between two things, and the
perception of only their similarities (2) arising from the
difference of opinions ; and (3) arising from the perception
of a property that is peculiar to the thing concerned. As an
instance of Doubt arising from the perception of similarities,
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and non-perception of differences, we have the Doubt as to the
object seen being ‘a man ora post 2 in this case with reference
to the object seen, when the observer fails to perceive either
the presence of erooked erevices which would lead to its being
definitely recognised as the posi—or the presence of head,
hand, and the rest, which would indicate it definitely to be a
man,—and he perceives only the tallness, and such other pro-
perties common to the post and the man,—he has the doubt
in the form—*is thisa post or a man?’ (2) The second kind
of Doubt is that which is due to there being difference of
opinions, and the distinetive features not being perceived ; e.g.
the Doubt as to words being eternal or nou-eternal. Some peo-
ple hold that words are eternal, while others hold that they are
non-eternal ; and the impartial man who becomes apprised
of this difference of opinion, and does not himself notice any
features in words that would point definitively one way or the
other—has the doubt,—*is word eternal or non-eternal?” (3)
The third form of Doubt is that which is due to the perception
of a property that is peculiar to the thing in question only; e.g.
when one perceives the odour of earth,—which is a property
peculiar to Earth only, and which does not indicate either eter-
nality or non-eternality,—and he does not notice any other
property either one way or the other,—there arises a doubt in
his mind as to the eternality or non-eternality of Earth ; the
doubt being in the form—*1Is the earth eternal, because pos-
sessed of the quality of odour which is not present in non-etern-
al substances? or is it non-eternal, because possessed of the
quality of odour which is not present in any eternal subtance ?’
Section (4).
Ox Morrve.

Motive is that, by which urged, man has recourse to activ-

ity ; and it consists in the seeking of pleasure and avoid-

" ance of pain; as it is for the sake of these two ends that all
men act.
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Section (5).
Ox CorroBORATIVE INSTANCE.

The Corroborative Instance is that with regard to which
there is an agreement between the two parties of a disputa-
tion. It is of two kinds—(1) The Instance per similarity, e.g.
the kitchen is the instance corroborating the reason ‘smoke’
as proving the presence of fire (the kitchen being similar to
the thing in question, in that it contains smoke and fire); and
(2) the instance, per dissimilarity ; e.g. in corroboration of the
gsame reason we have the dissimilar instance of the Lake
(which is dissimilar, inasmuch as it presents a case where
there being no fire there is no smoke).

Section (6).
Ox Dexoxsteatep TruTa.

Demonstrated Truth is a conclusion that is recognised as
proved. Itis of four kinds :—(1) That which is accepted as
such by all systems of philosophy; (2) that which is admitted
by any one system only ; (3) consequential, that is a natural
corrollary toanother established conelusion ; and (4) that which
is accepted assuch only for the sake of argument. To the first
class belong such propositions as that everything that has
qualities exists; to the second class,the proposition accepted in
the Nyaya system and in the allied system of the Vaishesika,
that the mind is a sense-organ ; to the third class belongs the
proposition that ‘ God is omniscient’ following as a Decessary
corrollary to the conclusion that * earth, &c., are created by
God ;* to the fourth class belongs the proposition that ‘sound
is a quality ’ which is admitted by Jaimini for the purpose of
discussing the question of its eternality or non-eternality.

Section (7).
Mensers (oF Syiiocistio REAsoNiNG).

The several factors of the inferential syllogism are called
its ‘members.” They are five in mumber, consisting of Final
Conclusion and the rest. Says the S#fra (1-1-32)—* The mem-
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bers are—Statement of the Proposition, Statement of the Rea~
son or Probans, Statement of Example, Application of the Rea-
gon to the Euhje'ct- in question, and Final Conclusion.” The
sentence that speaks of the ¢ subject’ as qualified by the pre-
dicate—probandum—-is called the ‘statement of the proposition,
e.g. the sentence ‘this mountain contains fire,” The sentence
that puts forward the reason—probans—ending in words either
with the Instramental or the Ablative termination, is called
the ‘ Statement of the Reason,'—e.g. ‘dhfimavattvena’ or ‘dha-
mavat{val,’ ‘because it contains smoke.’ The sentence which
points out the invariable concomitance (between the probans
and the probandum), along with thelcorroborative instance, is
called the ‘statement of example,'—e.g. ‘that which contains
emoke contains fire, as for instance, the kitchen.” That which
points out the presence of the probans in the ‘subject,’ is called
the ‘application of the Reason to the subject,’—e.q.* this moun-
tain contains smoke which is invariably concomitant with fire”
or  this mountain contains smoke.” That which sums up the
presence of the probandum in the *subject’ is the ‘Final Con-
clusion,’—e.g. “ therefore this mountain contains fire! These
are the several ‘members’ of the syllogistic statement, and
as such they resemble *parts’ of the whole ; and are not so
many ‘ parts * in the sense of the ¢ constituent cause’ ; becanse
the constituent cause of all sounds (and wordsare only sounds)
is the Akasha.
Section (8).
Ox CoxruraTiON.

Confutation consists in pointing out an undesirable con-
tingency ; that is to say, when of two things that are invarj-
ably concomitant, we admit that whichis concomitant, and
thereby indicate that with which it is concomitant, this pro-
cess 18 what is called °confutation’; for instance, (having
recognised the fact thatall jars are perceptible,) thereby
accepting the concomitance between ‘jar’ and ¢ perceptibility’)
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when we say *if the jar had been here’ (by which we admit
the concomitant jar) * it would have been perceptible’ (thereby
indicating the possibility of perceptibility, which is not desirable,
the jar being not perceived at the place).  This ¢ confuta-
tion’ serves as an aid to the instruments of right cognition,
For instance, when there arises a doubt as to whether or not
the mountain contains fire, if some one were to assert that it
did not contain fire, then against him we would urge—* if it
did not contain fire, then, being without fire, it would be
without smoke also’—whereby the undesirable contingency of
¢ smokelessness”’ (when the mountain is actually found to be
smoking) is pointed out ; and it is this urging of an undesirable
contingency that constitutes °Confutation’: this particular
Confutation serves to clarify (or justify) the conclusion arrived
at by means of Inference ; for instance, it justifies or validates
the notion of the presence of fire which forms the object
of inference based upon smoke as the probans; inasmuch
as it invalidates or rejects all possibility of the absence of
Jire. It is in this manner that Confutation aids Inferences.
Some people seek to include Confutation under ¢ Doubt ; ’ but
this is not right : because Confutation pertains to one aspect
of the case only (while Doubt pertains to both aspects).

Section (9).
Ox DerixiTive CoGNITION.

Definitive Cognition is assured conviction; it is the ulti-
mate result of the Instruments of Cognition.

Section (10).
Ox Discussion.

Discussion consists in disquisition between two persons
desirous of arriving at the true conclusion in regard to the
subject at issue; it is in this that we find the use of the eight
nigrahas or clinchers,—Deficiency, Superfluity, Abandoning of
position and the five ‘fallacious reasons’ (to be described below.)
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Section (11).
Ox CoNTROVERSY.

Controversy consists in the discussion that is held be-
tween two persons desiring victory over each other, and which
contains arguments in favour of both sides of the question
at issue. In this form of discussion all the various Clinchers
find their place, in accordance with the exigencies of argu-
mentation. Its ultimate purpose lies in the establishing of
one’s own position, after the demolishing of the position of
. the adversary.

Section (12).
Ox WRANGLING.

The above, when not leading to the establishing of one’s
own position, is what is called Wrangling ; * its sole aim lies
in the demolishing of the opponent’s position. In fact, for
the wrangler, there is mno position to be established, The
form of discussion called ¢kafha’ or ¢ controversy,” consists
in the statement by more than two persons, of the arguments
in support of the two sides of the question at issue.

Section (13).
Or Farriciovs Proeans ok REasoN.

With regard to the probans, several necessary conditions
have been laid down, such, for instance, as that it should sub-
gist in the ®subject,’ and so forth ; in sofar as it fails in any one
of these points, it is regarded as * fallacious.” Even so, how-
ever, it may be found to possess some of the characteristies of
the real ‘probans ' ; and as such appearing as ¢ probans’ it has
been called ¢ semblance of the probans.” There are five kinds
of Fallacious Reason—(1) ‘the unproved or unattested,’ (2)
¢ the contradictory,’ (8) ¢ the inconclusive,’ (4) ¢ the neutralis-
ing,’ and (5) ‘the annulled.’ (See above, Text, pp. 58, ef. seq).
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Udayana has pointed out that the probans is said to be ¢ known’
or “proved’ when it is actually recognised as concomitant with
the probandum and as subsisting in the * subject” ; and it is the
absence of this recognition that, according to him, constitutes
the fallacy of the ¢ unknown or unproved probans.” Though
this definition is found to be applicable to the ‘ contradictory
probans’ and other fallacies also, yet we shall proceed to show
in what manner this may be regarded as applying distinctively
to the * unknown probans’ only. In the case of all fallacious
Reasons that condition is held to be the ¢ fallacy ’vitiating the
Reason which is the first to be detected and which is actually
capable of indicating the Reason to be fallacious ; and inas-
much as the fallaciousness of the Reason being clearly indi-
cated by this one fact, that closes the discussion, there is no
force in any other vitiating conditions that may happen to be
subsequently detected ; in view of this, that Reason alone can
be called ‘contradictory’in regard to which the vitiating
condition that is detected first of all is that it involves contradic-
tion, inasmuch as it is actually concomitant with the contrary of
the probandum thatis sought to be proved by its means;
similarly, in cases where the vitiating condition detected is
that it is not actually concomitant with the probandum, the
fallacy attaching tothe Reason is called inconclusiveness,’
and o on. In the same manner in cases where there is no
knowledge of the fact that the Reason is invariably concomi-
tant with the probandum, or that it subsists in the ¢ subject
the reason is said to be * Unknown or * Unproved.’

This fallacy of the * Unknown’ or * Unproved’ is of three
kinds :—(a) that which has an unknown or uncertain subject, (b)
that whose very form is not proved, and (c) that which has its in-
variable concomitance not established. As an example of the first
of these we have the following reasoning—¢The sky-lotus
is fragrant, because it is a lotus, like the ordinary lotus in the
water’; in this we find that the ‘subject’ of the Reason
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(character of the lotus) is the ° sky-lotus’ which is a non-entity.
Another example we have in the reasoning—* The jar is non-
eternal, because it is a product, like the cloth.’

In regard to the latter example an objection is raised.
“In this case the ‘ subject’ of the Reason is the jar, and as this
is not a non-entity, the Reason cannot be said to have its
¢ Subject’ unknown ; though it may be regarded as a super-
fluity, proving the non-eternality of the jar which is already
proved.” This is not right, we reply ; any object does not,
by its very nature, become the ‘ Subject’ of an Inference; it
is regarded as a ‘Subject’ only when the presence of the pro-
bans in it begins to be suspected; this is what is thus
declared in the Bhasya—‘Reasoning is operative neither with
reference to what is not known at all, nor with reference to
that which is definitely known ; but only with reference to
that whose presence is suspected’ ; in regard to the reasoning
in question, we find that there is no doubl—or mere suspicion—
with regard to the non-sternality of the jar ; as it is definitely
known for certain ; consequently even though by itself the
jar is an entity, yet, inasmuch as there is no doubt as to its
non-eternality, it cannot be regarded as the ‘ Subject ;' and
hence the * Subject’ being not * known’ as such, the Reason
becomes fallacious.

(b) The reason is said to be one that has its form not
known which does not subsist in the ‘Subject;’ as an ex-
ample, in the reasoning ‘Generality is non-eternal, because
it is an effect,’—where as a matter of fact, the Reason, *Charac-
ter of effect’ issuch that it does not subsist in the generality
which is the ‘ Subject.” The ¢ partially unknown’ also is only
a form of that which hasits form not known®. An example

® There is in one of the MES. before the last section a long passage describing
the *partially unknown' Heason; this passage is not found in the other 8 MSS : nor
is it in keeping with the sentence that follows—lhagdsiddhs’pi svarapasiddha eva.
Henoe it has béen omitted in the text ; but we translate it here in the note.

¢ An example of the partially unknown we have in the reasoning—‘Sound is non-
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of this ¢ partially unknown® we have in the reasoning—* The
four atoms of Earth, Water, &e. are eternal,—because they
are odorous '—where adorousness is such that it is not present
in all the four that go to make up the Subject,’ subsisting as
it does in the Earth-atom only; this is what makes the Rea-
gon * partially unproved.” In the same manner, ¢ the unknown
qualification,” “the unknown qualified,’ ¢ that form of the un-
known in which the qualification is impotent or incapable’,
‘that in which the qualified is impotent’ and so forth
are only forms of ‘that which has its form unknown.’
An example of the ‘unknown qualification’ we have
in the reasoning—‘sound is eternal, because being a
substance’ it is not tangible’; here the Reason is *in-
tangibility coupled with substantiality’, and not merely
“intangibility *; and as sound is a quality, the qualification of
‘substantiality * is not present in it ; and this is what constitutes
the ‘ unknown qualification,” as so long as *substa ntiality * is
not present the *intangibility coupled with substantiality *
cannot be present init ; as for example if either the man or the
stick be absent, the ‘man with the stick’ cannot be present ;
consequently, even though inlangibility is present, inasmuch
the qualified intangiblity is not present, the reason becomes one

eternal, because it is always accompanied by Effort’; here the non-eternality of sound
is the probandum, its being accompanied by effort is the Reason ; and as a matter of
£act this last character is not found to be presenttin all Sounds ; becanse though the
firat utterance of the Sound is certainly preceded by the effort of the spenker, yet the
sound-waves following upon that first sound are brought about by the sound-waves
preceding them; and hence are not praceded by Effort; this is what makes the Regson
* partially unknown.' Question :—What do you mean by being accompanied or preceded
by Effort. Answcer :—What happens is that first of all there is contact of the mind
with the Soul; then Cognition, then the desire to speak, then the effort, then the dis-
junction of the wind in the body from its former position, and its contact with an-
other position,—whereupon follows the first sound-wave. And thus it is this first
sound-wave alone that is preceded immediately by Effort ; which canuot be said of
the further sound-waves that are produced by that wave ; becanse the precedence
of Effort is present in only a few sounds, the first sound-waves ; but is not present
in ail.
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that has its form not known. An example of the ¢ unknown
qualified’ we have in the reasoning—*sound is eternal, be-
cause being intangible it is a substance’; here also the reason
18 a qualified one (the intangibility qualifying substantiality) ;
and when the quatifis1 (substantiality) is absent, the qualified
Reason cannot be present. An example of the ¢ impotent
qualification * we have in the reasoning—‘sound is eternal, be-
cause being a quality, it has no cause’ ; here the qualification
‘ being aquality 'is ‘impotent,’ because it has absolutely no force
(in the proving of eternality) ; Bternality being proved merely
by the absence of cause; it is thus that the reason comes to be
one of ‘ impotent qualification’; this becomes only a form of
that which has its form unknown,’ because when the quali-
fication is absent, the Reason qualified by it is also absent,
An objection is raised—* The being a qualily constitutes the
qualification, and this is certainly present in sound.” True,
the character of ¢ quality ’ is present in Sound : but it is not a
¢ qualification ’ of the Reason ; because that alone can be re-
garded as the * qualification of the Reason’ which serves the
useful purpose of distinguishing it from other things ; and as
this purpose is not served by the mention of * being a quali-
ty,’ it is for this reason that it is called an impotent qualifi-
cation ? An example of the ¢ impotent qualified > we have in
the same reasoning stated conversely,—e.g. “sound is eternal
because being without cause, it is a quality’ ; here the mere
qualification—*‘being without cause’ is sufficient to prove the
required efernality ; and the © qualified’ (being quality)is ‘impo-
tent’ (without force to prove the conclusion). This also is a
form of ‘that which has its form unknown,’ because in the
absence of the object qualified, the “qualified’ is not present ;
and it is in the qualified form that the Reason is put forward .
the rest is as before.

(c) The Reason “that has its invariable concomitance
nol duly ascertained’ is of two kinds—(1) That which is
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not concomitant with the probandum, and (2) that which
iz related to a probandum with an adventitions adjunct.
An example of the former we have in the reasoning—*All
that exists is momentary like the clonds,—Sound and the other
objeets in question exist,—therefore these objects are momen-
tary’; here ‘sound and other cobjects’ form the ®subject,’
the ‘momentary character’ of these is the probandum, and
their ‘existence’is the probans; and as a matter of fact we
find that there is no proof for asserting the invariable con-
comitance of ‘ existence’ with ¢ momentariness.” The second
kind—i.e., that reason whose invariable concomitance is not as-
certained, because of its being related to a probandum with an
adventitious adjunct,—we have in the following reasoning :—
¢He is dark, because he is Maitri's son,—like a number of
Maitri’s children whom we see’; here darkness is sought to be
proved by the circumstance of being Maitri's son; but as a
matter of fact we know that what makes thedark eomplexion
is not the fact of being Maitri's child ; what brings it about is
the effect of her feeding upon vegetables, &c.; and it is this
latter that is called ¢ Upadhi’ (adventitious vitiating adjunct);
hence in the relationship of darkness with the character of being
Maitri’s child, we find an adventitious adjunct in the shape of be-
ing the effect of feeding on vegetables ;similarly, if weseek to prove
the presence of smoke by the presence of fire, we meet with an
adventitions adjunct in the shape of the contact of wet fuel;
thus then, by reason of these adjuncts, we find that there is no
real concomitance between the reason and that which is sought
to be proved by it; and it is for this reason that such Reasons
are held to be such as have their invariable concomitance not
ascertained. Another example of this same fallacy we have
in the reasoning—* The killing of animals at sacrifices is sinful;
—becanse it is killing,—like the killing apart from sacrifices’
in connection with this we know that what makes the killing
sinful, is not its being killing, but the fact of its being prohibited
Tarkabha 73.
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in the Scriptures; which latter therefore forms the adven-
titious adjunct in the case ; and thus in this case also the desir-
ed invariable concomitance cannot be ascertained. An ohjec-
tion is raised :—* The adventitious vitiating adjunet has been
defined as ‘that which while being the invariable concomi-
tant of the probandum is not the invariable concomitant of the
probans’; and this is not found to be applicable to the character
of being prohibited by the Seriptures (which has been put forward
as the adventitious condition in the above reasoning) ; how
then can this character be regarded as a vitiating condition
This is not right, we reply; because as a matter of fact, the
said definition of the vitiating condition is quite applicable to
the character of being prohibited : for instance, this character
is certainly the concomitant of the probandum, *sinfulness’ ;
because we know that whatever is sinful is always pro-
hibited ; on the other hand, it is not true that whatever is
killing is always prohibited, because in the case of sacrificial
killing we find that it is not prohibited.  Thus have we ex-
Plained the three kinds of the * Unproven Reason.’

(2) We proceed to explain the ‘Contradictory Reason'—
That Reason which is concomitant with the contrary of the
probandum is called ‘ Contradictory.’ An example of this we
have in the reasoning—*Sound is eternal, because it is a
product’; here eternality is the probandum and ‘being a
product’ the Reason ; but as a matter of fact we know that
what the ‘ product’ has for its invariable concomitant is, not
eternality, but its contrary ‘non-eternality’; as all that is a
product is always found to be nom-eternal ; consequently the
Reason in this case, ¢ being a product,” becomes ¢ Contradie-
tory.

(3) That Reason which isof a character that makes the
probandum doubtful is called *Inconclusive’ or * Fallible.’
It is of two kinds—that which is inconclusive because too com-
prehensive or wide, and that which is inconclusive because too
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ezclusive or narrow. To the former class belongs that Reason
which subsists in the ‘Subject’ as well as in such things in
which the probandum is known to exist and also in such things
in which the probandum is known to be absent; e, g. in the
reasoning ‘Sound is eternal beeause it is knowable,” we find
that the Reason ‘knowability’ is present in the ‘ subject,’
Sound ; as well as in such things as Akasha and the rest which
are elernal, and in which as such, the probandum ¢ Eternality’
is known to be present;—and also in such things as the jar
and the rest, which are non-eternal, and in which, as such,
the probandum *Eternality, is known to be absent ; thus the
Reason, ‘ Knowability’ is found to be ¢inconclusive, because
too comprehensive.” The Reason that is ® inconclusive because
too exclusive’ 1is one that is present in the ¢subject’
only, and not in either such things as are known to contain
the probandum, or in things in which the probandum is
known to be absent; an example of this we find in the
reasoning—* The earth is eternal, because it i3 odorous’ ; here
‘odorousness’ is the Reason; and we know that it subsists
only in the earth; and not either in such eternal things as
Alkasha and the rest in which the probandum *eternality’ is
known to be present, nor in such non-eternal things as Water
and the rest, in which the probandum is known to be absent.
We proceed to describe that form of Inconclusive Reason
which is known by the particular name of ‘Fallible.” As a rule,
all valid Reasons are such that while subsisting inall things
known to contain the probandum, they do not subsist in any
such thing as is known to contain the contrary or negation of
the probandum ; under the circumstances, the *fallibility’ or
‘failure’ of the Reason consists in its not fulfilling this
aforesaid condition, by having the contrary of the probandum
for its concomitant ; and this ‘fallibility’ is twofold,—consist-
ing (1) in subsistence in both, that in which the pro-

bandum is present and that in which the contrary of the
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probandum is present, and (2) in not subsisting in either of
these two.

(4) The *Neutralised Reason’ is that which is opposed
by an equally strong reason to the contrary; another name
of this kind of *fallacious reason’ is * Safprafipaksa’ ; an ex-
ample of this we have in the reasoning—*Sound is non-
eternal, because we do not find in it any eternal properties’;
as opposed to this we have the counter-reasoning, ¢Sound is
eternal because we do not find in it any non-eternal proper-
ties' ; this latter reasoning is called * prafipaksa’ or ‘opponent’,
because being equally strong it establishes a conclusion
directly contrary to that of the former reasoning ; that which
18 not equally strong is not a real ¢ opponent.”  The reason-
ing proving the contrary of a conclusion is of three kinds—
(a) that upon which the former reasoning is dependent, (b)
that which is dependent upon the former reasoning, and (¢)
that which is neither of these two; the first of these being
the more powerful of the two tends to the rejection of the
former reasoning;e.g. when the reasoning—*the atom is
non-eternal, because it is material or corporeal, like the jar’—
18 opposed: by the reasoning proving the existence of the
atom, this latter reasoning, even though proving the eternal-
ity of the atom, which is the contrary of the former conclusion,
cannot be regarded as the ‘opponent’ or ‘cnuntar-reasnning’
of the former, because it is such that the former depends
upon it, and as such the latter reasoning tends to the former
being entirely rejected; the dependence of the former reason-
ing upon the latter is based upon the fact that it is the latter
that establishes the ©Subject’ of the former; so long as the
‘Subject’ Afom has not been duly cognised by means of a
valid instrument of kmowledge, the reasoning as to its non-
eternality cannot proceed; asif it did proceed, it would be
open to the fallacy of the * unproven or unknown subject’ ;
consequently, the very putting forward of the reasoning
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in support of the non-eternality of the atom presupposes the
validity of the reasoning proving the existence of the atom;
as in the absence of this latter, it could not itself appear ; and
thus being dependent upon it, it becomes rejected by it, being
the weaker of the two, When, on the other hand, the
second reasoning is one that is itself dependent upon the
former reasoning, it happens to be the weaker of the two ;
and is therefore rejected by it; as in the case of the two
reasonings just mentioned, if the order of the two were
reversed. For these reasons it is only when the two
reasonings are equal in their strength (apparent validity) that
we have the fallacy of ¢ neutralisation.’

(5) That Reason is said to be ‘annulled,” in whose sub-
ject’ the absence of the probandum is known by a more
authoritative instrument of cognition ; another name for this
“fallacious reason’ is ¢ Badhifavisaya, '—i.e. ¢ whose object
is sublated.” An example of this we have in the rea-
soning * Fire is not hot, because it is a product, like water;
here the Reason is ‘being a product, and it is put for-
ward to prove the ‘absence of heat’; and as a matter
of fact, the absence or negation of this ‘absence of heat’
in the *subject’ fire is known by means of Sense-perception ;
inasmuch as the hoiness of fire is known by the Tactile
organ. Another instance of the * Annulled Reason’ we have
when ‘being an entity’ is brought forward as a reason to
prove the momentary character of the jar; because here also
. the negation of the probandum *momentariness’—i.e., the non-
momentary character of the jar is known by means of Sense-
perception in the form of Recognition ; inasmuch as when
we see a jar that we have seen before, we at once have the
recognition in the form ¢ this is the same jar that I had seen
before,’—this recognition being brought about by the sense-
organ as aided by the impression left by the previous percep-
tion, and apprehending within itself the two points of time
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(past and present) ; and this Recognition proves that the jar
18 lasting, not momentary.

All the aforesaid five *fallacious reasons’ are not ‘Reasons’
proper; because they fail to establish their probandum,—
being wanting in one or more of the necessary conditions of the
“valid reason,’—such for instance as that it should subsist in
the ¢ subject * and so forth.

All definitions are ‘reasons’ of the universal-negative
kind (serving to preclude from a certain category things not
fulfilling the specified conditions); consequently the three
‘defects’ pertaining to definitions,—uiz. *too narrow,” ‘too
wide’ and ‘impossible’—are to be included among the above
five ‘fallacious reasons,” and are nothing apart from these.
For instance, the *too wide’ definition falls within the scope
of the “Reason whose concomitance with the probandum is
not proven,’ inasmuch as the definition does nof exclude
each and every such thing as is known to contain the nega-
tion of the probandum ; and also because it is vitiated by an
adventitious adjunct ; as for instance, when the cow is defined
as an animal’; where it is a well-known fact that what makes
the cow a ‘cow’ is ‘the presence of the dewlap and such
other distinctive features.’ Similarly the ‘too narrow’ definj-
tion falls within the °partially unproven Reason,’ as for
instance, when the cow is defined as  the variegated cow. ’
In the same manner the ‘ impossible’ defi
the ‘ absolutely unproven Reason’; as wh
fined as ‘ the animal with undivided hoofs.

Section (14),
Ox PervERsioN or Casursrpy,

When a person puts fof-ward an assertion by means of
words conveying one sense, if the other Person should take
the ward's in another ‘sense a,.nd then proceed to point out
?;fimfh“;;??iia:?;: Procedure is what is called

3 Person says ¢ Nﬁmmmb
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yam Devadaffak’, meaning thereby that Devadatta possesses
a new blanket; but the other person takes the word ©nava’
in another sense (that of nine) and then proceeds to point out
the mistake in it by showing that *Devadatta being a
poor man does not possess nine blankets; he cannot afford
even #wo, whence could he have nine?’ The disputant who
has recourse to this method is called * perverse’ or a ‘Casnist.’
Section (15).
O~ Furie REjOINDER.

The Futile Rejoinder consists in the incorrect answer ;
it is of many kinds—‘utkarsasama,’ ‘apkarsasama,” and so
forth; we do not deseribe all these many varieties here. When
the possibility of the presence of a property that is not con-
comitant with the Reason is put forward on the basis of the
presence in the probandum of a certain property which,
though present in the object cited as the corroborative in-
stance, is not one that is invariably concomitant with the
Reason,—we have a case of the Utkarsasama; as for instance,
when the reasoning ‘sound is non-eternal, because it is a
product, like the jar’ has been put forward, if, in answer to
it, someone were to say,—*if by reason of its being a produet,
sound be regarded as nom-eternal, like the jar, then, like the
same jar, and for the same reason, it may be regarded as a
composite substance also ;' [where though in fact, non-eternality
18 invariably concomitant with being a product, yet composite-
mess 18 not so concomitant with it ; and merely on the ground
of the compositeness being found, in the jar, along with the
quality of being @ product, the possibility of its presence in
Sound, which is the *subject,’ is put forward for the purpose
of discrediting the aforesaid reasoning]. The Apakarsasama
is that where through that quality belongingto the corrobora-
tive instance, which is not invariably concomitant with the Rea-
son, one puts forward the possibility of the negation of &
certain quality, such negation not being one with which the
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Reason is invariably concomitant; for instance, if, in answer
totheaforesaid reasoning (proving the non-eternality of sound),
some one were to say—*if by reason of its being & produet,
sound be regarded as non-eternal like the jar, then, like the
same jar, and for the same reason, it may also be regarded as
not audible; as certainly the jar is not audible.’
Section (16).
Ox CuiNcHERS.

[Pace 184]. A Clincher is that whereby the opponent
18 silenced or defeated. It is of many kinds—such as ¢ defi-
ciency,’ ‘superfluity,” © renouncing of position,’ ¢incoherence,’
‘ fatuity,’ ‘ admission of the opponent’s view,’ * contradiction,”
and so forth,—yet, for fear of becoming too prolix, we do not
describe all of them. That which falls short of what is
intended to be said, is called ‘deficient’; that which goes
beyond what is intended is ¢ superfluous’; when one falls off
from the position he had taken up, he is said to °renounce
his position’ ; when what is said does not bear upon the
subject under consideration, we have ®incoherence’; when
the man is absolutely incapable of finding an answer, we have
a case of ‘ fatuity’ ; when the man is made to admit the view
of his opponent, we have the ‘ admission of the opposite view’;
when the man demolishes what he originally wished to
establish, we have a case of ‘ contradiction.’

In this work we have again and again explained those
things that are extremely useful; if we have omitted to ex-
plnm things not of much use, this fact cannot be urged
against us ; as what we have explained is enough for the pur-
poses of the young learner.

Thus ends the ' Exposition of Reasoning ’ by Keshava Mishra.
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PREFACE.

In the course of my study of the Bhatta system of Purva-
Mimamsa, I was, in many places, struck by the ingenuity
and apparent simplicity of many Prabhikara explanations.
This led me to the study of this much misrepresented
system ;—a study which received fresh impetus' from the
institution by the University of Allahabad of the degree of
‘ Doctor of Letters,’ in connection with which I elected for
the subject of my dissertation, the Prabhakara School of
Pirva-MimfAimsa. At the very outset however, I was faced
by the difficulty of the extreme paucity of materials available :
the Prakaranapaiichika of Shalikandtha was the sole book
available from which we could learn anything directly, about
the tenets of the Prabhakara School. By a strange coincidence,
however, another work of the same writer, the * Rijuvimala’
was brought to my notice by Col. G. A. Jacob, through my
honoured tutor, Principal Venis; and I at once applied for
a loan of the manuscript from the India Office Library ;
which was granted to me through the kindness of Prin-
cipal Jennings. When I had sent my application to the
India Office, my friend Mr. Govinda-dasa very kindly
obtained for me a copy of the same work from the Trav-
ancore State Library, The fact of the Rijuvimala being a
work dealing directly with the S#fras recalled to my mind
the name of * Brihati,' which I had come across, ten or twelve
years ago, in a list of manuscripts belonging to the Asiatic
Society of Bengal, wherein it was described as a work on
¢ Prabh@kara-Mimamsa.” 1 sent an application for the loan
of this manuseript also, which was granted by the Society,
through the kind courtesy of the President. This work turned
out to be nothing less than a commentary upon Shabara’s
Bhisya by Prabhiakara himself. The temptation to bring
out an edition of this unique work was so great that I
at once set about preparing the press<copy. But after
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having done the first eighteen pafras, I was disappointed
to find that the manuscript, though good enough to supply
first-hand information with regard to Prabhakara’s views,
was far from perfect, for the purposes of an ‘edition.
Baffled in that quarter, I intended to bring out an edition
of the Rijurimala; but the two manuscripts of this work,
which I had obtained from the India Office and Travancore,
turned out tobe entirely different parts of the work ; the
India Office Ms. containing nearly the whole of Adh, I
(the first leaf in the beginning, and the whole of the first
adhikarana of pada ii being wanting), while the Travancore
Ms. contained adhyayas I11, TV and V complete.

Though unable to bring out a *critical edition’ of any
of these works, I found the Mss. of great help ; from these
I derived much first-hand information on the views held by
Prabhékara and by his direct pupil, Shalikanatha ; and I was
also enabled to verify their views as put forward by
Madhavacharya in his Nyayamalavistara. This latter work
notices Prabhakara’s views—calling them ¢ Gurumata *—on
the following adhikaranas :—

(@) I—i—2—* Veda is the sole authority on Dharma.’

(b) I——8—N ecessity of enquiry into Dharma.’

(¢) T—ii—19 to 25— Nature of those Arthavadas thag,
have the form of Injunctions.’

(d) I—iii—10—Dealing with words as used by the
Mlechchhas.

(¢) I—iii—11—Authority of the Kalpasiitras,

(f) I—iii—15—The Holakadhikarana.’

(9) I—iii—25—Dealing with the Grammar-Smrif_:iB.

(b} I—iii—30—* Words are expressive of class-character,’

(i) I—iv—2—Udbhid’ is the name of a sacrifice.’

(7) I—iv—0—* Agneya’ is not the name of a
but indicates the Deity.’
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(k) I—iv—10—The word ‘varhi’ denotes class-charac-
ter.

() I—iv—13—*Vaishvadeva’ is the name of a sacrifice.

(m) I—iv—17—The word ‘Asta’ with reference to
the pans used at the Vaishviinara sacrifice is
mere arfhavida.

It will be noticed that Madhava ceases to notice the
* Gurumata’ after the first Adhyaya. Nor is there much
of a difference, after this, between Bhatta and Prabhakara,
directly bearing on the adhikaranas; the other differences
being only as regards certain detailed principles involved in
the adhikaranas. These we have tried to bring out in
chapter III.

When the present work was undertaken, it was intended
to deal only with the views of Prabhikara, as bearing upon
gubjects psychological and metaphysical ; but later on, in
view of the fact that the full details of what is contained
in the Mimamsa-shas{ra have not yet been presented before
the modern reader,* the writer was advised to present a
consecutive account of all that is contained in that Shastra.
This task proved to be more stupendous than was expected. But
with the constant encouragement accorded to me by Principal
Venis, and the sage counsel of Dr. Thibaut, I was enabled to set
to work and to make out a somewhat presentable account
of the contents of the Mimamsa-Shastra. In the actual
* research '—or ‘search '—involved in this work, I am indebt-
ed to my friend Mr. Govinda-disa, to whose help, most
willingly accorded, I owe the unearthing of all those
manuscripts which have enabled me to bring together
information, which, in one sense, may be regarded as alto-
gether new,—and also unexpecied, in view of the fact that, in

® The excellent translation of the ArfAasangratra with its lucid introduetion,
deals mainly with the subject of * Vidhi '
Prabha. 3.
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the first place, all interest in the Shasfra had ceased, and
secondly, all hopes of ever getting at Prabhakara’s works
had been given up; and my friend had to hunt out, and
indicate to me, manuscripts lying hidden in far-off corners of
India;—one of these manuscripts being the long-lost portion
wanting in the Prakaranapaiichikd, which had to be printed
in its incomplete form, by two such enterprising publishers as
the Medical Hall Press, and the Chaukhambha Book Depbt.*

9, As regards the originality of the present work,
inasmuch as nothing has been written upon the Prabba-
kara School, in any modern language, the whole may be
regarded as ‘original.’ On the other hand, as it contains
only what has been written by Prabhdkara and his followers
nothing can be truly original.” But what is claimed for
the work is that it represents the first attempt in more
than one direction, a few of which may be noted here :—

(1) In no work,—not even in the innumerable prakarana-
granthas in Sanskrit, is the whole Mimamsa-shastra found
explained in the systematic and connected way in
which it is presented here.

(2) No work known to exist is found to contrast the
views of the two sister schools on all peints.

(3) The bearing of Mimamsa upon legal literature is
not found brought out, in the manmer in which it is done
in this work.t

(4) This is the first attempt at a systematic account
of the Prabhiakara system. There is no work known to the
modern world which affords a detailed account of what
that system is ; the Prakaranapaiichika confining itself only
to a few philosophical points, and a very few of the
purely Mimamsa topics.

© The Ms. of this portion has been handed over to the i
Chaukbambhd Sans. Eeriali. who have now printed it. pblishes. ot
+ Since writing the above we have received the Tagore Lmw Lectures on
the Mimamead Roles of Interpir:tatinn,—-a bock which deals with the legal aspect
of the adhikarapas in & way that only a trained lawyer conld deal.
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CHAPTER I.

Tre Beciswings oF MiMaAMsa.

1. In the far-off days of ancient Aryivarta when, we are
told, the gods moved among men, and received and gave gifts
much in the same way as men give and receive among
themselves,—matters went on smoothly; each_ giving as
he chose, and receiving when and what he chose. There was
no occasion for any rules or regulations on the matter.
All that was needed was that the man should sing the praises
of the superior being whom he wished to please. This may
be regarded as having been Lhe state of things during the
period of the ‘Rigveda’, wherein,—at least in the *‘older’
portions—we do not find ‘sacrifices’ occupying any im-
portant position.

As times changed and the gods ceased their friendly
visits, and became, by and by, more remote beings, doubts
naturally began to arise in the minds of men, regarding the
ways and methods by which the offerings should be made
in order to be most acceptable. The wisest among men came
together and laid down a set of rules as to these ways and
methods. So long as these patriarchs lived, the affairs of
men went on under their guidance; as whenever difficul-
‘ties arose, the original framers of the rules were at hand
to settle them, by means of explanations and illustra-
tions. This state of things may be regarded as covering
the period represented by the ¢ Brihmanas’, wherein we find
all sacrificial details laid down, explained and illustrated.
In regard to this period it is quite true, that—

“although there is no reason to suppose that the sacrificial
ceremonial was in early times so fully developed,...... the
religious service would seem to have been already of a suffi-
ciently advanced nature’ (Shatapatha Br. Trans,, Intro. xi) ;
and also that—
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, ‘the idea of bringing together the different family collec-
tions would seem first to have suggested itself to the priests
at & time when the hitherto divided Aryan tribes had
moved from the Panjab to the eastern plains, and became
consolidated into larger communities, and the want of a more
uniform system of worship would naturally make itself felt ;—
to the same period we may refer the first attempts at a
systematic arrangement of the entire ceremonial of worship,
and the definitive distribution of the sacrificial duties among
four classes of priests. (Ibid—XX.)

When a further degeneration set in, further doubts
began to arise, for the removal of which no living authorities
were available ; and thus arose the necessity of collecting and
digesting the old rules and regulations ; and as each collector
and digester had at hand a mass of material all of which
ecould not be bodily adopted by him,—for the simple reason
that the greater part of these appertained to the exigencies
of particular times and places,—he had to exercise his judg-
ment in the preparing of his compilation. This gave rise
to the literature of the * Smrifis,’ whose professed aim is to
clarify what is already present in the Vedas (Samhitds and
Brahmanas). With the appearance of this literature there
came about the necessity also of a regular study of these mat-
ters as bearing upon Dharma or Duty of each man. It was at
this juncture that ¢ Mim@msa® literature stepped in with its
1000 and odd ‘rules’ for the interpretation and right
understanding of what is said in the Veda, in regard to
Dharma.

These rules of interpretation were formulated for the first
time by Jaimini, in a systematic manner, in the work that
has come down to us under the name of ¢ Jaimini-sitra’ or
* Mimamsa-siifra.” This was commented upon by a number
of writers, among whom we may mention—(1) Bhartrimitra
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(mentioned by the Nya@yarafnakara and Kashika on verse 10,
and believed by my honoured teacher, Mahdmahopadhyiya
Pandit Chitradhara Mishra to be the oldest commentator on
the Satras)—(2) Bhavadasa (mentioned by Kumarila in the
Shlokavartika, 1—63),—(3) Hari (referred to in the
Shastradipika X—ii—59,60),—and (4) Upavarsa, referred
to in the Bhasya as *Bhagavan Upavarsak’® (page
13, line 8); and then at a much later date
by Shabara, whose work is known as the *Bhasya.’ Heis
believed by the Pandits to have lived about 57 B.c., being
described as the father of King Vikramaditya, as also of
Vardhamihira and Bhartrihari ; this fact is believed npon the
authority of the following verse current among Pandits ; among
whom he is also known as having for his real name, Aditya-
deva, the name °Shabara’ being only due to his having
disguised himself as a forester for fear of Jaina persecu-
tion :— '

ATETEANEY ATEHER At agrat:
AT RAERTE (EwAE:  wATEASTATARE |
Bmrar gREAgawsr WraTe 9§ sar
qEATAAT Wed  WETEAT(Aigwearensm: n*

It was this Bhasya that formed the basis and starting
point for all later Mimamsa works; it was at this stage
also that there came about the well-known bifurcation of
the system into two schools: One of these was headed by
Kumarila Bhatta, believed to have been the senior contempor-
ary of the Great Shankara, also known as ° Bhaifa’ and
¢ Bhattapada’—who wrote an extensive commentary upon
the Bhasya; this is a work in three parts :—the first called the
Shlokavartika, dealing with the first, or polemical, part of the

* But Vidyapat Thakkura, a writer of the 15th—16th Century A, C., speaks
of him, in the Purnsaparikes as the ‘Gurn’ or * teacher’ of Vikrama,
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first chapter ;—the second called the Tan{ravartika, dealing
with the rest of chapter I, and also with chapters IT and III
[Both of these have been translated by the present writer, and
are in course of publication by the Asiatic Society of Bengal ;]
the third called the T'uptilka, which contains only brief notes
upon the remaining nine adhyayas. Kumarila came to be known
as the ¢ Vartikakiira’ by a host of followers and comment-
ators, chief among whom are Mandana Mishra (the author
of the Vidhiviveka and Mimamsanukramani and also
of a commentary on the Tanfravarfita, mentioned
in the Shastradipita I1I—i—1), Parthasarathi Mishra
(the author of the Shastradipika, the Tan{raratna, the Nyaya-
ratnikara, and the Nya@yaratnamala), Sucharita Mishra (author
of the Kashika) and Someshvara (author of the Nyayasudha,
also known as * Ranaka'). The other school had for its founder a
writer whose work has not yet come to light, who is referred
to by Prabhikara and his followers as ‘Vartikakarapadah,’ That
this ¢ Varfikakara’ is different from Kumarila is shown by the
fact that the quotations referred to him are not to be found
in any of Kumiirila’s works ; and that Kumarila is referred to
by these writers only as ¢ Yathahuh,' without any appellation
of honour. Following upon this latter * Vartikakara,’
Prabhakara Mishra wrote his Brikafi, ® a commentary upon
Shabara’s Bhigya ; and this again has an extensive commen-
tary, the Rijuvimala, by Shalikanatha Mishra, who also wrote
a digest of the Prabhakara system, called ¢ Prakaranapaii-
chika.'t ‘

In course of time as Vedic sacrifices began to fall into
disuse, the study of Mimamsa lost its hold upon the popu-
lar mind, and gave way to the study of the Tanfra and other
allied subjects. The principles however that had been evolved

® Meationed on p. 575 of Aufrecht's Catalogus Catalogorum.
1 Of this work, the earliest Ms. hitherto discovered is one belonging to the

sixtesnth century.
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by the Mimamsaka continued to influence all literature, litur-
gical, philosophical and legal. In fact, whenever any question
arose as to the interpretation of certain texts, the aid invari-
ably called in was that of the principles enunciated by Jaimini
and his followers. At the present day, apart from the intrins-
ic merits of the Mimamsashasira itself, the chief interest of
the Shistra lies in its bearing upon the whole Hindu legal
literature ; and for this reason, towards the close of our pre-
sent study, we shall devote a short chapter where we shall
show in what manner Mimamsa principles have been used
to settle legal difficulties.

Prabhikara,—or Guru, as he is generally spoken of in
later Sanskrit philosophical literature—isfound to be referred
to by later writers on MimaAmsa as ° Nibandhanakarah,’ © the
writer of a great work,’ apparently the ° Briha{i’ mentioned
above. (See Shastradipila II—i—1st adhik. where a passage
from the Bprihati is quoted.) From this it would seem
that Nibandhana was another name for the Brikafi. In the
only manuseript of this work, that has been found in the
library of theAsiatic Society of Bengal, we find the following
at the end of the chapters : —

(@) gfa swresctampat  AwigTEAtAEO-at the

end of pada ii of Adhyaya II.
(b) wf= ggarg—at the end of pada vii of Adhyaya IIL
(¢) zfa safmrmamERFZITTIEERatTIY ATHTET-
wtAraTarg—at the end of Adhyaya 111

The name ¢ Gurn’ is not found in any of the colophons;
it would appear to have been a later title given to him,
perhaps as deprecatory of his elaborate or complicated
(guru) views; though tradition assigns a different reason for
this title. That Prabhakara's views were regarded as
too elaborate or complicated—without much justification
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however,—is also shown by the following Shloka current in
South India:—

ATYAT ATATTATAIFACS TACABT  FICAAT FOEw A
Thyr stargarat §EwEi SOEEaT |

qAT ST RETERTE JaAagiETg gy

FT UFT AFULANCT AfqUat agagtiraagty

As regards the time and place where Prabhakara rose
we have not been able to obtain any information, except certain
traditional stories current among Pandits. According to
these, Prabhakara, along with Mandana Mishra, was a pupil
of Kumarila. From the very beginning of his studies, he
evinced great independence of thought and opinion, and
many a story is told in exemplification of his independent
spirit. On a certain point connected with the after-death
rites, Prabhikara happened to hold with characteristic
tenacity to a certain opinion diametrically opposed to that
held by his teacher, Having failed to win the pupil to his
views, by reasonings, the teacher had recourse to a trick:
one morning it was suddenly discovered that the teacher had
died ; and there arose among the pupils a discussion as to
the exact manner in which his after-death rites were to be
performed; when the question was referred to Prabhakara,
as the exponent of one view, he declared that the view held
by his teacher was the right one, and that he had put
forward another view simply for purposes of exciting
discussion. On hearing this the teacher, who had feigned
illness only for obtaining this confession, sat up and
expressed satisfaction at Prabhikara having at last been
won over to his views; thereupon Prabhikara said—* Yes,
you won me to your views, but not while you were
living.’ Another story tells us how he acquired
the title of ¢ Guru’ from his teacher:—In course of their
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studies, they came across the sentence—* Afrafunokianfafra-
pinoktamitidvirukiam’ ; this apparently meant—* this has
not been mentioned there, nor has it been mentioned here,
thus it has been mentioned twice,’ an apparent absurdity.
The teacher could not find a satisfactory explanation, and
ultimately gave it up and went to attend to his evening
prayers, When the class assembled again, Prabhakara
suggested that the sentence in question admitted of the
construction—"* atra tund ukfam fafra apind ukfam, it
dvirulfam’,* the meaning being ¢ what is mentioned there
by means of the particle fu is again mentioned here by
the particle api, and thus it has been mentioned twice.” The
teacher was so pleased at the ingenuity of his pupil that he
thereupon conferred upon him the title of ¢Gurn’ or
¢ Teacher.’ That the tradition bearing upon
the relation of Prabhiikara to Kumarila is not a mere lip-
story is proved by the following extract from an old Ms.
of the Sarvasiddhintarahasya by Shesa, commented upon by
his son Govinda, a pupil of the great Madhustidanat :—

‘srEnt gay fAEay, MEATEITARED g
AATSTATGFERIEY, WeTaTaHa g aq
qiSEedICaEaRgR  WWET  HATALH
AWTHTIRTAR Alg HTHIHTERaY I
weq wreRATIaEEY: WETIEed frw: mvTEs:  Wewat
surgEETERT T E AT s e AT
SNATITEE A ATEAIHIY  TEET W EaTwoasq
ATHET AATAGEATHIRCATH urﬁqamﬁw&n

® The modern reader of well-edited texis has to bear in mind that in
old MSS. we do not find the system of ‘ padachheda’ ; and thus there would be no
such difference in writing as—awrfaatws (according to the interpretation of
Prabhikara) and gsrefa srera( which gave the former absurd meaning).

+ Now published at Madras, Edited by Prof. RBangachdrya.
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Prabhakara’s philosophy had to pay a heavy price
for its innovating spirit; it never gained a solid footing;
and until the publication of Shalikanatha’s Prakaranapaiichika
in the ¢ Pandit,’ the philosophy was known only under the

misrepresentations of its opponents. It is however inter-.

esting to notethat the author of the Mitaksara (p. 181) quotes
an entire passage out of the Brilafi of Prabhikara. Even
on the publication of the above-mentioned work, the system
was not studied ; it shared the fate of the whole Mimamsa
Shastra which, by a strunge irony of fate, has not found
a place in the curriculum of modern Pathashalas.

In regard to the relation between Prabhakara and
Kumarila as indicated by the above tradition, it may be noted
that this is not borne out by the internal evidence avail-
able in the writings of these authors.

(A) Prabhikara’s Britafiis a ‘comment,’ in the strict
sense of the word, upon Shabara's Bhiisya ; it does not, in any
place, differ from the original, which it always tries to sup-
port ; nor does it attack any opinions of the original; in fact
as a rule, it attacks no opinions except those of the avowed
Piirvapaksa, Kumdrila on the other hand, in many places’
in the Tun{ravartika, rejects the interpretation of Shabara’
and offers an entirely different interpretation of his own.
We will note a few of these instances here :—

(a) T—ii—Adhi (1) (Zanfravartika, translation, page 32).
(b) I—iii—Adhi (1) (page 116.)

(¢) I—iii—Adhi (4)—(p. 178.)

(d) T—iii—Adhi (5)—(p. 207.)

(e) I—iii...Adhi (7)—(p. 227—where more than two

interpretations are given).

() T—iii—Adhi (10)—(p. 347).

(9) I—iv—Adhi (1)—(p. 373).

Prabha 12,

4



Bromwmyes oF Minzusi. 138

1f Prabhikara had been an innovator, or reformer, or
improver of the Bhatta system, he would naturally have
taken up every one of these deviations from the Bhasya and
tried to demolish it with his wonted verve and vigour.
As a matter of fact, however, we find that the Brika{i takes
no notice of any of the new interpretations proposed by
Kumarila. This would perhaps indicate that it was
Kumarila, and not Prabh@kara, who was an innovator or
reformer. This view is confirmed by the fact that while
Prabhakara does not criticise any of the strikingly original
interpretations of Kumarila, the latter in many places,
takes great pains to demolish certain views, a few of which
we find put forward by Prabhakara in the Brihati, We
append a few of these :—

(a) I—ii—S1 31—(Tantravartika, Translation, p. 54)
Kumdrila objects to the question of
the Adhikarana being put in the form
¢ are manfras meaningless or not?’'—
the form in which it has been stated
in the Brihati (Ms. p. 3la.)

(b) I—iii—2—(Tantravartika, Trans. p. 112.)

According to Prabhakara (Ms. p. 31b)
the Vedic texts in corroboration of in-
junctions found in the Smrifi are to be
inferred. This is objected to by Kum-
arila.

(¢) I—iv—1—As regards the connection of pada iv with

the subject-matter of the whole adhyaya
Prabhakara, in sagreement with the
Bhasya, puts forward the question in
the form—* Are the words (udbhid and
the like) expressive of materials or of
names of sacrifices P’—this question

Prabha. 13,
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bearing upon the authority of Dharma
(Brihati, p. 88 a). This is objected to by
Kumarila (Tanfravartika, Trans. 373).

(d) I—iv—1—0n the same Adhikarana, the Bhasya, and

the Brihafi with it, takes siitra (1) as the

« Prirvapuksa’ and 57. (2) as the ‘Siddhanta’;
while Kumirila takes the two sii{ras a8
embodying two distinet Adhikaranas; and
objects to the other interpretation (Zan-
travartika, Trans. p. 373).

The only point where We have found Prabhakara com
batting a view propounded by Kumirila is under IV—i—2
(Brihati, Ms. p. 64b, line O et. seq.). But in this connection
also, it is noteworthy that the words in which the view
combatted is expressed—which are apparently a quotation—
are very different from those employed by Kumirila (iv—i—
9). The words of the latter are—*Kratvarthe drayarjane krafu-
vighatah syal’; while those nsed by Prabhikara are—* Kratvar-
thatve saffvameva na bl avatili yaga éva na samvarfate ’; and
this is combatted by Prabh@kara in the words—* pralapita—
midanlEnapi arjanam saftvannapadayatifi pratisiddham.” The
difference in the words shows that ‘ kenapi’ of Prabhiikara
must refer to some one entirely different from Kumarila, It
is Prabhikara’s very words in this connection that have been
quoted by the Mifaksara with approval. (see below, chap. V.)

(B) In point of style also, the Brikafi shows distinck
signs of being older than the Tantraviritka. The style of the
former is very similar to that of the Bhasya of Shabara,
possessing the same natural grace, simplicity and directness;
while that of Kumirila becomes rather involved and rich,
very much like that of the Sharirakabhagya of the Great Shan-
kara. The contrast is best shown by presenting here side by

Prabhi. 14.
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side a few typical passages chosen at random from the two
works :—

Brihati. Tantravartika.

() mrd g 1 FEwE 1 (0) Fwr AgeT REE: qyErR-
gigRfa ¥g: WAAR | WA wAAT wriegEwriag-
TARAGETATFRATYT A eA AT
gwi auragfgaraTafa faa-
Taargsatasata
(b) wawgae Afrgwaaen- (b) TATRAF | AIEAHR Farai-
gRaTawy | A7 fafadm - Arfeenivawsgeeaa AT
wraa ¥ 1 Teeafg 1 vweff qFIH |
‘Fﬁltﬂhl
(¢) sravzETeRAg g A7w- () srdarqrATIATRTeRw -
dtamraTRfrmaa | avgEraeaT siimgTawar-
T QIEAtaarArn /Y- AnEatEaTte s aaSaaa §-
1 Agndta wAwmg-  wafy adtemieay SwTe-
T o o Sgwdtedeg-  fewsmevstasgeTgRETaTT-
ST/, AEATIT FHYY 7~ fgaearss @  wzrdnieg-
AFARTARrATSATIAR | TAgEANAAG A |
wamEy fadgtan umaty
AgremANTE  mTATR | W
ATFETIET ATFACATAZA-
FEamfezar sewafr )
ISR | AAgwFETY WA
aq'rﬂﬁ!l'trﬁqwr(tqa
g | agwrtaaE
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(@) wewafmritoatsg (d) mar 7 srenvsogaaTeRT-
W« wEfr)  wumiE  wQ R fafds-
wfaggY Fradfa sl «d s frave: g saeg-

... gl srRaTgRSaTIaT-
afaReTaTTwe faTen-
TTARAATTA AT e B Teq -
WO aaTATd A ST TR -
Al faavgsafaRoenTs-
CEFEAFY: § §ITIY SYHTAT
A e ST SRR A
MrewTeniag av ¥ af2 fia-
SrEFTAY wafa sgearar-
| gATiEAT AnwsarigEt-
FenyraawaTtn  argart |

The above extracts will suffice to show—(1) that while
Kumarila employs compounds freely,—and these sometimes
very long ones—Prabhakara’s compounds seldom contain
more than two words ;—(2) that while Kumarila joins together
several reasonings and arguments in a single clause, Prabhae
kara always employs a distinct clause for each reason ;—(8)
that while Kumarila almost invariably adopts the distinctive
particles indicative of the objection and its answer,—e. e

“g...9q, v’ ¢ !‘ﬂ'l%aa;.........w-l’mhhﬁkam sel.
dom makes use of any of these, except occasionally the
Jirst; and almost always puts the objection and its refuta-
tion in the form of question and answer; which makes
it difficult at times to ascertain where the one ends and
the other begins; this'is the feature that marks all older
works, as for instance the Bhasyas of Patafijaliand Shabara.

Prabha. 16,

'

LY



BeomwwiNegs oF MiMAmsi 137

Another feature of Prabhiikara’s style pointing to the
game couclusion is that his work abounds in many of those
flashy retorts which one meets with in the older works,
and which become rather rare as we descend to the later
artificial period of Banskrit literary style. We shall quote
a few of these, chosen from the Brihafi :—

(o) srwTwTaRwTTERE: w3iwawy (3001 2).

(b) sreY safEmAwgAtiasT wary (32, L 3).

(c) srwforsy sty Awteewrareaggtaryg (325 1. 2).
(d) Wﬁrﬁm (b 32,5 1. 6).

(¢) grermveramtagy (325, 1 8),

(f) ergeawet aTATEsE: (362, 1 9),

Prabha. 17,
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CHAPTER 1II.
PSYCHOLOGY—METAPHYSICS.

Books CoNsSULTED : —
1. Jaimini's Sifras I—i ST TN ;
2, Bhasya of Shabara I—i } Bibliothica Indiza,
3. Shlokavartika of Kumarila—Text (Chankhambha
S.S. Benares) English Translation (Biblio-Ind).

4. Nyayarafnikara of Parthasrathi—Commentary on

(3) (Chaukh. S.8. Benares).

5. Kashika of Sucharita Mishra —Commentary on (3)
MS. with MM. P. Chitradhara Mishra of Dars
bhanga.

6. Brih.ti of Prabhikara. (MS. with present writer
and in the Library of the Asiatic Society of
Bengal.) I—i.

Rijusimaldi—Commentary on (6) by Shaliknitha—
I—i. (MS. with present writer).

8. Prakaranapaiichika by Shilikanatha (Chauk. S.8.

Benares).
9. Nyayamalivistara (Anand. 8.8. Poona).
10. Shastradipika (* Pandit’ Benares), I—i,
11. Prashastapada’s Bhasya on Vaishesika-Stitras (Vis:
3.8. Benares).
12. Nyayamuktavali of Vishvanitha (Benares).
Section (1).
Narure or Coenrrion.

1. “Cognition’ or ‘Knowledge’ has been divided by
Prabhikara into the two broad classes of *Valid’ and
‘Invalid’ Cognitions. Under ¢ Valid Cognition’ he includes
all those cognitions that bear directly upon their object ; and
ander * Invalid: Cognition’ those that bear upon their object
only indirectly. At the outset, this classification

l Prabha. 18.
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corresponds to the two broad divisions of ¢ Anubhiifi’ (Appre-
hension) and ¢ §mrifi’ (Remembrance) put forward by the
Logicians ; Prabhikara regarding all Remembrance as
*invalid,"—agreeing in this with the Logician,—and all
Apprebension as ¢ valid’,—herein differing from the Logician
who divides Apprehensions into valid and invalid, prama and
aprami, while Prabhakara identifies all ¢ Apprehension’ with
‘prama.’ This view, that all Apprehensions are valid, appears,
at first sight, to be too revolutionary; but Prabhdkara and
his followers have made their case strong by the reasons
that they have put forward in support of it.

2, In accordance with the practice of all writers on
Philosophy, the Frabhikara begins with an account of
¢ Pramana.’ The starting point of the enquiry is—What is
Pramipa? The word *pramana’ bas been taken by
Prabhikara in this connection to mean *valid cognition,” and
not the means of valid cognition. What then is this ¢ valid
cognition’ according to Prabhiikara?” The answer is
given in the following verse:—

wHrgAgyia:, a7 TgaTwrn, 7 97 wTw@le: |
7 AW wWia: ganfaefasmlsma
[Prakaranapaiichika, p. 42.*]

That is to say, ‘valid cognilion’ is Apprehension ;
it is something totally different from Remembrance
which is mot vaelid, inasmuch as it stands in need of a
previous cognition, being, as it is, a cognition produced
only by the impressions left by a previous cognition..
This definition of Remembrance does mot apply to
Recognition or Prafyabhijia, as this latter is mnot

@ In this connection we find the Pra-pafichi. quoting & number of verses
and basing its explapation wpon them.—Whose verses these are, it is not elear ;
they appear to be by the *Vartikakara' of the Prabhdkara School, whom
Shalikanitha frequently quotes,
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produced only by impressions left by previous cognitions.
Thus Remembrance cannot be regarded as valid, because it
bears upon its object, not directly, but only indirectly, through
the agency of previous cognitions of that object.

3. * Even though ¢ valid cognition’ has been defined a8
Apprehension,’ any wrong cognition,—e.g., the cognition
of silver in the shell—cannot be regarded as valid; not
indeed because there is anything inherently invalid in it,—it
would not be an ‘apprehension’ at all if it were so,—but
because, as a matter of fact, the judgment or idea resulting-
from that cognition, *this is silver’, when referring to the
shell, contains not one, but two, cognitions,—one pertaining
to ‘silver’ and the other to * this’; and of these two the idea
" of *silver’ is mere Rememdrance ; and as such not being ap-
prehension, ’ it cannot be regarded as valid; the other factor
in the idea—the idea of ®this'—is of the nature of ‘appre-
hension,’ and as such, must be regarded as wvalid. Thus we
find that the wrongness of the judgment * this is silver’ lies in
the idea of ‘silver,’ which is remembrance; and this also is

regarded as wrong, simply because it is not found to agree. - -

with the real state of things, when the agent proceeds to
act up to the judgment, and picks up the piece. Even
those who regard the judgment °this is silver’ as contain-
ing a single idea, and as wrong, base the wrongness upon the
fact of the judgment being one that is found to be subse-
quently sublated—and not upon anything in the nature of
the cognition itself. But these people also cannot regard as
wrong that factor of the judgment which pertains to *this’;
as the notion of ‘this’ is not found to be sublated, being
retained in the sublating judgment also,—which latter is in
the form °©this is not silver, but shell.’ The other typical
instance of wrong cognition, ‘the conch is yellow’, differs

® For further discussion bearing on the nature of the so-called * wrong'
cognitions, ses below, § 8.

Prabha. 20.
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from the judgment ¢this is silver,’ in that the former does
not contain any element of Remembrance, both factors—
yellowness and conch—being perceived by the eye ; and as such
it is regarded to be similar to the judgment ®water is hot,’
where though the heat belongs to the fire-particles enter-
ing into the water, and mot to the water itself, yet the
judgment is not rejected as altogether wrong; inasmuch as
in actual experience the judgment is found to be in agree-
ment with the real state of things,—the water feeling
really hot ; in the same manner, when we have the idea
the conch is yellow,’—if on picking up the conch it is
actually found to be yellow,—it must be accepted as valid ;
even though the yellowness perceived belongs to the bile in our
eyes, and not to the conch; just as the validity of the
judgment  the water is hot' is not denied, so also that of
the judgment the conch is yellow’ cannot be denied.
Thus we find that all cognitions, per se, must be ‘valid;
this inherent validity can be denied only if the cognition is
found to be not in agreement with the real state of things.
This view is briefly put by Prabhakara thus®*—¢It is strange
indeed how a cognition can be said to apprehend an object,
and yet be invalid ;’—

and is also supported by Kumarila who has declaredf

that—
‘the validity of the cognition must consist in its being

an apprehension ; this validity can be set aside only by such
discrepancies as the disagreement of the real state of things
and so forth.’

Though this view of ‘valid cognition’ is supported by
the above declaration of Kumdrila, his followers,—Partha=
sarathi Mishra among others,—have put forward] the defini-
tion of ‘valid cognition’ as that which, being free from

® Brihati—MS. p. 3. ¢f. also Bhagya—'vipratisiddhamidamuchyate bravifi
vitathaicheti.

Shlokarirtika—Sa 2, Bhl, 53,
I Shastradipiki—p. 28.
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discrepancies, apprehends things not already apprehended ; and
they do not accept the definition given by Prabhakara. These
later writers appear to have missed the very point of the
dictum of the ® svafah-praminya’ of cognitions ; if the validity
of cognitions depends, not upon its own nature, but upon
such extraneous circumstances as the absence of discrepancies
and the previous non-apprehension of the object,—then where
would be its ¢ svalak pramanya’ or self-validity '?

4. The above definition of Pramana presupposes the
svatah-pramanya of cognitions; ‘Valid cognition’ can be
defined as apprehension only if each and every apprehension
were intrinsically valid. This *svafah-pramanya’ of cogni-
tions forms the very keystone of Mim@msa : Both the Bhatta
and the Prabhikara * are agreed on this point. If all cog-
nitions were not valid, whence could we have any confidence
in our own cognitions? As a matter of fact, even when the
cognition may not be found to be in agreement with the real
state of things, the cognition, as cognifion, cannot but be
accepted as valid ; even though, the thing cognised may not
be there, the cognition is there all right. If the character of
being in agreement with its object or otherwise, belonged to the
cognition, then the cognition would be something with a
ghape, each cognition having the shape of its object,—an
absurdity ! Nor again can there be any cause for the appear-
ance of any such cognition as is not wvalid, as cognition ;
because what is regarded as the cause or origin of invalid
cognitions is the presence of discrepancies in the cognitive
agency ; but upon examination we find that these discrepan-
cies are totally devoid of creative energy, and as such,
cannot produce any thing; all that they can do is merely to
put obstacles in the way of the cognition of things as they
are; and thus the wrongness would pertain to the thing
cognised, and not to the cognition.

® Prakaranapaichikd, pp. 32-38 ; Shlokavdrfika, Sd. 2. Shl. 33-61.
Prabha. 22.
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The objection generally raised against the self-evidential
or self-illuminative character of the cognition is that,—inas-
much as no ‘manifestation’ or ‘illumination’ is possible, unless
that which is manifested has some sort of ¢form’, the *self-
illamination’ of cognition would presuppose some form for
it ; specially as unless each cognition has a distinctive form of
its own, there could be no distinction among the cognitions
themselves ; and this ‘form’ cannot but be the same as that
which belongs to the object of that cognition ; as the only
thing that differentiates one cognition from another is its
object ; and as no cognition is ever actually felt to be distinet
from its object, there must be an absolute identity between
the cognition and the thing cognised ; and so the form of the
thing must be the form of the cognition also.  In answer
to the above it is argued that if there were an absolute
identity between the cognition and the thing it apprehends,
then the latter could not be said to be apprehended by the
former,—the one could not be called the °cognised’ and
another the * cognition.’ Nor again, is it absolutely necessary
to postulate a form for Cognitions, in order to serve as the
basis for differentiating one cognition from another; because
by the ¢ samvedana’ (cognition or knowledge) of a person we
mean only the manifestation of a special kind of his dharma
or merit, which favours his active operation in connection with
a cerlain object; and even though this ‘manifestation’ or
cognition is self-illumined, that does not render its differentia-
tion impossible; as it is called the cognition of that object
with regard to which it favours the activity of the cogniser;
and as each cognition tends to active operation in
connection with a distinct object, this would afford all the
basis that is necessary for its differentiation.

Then again, we must pause to consider what is meant
by saying that, if the cognition were formless there could be
no illumination of it. Formlessness certainly cannot mean

Prabha. 28.
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absence of character, as even apart from its object, the cogni-
tion is possessed of the cognitional character. Nor can any
stress be laid on the fact that the cognition is devoid of suth
forms as the blue and the like. Because it is not necessary
that it is only such things as are endowed with the blue
and other forms that can be ®illumined.’ In regard to
everything, it must be admitted that it is possessed of the
form in which it is manifested ; no other criterion is possible
and as all cognitions are manifested simply as ‘cognition’
¢ cognition’ can be the only form that can belong to,
them.  Another argument in favour of Cognitions having
the same form as their object is based upon Dreams, wherein,
it is argued, even though there is mno real object concerned,
yet the cognition that one has is in the form of some externa]
object.  Against this it is argued that, as a matter of fact,
during dreams also what the cognition renders cognisable
is some object of the external world; which, even though
not bodily present before the cogniser at that time, is yet one
that has been cognised directly at some previous time,
and presents itself to consciousness through impressions left
upon the mind, which is aroused for the occasion. Soduring
dreams also, it is the external thing that is cognised.
Says Kumarila® :—

‘In dream-cognition also, the basis of the external
object cannot be denied ; in all cognitions the ultimate basis
must lie in some external object,—only in certain cases,
qualified by wrong connections of time and place (when alone
the cognition is regarded as wrong).’

The explanation of the fact that during dreams we
do not cognise the thing as something perceived before and
remembered,—but as something actually cognised at the
time,—lies in the fact that during dreams the cognition that

* Shlokavdriiba—' Niralambanavade,” Shl 107—8.
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we have must be accepted as being of the nature of Remem-
brance, for the simple reason that it is brought about by an
arousing of existing impressions ; this arousing of the impres-
sion being due to the Unseen Agency conducive to the
happiness or unhappiness of the agent. It is for this reason
that only that much of the previously cognised thing is
remembered, during dreams, as would cause that happiness
or unhappiness to the agent for which the Unseen Agency
of his Karma would be ripe for operation at that moment.
This also explains the fact why dream-cognition is nob
always of the same precise kind as an ordinary waking
remembrance.

5. The above explanation of Dreams serves to set aside
the stock argument of the Idealist—* All cognitions must be
regarded as having no counterpart reality in the external
world,—because they are cognitions,—like Dream-cog-
nitions,’—becanse, as Prabhikara® points out,—

¢ We are justified only in assuming, from a well-known
effect, a cause that would make the effect possible,—and not
one that would destroy it; what we find in a dream is that
there is a cognition of an external object ; this effect can
justify us in assuming,—~not indeed the absolute non-
existence of the external object—but the real existence of
guch an object ; as without this the cognition would be an
impossibility ; as a general law we know it to be true that
that without which something else is not possible, is the
cause of this latter ; from this it follows that the cause of
Dream-cognition is some object in the external world.’

The Idealistic argument is thus found to be untenable ;
because the corroborrative instance of ¢ Dream-cognition’
does not support the desired conclusion; as it has been
shown above that Dream-cognitions are not entirely
devoid of real counterparts in the external world.

* Brihati—MS, page 5 b.
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6. We have seen that Cognitions are self-illumined;
the question now arises—what is that ‘illumination’ of
cognitions ? The explanation given by some people is
that the cognition is itself cognised by another cognition,
which latter is of the nature of Sensuous Perception, brought
about by the agency of the organ of ¢ Mind’, just in the same
maunner as the perceptions of pleasure and pain. This
view of the perceptibility of Cognition has been put forward
by the Idealists; and it is thus explained by the Rijuvimala
(pp. 54-55) :—

¢ The cognition is perceptible ; no perception is possible
without form or colour; hence the form of blue, &e. that
are perceived must belong to the cognition, and not to any
external object.’

This view has been repulsed by Prabhakara and his
followers.* Cognitions, says Prabhakara, can mnever be
perceptible ; this is what the Bh#sya means by the passage—
¢ Arthavisaya hi pratyaksabuddhih, na buddhivisaya’ (page 9,
line 6); which means that it is the ofject that is perceived, and
not the cognition;—it is not the Perception that is perceived,
but the object. By this it is not meant that Cognition is
not cognised or known; it is cognised certainly, but cognised
ouly as cognition, not as something cognised—samviftayaiva
hi samvit samvedyd ma samvedyatayd, says Prabhakara;
if it were cognisable as something cognised, then with each
individual cognition we would have to postulate Cognitions
ad infinitum. That is to say, the Cognition, even though
cognised, cannot itself form the phala (effect, object) of
another act of coguition—tasyim karmabhivo na yukfah ;
because if it were an object of another act of cognition, it
would not be *self<illumined.” We cannot regard the cogni-
tion as altogether unkmown, as it is only when the cognition
is known, that the cognition of things becomes possible. What

~ H_p.kul;ﬂﬁ pp- 7 ot seq ; Rijuvimald, pp. 54-61 ; Prakaranapafichikd, p. 63,
Prabha. 26.
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therefore, we must admit is that the Cognition is something
that is self-cognised, and has its presence known by means of
Inference ; what we apprehend by means of Inference is not
any object, but only the presence of an object,—e g¢., fire :—
n@pyanumanid ripagrahanam, sanmifragrahyenuminambha-
vafi, says Prabhakara. So in the case in question, all the in-
formation provided by Inference is that the Cognition is there,
and not that it is cognised ; the inference being thus formally
stated—* the Cognition exists, because we have the apprehen-
tion of its object.” In this manner, Cognition does come
within the purview of Inference, which is one of the ‘ means
of right knowledge’; and thus it is that Cognition is held
to be prameya ; but this does not make it samvedya. Prabha-
kara draws a subtle distinction between ¢prameya’ and
¢ samoedya’ : the * samvedya’ is that where the form or shape
of the object is manifested and apprehended ; and this
can occur only in the case of objects perceived by the senses;
in the case of ¢ prameya,’ on the other hand, it is not necessary
for a form or shape to be present in consciousness ; thus as
having no form or shape, Cognition cannot be ‘samvedya’
(and hence also it cannot be perceptible) ; but as having its
presence apprehended by means of Inference,—which is one
of the * pramanas ;—it has to be regarded as ¢ prameya.’

7. The above view has been accepted, to a certain
extent, by Kumarila and his followers also. The Shisfradipika
(p- 37) explains—(1) that the Perception of a certain thing ends
not in a further cognition of that perception, but in the
aparoksya or prakatatd, direct apprehensibility, of that thing;
and (2) that every act of Perception involves a certain
relationship between the perceiver and the perceived,—the
former being the agent, and the latter the object of
that act; this agent-and-object relationship is not pos-
gible without some activity on the part of the agent; hence

Prabha. 27.
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the presence of this relationship leads to the inference
of its invariable concomitant,—viz., the action of the agent;
and it is this action that, in the case of knowledge, is
known as ‘cognition’; and it has heen shown to be
inferable from the relationship between the cognising self
and the cognised object,—* Manasapratyaksagamyor’ thena
sahitmanah sambandho jiananikalpayatiti ramaniyam,’ says
the Shastradipika (pp. 37-38).

8. Ifall Apprehensions are valid, then there arises the
question—How to account for doubiful and wrong cognitions P
These certainly, it is argued, are not valid ; and yet they are
cognitions. (1) In answer to the above, it is pointed out
that the object of a cognition is that same thing which is
presented to consciousness by it; and thus in the stock
example of the wrong cognition—*this is silver'—what is
presented to consciousness is the silver, and it is this that is
the object of the cognition,—and not the shell, which does
not enter into the cognition at all; for this reason the
judgment in question is not found to fulfil the conditions of
the wrong cognition, which has been defined as * the cognition
of a thing in something that is not that thing’—* afasmin
tadbuddhik’ (Prashastapada p. 177), ¢ tadabhavavati fatpra-
karakam jianam’ (Nyayamukidvali); becaunse in the case in
question we find that it is not the shell that is cognised as
silver ; but as a matter of fact, the shell is not cognised at all ;
what is cognised is the silver. This sounds rather subtle;
but its truth cannot be denied ; to say that it is the shell
that s cognised would not be true to fact. What happens
in the case is that, though the object present before the eye
is the shell, yet, inasmuch as the perceiver fails to notice
the distinctive features peculiar to the shell, and notices only
those features that are common to the shell and the silver,
he fails to apprehend the difference between these two
things ; and this gives rise to his cognition of silver,—this

Prabha, 28.
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cognition thus being due to the non-apprehension of the
difference between silver and the object before the eyes. The
idea of silver also, comes to his mind by the force of memory,
which is aroused by the perception of the properties common
to the shell and silver; though the silver is remembered,
it is not remembered as ¢ that *—something perceived in the
past—which would have sufficed fo differentiate the that
silver’ of the past from the ®this thing’ before the eyes,
—the non-perception of ‘that’ being due to a certain
weakness of the mind; thus then the apprehension of
silver in the judgment * this is silver’ cannot but be regarded
as an act of memory. The silver not being actually before
the eyes, cannot be regarded as perceived; nor are there
any factors available to bring about inferential or other kinds
of cognition of it. Though the judgment in question is thus
found to partake of the dual character of remembrance and
direct apprehension, and as such, differs from the ordinary
valid cognition of silver (which is wholly apprehension),—yet
in actual experience, it is not cognised as so different ; and
this for the simple veason that, just as in the case of real
gilver, the thing perceived is not cognised as different from
‘gilver,’ so in the case in question also. Thus in actual
experience, there is found to be no difference between the
¢ right * and the ‘wrong’ cognition of silver ; specially as both
equally give rise to the same kind of activity on the
part of the agent,—in both cases he stoops to pick up the
thing.

The Bhitta view® on this point is not different :—in so far
as the judgment ¢ this is silver’ involves a cognition per se, it
is valid,—it is quite valid for the cogniser at the time that he
has the cognition; that it is sublated or rejected by subse-
quent experience is another matter; the subsequent ex-
perience must be regarded as destroying the validity that

® See Shlokavdrfika—Suatra 2. Shl. 53 <. seq.
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belonged to the cognition as cognised ; says the Shasfradipika
(page 15, l. 16).—

Tusmit svatakpramanyam praptam arthanyathatvakarana-
dosajianabhyamapodyate ityavashyam angikartavyam ;—

And again on p. 31, 1. 5.—

Yatra prayatnenanvigyamine karapadoso badhakajiianam
vt nopalabhyate tal pramanpam tarachchapramanam.

(2) In the case of the cognition of conch as yellow,
what occurs is this:—There is a real yellowness that is
perceived,—that belonging to the bile affecting the eye;
the whiteness of the conch fails to be noticed on account of
the disease in the eye; so what is perceived is the conch
awithout any eolour, and also the yellowness without the object
to which it belongs; and thus a colourless object and am
objectless colour being perceived at the same time—Dboth
these perceptions being quite valid and correct so far,—
what more npatural than that the two perceptions
should coalesce, and present to consciousness the yellow
conch? And even when picked up the conch is
found to be yellow; and thus in this cognition we find
nothing that could make it a wrong cognition; in fact the
man himself can regard the apprehension as wrong only
when he knows of the disease in his eye (the *kdranadosa’
of the Shastradipika).

(3) In the same manner, when a person suffering from
bile feels sugar to be bitter, what happens is that he fails
to feel the sweetness of the sugar, which he feels to be
tasteless ; but he feels the bitterness of the bile in his mouth ;
the two coalescing present to him the sugar as bitter.

(4) In the case of a person seeing ‘two moons,’” the
rays of light issue from the two eyes, at different times, and
of different kinds; and so it is ouly natural that two images

: Prabhi. 30.
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of the moon are imprinted on the retina, and hence present-
ed to the man’s consciousness. Thus in this case also, there
are two distinct perceptions; but as the interval of time
between the two is subtle, the two coalesce and give the
idea of * two moons ’. '

(5) Where we mistake one direction for the other,
the real direction is not seen; and the other quarter is
remembered ; and here also the wrongness lies in this remem-
brance, and not in the apprehension ; as there is no apprehen-
gion at all.

(6) In Dream-cognition also, even though things are only
remembered, yet they appear as if they were actually apprehend-
ed at the time; and what occurs is that the factor of having
been apprehended at some previous timeis lost sight of; and it is
this last factor only that differentiates what is remembered
from what is apprehended ; then as regards the agency thab
excites or energises the impression,—the energising of which
is needed for all Remembrance,—this is supplied by some
*Unseen Agency’ which guides the percipient or dreaming
souls in their earthly sojourn. If the time during which
the man sleeps is one at which he is destined to experience
pleasure, the unseen agency of his destiny awakens the
impressions that bring to his mind pleasant memories ; and
so for pain also. This accounts for the fact that dreams are
sometimes pleasurable, and sometimes painful ; this pleasure
or pain, so for as the actual feeling is concerned, is as real
as any that is experienced during waking consciousness.

This view of Dream-cognition is thus supported by
the Shastradipika (p. 39, L. 10 et seq.) :— .

“In dreams also, what is cognised is the external object
perceived elsewhere, and presented to consciousness during
sleep by an Unseen Agency ; the cognition is quite valid, so
far as the object is concerned; the wrongness or invilidily

Prabhi. 13.
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comes in only when it is regarded as something actually
apprehended at the time, and not as only remembered ; and the
canse of this lies in such discrepancies as are due to sleep ;
thus the invalidity pertains only to the accessory details;
and not to the cognition per se.’

Thus then, we find that wherever we have actual
apprehension or cognition, there is nothing ¢ wrong,” and that
the mistake comes in only when some factor of Remembrance
creeps into the Cognition ; consequently none of the so-called
¢wrong’ Cognitions militate against the self-validity of Cog-
nitions.

9. As regards Doubtful Cognitions—e. g. ‘Is this a
pillar or a man?’—what is actually perceived is some ob-
ject endowed with the quality of tallness; and this is quite
valid so far; this perception of fallness then reminds the
man of a number of tall things,—the pillar, the man, the
tree, and so forth ; then it is that there comes the doubt as to
whether it is this or that particular thing ; thus in all Doubt-
ful Cognitions there are two remembrances involved ; there is
not only one act of apprehension ; so this also leaves untouched
the ¢ self-validity * of Cognition.

Section (2).
Dirresext Kinps of Varip CoGNITION.
Sub-section (1)—Perception.

1. *Valid Cognitions’ have been divided into five
classes:—(1) ‘Pratyaksa’, Sensuous, (2) ¢ Anumiina’ Inferential,
(2) ¢ Shastra, Scriptural, (4) ¢ Upamana’, Analogical, and (5)
Arthapatti; Presumptive. Prabh@ikara does not accept
¢ Abhava, Non-apprehension, as a pramana, as Kumarila
has done. (See below, under sub-section 6).

9, Prabhikara defines ¢ Prafyaksa’ as saksal prafitih,-

direct apprehension,—pertaining to the apprehended object, to
Prabhi. 32,
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the apprehending person and to the apprehension itself ; that is
to say, in each act of Perception the idea of each of these
three enters as its constituent factor. This distinctive view of
Prabhikara has been called the Triputipratyaksavada.’
We shall take up each of these three factors separately.

3. (a) Direct Apprehension pertaining to the apprehena
ded object proceeds directly from sense-contact. Of sense-
organs, these are si, according to Prabhakara,® and also
aceording to Kumarilat. These are .—the Nose for the scenting
of smell, the Eye for seeing colour and form, the Tongue for
perceiving tastes, the Skin for sensing touch, the Ear for
apprehending sound, and the Internal Organ or Mind, for
the perceiving of such purely mental states as those of
pleasure, pain, and the like.

In connection with the Sense-organs the Prabhikara
raisest some interesting questions—How do you prove
the existence of these organs? What reasous are there for
postulating  the number as siz only? In course of this
enquiry, we have a highly interesting and closely reasoned
analytical proof of the existence and number of Sense-organs,
As a matter of ordinary experience, it is found that our
cognitions of things are not everlasting,—but appear ab only
certain times ; being ephemeral, they must have some cause;
4 every effect has two kinds of causes,—the material cause
to which it owes its material composition, and the immaterial
cause, which, in most cases, takes the form of certain circum-
stances or qualities, which, in proximity with, and through,
the material cause, help in the bringing about of the effect ;
for instance, the material cause of the jar consists of the
earthenware particles that compose it; and the comjunction
of these particles constitutes its immaterial cause. The

o Prakaranapafichikd, p- 52 ;
+ Shastrad pikd, p. 21.
thhm:_m_paﬂthﬂ-& p. 52 of seq.
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immaterial causes of an effect may subsist either in its
material cause, or in the material cause of that material
cause; e. g., in the case of a new form of smell being produced
in a substance by fire-contact, this contact, which is the
immaterial cause of the smell, subsists in that substance itself
which is put in the fire, and in which the smell is produced ;
whereas in the case of the colouring of a white piece of
cloth, the colour of the yarns, which is the cause of the colour
in the cloth, subsists in the yarns which form the material
cause of the cloth. Now then, in the case of Perceptions,
we have the cognising soul as the material cause ; and we
have to find its immaterial cause; this latter cause cannob
subsist in the cause of the soul; as the soul, being eternal
has no canse; hence it must sabsist in the soul itself ; further,
as it 18 only a quality that can subsist in substances, it
follows that the immaterial cause of perception must be
a quality. Then again, we know that Perception, which is a
particular kind of Cognition, is a ‘specific’ quality of the
soul, and also that, for such a quality belonging to eternal
snbstances, the immaterial canse must be in the form of
contact with some other substance, e. g., the colour pro-
duced in the earth-atom has, for its immaterial cause, the
comtact with fire; from this it follows that Cognition
must have for its immaterial cause, its contact with some
other substance now; and inasmuch as we have nothing to show
that this other substance is something inhering in yet another
gsubstance, we conclude that the substance whose contact
would be the immaterial cause of Cognitioa must be one
that has an existence independent of other substances. Of
such independent substances, there are two kinds :—(1) those
that are all-pervading in their character, e. g., Time, Space,
&e., and (2) atom, It isa well-known fact that no contact (which
by its very nature must be ephemeral) with an all-pervading
substance is possible; as these substances are in permanent
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contact with all things; and hence they cannot be said to
come into contact with anything; nor can their eternal
contact be the cause of anything ; as being eternal it could
bring about only eternal effects, which is a contradiction in
terms. From all this it follows that the contact which is the
immaterial cause of Cognition must be one that subsists in
something atomic; the contact of atomic substances is
brought about by the action—motion—of the atoms them-
selves ; they can move up to one or more substances, thereby
creating so many contacts for themselves, one after the other.
This atomie substance again must reside in the body ensouled
by the cognising soul, as none other could contain the
substratum of the immaterial cause of the cognition of
which that soul is the material cause. The action of this
atomic substance in the body—tending to bring about the
contact—is due to its coming into contact with the soul which
(in every act of cognition) puts forth an effort towards the
cognition. The only atomic substance that fulfils all these
conditions is the manas or mind. This manas, alone by itself,
brings about such effects as cognitions, pleasure, pain,
desire, aversion, effort, and so forth ; it brings about remem-
brance when aided by impressions left by past cognitions.
Mhus then we have arrived at the conclusion that the manas,
or mind, is an organ whereby the Soul obtains such cognitions
as those of pleasure, pain, &¢.  The mind however by, itself,
is found to be devoid of any such qualities as colour, smell,
&c.; and as such it cannot lead the soul to experience or cog-
nise these qualities ; hence for this it stands in need of such
other organs as may be characterised by these qualities; for
the cognition of colour the mind will need the aid of an
organ of which colour is the distinguishing quality; for the
coguition of smell, the help of an odorous organ; and so on
with the cognition of touch, sound and taste. Now then
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we know that the organ which has colour for its distinctive
quality must be one composed of {ejas or light; as colour is
a feature of light ; and this proves the existence of the luminous
organ—the Eye,—for the cognition of eolour; similarly the
organ with smell as its distinctive quality must be composed
of earth ; as it is to the earth that smell belongs; and this
proves the existence of the earthy organ—the Nose—for the
cognition of smell ; the organ qualified by taste must be of
the water, as it is to the water that taste belongs ; this proves
the existence of the agueous organ—the Tongue—for the
cognition of taste; the organ qualified by Sound must be
composed of the @kasha, as it is to the d@kasha that sound
belongs ; this proves the existence of the @kashic organ—the
Ear—for the cognition of sound; and lastly, the organ
qualified by touch, must be of the air, to which touch belongs;
and this proves the existence of the airy organ—the Skin—
for the cognition of touch.

The contact of the Mind is regarded as a necessary
factor in the perceptions by means of all these sense-organs ;
because of the fact that even when the object to be perceived
is in close contact with the organ concerned, it fails to be
perceived, if at the same time the organ also is not in contact
with the mind,—i.e., if we are absent-minded. Thus in the
case of all these there are four contacts necessary—(1) that
of the object with the sense-organ, (2) that of the distinctive
qualities of the object with the sense-organ, (3) of the
sense-organ with the mind, and (4) of the mind with the soul.
In the perception of pleasure and such other purely mental
states, on the other hand, only two contacts are necessary,—
that of the pleasure with the mind, and that of the mind
with the soul.

As regards the object apprehended by perception, it has
been classed under three heads :—(1) Substances, (2) Jati or
Class, and (3) Qualities. To the first category belong only
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such substances as are tangible and of sufficiently large dimen-
sions,—[substances other than these being imperceptible],—
partaking of the nature of Earth, Fire, Water, and Air. To
the third category of ‘Qualities’ belong such qualities as
Colour, Taste, Smell, Touch, Number, Dimension, Separateness,
Conjunction,Disjunction, Priority, Posteriority, Pleasure, Pain,
Desire, Aversion and Effort,—all of which are perceptible.
How the Class is perceptible we shall explain later on. (Sec-
tion 4, para. 7.)

4, As regards the third factor entering into Perception,
—that is the Apprehension itself,—it has been divided into
two classes :—(1) Savikalpaka, determinate or concrete, which
pertains to, and has for its object, the thing along with its
distinctive properties; and (2) Nirvikalpaka, non-determinate
or abstract, which pertains to, and has for its object, the
thing-in-itself, in its pure unqualified form. As a matter of
common experience, we find that when an object is first
perceived,—be it a substance, a quality, or a class—it is per-
ceived in its own pure form, free from all distinctive features
that it may possess ; our own experience is the sole criterion
and authority for the view that whenever an object comes
within the range of one of our sense-organs, and our mind
is not absent, we perceive the object ifself alone, entirely
apart from all such characteristics as differentiate it from
other objects. This view is supported by Kumarila also,
who says®*—

“The cognition that appears first is a mere alochana
or simple perception, called non-deferminate—pertaining to
the object itself pure and simple, and resembling the
cognitions that the new-born infant has of things around
himself.’

But with regard to the exact nature of the objeck
perceived by the non-determinate Perception, Prabhikara’s

* Shlokavartika, Si. 4, Shl. 112.
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view is somewhat different. He does not accept the
Bauddha view that it is the mere ¢ Svalaksana’ or *specific
individuality’ of the thing that is apprehended by it ; and
his reason for rejecting this view is that, as a matter of fact,
into the Non-determinate Perception there does enter the
factor that pertains to the ‘genus’ or ‘class’ to which the
object belongs. Herein also lies the chief difference of the
Prabhakara from the Bhatta view, according to which
latter,—‘in this Cognition neither the genus mnor the
differentia is presented to consciousness; all that is present
there is the Individual wherein those two subsist.'® Nor
‘does Prabhakara accept the view that it is only the
class-character that is apprehended ; because he finds that
after all, the object is apprehended as an individual, and nob
merely as belongingto a class. Having rejected these two
extremes, Prabhakara strikes the ¢golden mean’ and holds
that what is apprebended in the first, or non-determinate,
stage of perception is both the classcharacter and the
specific individuality,—but with this difference that, inas-
much as no other object has as yet entered into the
apprehension, the thing is not apprehended as actually being
an individual belonging to a definite class; because a thing
can be cognised as an ‘individual’ only in comparison with
other things from which it differs in certain well-defined
characters; and it can be apprehended as °©belonging to
a class’ only when found to possess certain characteristic
features in common with seme other things ; and so it follows
that so long as no other thing has presented itself to
consciousness, even though what is apprehended is actually
an individual belonging to a class, yet this mixed character of
the thing cannot be fully comprehended until some other
things have entered into the cognition ; until when the
apprehension remains ‘non-determinate.’

® Shickavdrtika, St. 4 Shl 113,
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As regards the other kind of Perception, the
Savikalpaka or Determinate,—it follows in the wake of the
above-described Non-determinate Perception, and apprehends
the same object as actually being an individual possessed
of certain well-defined specific features peculiar to itself,
and also of certain class-characteristics in common with
other things, and thus belonging to that * Class.” The object
in contact with the organ of perception is only one individual
thing, and no other things ; and as such it may be question-
able how the perception can apprehend it as an individual,
§c., §c.,—which presupposes the apprehension of things
other than the one in contact with the perceptive organ;
but the fact is that the real opprehender is neither the
Perception, nor the Sense-organ, but the Soul, which, by its
very nature, apprehends all that can be apprehended; and
hence what happens is that, just after the Soul has had the
non-determinate perception of the thing, there come to his
mind those other things also—those from whom it differs
and those with whom it has certain characters in common ;
and this accounts for the aforesaid mized character of
Determinate Perception. It would thus seem that according
to Prabhikara, in every Determinate Perception there enters
a factor of Remembrance,—as the other things are held to
present themselves before the soul by reason of the impres-
sion that it has of those things. It may be due to this
element of Remembrance entering into Determinate Per-
ception that the Logician® has qualified his definition of tba
valid Perception by the word ‘avyapadeshya’ which, for all
intents and purposes, may be regarded as synonymous with
¢ Nirvikalpaka’ or ‘non-determinate’ ; as Remembrance is not
valid cognition, the Determinate Perception could not very
well be regarded as valid. But this view of the non-valid

character of Determinate Perception has not been accepted
"Hyaya-5i. 4.
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by Prabhakara ; he asserts that the Determinate Perception,
even though apprehending the same thing as that appre-
hended by the preceding Non-determinate Perception,—is yet
a valid cognition ; inasmuch as it also apprehends certain
such factors as did not enter into the Non-determinate
Perception; as for the element of Remembrance entering
into Determinate Perception, it has to be noted that
that element;does not pertain to the thingjperceived, but to
those other things with whichj:it has certain characters in
common, &c., &c.; and this cannot vitiate the validity of any
cognition of the thing itself. *

The Bhattas also accept both the Non-determinate and
the Determinate Perception to be valid. (Shastradipika,
pp- 22—23.)

5. (b) The second factor entering into Perception is
the ‘apprehender’. (see § 2,)—the third being the ‘appre-
hension ’ itself (already described under § 4). In all cogni-
tions,—be they either Direct Apprehension or Remembrance,—
the ‘apprehender’ always appears as a constituent factor;
so long as the apprehending soul does mot become manifest,
there is no apprehension at all; because all cognitions are
in the form © I know.” It must be admitted, therefore, that
whenever anything is cognised, it is cognised along with
the cogniser himself ; and the cognition of the Soul is always
of the nature of direct Apprehension; even when the
cognition of the object is inferential or verbal, that of the
cognising Soul is in every act of cognition, purely percep-
tional, or direct, obtained through the agency and contact
of the mind. The third factor—that of ‘apprehension’
itself—is always self-cognised, by direct apprehension (see
above, sec. 1, § 6); even the inferential cognition is cognised
by itself direcily.
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6. Though all these three factors enter into Percep-
tion, yet there is this difference that, so far as the appre-
hender and the apprehended object are concerned, these
are something different from the apprehension; while
the apprehension is non-different from itself. The reason
for this lies in the very nature of things. The apprehension
being of the very nature of light, illuminution or manifestation,
does not stand in need of any other thing to manifest it, or
make it apprehended ; it is therefore self-apg: ehended; the
apprehender and the object, on the other hand, are not of the
nature of light; hence for their manifestation, these two
require something different from themselves, which is of the
nature of light. That the apprehending goul and the object
are not of the nature of light is proved in the following
manner :—As a matter of fact we know that in the waking
state both the apprehender and the object appear in the
apprehension ; but neither of these really appesr during
deep sleep (as a rule there is no apprehension) ; and yeb it
cannot be denied that they are there all the time; for if the
apprehender were not there, how could we have any remem-
brance of dreams appearing during sleep? If then, the
apprehender were of the nature of light, he would be mani-
fested during sleep also; the mere fact therefore of his
existing at the time, and yet not being manifest to consci-
ousness proves that he is not of the nature of light, which
is always self-manifest. The case of the Apprehension itself
is totally different; whenever and wherever it exists, it i8
self-manifest and self-apprehended; and it is thus neither
like the apprehender nor like the object,—both of which are
never apprehended except by the apprehension.

7. As regards the question of the ¢ Pramana’ and
¢« Phala’ as pertaining to Perception,—Prabhakara holds
that if the word ¢ pramana’ be taken to mean that which is
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validly cognised,—that is, the valid cognition itself,—then
it is the valid cognition that is the praminas;’ and in that
case, the © phala’ would be either the acceptance or rejection
by the agent of the object perceived, or his indifference
towards it,—these three being the attitude taken up by the
perceiver towards the things that he perceives. If, on the
other hand, the word ‘pramina’ is explained as ‘that by
which something is validly cognised’, 1. e. the means of
valid cognition,—then the name °pramapa’ would apply
to the contact of the soul with the mind (which is the ele-
ment common to all cognitions) ; and in that case, the cogni-
, tion itself would be the ¢ phala’. So also, in the case of the
name * pramana’ being applied either to the perceiving sense
organ, or to its contact with the mind,—in all these cases,
the cognition itself would be the ‘ phala’ or * result’; as all
these agencies operated towards the accomplishment of that
alone.

Section (2)—Sub-section (2).
IxrErENTIAL COGNITION.

1. “When a certain fixed or permanent relation has
been known to subsist between two things,—if we per-
ceive any one of these things, we have an idea of the other
thing ; and this latter cognition is called inferential’ (Shabara-
Bhisya, page 10). That is to say, the cognition of the
permanent relation between two things helps in the Inferen-
tial Cognition by affording to the agent the idea of the other
member when one member is cognised; when the observer per-
ceives a certain thing, and remembers the permanent relation
that it has been known to bear to another thing, the recalled
idea of the relation presents to the mind the apprehension
of the other member of the relation; and to this apprehen.
gion is given the name ‘Inferential Cognition’ (Prakarana-
paiichika, p. 74).
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2. There is a difference of opinion as to the character
of the relation upon which the Inference is based. The
Prabhakara view is that this relation must be one that is
unfailing, ever true and permanent; as that which
subsists between the cause and its effect, between the
whole and its part, between the substance and its quality,
between qualities inhering in the same substance, and so
forth ; for instance, between fire and smoke, between the
class and the individuals forming that class, between earth
and smell, between the taste and colour of a fruit. It may
be noted that it is the smoke that bears the relation to the
Jire, and mot vice versa; as there can be fire without smoke,
though there can be no smoke without fire. This view of
the relationship is also accepted by the Bhatta (Shastradi-
pika, p. 41),

3. The next question that presents itself is with regard
to that means of knowledge by which we have obtained the
valid cognition of the permanent or unfailing character of
the relation in question :—This cannot be cognised by Per-
ception, which is operative only with regard to things in the
present, and in contact with the sense-organs. Nor could
it be cognised by Inference or Presumption, as both of these
also would, in their turn, depend upon like relationships ;
which would thus involve a regressus ad infinitum. Nor lastly
could it be cognised by Perception obtained through the
agency of the mind alone; as if the mind alone by itself were
to bring about the cognition, then people would become
omniscient, as there could be no limitations to the working of
the mind, as there are in that of the other organs of percep-
tion. The question is thus met by Prabhikara:—As a
matter of fact, between fire and smoke, all the relations,—of
contact or of other kinds,—are perceived by the sense.organs;
the relations being apprehended as qualifications pertaining
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to the things (fire and smoke), which also are perceived by
themselves ; the particular time and place also are perceived
as mere qualifying adjuncts of the things ; thus the fire and
the smoke are perceived as qualified by a certain qualifying
relation and by specifications of time and place. The next
step in the process is the recognition of the fact that, while in
some cases, Fireis bound to be concomitant with smoke,
there are instances where it is not so; this gives rise to the
conviction that the relation of fire with smoke is not constant,
but qualified by specifications of time and place; as for
gmoke, on the other hand, it is never found apart from fire;
and this gives rise to the conviction that smoke is always
(invariably) concomitant with fire,—the relation of smoke
with fire being thus recognised as constant. After this con-
viction has dawned on the mind, all that i1s needed for the
forthcoming inferential cognition of fire is the apprehension
of the mere existence of smoke ; for which apprehension alone
there is need of the operation of a means of knowledge;
as when once its existence has been apprehended, the idea
of the connection and presence of fire follows naturally from
the preconceived notion of the relation between the two
being of a permanent character. Thus then, all that is
needed for the appearance of the inferential cognition is
supplied by Sensuous Perception itself. This view is
open to the objection that, by the above explanation, the
cognition of smake would include within itself the cognition
of jire also; and thus there would be nothing left unknown
to be cognised by the resultant inferential cognition; and
this last would therefore cease to be * pramana’ or ©valid’
cognition. This objection would have had some
force only if ¢ pramina’ had been defined as that which
affords cognition of somsthing not known ; as a matter of fact
however, the Prabhakara, does not make this a necessary
character in ‘pramana’, as we have seen above, Wwhere
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{Consciousness) which is without distinction be superim-
posed upon by Nescience ? This argument does not affect
our position, we reply. For all that is necessary for
Consciousness being the substrate is that there should be an
immediate perception of it; and it is of no consequence
whether or not it be qualified by distinctions ;—and that it
is immediately perceived is to be inferred from the fact of
its never being non-perceived. Nor can we allow the
objection that the Self is something continuonsly inferred,
and hence not something of which we have an immediate
presentation.  For this latter view is refuted by the fact
that it is in conflict with the immediate consciousness
which every one has of his ‘I’, as has been explained in the
Section on the Ahaikira. “But may it not be held that
the I-consciousness also really rests on inference, but is
erroneously considered as an immediate presentation for
the reason that owing to the ease resulting from constant
repetition the inference arises with extreme rapidity, with-
out the constant concomitance (vyapfi) and the other cons-
tituents of the inferential process entering into conscious-
ness.” By no means, we reply, if this were so, Devadatta
cognizing a jar would not be conscious of the relation which
expresses itself in the form ¢this jar is cognized by me.
He would apprehend that relation mo more in the case of
a jar cognised by himself than he apprehends it with
regard to a jar cognized by another person. For as, on the
view we oppose, both these relations would be objects of
continuous inference, there would be no difference between
them.  “But there is a difference,” our opponent rejoins,
“inasmuch as at the time when a person himself cognizes
something, his Self is the abode of the cognition ! " This
will not avail you, we reply. For if the Self is not
immediately apprehended, we have no right to say that it is
apprehended as the abode of the cognition. Nor also can it
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‘be said that its being the substrate of cognition is inferred
from the connection of the Self with the fruit of cognition
(t.e., the ultimate acceptance or rejection of the jar, as
resulting from its cognition) ; for at the time of the cognition,
there is no possibility of any such connection (the fruit
appearing after the cognition). We hence must hold to the
conclusion that the Self is not known through Inferente,
‘but is immediately presented, owing to its self-luminousness,

[Page 85]. There indeed are some to contest this
¢ self-illuminedness’ of the Self (which by us has been advanc-
ed as the cause of the Self’s @paroksya). But to them we
address the following question :—What then, according to
you, does constitute the cause of the immediately
presentative character of the Self ? Is it that the Self is
the abode of Consciousness? or that there is a gemeral
connexion between Self and Consciousness? or that the
Self is an adventitious concomitant (Upadhi) of Conscious-
ness? or that the Self is the object (Visaya) of Conscious-
ness ? The first alternative we dispose of by the following
syllogistic argument—TIt is not on account of its being the
abode of consciousness that the Self is immediately presen-
ted ; for it is so presented without being the object (karman)
of consciousness ; just as states of consciousness are. Nor
15 the second alternative admissible: for it would be unduly
wide (vis. to argue that whatever is in some way connected
with consciousness is immediately presented). As to
. the third alternative, we ask what is meant by the Self being
an adventitious concomitant (Upadhi) of consciousness? It
cannot, in the first place, mean that the Self is the abode of
Consciousness ; for this would imply that an object (visaya)
which is not the abode of consciousness, is not immediately’
presented (while as a matter of fact it is so presented).
Nor, in the second place, can it mean that the Self is
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either the abode or the object (visaya) of consciousness: for
so far we have no sufficient definition of object. Should you
say that by object of consciousness you understand that
which naturally enters into all those aetivities and
conceptions (vyavahara) which depend on Conseiousness: we
point out that on this definition the Self would itself be an
object. If, next, you should say that to be an Upadhi of
Consciousness means being that which defines (vyavartayati)
Consciousness, while not being its abode ; we reply that this
definition is too wide, inasmuch as it would comprise sight
also (and the other sense organs). And if, next, you should
say that to be the Upadhi of Consciousness means being that
which naturally enters into all the activities and con-
ceptions which depend on consciousness, while not
being the abode of Consciousness; we point out that this
definition would include also the econnexion (sembandhe)
between Self and Consciousness. But a connexion according
to you, can not be wisays; for this would imply that it is
something immediately presented, in contradiction of your
theory that the Samavaya relation (which, in the case under
discussion, would be the Sambandha) is (not immediately
presented, but) the object of a continuous inference.
Regarding the fourch alternative, finally, (which implies
the Self’s being a visaya - of Conseionsness) we make the
following remarks :—That state of Consciousness of which
the Self is the object, could not, in the first place, engross a
time different from the time which is engrossed by that state
of Consciousness of which the jar is the object; for if this
were so, the connexion of the two objects of conscionsness—
which finds its expression in the thought *this Jar is recog-
nized by me’—could not be realized. Nor, in the second
place, can the two states of consciousness be assumed to
engross the same time; for two Coguitions through which
contrary objects are apprehended cannot originate at one
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and the same time: no more than a person can at one and
the same time engage in two opposite acts of motion bringing
him up to one object placed in front of him and to another
placed behind him. Nor may you contend that, while indeed
it is not possible to make, at one and the same time, two
muscular efforts tending in different directions, it is possible
that two different ckanges (transformations ; parindma) should
take place at the same time. For (this could only mean that
different changes may take place, at one and the same time,
in different parts of a thing; while) that which is not made
up of parts (the Self e.g.) cannot undergo two partial
changes. Nor, on the other hand, can a thing undergo at
the same time two different changes affecting it in its entire-
ty. For experience shows that changes which affect a thing
in its entirety—as, e. g., the bodily changes connected with
childhood on the one, and old age on the other hand, which
affect the whole body—are in no case contemporaneous.

There thus remains, as the only possible one, the view
that the immediate presentation of the Self is due to its
being ¢ self-illumined.’

Nor may it be objected (viz. to the conclusion that the
Self may be the substrate of an adhyisa, for the reason that
owing to its self-illuminedness, it is aparoksa—immediately
presented) that we in no case observe an adhydsa due to the
mere fact of the immediate presentation of the substrate,
unless at the same time that which is superimposed on
that substrate be apprehended by the same sense-organ
as the thing superimposed. For, as a matter of fact,
we have, by means of the eye, immediate presentative
knowledge of dark blue colour as superimposed upon
Ether, (which is not perceived either by the eye or
(any other sense bat) of which latter we have im-
mediate knowledge either through witnessing consciousness
saksgin) or the internal organ by itself (without the help of
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the eye or any sense-organ);so that, in this case the two
are not apprehended by the same sense-organ). We of
course decline to accept the view of the Bauddhas and the
followers of the Bhatta, according to whom Ether is some-
thing perceived by the eye; for from this it would follow that
it possesses colour and tangibility. The presence and absence
of visual perception (as actually observed to be factors re-
quired for the cognition or non-cognition of Ether respective-
ly), are accounted for thereby that the eye has for its object
that absence of solid bodies which urges us to infer the
existence of Ether (Space).s

There are some Vedantins, however, who, in accordance
with certain general principles of theirs, hold space to be
something (not directly presented but) continuously inferred ;
and as against these, the citing of the instance of Ether, by
our opponent, would be quite effective ; inasmuch as, accord-
ing to that view, there would be nothing to show that it is
possible to have immediate presentative knowledge even
without the superimposed being apprehended by the same
sense-organ. And, to ward off a final objection, we point ounf
that as the Self is not the material canse of the adhyisa—
which cause rather is constituted by Nescience and its effects,—
and as the adhyisa is put an end to by true knowledge, the
Self though no doubt the substrate of the adhyd@se, is In no
way affected by the good or evil qualities of the thing
superimposed.

The final conclusion then is that, since all objections to
the Veddnta theory admit of being refuted with ease, the
guperimposition on the Self of the Not-self must be acknow-
ledged as something that may take place.

@ Visual perception does not give us a direct presentation of Ether ; bat it
operation is required to present to us that ahsence of solid space-filling objects which
leads us to cognise Ether (empty space),
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XLI.

[It having been shown go far that Adhyisa can be satisfactorily defined

and is something possible, it remains to show that it is acfwal. And this

actual existence of Adhyisa is proved by Perception, Inference, Persump-

tion and Authoritative Tradition].

[Page 86.] “But,” our opponent resumes, “althongh
80 far you have shown that the superimposition on the Self
of the Not-self, in the first place, is something of which a
satisfactory definition may be given, and, in the second place,
18 not an impossibility, yet such superimposition cannot be
established as something actual without a valid means of proof
(pramana); for in all cases things to be known depend for their
proof upon means of proof. Well, we reply, in the case
under consideration, there is no lack of means of proof; in
fact, Perception, Inference, Presumption and Authoritativas
Tradition combine to supply the proof required. First as
to Perception (intuitive knowledge). It is a matter of
immediate, intuitive, experience that all animated beings
superimpose upon a material aggragate,—consisting of a body
distinguished by certain generic characteristics, of sense-
organs and the rest,—identity with their non-material, intel-
lectual or spiritual, Selfs,—which erroneous identification
expresses itself in intuitive judgments such as ‘T am a man,’
‘Iama God,’ ‘Iama beast,” and on the basis of such erroneous
identification carry on empirical life with its distinction of
knowing subjects, objects of knowledge, and so on. Although
in cases where the Sense-organ has suffered derangement
it does not enter into the means of proof leading to such
cognitions,—and hence there is no possibility of the ordinary
causal apparatus for Perception bei ng operative—, yet
there is nothing at any time to prevent that kind of intnitive
knowledge which depends purely upon the Saksin. For it
18 a recognised Vedanta principle that where there is intuitive
cognition (immediate presentation), even in the absence of the
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ordinary apparatus of perceptive cognition, such cognition is
due to  witnessing * conseciousness.  Secondly as to Inferences
Inference in the present case operates in the following form:
the waking and dreaming states of Devadatta imply all the
distinetions—uwiz., of knowing subjects, objects of knowledge,
and so forth—on the basis of which practical life is carried
on, and these in their turn presuppose the adhyisa I am a
man’ ;—for they occupy times different from the times
when the same Devadatta is in the state of dreamless sleep
or swoon; what does not thus differ 1s not such (i. e.
does not imply those distinetions, ete.); e. g. the state of
deep sleep. Arthd@patti, Presumption, next, operates in the
present case as follows :—* Ordinary thought and action, with
their distinetion of knowing subjects, ete., are not possible
without the adhyasa of identity of Self and body; for where,
as in the state of dreamless sleep, such adhyasa is absent,
there is no conseionsness of the empirical world.’®  Author-
itative Tradition, finally, (as proving adlydsa) is represented
by seriptural texts such as ‘A Brahmana should offer
sacrifices.’t

“ But,” an opponent objects, “ empirical existence with all
its distinetions presupposes no more than that there should
be some kind of relation between Self and body, not that
they should be identified throngh adhyasa.”  What kind

of relation then, we ask in reply, do you assume in the case?

®ln reality the two proofs, Inference and Presumption, as put forward above
ars one and the same ; there is however a difference in the form or verbal statemen t5
and this jostifies our putting them forward as distinet proofs, Some such sameness
iz to be found in the case of all Presumption, which, on that sccount, is regarded
by the Naiyayika as only a form of Inference.

1The text cited means that the Brihmana should perform sacrifices, which
meang that he should acquire the results of such offerings. These results come tg
the man only in future lives, when the body which equipped the man who offered the
sacrifices has ceased to exist ; and the names * Brabmana ' and the like refer to the
body ; hence the text cited implies the identification of the Self with the Body.
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Do you mean that the Self is to be conceived as the mastal;\
(Lord) of the body ? In that case the empirical world wi

all its distinctions might as well be founded on the body of

servant.'* * Let us then say that the connection of Self and §
body consists therein that the latter complies with, and acts
according to, the wishes of the former. This definition will
not be liable to the objection raised against the previous one ;
for the body of a servant complies with and carries out the
Master’s verbal commands only.” Not so, we reply. Do
you understand by such ©compliance’ the potentiality of
compliance ouly P If so, your definition breaks down; for
such potentiality exists in the state of deep sleep also, and
hence there should exist in that state also the distinction of
knowing subject, objects of knowledge, ete. (while as a
matter of fact the empirical world with all its distinctions
does not exist for him who lies in dremaless sleep).
Or do you, in the second place, mean ‘actual compliance’
with the wishes of the Self P—This also will not do;
for when a man is in a state of intense mental perturbation,
we observe that his body does not comply with his wishes,
and then, according to you, no empirical world would exist
for that man ! (which, of course, is not the fact). “ But.”,
our Opponent resumes, “it after all is a matter of im-
mediate experience, that the body’s complying with the
wishes of the Self is the basis of all practical life !” Do
you mean to say, we ask in return, that this is so invariably,
or only occasionally? You cannot uphold the former
alternative ; for we observe that in the case of evil smells
and the like a man is a cognising agent, although the body
does not at the time comply with his wishes (inasmuch as

°If the relation between Self and body on which empirical existence rests, is not
that of (wrongly imagined) identity, but no more than the relation between a ruling
Belf and a subservient body, we might as well say that the world is due to the Te_

lation between the Self of one person and the body of another person who is his
slave.
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it conveys to him the bad smell, contrary to his wishes).
Nor is the latter alternative tenable. For as all wishing
itself has adhydse for its root, it is nothing else but
agdhyisa that is the root of all empirical thonght and action.
Apart from the adhyisa of its identity with the internal
organ, the Self, which in itself is of an absolutely unchanging
nature, is incapable of the change called desire.

Nour, in the next place, can either conjunction (Sasmyoga)
or intimate relation (Sasmavaya) between the Self and the
Not-self constitute the relation which is the cause of empirical
existence; for these two relations would persist in deep
sleep also, and hence the empirical world should continue
to exist for the sleeper also (which as we know is not the
case).  Other definitions which might be given of the
relation of Self and body are equally invalid. Should i,
e. g, be said that the relation is that between Enjoyer
(experiencing subject) and object of enjoyment ; or that the
body is that which is originated through the actions of
the Self ; or that the body is the abode of the organs of the
Self, and so forth;——we point out that none of these
relations could constitute the ultimate cause of the
vyavahira ; because enjoyment and the rest are themselves
rooted in adhydsa. Moreover all these relations exist not
only between a person’s Self and his own body, but likewise
between that Self and the bodies of slaves or servants
(which are objects of enjoyment and so on for the master,
so that all these definitions evidently are too wide). “ Let
us then,” the Opponent resumes, “with a view to exclude
servants and the like, say that the relation of Self and
body consists therein that the latter is the immediate
(non-mediated) object of enjoyment to the former.” This
again, we rejoin, would mean either that the body is
the potential object of enjoyment, and such it is in deep
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sleep also (where the empirical world does not exist): or
else it would mean that the body is the object of actual ™
enjoyment on the part of the Self; and then, considering
that the (omnipresent) Self is in immediate contact with all
bodies, places and times equally, a further fundamental
connexion would be required to determine which bodies and
which times and places are to be the objects of actual
enjoyment (experience). (But no such connexion can be
assigned).

The conclusion from all this is that nothing else but the
adhysa of identity of Self and Not-self can be accepted as
the canse of all empirical existence, thought, and action.

And if with regard to this view it should be finally
asked what is the cause determining the connexion of the
adhyisa with a special body (i. e., the cause of the Self
erroneously identifying itself with this or that body); we
reply that this cause consists in a special subtle ‘body.

The connexion of the Self with special subtle bodies is

without a beginning (exists from all eternity); hemce the
question as to a further connexion does not arise.

XLII.

[But if these means of proof are rooted in Adhyasa, what validity
can they claim *—They are pertectly valid, the Vedintin replies,
within the empirical sphere ; not beyond it. The Vedania texis on
the other hand though at hottom also mere things of Adhyasa—since
they are other than Brahman—yet have the power of conveying &

" knowledge of Brahman, the Real; just as an unsubstantial dreams
vigion may portend something real as, e g, good luck for th.
dreamer]. i

Our opponent may here urge a new ﬂh]nctmn—‘ 5
he says, “all empirical being and doing rests on the
adhyasa of identity of Self and body, Perception and thu
other means of knowledge lose their authoritative chu.ra.x.‘:t'er
since their cause (viz. the adhydse) is a °©defect.” But
this objection also has no force. That the means of
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knowledge other than the Vedanta texts have no
power to enlighten us with regard to the ultimate reality,
is an admitted fact; but this does not deprive those other
means of knowledge of their anthoritative character within
the empirical sphere. For within this latter sphere there
is nothing to sublate them: that at bottom they are mere
things of adhyasa is admitted only an account of their being
gublated in the sphere of final release. Nor may you say
that there is a contradiction between their being on the one
hand mere things of adhyasa, and on the other hand, con-
stituents of non-contested or correct empirical existence. For
there are valid proofs for both these characteristics. The
proofs of the former characteristic have been already set forth
by us atlength ; the latter is proved by immediate experience.
Should you rejoin that the incontestability or correctness of
empirical existence 'cannot be ascertained,—we reply that
¢ witnessing’ consciousness bears testimony fo a prima
facie incontestability of empirical existence as ascertained
through Perception and the other means of knowledge; its
absolute incontestability is not maintained by us. The
Vedanta texts, on the other hand, have for their object that
which is absolutely irrefutable, and hence are held to be
authoritative means for cogoizing fundamental truth. That
what in itself is unreal (as the Veddnta texts are, being
something distinet from Brahman, the only Reality) yet may
serve to intimate what is not liable to refutation, is illustrated
by the fact that certain dream-visions, e. g., of a beautiful
woman, although in themselves unreal, yet portend real good
luck. :

« But,” our opponent resumes, “you reason as fol-
lows—" Perception and the other sources of knowledge are
valid within the empirical sphere because they have for their
objects things possessing causal efficiency within that sphere’ ;
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and this implies that the anthoritativeness of those sources of
knowledge rests on something outside themselves.” Well,
we reply, you are in no better case: For youhave to argue
as follows—* Perception and the rest are valid means of
knowledge because they have real things for their objects.’
And, should you rejoin that the reality of the objects is
established by that very cognition of which they are the
objects and not by any farther cognition, and that hence
the authority of Perception and the rest requires no extrinsie
proof ;—we reply that we may make a perfectly analogous
elaim—oiz., that it is nothing else than just the cognition of
objects which proves their capability to be causally effective
within the empirical sphere.
XLIII.

[But, if, as the Vedintin maiotaius, Adhyisa is the substantial

eause of the Cognition of Brahman, that Cognition cannot be but

false 1—I admit, the Vedintin replies, that the Cognition gui Cogni-

tion is unreal : all the same its object, i.e., Brahman, is real. Nescience

is o defect only in so far as it gives rise to the appearance of a mani-

fold world other than Brahman ; bot it is not o defect in so far as

it laads through the Cognition of the phenomenal world to the Cog-

nition of the under-lying reality.]

* But,”—our opponent raises a fresh objection
—*if adhydsa is the substantial cause of the cognition
of Brahman (as of all other cognitious), it follows that
this cognition is as false as the cognitions of the empirical
world. ?” This objection has no force as against us, we
reply. For we ourselves hold that the cognition in itself
(qud cognition) is false.®* 1t is the falsity of the object
then that has to be proved; and the determining condition for
this is, in the case of the cognition of the empirical world, ,
that this cognition apprehends what is perishable. “ But

the cognition of Brahman also must be regarded as

® The cognition of Brahman lieswithin the sphere of the unreal, but the object
f that cognition is real. This cognition thos essentially differs from the cognition
of the empirical world, the ohject af which is false,
Viv. 206.
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apprehending what is perishable: for it is produced by a
defective cause, just as the cognition of the snake in the
rope (in which case the cognition apprehends what is
perishable). ” Not so, we reply. The reason upon which
your inference rests (i.c., the defectiveness of the cause) is
not established in the case under discussion; for the cogni-
tion of Brahman is not produced by a defect analogous to
those imperfections of vision which give rise to the erroneous
perception of a snake. “ But,” the opponent replies, * the
defect is there, viz: that very Nescience which is the material
cause of the cognition of Brahman.” The case is other-
wise, we reply. Nescience no doubt constitutes a defect
in Consciousness in so far as, impeding the presentation
of Non-duality, it gives rise to the presentation of Duality;
but on the other hand, it constitutes an °excellence’
(the contrary of a defect), in so far as constituting the
material cause of, and thus rendering possible, the cognition of
Brahman. * But it implies a contradiction to view one
and tho same thing as baing a defect and an excellence at the
same time.” You are mistaken, we reply. For those defects
of vision also (which cause the erroneous cognition of a snake,
etc.) indesd are defects in so far as they are antagonistic
to the cognition of Truth (e.g., the rope); but at the same time
they are excellences in so far as enabling one to infer, on
the basis of them, the mischief (in the shape of past misdeeds)
to which they are due. The fact is that in the case of all
instraments of right knowledge, that which causes want of
validity in any case is some adventitious defect, such as a
morbid affection of the eye, which counteracts the normal
operation of the instrument of knowledge concerned. In
ordinary experience we observe that affections such as
hunger and thirst, although antagonistic as it were to the
normal condition of the body, are not considered as defects ;
and that is simply because they are malural; Nescience on
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the other hand is not only natural but also positively.
advantageous (in so far as it leads us to the cognition of the
Real), and hence can all the less be viewed as a ‘defect.
The conclusion then is that Perception and the rest,
although things of adhyasa, are not devoid of validity, and
adhyiisa thus is rightly held to be the material cause of all
vyavahiira.

XLIV.

[Adbyisa is the sahstantial, not only the instrumental, canee of
Cognition; for although cognition ultimately rests on a knowing sabject
which in itself ia free from Adhydsa, yet actual cognition does mnot
come abont without Adhya=a],

Against this view the following counter-view will pos-
sibly be maintained—* The adhyisa under discussion is the
instrumental (nof the material) canse of empirical existence
with its distinction of knowing subjects and so forth; for
it is an adhyiasa, just as the ad'iydsa of silver on the shell.”
But this also is untenable ; becanse the fact of this adhyisa (of
silver on the shell) not being the basis of empirical existence,
vitiates your reasoning : asa matter of fact, we find that, even
in the absence of the adhyasa of silver, we find snch empirical
existence being carried on as implies the Self being regarded
as the knowing subject, &c. ; and this shows that the adhyisa
of silver is not the basis of empirical existence; what does
form the basis of empirical existence is the adhyasa of
Body and Self ; because we find that during deep sleep, when
there is no such adhyisa, there is no empirical existence. *

Another ecounter-view is set forth:—* Empirical exis-

tence rests on the knowing subject; and to be ‘a know™ »

ing subject’ results from the intelligent nature of the Self,
without any adhyisa.” Bat this also cannot be upheld. For
as the Self, which is essentially free from all relation and all

® The reading * na taddshrayah* gives no sense : that there is no ryarahdra
when there is no afhyisa should be a reason for regarding the one as the basis of
the other ; hence the correct reading appears to be *hi fadashrayab.

Fiv. 208.



ApHYAsA THE SUuBsTANTIAL CAUSE oF ALt CocNiTiONs. 179

activity, cannot without adhy7sa give rise to actual
personal cognition, the condirion of any one being a personal
knowing subject,—which implies the character of being an
instrument or agent,—is something not possible (without
adhyisa). We are thus again led back to the conclusion that
empirical existence with its distinctions of knowing subjects
and so on has adlyisa for its material cause.

XLV,

[This holds good with regard to all cognition, even that part of
that cognition of & man (not of the ordinary kind, but, possessing dis-
eriminative knowledge, which refers to actions, such as encrifices,
which are based on the Veda. For although the secriptural passages
determining such action point to a Self other than the (gross) body,
that Self is not the absclutely non-related Self of the Vetanta texts, but
a Belf on which an internal organ is * superimposed.’]

[Page 89.] “This may be true,” our opponent resumes,
“ with regard to the empirical existence of those who do not
possess discriminative knowledge; but not of those who do
possess such knowledge!” But thisalso we decline to admit.
The ordinary thonghts and activities of such men even as
possess diseriminative knowledge do not essentially differ from
those of animals ; and hence must be viewed as due to adhyasa.
Animals also are observed to act and intelligize in a way that
points to their indentifying their ‘I’ with ‘their body, and
this proceeding is of the nature of adhyisa; for it implies the
cognition of the oneness of two things the difference of
which fails to be apprehended ; just as in the case of the
«cognition of the oneness of shell and silver. And even men
possessing discriminative knowledge, as long as they keep
within the sphere of everyday thonght and action, do not ap-
prehend the difference of Self and body, and thus do not essen=
tially rise above the level of animals; like animals they form
judgments with regard to things beneficial to the body, such
.as food and drink, and things harmful, such as blows—*¢ This
thing is beneficial to me,’ *That thing is harmful to me,’
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thus identifying the body and the Self;—and frame their
action and abstention from action accordingly; which would
not be possible if they realized the difference of body and
Self. Nor may this argument of ours be met by the counter-
assertion that even common people do realize the distinction
of Self and body,—this being proved by the fact that even
ignorant women and Shiidras engage in acts, such as bathing
in the Gangf, which are meant to benefit the Self in future
forms of existence (while they in no way benefit the body).
The insight into the distinction of body and Self is, in the
case of those people, acquired only on the basis of
traditional teaching current among cultivated men; were
it otherwise, Seripture would not make it its aim
to impart knowledge of the Self. We hence maintain
that the everyday thoughts and actions of such persons
even as do possess discriminative knowledge are founded on
adhyisa.

“But,” a further point is raised, “in the case of men
possessing discriminative knowledge that part at any rate
of their thought and action which is determined by Seripture
does not rest on adhydsa; for they apply themselves to the
active duties enjoined by the Veda only after having gained
from the instruction of competent persons the knowledge of
a Self which is related to a future world also.”

As against this view, says the opponent of the Purvapaksin,
a preliminary question here requires to be settled :—What class
of Seriptural injunctions is it that should induce us to assume a
Self distinet from the body and related to a future world 2 (4)
Is it those injunctions which intimate that special results are
connected with spacial actions—as e. g. ¢ A man desirous of in-
crease of cattle should make the Chifra-offering,’ or ¢ He who is
desirous of the heavenly worldshould offer the Jyofistoma
sacrifice ?’ (B) Or is it injunctions of permanent obligation, as
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e:g. ‘ A man should offer the Agnihotra as long as he lives'?
(C) Or is it that group of injunctions which refer to
special occasions—as e. g. *A man whose house has been
destroyed by fire should offer a sacrifice’? (D) Or is
it, finally, the injunctions of expiatory ceremonies?—
(4) On the first alternative the further question arises—
(a) whether it is results such as the acquisition of cattle that
are impossible without the assumption of a Self distinet
from the body ; /8) or results such as obtaining the heavenly
world. (a) Not certainly the former; for cattle and such
things can clearly be gained in this life, Nor must it be
thought that if the results of offerings of the Chitra
type are obtained within this life, there would be mno
difference between these offerings and those the results of
which are found to be realized immediately, such as, e. g.
the Kariri-oblation (which is performed for bringing rain);
for the difference is that, as human life comprises different
periods—youth, old age, etc.—the results of the Chitra
offering are not bound to any definite point or period of time;
while in the case of the Kariri—which is an offering
enjoined on the occasion of grain drying on the stalk owing
to want of rain—the result must be obtained immediately.
(&) Nor is 1he latter alternative admissible ; for—

‘ They tell us, on the strength of valid means of know-
ledge, that heaven and hell are to be found nowhere but here
on earth:—Heaven is whatever delights the mind; hell
whatever is of a contrary nature’ ;—

—and according to this view—which implies that such delight
also as i3 due to the possession of cattle and the like may be
denoted by the tarm ¢ heaven *—the results of the Jydlishfoma
may be realised here on earth ; and the delights resulting from
this latter sacrifice cannot be identical with that resulting from
the Chifra-offering; as this latter is laid down for those
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people who desire cattle only [so that the above-quoted verse
must refer to both kinds of delight]. And even if ‘ Heaven’
were held to denote (not ordinary delights but) Supreme
delight, such delight also may be realized on earth,—wviz,
through the attainment of supreme rulership and the like.
‘And should it be objected to this that the sacred books
understand by ¢ Heaven’ a definite locality on Mount Meru
(not ¢ delightful ’ things in general), we reply that Heaven
in this sense also may be reached by man in his present
bodily existence ; viz., by those who by means of magical
formulas and drugs, ete., have acquired extraordinary powers.
If persons of that kind do not actually attain to ‘Heaven,’
we must assume that their magical practices were somehow
defective; just as the evemtual failure of rain compels us
to conclude that the Kariri offering was defective in some
respect.  (B) (C) The second and third of the above
alternatives can likewise not be accepted. For in the
opinion of the Guru (Prabhakara) acts of permanent obli-
gation and acts meant to meet special occasions bave no
results whatever; [they are performed solely with a view
to meeting the obligations imposed by the Shastra]; while in
the view of the Bhatta (Kumarila) their results can be
realized in this life only. (D) Nor finally will the fourth
alternative help us. For expiatory ceremonies have for
their only result the warding off of evil. Should you object
that crimes such as the murder of a Brihmana, unless atoned
for by certain expiatory ceremonies, are punished by ¢ Hell,’
and that hence there must be a Self, other than the body,
which goes to Hell ;—we point out that ‘Hell’ no less
than ‘Heaven’ may mean something that is experienced in
this life. And if to this you object that according to
Scripture evil-doers have to undergo their punishment in new
lives, in the bodies of dogs, pigs and the like ; we reply that
Beripture may mean nothing more than that evil men are
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punished by having to undergo sufferings equal to those of

vila brutes. The conclusion from all this, the Opponent

of the Purvapaksin sums up, is that there are no scriptural

injunctions of any kind which justify the conclusion that
there is a Self different from, and surviving, the body (upon

which supposition the seriptural actions of the learned would

be based).

“All this is not so,” the Piirvapaksin replies.  As
fully explained in the section of the * Divinities ’ (Ved. Sutras
1—iii—26-37), aunthoritative manfras and arfhavide passages
alike intimate that there are certain results of actions,
¢ Heaven’ among them, which must be experienced in
speeial places, at special times and in special embodiments ;
and this proves that there is a Self other than the body.
You may not object that this latter tenet, although proved
in the *Divinity’ section of the Vedanta, is not held by
Jaimiui. For although Jaimini, in his S%fras, does not
explicitly set forth the theory of there being a Self
distinet from the body,—and this for the reason that for the
discussion of Vedic injunctions that theory is not required—;
yet the Safras imply that theory; inasmuch as they set
forth the authoritative character—consisting in indepen-
dence of all extrinsic support—of the entire Veda,
whether dealing with things to be accomplished (actions,
such as sacrifices and the like), or with things accomplished
(permanently existing things, facts, such as the Self). I
such were not Jaimini's view, how could the author of the
Great Commentary on the Sutras (Shabara) have discussed
the existence of a Self other than the body, on the very
basis of the authoritativeness of mantras and arthevidas ?
Nor may it be objected that in the ¢ Divinity’ Section of the
Pirva-Mimamsd (IX—i—6-10), both the author of the
Satras and the author of the Commentary disprove the
authoritative character of the Mantras and Arfhavidas.
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For what they there aim at disproving is not the authorita-
tive character of Mantras, in general, but only of what, in
the Munfras, is contrary to reason. The argument is that
if on the basis of Mantras, such as ‘Indra is great, he
carries the thunder-bolt in his hand,’ divinities were held to
have definite bodily shape, they would help the sacrifice by
presenting themselves bodily at it; just as the priests do;
and this is contrary to experience: the statement in the
Man¢ras has therefore to be set aside. Such Man{ras on the
other hand as are not in conflict with reason are allowed
to have authoritative force; and even such Manfras whose
mere indications are contained in Arfhavdde passages,
are referred toin the many places of the Mim@msa-Siitras
as authoritative. The legitimate conclusion therefore is
that intelligent men learn from Mantras and Arthuvidas
that there is a Self distinct from the body; and on the
strength of this knowledge engage in actions prescribed by
the Veda; and this proves that activity and thought of the
latter kind does not rest upon adhyisa.”

| Page 91.] Al this, we reply, does not shake our
position. For we ask the following question :—men engaging
in dutiful action as prescribed by the Veda learn from Maniéra
and Arfhavid: that there 1s a Self other than the body;—but
of what special nature is that Self? Is it a Self absolutely
one and non-related? or a Self that, after death, moves into
another world ? Not the former indeed; for that there is
a Self of that kind can be learned from the Vedanta texts
only. And as to the second alternative, we ask you whether
the knowledge of a Self capable of moving into another world
terminates all aghydsa ? or only the adhyasa of the Self being
identical with the gross body? The former is not possible;
for as a Self free from all adhyass and hence infinite in
extent (omnipresent) could not move into another world, it
must be allowed that (even when the identification of Self
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and gross body comes to an end), the adhyi@sa owing to which
the Self identifies itself with the internal organ, persists.
And the second alternative also we cannot accept ; since an
adhydsa of an immediately intuitive kind (and such is the
adhydse owing to which Self and gross body are identified)
cannot be terminated by any non-intnitive knowledge (such
as the knowledge acquired from Manfras, etc., that the Self
survives the body and goes to another world). We thus
arrive ab the conclusion that in the case of men with insight
also even that part of their thought and action which refers to
actions enjoined in the Veda, rests upon Adhyasa.

XLVI

[The theory of the ‘ superimposition ' of the Not-Self on the Self
is illostrated by the fac's of ordinary experience—a man looks upon
persons and ohjecs near and dear to himself as identical or one with
himsalE. Other things, not equally near and dear, he yet views as his.
On these nndoubted facts we base the generalization that, through
Adhyisa, the fondamental'y non-related Self erronconsly relates itself

"to the entire phenomenal world—the internal organ (mind), the sense-
organ, the gross body, the external world. The primary and funda-
mental identification is that of the Self with the so-called internal
organ or mind, owing to which the universal non-personal Self becormnes
a limited personal Salf—the Salf becomes an I : On this fundamental
erroneous identification the entire series of further identifications builds
iteelf up in soc ession. The internal organ is some hing of which
the Self ia immediately conscious ; and we therefore reject the theories
of the Naiyayika and others who hold that our knowledge of the in-
ternal organ is acquired by indirec: means, Nor, of course, do we admit
the view ihat internal states such as desire, feeling, ete, belong to
the Self ; the absolutely changeless Self mersly witnesses the changes
going on in the internal organ. That it views them aa its own,
is the great error to free us from which is the task of philosophy ]

“If, then, all thought and action rest on adhyasa,
we call on you to explain in detail which thing is superim-
posed on which, and how the whole adhydsa of Self and
Not-self has to be conceived! " Well, give your careful
attention to the following account :—On witnessing Conscious-
ness (saksi-chaitanyam) there are superimposed in succession,

Viv. 215,
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the internal organ, the sense-organs, the body, and finally the
things external to the body and their attributes—conscious-
ness as qualified by each earlier adhyasa constituting the
substrate for each later adhy@sa. That the external things
also are superimposed upon Consciousness there is no reason
to doubt ; for ordinary experience shows that a man thinks and
speaks of himsalf as sound and entire or the reverse according
as his wife, children relations ete. are sonnd and entire or the
reverse.  “But,” our opponent objects, ** thonght and speech
of that kind are not to be understood in their primary (literal)
gense, for they do not extend to all cases ; when, e.g., the wife
of somebody’s son dies, the father does not consider himself
to have lost his own wife.” Your reasoning is unsound, we
reply. From the fact that the identification under discussion
does mnot take place in some cases, it does not follow that
where it does take place it is not to be taken in its full literal
gense. It i3 quite true that in many cases shells are nob
treated —either in thought or in action—as being silver ; bub
from this it does mnot follow that when a shell actually
presents itself to s:;mahmi}f’s mind as silver, his thonght and
action connected with that silver are not fully serions (but
of a moarely secondary or mataphorical kind, as if the man
were at the time conscions that the silver after all is not
real). * Well,”” ouropponent rejoins, *let us admit that the
identification of shell and silver is, for the tims, an identifi-
cation in the fall sense of the word ; but a man’s identifying
himself with his body or with his son —where after all there is
a clear consciousness of difference—can have a metaphorical
meaninz only; analogous to the meining of the phrase,
‘ Davadatta is a lion. ™ The two cases, we reply, are nog
parallel: Doavalatta is not affected by the pleasures and
pains experienced by lions : he who thinks and speaks of him
as a lion, tharefore, can have nothinz else in mind than a
mestaphorical identification of the two ; the father, on the other
_ Viv, 216.
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there would be a self-contradiction.” *

(273). But this is not right; as you cannot mention
any ‘vishesa’ with regard to the cognmition of which there
may bs a positive certamnty that it is not wrong; specially
as a dreamer cognises all sorts of vishesas (which proves
that all vishegas are liable to misconce; tion). Nor would
it be right to accept such a ‘wishesa’,—even though its
existence cannot be proved,—simply for fear of the pain
of ‘self-contradiction’ (that you have urged). Because,
simply because you cannot prove the existence of the ‘vishesa,
why cannot you accept the fact that there must be some other
means of avoiding the ‘self-contradiction’—t even though
it be not possible to point out such means ? $ As a matter of
fact, there is not a single cognition, pertaining to things per

" ceived in ordinary experience, which cannot be dreamt «f, or
bethe subject of a false assertion (and be known by that
means) ; consequently, you assume the existence of the vishesa,
as something present in your consciousness,—even though you
have no (necessarily true) cognition of it ; and certainly, rather
than court this apparent self-contradiction, it would be fap
better to assnme the existence of some unperceived means §
of avoiding the ¢ self-contradiction’ (for avoiding which your
are led to make the assumption of the rishesa). Then ag.in,
as for this threat of *self-contradiction,” we shall have many
occasions, off and on, to refute it entirely.

O1f everything be wuwrus, then the coguition of this untruth wouald also be
untrue,—this would be one ‘self-contradiction.’ (2) If we have no aotion of the
truth of a certain cognition, we cannot make any denial of such troth,—this would
be another. (3) There would be a contradiction involved in regarding as true the
sentence denying the truth of all things, ete., ete.

1 Some means other than the postulating of the vishesa.

1 1f the vishess is something apart from the things of ordinary experiences
then it is what we call Brahman. If not, then it is liable to misconception ; as all
ordioary things are so liable,

§The theory of ‘amirvachanlyafd'—the thing camnot be explained—is the
means suggested.

Kh. 151.
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(274). The opponent explains—* What we mean by the
expression “vishesasahitopalambha ™ is, not that the upalamha
or Cognition is to be accompanied by the vishesa,—but that
the object that is cognised is cognised as along with its vishesas
or distinguishing features ; and hence as the character of being

~ gilper is not the distinguishing feature of the shell, how can

our definition be made to include the misconception of shell-
silver ? (as urged by the Siddhantin in para 271).”

(275). But the reasoning is already refuted by the
objections shown above: That is to say, if you mention only
“pishesa' in general (without specifying any particular
distinguishing feature) then, inasmuch as some such vishesas
as being before the eyes and the like are really present in the
shell, the misconception would become included in the defini
tion; and if, in order to avoid this, you were to mention

i particular vishesas, then there being no end to this, no one
\comprehensive definition of Right Cognition would be

possible.
(276). Then there remains the argument that the vishesa

! gerves the purpose of enabling us to ascertain whether or

not a certain cognition is to be rejected. To the extremely
foolish person who sticks to this position, we say :—when one
and the same thing is spoken of by the sentence “ there are
fruits on the river bank ”’—as uttered by the trustworthy and
the untrustworthy person,—what viskesa or special feature
js there which you perceive in the thing in one case and not
in the other ? [and yet in one case it is true, not to be rejected,
and in the other, untrue, to be rejected]—[and hence the
mere postulating of the vishesa cannotb serve your purpose |.

If there be a still greater fool (who does not understand
our meaning) he should be made to understand it in
the following manner:—Being afraid of having to postulate
an endless number of vishesas,—necessitated by your having
to assume one vishesa after the other,—you have admitted

Kh. 152.
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that some wvishesas arve vishesas by themselves (and not by
reason of having other vishesas); but then, as all these self-
specificatory entities would be distinet from one anothers
there would be no one form pervading over them all ; and thus
the definition could not be made to include all. Nor can it
be argued that we have an all-comprehensive characteristic
—in the shape of being the means of ascertaining which
cognition is to be rejected and which not,—which would
include all vishesns. Because even in the case of the mis-
conception of shell-silver, there is the vishesa of being silver;
and this vishega is the true means of ascertaining whether
the cognition is to be rejected or not, in some cases (i.e., of
real silver) [even though not in the particular case in ques-
tion]. Nor would it be right to add the words ‘of that’ and
“in such and such a case’ [i.e., it will not be right to say that a
vishesa i3 to be regarded as the true vishesa only when it is
found in the particular cognition concerned to be the true
means of ascertaining whether or not that particular cogni-
tion is to be rejected]. Because this again would make
the vishesas mutually exclusive (and thus make a compre-
hensive definition impossible); secondly as for the badha,—
rejection, sublation,—of a certain cognition, this always
appears in the shape of the right cognition of that
form of the thing which is contrary to that apprehend-
ed by the rejected cognition; [i., the misconception of
shell-silver is rejected by the cogmition ¢this is not
silver’]; and hence such a rejection cannot provide us with
any comprehensive notion of the latter thing (i.e., the one
apprehended by the wrong cognition); [and hence the badha
also will have to be qualified by each thing concerned; which
will make it impossible to have any comprehensive notion of
all badha; and thus the character of being the true means of
badha also will fail to provide the necessary comprehensive
notion of all Vishesas]. And lastly you have still got to

}'l-k- 1530
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establish the character of Right Cognition [and this enters
into your conception of the Vishesa, which again i8 pecessary
for your conception of Right Cognition].*

(277) This definition of Right Cognition is also open to
some other objections that we have shown above (sec. 15)
against the definition ©yatharthanubhaval prama,’ with re-
ference to the qualification ¢ yafh@rtha’; and these objections
we do not mention again, for fear of repetition.

(278) Then again, [there is yet another objection against
the definition of Right Cognition as the parichchhiffi of the
qualified thing along with its distinquishing features]:+ There
are certain cognitions—forinstance, the ratiocinative cognition,
and certain imaginary doubtful and wrong cognitions—which
appear only when certain distinguishing features are present
(and cognised) ; and all these will become included in the said
definition. Nor will it be right for youn to assert that you
donot admit of any merely imaginary doubtful and wrong
cognitions. Because in your own system, you do actually
admit of merely imaginary doubts and wrong cognitions as
emanating from the avowed deceivers, the very basis of
whose assertion consists of such cognitions,—or from the
truth-knowing teacher who starts imaginary discussions for
illaominating the understanding of his pupil.

@ Right cognition yon define as wiaiewm, and Fale again you define as
WTWEHERTEY ; and ¥T9 is only Faartramwr or W of the contrary form.

+ When we see the smoke issuing from the hill, and remember the neces-
sary premises, we conclude that there is fire on the hill ; and this conclusion we
strengthen by the reasoning—* under such circumstances if there were no fire, the
smaoke would be withont a canse.” This last cognition, * smoke will be without a
canse’ {5 what is meant by ‘ratiocinative cognition.! It is a cognition following
on the cognition of certain distinguishing features ; and yet it is not right cogmition
Then again, even though in the stock example of the birama of shell-silver, there
may be no cognition of proper vishesas, yet we can imagine some instances of
doubtful and wrong cognitions which follow on the cognition of due vishesag, and all
these woul-l become incloded in the definition in question.

Kh. 154.
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(279) Lastly, the word parichchheds being synonymous
with ¢ anubhava,’ its introduction is open to all the objections
that we have urged above against this latter word.

B.

[For similar reasons,—impossibility of affording adequate explanation

of the words of the definition—wo reject & fowrfh  definition of Rig.i'ir

" Cognition us an apprehension which is not defective.]

(280) Nor is it right to define ‘Right Cognition’ as
an *anublava’ or apprehension that ia ¢ avyabhichiri,’ i.e., not
incorrect or defective. Because if the expression * avyabhichdars’
as used in this definition be synonymous with the expressions
* fattvavishaya,” ‘yathartha’, &c., then the very same
objections that we have urged above against these expressions
present themselves again. If however it be asserted that the
word ¢ avyabhichari’® means that the cognition i8 not without,
or unconcomitant with, the object cognised,—then, we ask,
what do you mean by this ? (1) Do you mean that the Right
Cognition exists only at the time when the object exists ? (2)
or that it exists only at the place where the object exists ?
(8) or, that it is of the same character as, similar to, the
object ?

(281) The first of these meanings is not possible:
the word ¢ avyabhich@ri cannot mean that the Right Cogni-
tion exists only at the time when the object exists; because
in that case the definition would exclude all infereniial cogni-
tions of past and present things. Nor can the word
mean that Right Cognition exists only at the place where
the object exists, because in the first place, the definition,
in that case, would not include those admittedly Right Cogni-
tions which are not co-existent in space with their objeets;
and secondly we would have to regard as right those Cogni-
tions which impose wrongly the character of an object
co-existent in space with the Cognition upon something

Kh. 155.
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else. *Nor can the word mean that the Right Cognition
is similar to the object; because in accordance with the
view (which is the Logician’s also) that the Cognition
is something distinct from the object cognised, it would
never be possible for the object to be similar in all respects
to the Cognition (and hence no Cognition would be right) ;
while according to the view that the Cognition is non-
different from its object, this non-difference will have to be
accepted in the case of wrong Cognitions also; and hence
there would be no useful purpose served by the qualification
“ apyabhichari’ (which is added only with a view to preclude
wrong Cognitions) ; and if with a view to escape from these
predicaments you specify certain features in regard to which
the similarity (between the Cognition and its object) is
intended, then you become open to all the objections that
we have urged above in connection with the definition con-
taining the expression ¢ yathartha.’
C.

[On similar grounds, the Anthor rejects the fifth definition of
Right Cognition proposed by the Bauddha—that it is that apprehension
which is not incompatible with the object cognised.]

(282) Nor is it right to define ¢ Right Cognition’ as that
¢ anubhava’ or apprehension which does not disagree with—is
not incompatible with—ithe object cognised. Because what
do you mean by this ‘ non-incompatiblity * ? (1) Do you mean
that the cognition is cognised by means of another cognition,
as being in agreement, or compatible, with the object? (2)
or that it is ot cognised, by means of another cognition, as
being incompatible with the object ? (3) or that the cognition
has for its object something that is invariably concomitant

® ¢ g. Afman is cp-existent in space with Cognition ; and when this character
of Afman wonld be imposed upon the body as ‘idam shariram Atma,’ we would
still have the Cognition co-existent with its object Afman ; and yet this Cognition
would be wrong. .
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with that Cognition ? (4) or do you mean something entirely
different from all this ?

(283) The first of these is not possible : it cannot be that
the cognition is cognised as compatible with the object; as
according to this view, we should have to regard as ‘right
cognition’ that misconception which proceeds in a continuous
series (where the second member of the series will have the
preceding Misconception for its object, and in perfect agree-
ment with it, and so on and on each subsequent member of
the series). Nor would it avail to urge that what is meant is
that that other cognition also must be a 7ight one ; as what you
are seeking to define is *right cognition’ itself, (and hence
you cannot introduce the same term in the definition).

(284) Nor is the second meaning possible: it cannot
be your meaning that the Cognition is not cognised as
being incompatible with the object; as in this case the
definition would include those wrong cognitions which
may not have their sublating cognitions appearing for
some time (and during this interval, the former cognitions
would have to be regarded as right). And further, when
the eye is in a healthy condition, we rightly see the conch-
shell as white ; if after this the organ happens to be affected
with bile, we see the same shell as yellow; and in this case
the former cognition (as white) would be cognised by means
of the latter cognition as ‘incompatible with its object’
(yellowness), and would, as such, have to be regarded by you
as wrong. If in order to avoid this you were to urge that
the latter cognition spoken of in the definition should be a
right one, then there is the objection that we have already
pointed ont—viz., that right cognition’ being the term to
be defined, it will not be right to introduce it in the defini-
tion, If you say that, what is meant is that the cognition
should not be sublated or rejected by a cognition proceeding
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Jrom a faultless source (thus avoiding the use of the term
“ right cognition ’),—then in that case, this last might well
be the definition of  right cognition’ (and there would be no
need for the definition in support of which you have to put
forward this explanation). And further, until you have
defined what is faully, it cannot be ascertained what is noi-

faulty or jaultless. It might be urged—* What of thist We _

can easily define the faulty charactsr as some peculiarity in
the source of the cognition which makes this latter wrong
(contrary to the real nature of the thing).” But even this
will not serve your purpose; *as what is meant to
be excluded by the word ‘wrong’ is the cognition of
that which is not actually cognised; and] as no account
can be taken of that which is not cognised or known at
all], the introduction of the word would be absolu-
tely useless. And if the word were dropped, then the
faultiness of a source of cognition would come to consist in
its character of producing a cognition! and under the cir-
cumstances there would be no cognition proceeding from a
Jaultless source! Nor can it be asserted that what the word
‘ wrong ’ serves to exclude is the ‘right cognition.’ Be
cause this latter is what you have got to define; and so long
as you have not got at its true definition, you can have no
idea of 1t as distingnished from other kinds of cognition ;
and then under such circumstances how can you form any
notion of its exclusion (by the word ®wrong’)? And thus
it comes to this that, without the cognition of *right cogni-
tion’ as differentiated from other cognitions, you can have
no idea of the ‘right cognition' as thus differentiated !
And this would land you in all the three predicaments of
Atmashraya (Vicious Circle), Anyonyashraya (Mutual Inter-
dependence) and Anavastha (Begressus ad Infinitum).

¢ As a matter of fact, in the case of the definition of all

such things as are possessed of more than one distinguishing
Kh. 158.
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feature, when one of these features is singled out (for the pur-
pose of defining the thing), then we have all the three pre-
dicaments just mentioned; because that feature itself is
something other than the other features belonging to the
same thing. [And if these are not already known, they
cannot be excluded, ete., ete., as argued above.]’ (32)

(285) Nor is the third of the alternatives (mentioned
in para. 282) tenable; that is, the definition cannot
mean that the Cognition has for its object something
that is invariably concomitant with that Cognition. Be-
cause by the phrase ¢ invariably concomitant’ do you mean
anything and everything that may be concomitant? or
only some particular thing? In the former case, we
could not regard as wrong the cognition that we have in a
dream of fire with smoke, or that which we may obtain from
the assertions of an untrustworthy person (with regard to
the existence of fire with smoke on a hill where, in
reality, there may be no fire at all). In the latter case, is
this particular ¢ concomitant’ to be in the form of effective
action—e. g., the burning of fire? or in that of its acces-
sories,—e. g., fuel of fire? In either case there will be no
escape from the aforesaid objections. [As during dreams
many objects are cognised along with their effective actions].
And further, as all the cognitions (of the thing, its effective
action, accessories, &c., necessitated by your view) could not
be recognised as valid all at once, it will be necessary to
accept some order of sequence in them; and under the cir-
-cumstances, if it be considered necessary (for the validity of
the cognitions of an object) to have in a continuous series,
valid cognitions of its effective action and accessories, then
the entire life of a person would become taken up by the cog-
nition of a single object; while if a break in this series be
admitted, then there will be nothing to establish the validity
of the last item (at which the series stops); and thus the
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invalidity of that one item would, in due backward course,

. vitiate the validity of every one of the items of the series, to

the very first cognition. Then as regards the presence of
actual effective action, it will be hard to ascertain whether
or not a certain effective action is actually present; and
hence in our ordinary usage, we cannot stop at each step
to consider the actuality or otherwise of the effective action ;
and as for the fact of the mere idea (of the effective action)s
we have this in the case of wrong cognitions also (and so
his cannot serve as a criterion).

(286) “ Well, under the circumstances, we can accept the
Jourth alternative * (noted in para 282). That is to say, the
non-incompatibiiity of the cogmition may be regarded as con-
sisting in the fact of its having for its object something which

‘ﬁwﬁpabla of effective action; as has been declared in the

follaying verse—‘ The non-incompatible cognition is valid, and
non-ipeompatibility consists in the presence of effective action.’
But this also is not right ; because if you mean the presence
of leffective action, merely in a general way, then in the case of
mi:sconceptian (of shell-silver also) we will have such non-in-

ction of the shell, even though not of silver). In answer
to this it might be urged that the thing cognised must
be capable, in the form cognised, of effective action. But
this will be extremely diffeult to ascertain in every case.
Nor will it be easy to ascertain this by actually perceiving
the effective action ; because it is possible for us to have
the perception of effective cognition even when no such
action is possible (i.e., it is possible for us to have a misconcep-
tion of effective action ; and so such perception itself cannot
gerve as the right criterion). This may be met by the
explanation that what is meant to be the criterion is the right
cognition of the effective action; but this we have already

® Adopted by the Bauddha writer, Dharmakirti.

}’mpa!i&ifity (inasmuch as the shell is capable of the effective
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refuted above ; as we have yet to define what *right cogni-

tion’is. It might be urged that—* every cognition is re-

garded as valid when it is found to be in keeping with (com-

patible with) the intention of the cogniser.”*  But this is

not right ; for if by this be meant that the cognition

should be in keeping with the intention at the time of the

cognition, then this will be found to apply to dream-cogni-
tions also ; while as regards other times, it will not be possible

to ascertain whether or not a certain cognition is in keeping

with the person’s intention at other fimes.

(287) [Page 254|. The above arguments serve also to
reject the explanation that—* what is meant by the *samvida’
(compatibility) of the cognition is that the thing cognised is
capable of being actually got at (in the form cognised).” [As
it cannot be ascertained at the time of the cognition whether
or not the thing can be got at, ete., ete.]

‘Truly difficult of refutation is this theory of Dharma-
kirti’s, and one has to be very careful with regard to it.
D

[We cannot accept the sixth definition that © Right Cognition is

that cognition which is not sublated ' ; becanse it is not possible to fix

the meaning of the phrase * not sublated. ']

(288) By what we have said above is also refuted the
definition that Right Cognition is that apprehension which is
not sublated or rejected (by any subsequent cognition).
Because if you mean that the Cognition is ¢ not sublated’ af
the time of the Oognition,—then the definition becomes too
wide (including all Cognitions, as no cognition is sublated at
the time that it appears); and if you mean that it is ‘nob
sublated’ at « different time, then we have only got to point
out that we can not be sure with regard to any cognition,

“ When the person sees a thing before him and makes up his mind to use it in &
certain way ; if the thing really turns out to be fit for such use, then the cognition
is right.

Kh, 161.
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that it can mever be sublated at any time. Then again,
if yon mean that the cognition is to be “not sublated ’
by the Cogniser himself,—then too the definition becomes
too wide (as no cognition is sublated or rejected by the
cogniser at the time of the cognition); and if in order to
avoid this you wmean that the sublation denied is by some
other person,—then, we can never be sure as to any cognition

~ being *not sublated’ by any person.

E

[The seventh definition—that Right Cognition is cognition other
than the ratiocinative, the doubtful, the wrong and the remem bered—
cannot be accepted ; becaunse of the arguments already explained.]

(239) Nor again is it right to define Right Cognition as
an _apprehension or knowledge other than the ratiocinative, the
doubtful, the wrong, and the remembered. As this definition
is to be refuted in the same manner as the one dealt with
before where Right Cognition was defined as a cognition
other than remembrance. (Para 220).

F

[The eighth definition—that Right Cognition is that eognition
which belongs to the class of * pramd '—has to be rejected, because in
the first place, this would involve a *Cross Division ;' and secondly, no
real oxplanation of * pramdtva ' itself is available.]

(290) As for the definition that Right Cognition is that
which is related to (belongs to) the class ¢ Prama’ (i. e., which
is possessed of the general character of *pramdfva)’—this
cannot be right, specially for one who (like the Logician)
regards ¢ Cross-division’ as wrong.* Then again, if this
general character of ¢ pramifva’ were to give rise to the
notion of Prami, without being itself duly recognised, then

© The sense of this is that the Logician cannot accept any such Jidti or class as
¢ Pramdtea' : as this would overlap with another Jati *Salsatbdratve Both of
these reside in the ordinary right sense-perception, and yet *Siksatkdirafea’ is not
preseat in right inferenfial Cognition, and ‘Pramdf{ea’ is not present in the wrong
sense-perception of shell-silver.

Kh. 162.

-~
Wt

L



Cmarrer I, Section (16). 199

there could be no Misconception or Doubt with regard to
any Right Cognition being wrong. [That is to say, with
regard to certain Right Cognitions, we haye sometimes the
misconception that it is wrong, or the Doubt that it may be
right or wrong; and these are due to our failing to perceive
the presence or absence in the Cognition concerned, of the
character * Pramifve’; so if we were.to have the notion of
¢ Prama’, or * Right Cognition ’, without any idea of the cha-
racter of * Pramifva’, then all Right Cognitions would be
always known as right, and there would be no room for the
aforesaid misconception or doubt]. In order to avoid this
predicament, if it be held that the notion of Prama is due to
the presence of the general character of ‘ Pramifva’ as
accompanied by the absence of discrepancies (which are the
source of misconception and doubt),—then, in that case, we
should have to regard as * right’ that Cognition which is known
as mere * Cognition’ in general, and with regard to which we
do not have the notion of * misconception’, or ‘doubt’ or any
such particular character. [As in this case also there are no
diserepancies of the kind mentioned, as evineed by the absence
of Misconception and Doubt; and as for the character of
Pramifva, it may be there for anght we know ; and accord-
ing to your view it is not necessary for us to have anmy
cognition of this general character. ]

(291) [Pace 256.] Ifin order to escape from all this it
be held that it is when the character of ¢ Pramatva’ is duly
recognised that we have the notion of Right Cognition,—then,
you have to explain how this Pramifva itself is to be recog-
nised. * It cannot be recognised by means of sensuous
perception t.hmugh the mind; as in that case with regard 'to
any ‘right cognition’ that might appear, there could be
no misconeeption or mistake to the effect that it is a wrong
cognition; nor could there be any doubt as to its being right
or wrong; because like the thing itself (i.e., the cognition), its
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character (rightness) also would have been ascertained throngh
the mind. * It may-be argued that the recognition of
¢ Pramifva’ is through the mind directly, while in the other
case the mind stands in need of the help of other characteris-
tics (as for instance, the character of being the apprehension
of the real nature of the thing, and so forth); or it may
be that the said recognition is only inferential, being brought
about by the said characteristics which would be indicative
of Pramiitva (as distinguished from all other things). But
this also affords only a false glimmer of hope to you; be-
cause in that case, all purposes of ordinary usage (i.e., of
forming a comprehensive notion of all right notions), being
served on the basis of those characteristics, there would be
no need for the assumption of any such generic entity as
Pramiatva’ (which is assumed solely for the sake of the said
comprehensive notion). If, in order to escape from this
predicament you have recourse to the argument that the
characteristics are many (and not one, which would suffice
for the comprehensive notion),—then you have to point what
these many characteristics are. Each and every one of the
characteristics of right notion that you have been putting
forward onme after the other we have been showing to be
fanlty, and we shall show this again later on, in the
course of our refutation of the view that Cognition derives
its validity from extraneous sources.
G.

[Lastly, Right Cognition cannot be defined as possessed of
Pramdtra, which is a particular kind of power or efficiency ;—because
itis mot possible to ascertain what this efficiency is, and avery
definition that may be advanced is bound to be too wide.]

° Ordinarily the cognition is mentally perceived; and as to whather it ia righ
or wrong it is ascertained by such other means as the absence of subsequent
sublation, and so forth. If both were menfal, both would be cogeal; and all so-called

right cognitions would always be regarded as right; and there could be no doubt or
mistake with regard to them,

Kh, 164

I~



b

Crarrer I, Srorion (16). 1) §

(292) The reasonings advanced above also dispose of
the definition that the ‘ Rightness,” Pramatva, of a Cognition
being a peculiar power or efficiency, the Right Cognition is
that which is possessed of this efficiency. Specially as it can
not be ascertained what this ‘efficiency ’ is.

(293) Then again, whatever the definition of Right
Cognition may be, if it were the basis of our conception of
such rightness, either when it itself would be merely recog-
nised, or even when it is not itself recognised,—in either
case, there would be an undue eztension ( i.e., even Mistaken
Cognitions would come to be regarded as right).* And if it be
only when the rightness is rightly cognised (that it can serve
as the basis of our notion of Right Cognition), then there
could be no right cognition of the rightness, until we have
ascertained what ‘right cognition’ is. |Thus there is a
vicious circle]. It may be urged that it does not matter if
this is not duly ascertained, the fact remains (that it is there).
But this will not be right ; as might not your opponent say
(with equal force) that ‘ the fact remains, that it is nof so’?
And then you will have no answer to that. And further,
according to what you say, there would be no need for
seeking to ascertain what the charucter of Right Cognition
is. Specially as in that case (i.e., according to your view of
the righiness remaining a fact even though not recognised)
the cognition of the jar also might be regarded as right
simply because the rightness is there [and it will not be
necessary for us to recognise this rightness, for which
purpose you have been putting forward the above definition
and thus there is a total annihilation of all definitions.] We
need not pursue this discussion any further.

®The sense is that even in Mistaken Cognitions, we have the notion, for tha
time being, that these are right. Whether this notion itself is wrong or right,
that is another question, This aspect is met in the next sentence.
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Seoriow 17,

[It having been shown that no adequate definition of Pramd,
Right Cognition, is possible, the Author next proceeds to demonstrate
the untenability of all the definitions that have been proposed of
Pramand, Means of Right Cognition.]

A. [Pramina cannot be defined as * the instrument of right cogni-
tion'; becanse no adequate definition of © instrument’ is available.]

(294) Tt having been found impossible to define Right
Cognition, the definition of Pramina also as * the means or
instrument of right cognition’ cannot be maintained ; specially
as the meaning of the word ¢ Aarana,” ¢ Means,’ ¢ Instrument,’
cannot be definad.

(205) The opponent proceeds to supply a definition of
the * means ’ or ‘ instrument’ :—

“ The name ‘means’ or ‘instrument’ is given to that
cause which is not taken up in the making up (or fulfilment) of
‘any other of the various agencies tending to the accomplishment
of the action (but which aids directly and entirely in that

‘accomplishment). * The Nominative or the Active Agent

tends directly to the accomplishment (or bringing together) of
the Means or instrument to the action, and is as such °taken
up in the making up of another agency’ (and so it cannob
come within the above definition of the Instrument). Even

‘though the Instrument has an independent existence by itself,

and cannot, assuch, be said to be ‘accomplished’ by the
Agent,—yet, inasmuch it is by the Agent that it is set in
operation, it may be said to be accomplished by him (at least
in regard to the action concerned); specially as it is a real
‘means ' only when thus set in operation. In the same
manner the Objective also is taken upin the accomplishment
of the Instrument; as it is on the Objective that the Instrument
operates; and in the absence of the Objective, there is
nothing upon which the operation of the Instrument could take

® He proceeds to show that the definition cannot apply to any other kdraka
(agent) save the tarana (Instrument),
Kh. 166.
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effect ; and hence as being a necessary factor in the accom-
plishment of the character of the Instrument it can be said to
be taken up in its accomplishment. Similarly the Locative
also aids in the fulfilment of the operation of the Instrument-
Lastly as regards the Dative and the Ablative, these are not
necessary agencies in all actions, as the Instrument is. Cons
sequently we can rightly define the Instrument as that cause
which is necessary in the case of all actions, and which is not
taken up in the accomplishment of any other agency.”

(296) The above definition cannot be maintained. The
explanation that you have provided may look all very well
until we have examined it closely ; but when we proceed to
look into it more carefully we find that, if the word * anfara’
that you have introduced in your definition (in the compound
§ karakantara, *another agency’) means only °difference,’®
then it cannot serve the purpose of ezclusion (as it 1is
meant to do); T because the word could serve the purpose of
ezcluding certain k@rakas and including the one intended,
only if it were possible for a mere ®/Airaka’ or ¢ Agent’ in
general, without any specification, to be produced ; but as this
18 not possible, the word ¢ anfara’ cannot serve to ezclude what
it is intended to exclude. Nor can the word ‘anfera’ mean
‘another’; as if it did, then it would be necessary to point
out with reference to what the thing spoken of is ‘another’;
if this other thing is not pointed out, then it would refer
to the word *lkarana’ itself, on account of the close prox-
imity of that word ; just as we have in the assertion ®anyak
atmd, shariram anyaf, ‘the self is another thing, and
the body another’; then the word karkanfara would come
to denote the Agency other than the Instrument; and this

@ As in the asgertion ‘ anayoh mahat anfaram.’

t It is only when the general ghata is spoken of that we can make nse of
words that would exclude some and include others. In the case in question it is
not possible for any kdraka in general to be produced ; and hence no exclusion g
possible or necesiary. As it is only the kiraka of a particular kind that is produced.
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would be objectionable, as it is still being ascertained what
the * Instrument’ is (and so we cannot introduce this word
intothe definition); and further,in this case the definition
would become too wide (as the Nominative and the Objective
also ave taken up in the accomplishment of the Instrument only,
and not in that of any Agency other than the Instrument). Nor
can the word ‘anfara’ refer to the forms of the Nominative
and the Objective ; because in this case also the definition
would become * too wide’, inasmuch as it wounld include these
two also (because neither the Nominative nor the Objective
is taken up in the accomplishment of its own form, both
of these tending to the accomplishment of the Instrument, as
you have yourself stated). Nor again can the word antara’
be explained as expressing contradistinction to the Nomina-
tive and the Objective (the definition meaning that which is
not taken up in the accomplishment of any agency other than
the Nominative and the Objective). Because in that case
the introduction of the word would be absolutely useless ; as it
would suffice to say only ‘that which is not taken up in the
accomplishment of an agency.’ [As the Locative and the rest
would be included in the word ‘Agency’, ¢Karaka’, itself;
and the Instrument is never taken up in the accomplishment
of the Nominative and the Objective.] In order to escape
from these difficulties, you will perhaps urge that the word
¢ karakantara’® does mot mean anything more than the
word * Karaka’, and as such it may not beused. ~ This will
not avail you; because in that case the Hand and such
other mstruments, which do bring about many agencies
(in the shape of fire, for instance, in the act of Cooking) will
not be regarded as ¢instruments’ at all ;—while as a matter
of fact, a Karaka or * Agency’ is any cause that is operative
(towards the bringing about of some effect); and we find the
Fire operating (towards the action of Cooking) through its
contact with the vessel; and this fire in its turn is produced
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by the hand (which thus is ¢ taken up in the accomplishment
of an agency).”  Nor will it be right for you to assert that
the Hand is not an ‘instrument.” Because inasmuch as it 1s
found to be a cause operating towards a cerlain end, you cannot
but regard it as that particular kind of ‘agency’; and asit
cannot very well be regarded as the Nominative or any other
Karaka, you would have to postulate a seventh Karaka (if you
do not regard it as the ¢ Instrument’)! You cannot argue that
—* inasmuch as the operation of the Hand towards the burn-
ing of fire is not direct but interposed (by the action of the
fuel, etc.) we cannot regard it as the cause of the burning,
but only the cause of its cause.”” Because the same might be
said with regard to the Nominative agency also (which also
would thus according to you, cease to be a Karaka); because
between the operation of the agent (wood-cutter) and the
broken splinters of the wood, there intervene many other
operations, such as the operation of the axe, the cutting, and
so forth. It might be said in answer to this, that in this
latter case all the intervening operations belong to the Agent,
and as such they do not deprive this latter of the causal
character. ~ But then, the same may be said with regard to
the Hand also. Thus then your definition is wrong; simply
because it does not apply to things like the Hand, whose
instrumental character is unquestioned. The above reason
ing also serves to refute the view that the expression
¢ Karakantara® (in the definition of karana) means ¢ those
other than the Nominative and the Objective.’  [As the
acknowledgad Instrument, Hand, is ‘taken up in the ac-
complishment’ of another instrument, which is meither the
Nominative nor the Objective].

(:298) Nor can the Instrument be defined as the object
or substratum (visaya) of the agent's operation. Because
when a man makes an effort to set his body in motion, what
becomes the object of his operation of effort is, either the
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action of bodily motion, or the body as qualified by that
action ; and hence these will have to be regarded as the
¢jnstrament’ in the said action (of *chilana’, setting into
motion) ; but this cannot be accepted ; because a thing cannot
be the instrument towards itself in the future state
[i. e., while the seiting into motion of the body is not accom-
plished, the motion of the body is still in the future; and as
such this latter cannot be the instrument towards the form-
er; and similarly the body qualified by the molion, does nob
exist until the body has been set in motion, and as such this
could not be the instrument towards this latter.]  Nor could
this objection be escaped by adding the qualification of ¢ Di-
rect’ (s7ksat),—the Instrament being defined as the direct
object of the operation of the agent’*® Because (even though
this addition may save you as regards the action of the Self
in the shape of the Effort to set the body in motion, where
the body is the direct object) the objection would remain in
force, as regards the action of the Self towards the setting of
the Mind and such other things into activity, (which are the
direct objects of the operation of the Self) ; and secondly
because this definition would not apply to all Instruments
(for instance the aze in cutting is not the direct object of the
cutter’s operation, who operates through his haud).

(299) You will perhaps argue that the h2/u or cause of a
certain action is certainly the object or subtrate of the opera-
tion of the agent or doer of that action, and this cause will be
the *Instrument’ for that action. This also cannot be
maintained, we reply; as by this definition there could be
no instrumentality in the action of the sprouting of seeds,
according to Atheists [as according to them there is no doer
or agent in this case] ;—and further by this definition it will
be necessary to exclude, from the category of ¢ Right

© Thus, the Piirvapaksin, would say, as the effort is the action of the Self, the |
Body cannot be said to be its direct object.
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Cognition’, the cognition that we have after deep sleep (that
*I have been sleeping happily '), as during deep sleep there is
no actual eogniser (the Self having reverted at that time to
its state of pure consciousness, without the wupadhi in the
shape of the cognitive faculty which is necessary for its
being a cogniser or agent), and hence (by your definition) there
can be no Instrument either ; while for every right cognition,
there have been enumerated (by you) distinct Upadhis in the
ghape of Instruments. And, if in order to avoid this, you
were to assert that the presence of the Cognitive faculty is not
necessary for the Agent (in the case of Cognition), then this
admission of yours could be made to extend too far (for your
acceptance). [That is to say, in that case it would not be
necessary for the Creator of the world to be endowed with
the Cognitive Faculty; and the creation would have to be
attributed to non-cognitive Matter.] Then again, according
to the Theistic doctrine, as all causes would be the object of
the operation of God (the Agent), there would be no cause
which (by your definition) would not be an Instrument. If
you say ‘ Amen’ to this, thea all that remains for you to
differentiate the Instrament from is what is not @ cause ; and
for this it would suffice for you to define the Instrument
gimply as the ¢ canse’; and it is needless effort on your part
to add qualifications.

(300) [Pace 263.] To the above you may reply :—
“ Qualifications have been added not for the purpose of ex-
cluding other things, but for the purpose of showing that a
single thing can, in the said distinctive form, be spoken of by
the word * Karan~.” But in that case the * Karana ' being
that which has the distinctive form mentioned in your
definition, the definition would come to contain a mere mens
tion of the Karana, which is the thing to be defined; and it
would not be the statement of the definition, that you profess
to provide Nor would it be right to argue that, *the
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only purpose of definition consists in showing the grounds for
the use or application of the word denoting the thing to be
defined [i. e., the definition is nothing more than the pointing
out of the signification of this word].” This, we say, is not
right ; becanse in that case, that which is possessed of odour
would not be a * definition’ of the Earth [as the word ‘Earth’
does mot mean or signify that which is possessed of odour].
Then again, if such be your standpoint, then why did you
not point out the denotation of the word *lkarana’ by the
statement ‘everything is karana’®  You might retort by
saying— I should have done this only if everything were ac-
tually spoken of as ‘karana.” But to this our rejoinder
would be that the definition put forward by you would be all
right only if all kdrapas or agencies were spoken of as
¢ karana’; as a matter of fact however, neither the Nominative
nor the Objective is spoken of as *karana’ [and hence your
definition is not sound].

(301) “ But,” the opponent argues, “ we do find the Nom-
inative spoken of as the karana ; as for instance, (1) in ordi-
nary parlance, in such sentences as ‘Devadatta is the pramana
or authority in this matter’ (where Devadatta, the Nomina-
tive agent, is spoken of as ¢ pramina’ which is a Karana), and
(2) in scientific works, as in Nyayasttra II—i-67, where the
authoritative character of the whole Veda is sought to be es-
tablished on the basis of the fact that the trustworthy person is
an authority or pramana,—as is found in the case of those por-
tions of the Veda that dsal with incantations and medicines;
[where also the trustwortyy person, the Nominative agent, is
spoken of as pramina, which is karana).”  Thisis not right,
we reply; for we ask—is this use of the word ¢ karana’ as
applied to the Nominative, only figurative (indirect), like the
application of the word ‘fire’ to the (bright) Boy ? or is it
literal, (direct) ? And if on the basis of your assumption the
use be literal or direct, then we find that this view is negatived

Kh. 172,



CuarrEr I, SEcTioN (17). 209

or made untenable by the argnment that in that case, the word
‘karana’ would, on the same grounds, be applied to the Objec-
tive also; and hence there is no other alternative save that
of regarding the said use of the word as only figurative.

(302) [Page 265] It may be urged that the word
“karana’ is actnally applied to the Objective also, when
this latter is spoken of in the form of the Instraument.  But
it is absolutely impossible to point out any instance of such
usage, either in ordinary parlance or in scientific works; for
where do yon find the sentence *ghatZna pashyafi’ used in
the sense of ghatam pashyafi'? If there be any such usage
only in your mind, we cannot make up onr mind to pay any
regard to it, Because (if we were to pay any regard to such
individual freaks) we may have to accept the fact of the
name ‘ karana’ being applied to all cognisable things,—a fact
which would be present in the mind of that person of
perverted intelligence who holds that ‘every cognisable
object is an Instrument. The Opponent may urge,—
“ we do not meet with such a sentence as * ghaténa pashyati,’
because no such sentence is ever used by people (and not
because the Instrumental character does not belong to the
Objective) ; as certainly it is not necessary that people should
actually speak of each and everything that may have a certain
character, as having that character.”  That might be so;
but it is incumbent on you to point out instances where the
name ‘ barana’ is actually applied to the oljective ; but, as a
matter of fact, any concrete instance of such application it is
absolutely impossible to find. -

(503) [Pace 266] Nor can the Instrument ba defined as
that which is inseparably related to the action.®* Because
‘ ayogavyavachehheda’  (inseparability—non-non-companion-
ship) ultimately means only yoga’ (companionship or

®The other agencies though ‘related w the actiow are mot inseparally
connected with it ; it is only the Instrument which is thus inscparably connected,
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connection) ; and thus the definition would only mean that
the Instrument is that which 18 related or conmected to the
action by connection; and this would be taatological. It
may be explained that the word ‘sambandhi’ or* related ’
denotes relationship at some particular point of time, and
hence it is with a view to indicate relationship at all fimes
that we have the qualification °ayogavyavachchhédena’ or
‘inseparably.”  This also is not right; becanse as a
matter of fact, the word *related ’ does not denote relation-
ship at any particular time; and hence there would be no
need for the adding of other words for the purpose of
denoting relationsaip at other times, not already expressed.
In answer to this it may be urged that—** the word * related *
signifying mere relationship in a general way, if we had that
word alone in the definition, then it would be made applicable
to the Nominative and such other ugencies of the action also,
by taking the general word ‘related’ as serving the purpose
of denoting relationship at @ particular time (which would
apply to the Nominative also), even though these other
agencies may not be related to the action at other points of
fime ; and hence with a view to preclude this we add an-
other word to signify relationslir at other points of time also.”
This again cannot be accepted; because just as you have
argued with regard to the general relationship signified by
the word ‘ related,” so it might be said with regard to this
other word also that you add: That is to say, this other
word also signifying in general the relationship at other points
of time, it might be taken as referring only to some one point
out >f the many ‘other points of time’; and so for the purpose
preclud ng the non-relationship at the other points of time, it
would be necessary for you to add another qualifying word.
(304) It may be that you intend to preclude (by the
qualification) the non-relationship at any time (i.e., the
Non-relationship at all times). But this may be got at by
Kh. 174.
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means of the word * related * itself ; and there is no need for
seeking to get at it by means of another word. If it is argued
that ““ the Universality of the Non-relationship is got at by the
preclusion of the negation (i. e., by the double negation)”,—
then we reply that the preclusion of negation is nothing more
than simple affirmation.

(305) It may be asserted that what is meant by the
word ‘ayogavyavachchhedéna’, *inseparably’, is that the
Instrument to which the ¢ relationship’ beloags is such that
it never becomes the substratum of Nom-relationship (t.e.,
it does not permit of the co-existence in itself of the
relationship and its negation). ~ This again is not right;
as in the other Agencies (of the Nominative, &c.) also, at the
time that they arve related to the action, there is no non-re-
lationship (and hence the definition would include these
also).  Nor would it be right to add the word always’ (or
“at all times’) ; because in that case we would ask—would the
relationship of the action with the Instrument exist also ab
the time that the Instrument itself is non-existent ? (for
certainly it should do so if it is to exist * at all times’). If
you add the qualification ¢ while the Instrument exists’, then in
that case the word *sambandhi’ in your definition would be
superfluous ; as it would be enough to define the Instrument
as that which while it exists is qualified or characterised
by ayogavyavachchheda (inseparable relationship)® Or
you might define it merely as ¢ Sambandhi Kriyaya,"—this
word itself being meant to convey relationship at all
times (which grammatically the possessive termination in
* Sambangdhi’ is quite capable of expressing) ; as we have
already pointed out above.

® The definition would ba in the form yEvateattvam kriyayd ayogavyacacheh-
Ridina; the third case termination in the last word deaoting gualification or
apecifioats
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(206) If you are ready to nccept this signification of the
word ‘sambandhi’, after having, by some perverted course
of reasoning, shown the necessity of that word in your
definition,—then we put forward the following objections :—
By your definition, the proximity of the asterism of * Rohin?®
would be the ®Instrument’ in the action of the rising of
the asterism of © Kpiftiki’® that precedes it; and further
the setting of the fourfeenth asterism counted from the
beginning would be the ‘Instrument’ in the rising of the
fourteenth asterism after that.® Nor can this be regarded
as right; as the two events rising and setting) occurring
gimultaneously (and not one after the other), the one can
never be regarded as the cause of the other (as sequence is a
necessary factor in all causal relation) ; and not being a cause,
1t cannot be regarded as an ageney (kdraka) towards the other
[because the Agent is only a particular kind of Cause] ; and
g0 lastly, there is no possibility of its being the © instrument’
(which is only a particular kind of Agency).

(307) Nor will it be right for you to argue that in the
case ciled there is no sort of ‘relationship’ present. As you
cannot deny the fact that there is an invariable concomitance
between the two events; and such concomitance has the
character of a natural relationship. ~ You might urge that
the ‘relationship’ intended is that of cause and effect.
But this also is not possible ; as in that case the samagri or
contingent accessories tending to bring about a certain effect,
would have to be regarded as © instrument.’ “ Amen ! be it
s0”"—you might exclaim. But can you be happy by merely
repeating this sacred syllable? It would seem as if you
were going to pronounce a certain scriptaral incantation

® There are 28 asterisms distributed among the twelve zodiacal signs located
in the ecliptic circle. This cirele in its continuous revolution makes the zodiacal
signs and the asterisms with them rise and set in regular order, so that at the time
that the sixth sign with the fourteenth asterism would be setting in the West, the
twelfth sign with the 28th Asterism wounld be rising in the East.]
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prefaced by this sacred syllable, seeking to force us to believe
in the dogma that the ‘contingent accessory also is an
instrument’, in which we have no trust.

(308) * The opponent argues : “[The definition of * Ins-
trument’ that we have put forward involves the relationship
of cause and effect; and this cannot apply to the Contingent
Accessory or Auxilliary, because] As a matter of fact the
Contingent Accessory does not constitute the  cause’, which i8
only one part out of its many parts, each of which severally
forms the *cause’ of varions kinds (samaviyi, asamavayi
&¢.) ; and the * Contingent Accessory’ is only that in the wake
of which (in close sequence to which) the effect invariably
follows.”  This is hardly satisfactory ; as this definition of
the ¢ Contingent Accessory ' is found applicable to the Instru-
ment also, which would thus itself become a ‘Contingent
Accessory; and in this manner a Kriyid or Action would
have to be regarded as the instrument of Disjunction and
such other effects (due to that action); and this Disjunction
again would have to be regarded as the instrument of the
consequent destruction of Conjunction or contact !

(309) Then again, the character of the cause consists
ing in being the necessary and invariable antecedent,—
which according to yon resides severally in each of the parts
of the contingent accessory (as a whole) also (as this is also
the necessary and invariable antecedent of the effect),—
how can you say that this latter is not the ‘canse’? [And
if it is the ® cause’, it becomes included in the definition of
the ¢ Instrument].  In reply to this it may be urged that,
*the contingent accessory of a certain effect includes also
that point of time which precedes the appearance of the effect ;
and certainly this could have no existence at that same
point of time (as this would involve the absurdity of the point
of time existing in itself) [consequently the °contingent

* Here we have the Khandana of the lakshana of * Samagrl. '
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accessory ’ not always being the antecedent of the effect,
it cannot be regarded as the ¢cavse’].” But this is
not right. Because for the very reason that yom pro-
pound, the point of time preceding the appearance of the
effect is not regarded as the ‘cause’; and for this reason
it'does not enter as a factor in the *Contingent Accessory’
of the cause. [Consequently, if the definition of the
Instrument applies to the Contmgent Accessory qualified by
time, it becomes defective, in that it is too wide.]

(310) * Then again, the ® Instrument’ cannot be as it
has been defined. Because, in some cases, even though the
instrument may be fully active, may it not bring about the
action (of which it is the instrument), all along the tim+ that it
itself exists? [e.g., the axe is an *instrument’ in the cutting,
and yet it does not produce the cutting during all the time
that it is in operation ; for instance, it is in operation from
the time that it is raised by the hand up to the time that it
actually falls upon the wood to be cut; but the cutting is
produced only at this last point of time]. 1 And further, it is
impossible for you to adduce evidence to prove that the
instrument (axe) does not continue to operate even for a
moment, at the time that the action (cutting) actually appears ;
and hence it becomes doubtful (in the absence of such evi-
dence) [whether the operation of the instrument is really the

© The aathor having shown that the definition of Instrument is too wids
now proceeds to show that it ia too nxrrew, in that it does not apply to such well-
known instruments as the aze and the like,

® The translation follows the interpretation of the Vidydsdgari and the
Chitsukhl. Sbaikara Mishra reads and explains the passage diffsrently, He reads
¢ Kriydi—akaléd’ which he explains as ‘st the time that the action does not coma
into existence,—i. e., at the point of time preceding the appearance of the action”;
the passage thus means that * there is no evidence available for proving thatat this
previous point of time also the action of cutting does not actually inhere in the axe
which is being raised and let fall.” This tortuous interpretation also points to the,
game argument as has been deduced from the passage by the simpler interpre-
tation of the Chifsukli,
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antecedent to the cutting, or it is simultaneous with it]; and
thus the definition becomes inapplicable to this Instrument
[as according to the definition it is necessary that the opera-
tion of the Instrument be the necessary auntscedent of the
action]). [In the case just mentioned it is doubtful whether
or not the instroment is operating at the moment of the ap-
pearance of the action ; but there are cases where it is certain
that the instrument is operating at the time; for instance]
in the case where a tangible substance remains touched by
the hand for a long time, it must be admitted that there
continues (even at the time of the appearance of the action of
touching) the contact of the organ of touch which is the *instru-
ment’ of the true sensation of touch [and this contact being
the operation of the organ towards the action of fouching,
the two are found to be simultaneous].

(311) Then again, if yon add to your definition of the
‘instrument’ the qualifying clause ‘as long as it exists’, it
would mean that the thing is an ‘instrument’ during all the
time that it exists (and not only at the time that it is operative
towards the bringing about of a certain acticn). You eannot
argue that the causal nature (of the thing) exists only at
certain points of time (and not at all times of its existenze) ;
as the causal nature consists only in the necessary and
invariable relationship with the point of time immediately
preceding the appearance of the effect ; and as the factor of
time already enters into this, it canmot be further referred
to any other factor of time (as one fime cannot be said to
exist at another time).

(312) You may urge that—* what is meant by the
Instrument being related inseparably to the action, is that
the action (surely) invariably follows on its existence.” But
what do you mean by this? (1) Does it mean that the
action invariably appears after the instrument? (2)or that
the action invariably appears during the ezistence of the
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instrument ?  (3) or that the action invariably persists after
the instrument? The first of these alternatives cannot be
accepted; as in that case the contingent accessory will
have to be regarded as ‘instrument’, while the character
of ¢ instrument’ will have to be denied to the Hand and such
other well-known instruments;—[because the action does
not appear after the hand has ceased to exist]; and lastly,
we will have to regard Pleasure, Pain and such other
cognisable things to be true means or instruments of cognitions.
Nor can you urge that the cognisable thing is certainly an
instrument of the Cognition. Becanse no one ever regards
them as such, Nor is the second of the above alterna-
tives acceptable; because in that case the definition of
of *instrument’ will not apply to the organ of Touch, which
remains in contacu with the tangible object for a long time,—
as if in such a case the mind happens to be pre-occupied, the
gensation of touch (with regard to which the organ would be
the Instrument) does not appear. Nor again can the
third alternative be accepted; as in that case such other
things as the contingent accessory and the like will have to be
regarded as ‘instruments ’; and in the view that things have
a permanent (and not mere momentary) existence, the pro-
duction or appearance of the jar will have to be regarded as
the ‘instrument’ of the jar (which exists invariably after
its production, and which may be called a ‘kriya’ in the
gense of that which is done or brought about, 1. e., an Effect].
Nor lastly is the fourth’ alternative possible; as according to
this all things that happen to coexist at one time will have to
be regarded as * instrumerts’ to one another. (Not finding
any of these meanings of your definition possible) you may
explain your deiinition of the ‘Instrument’—as that which
is inseparably related to the action—to mean that the *ins-
trument’ is that which, when operative, does not fail to
produce the desired result.  But this definition will not

E&. 1801
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apply to such well-known Instruments as the Hand and the
like [as in the above quoted case where the hand is in long,
continuous contact with an object, if the mind happens to be
pre-occupied, the result, in the shape of the sensation of touch,
does not appear, even though its operation, in the shape of
its contact, is present all the time.]

[Tha author now proceeds to refute the definitions of Vydpdra®
or * Operation,'—a term that has been introduced by the opponent into
the definition of the * Instrument."]

(313). What again, we ask, is this * Vyapara’, ¢ Opera-
tion’ of the Instrument? (1) Is it the cause produced by it ?
(2) Or the cause having that Instrument for its substratum ?
The first is not possible ; because no such cause is produced
by the minor premiss® (which is universally regarded as the
¢ instrument’ of inferential cognition).

(314) +The Opponent may argue as follows—* The first
perception of the smoke (which is the inferential indicative,
probans, Linga) in the mountain (which is the paksa, or
¢ Subject’ of Inference) can be regarded as the *instrument’
of the inferential conclusion, only on the ground that,
through the remembrance of the Major Premiss (invari-
able concomitance of the probans with the Major term
or predicate of the Conclusion), it actually does produce the
vyapara or operation in the shape of the second recogni-
tion of the probans; and thus in reality the ecognition
of the major term (which is the inferential conclusion)
is brought about directly by this second recognition of the
minor term as concomitant with that which is invariably

© In the reasoning—the mountain is fiery, because there is smoke in it which
is invariably concomitant with fire,—itis the recognition of the presence of smoke
in the mountain which is called * Lifigaparamarsha.’

1 In the case of theinference in question, the man sees the smoke in the
mountain, this is the first recognition; then bhe remembers the fact that smoke is
concomitant with fire ; and then comes the conception that this mountain contains
the smoke which is concomitant with fire,—this is the second recognition.
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concomitant with that major term. [And thus this is the
cause of Inference, and it is produced by the first
recognition of the probans which thus becomes the Instru-
ment].”

(815) This however is not right. For in a case where
the Inference (of the presence of Fire in the Mountain) is
deduced from the very first perception of Smoke in the
Mountain, accompanied by the remembrance of the invariable
concomitance of Smoke and Fire—this concomitance having
been perceived elsewhere than in the Mountain,—the infer-
ence follows directly from the aforesaid first perception of
the smoke in the mountain; and as thus there would be no
second perception of the smoke (which according to the
opponent, would be the cause produced by the first percep-
tion ; the said first perception would, according to your defi-
nition, have no ‘operation’ towards the Inference, and would
on that account, not be regarded as the ° Instrument’ of that
inference! It might be argued that, “just as in the case of
the collision of two things moving in opposite directions, the
contact is regarded as being due to both the things,—so
in the same manner, the ‘remembrance of concomitance ’
leading to the conclusion may be regarded as due to the
perception of it elsewhere and also that in the mountain ; and
thus as this perception would be followed by the second
perception it would have this latter as its ©operation’, and
would thus fulfil the conditions of the °Instrument.”
This again, we reply, is not right. For the cognition of
the minor premiss—‘the Smoke that I see in the mountain
is that which is invariably concomitant with Fire'—may be
obtained merely by the remembrance of the Smoke perceived
elsewhere as concomitant with Fire; just as the cognition
of the negation or absence of something appears only after
the remembrance of the object of which it is the negation;
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pramina has been defined simply as ‘apprehension’; and
certainly the cognition of fire following upon the cognition of
smoke 1s ‘apprehension’. Then again, as a matter of faet,
in all cases of Inferential Cognition, the Prabhakara
argues, *® the previous knowledge of the relation borne
by the fsubject’ to the ‘probans’ is absolutely neces-
sary ; and so the inferential cognition must always pertain
to things already known. Then the reason why inferential
cognition does not appear with regard to each and every
thing that we know is that there can be no cognition of any
sort unless we wishit; and as in a case where all that we
_wish to know of a certain thing is already known by other
and more simple means of knowledge,—there is no occasion
for us to recall to our minds the various relations borne by
the thing; and hence, the idea of the relation not being
before the mind, no inferential cognition ensues.

The Bhattas, however, who accept the necessary relation
between the cognitions of fire and smoke, as above explained,
along with the view that the character of being a cognition of
something not already known is a necessary factor in pramana,
regard this explanation of Prabhikara as an uncalled for
ignominious retreat. They argue that even though it is true
that the smoke is seen,—and the perception of smoke carries
with it the vague generic idea of fire as related to the smoke,
—vet the final object of the ultimate inferential cognition
is not one that is already known, inasmuch as the perception
of smoke does not involve the cognition of the presence of the
Jirein the mountain; and it is this qualified fire (and not
merely fire in general) that forms the object of inferential
cognition. The Bhattas lay stress upon this fact,—not with
a view to lend support to the Prabhdkara, but—because
they regard it as a necessary element in all pramana, that
the object should be something not already known.

® Prakaranapafichika, p. 76.
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4. The very definition of Inferential Cognition serves to
indicate all the more important of the * Defective or Fallacious
Probans.’ (1) For instance, the condition that ‘the relation
between the two factors should be one thathas been previously
known’ precludes the ¢ asadharana’ or Too Specific Probans ;
that is to say, the character that belongs specifically to the * sub-
jeot’ of theinference alone cannot form the basis of any valid
inference; because such a character could not have been known
anywhere else; and thus this character along with the
¢ subject’ could never be known as related to any third object;
and yet it is the relation with this third object or character
that forms the essence of an inferential conclusion. E.g., the
Earth is related to ¢ Odorousness ' by such a peculiar relation
that that relation cannot point to the Earth i
relation to anything other than ¢Odorousness.’ (2)
Then again, the condition that ¢there must be relation
between the two factors’ precludes the ‘Badhifa’ or Ann-
ulled Probans;e.g.when the eternality of word is sought
to be established on the basis of its being an effect, we find that
no positive relation is possible between the character of
‘oternality’ and that of ‘being an effect’, the two being
entively contradictory characters ; for this reason the in-
ference of ‘eternality’ in this case cannot be valid. (3)
The mention of the condition that ¢the relation
ghould be permanent or unfailing’ precludes the ©Sadharana
or * Too Wide ’ Probans. F.g., when the ¢eternality > of the
word is sought to be proved on the basis of its being cognis-
able, it is found that the relation between *eternality’ and
¢ cognisability * is not permanent, inasmuch as there are many
things that are cognisable without being eternal ; and thus this
relation cannot lead tothe valid inference of eternalify. (4)
The condition that ‘one factor of the relation (which
is to be the probans) must be perceived in order to give rise to
the inferential cognition precludes the ¢ dsiddha or Impos-
sible, or Unknown Probans, E.g., when the perceptibility of such
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things as Dharma and Adharma by the Buddha is sought
to be proved by his ‘ omniscience ',—it is found that, inas-
ich as this ‘ omniscience’ has never been perceived, it cannot
lead to any valid inference. ~ Apart from these principal
¢ hetvabliasas,’ the Prabhikara does mot accept any other.
For instance, it has been held by the Logician and others
that the Valid Inference must be one that has no counter-
inference vitiating its validity; e.g., when the imperceptibility
of Air is sought to be inferred from its colourlessness, this
is found to be opposed by an equally strong inference of the
perceptibility of Air from its tangibility ; and thus the
validity of each of these inferences is found to be vitiated
by the other; to such a fallacious inference, they give the
name ‘ Safpratipaksa.” This view the Prabhikara does not
accept ; for the reason that, it is not possible for two mutually
contradictory characters —[which are held to be the probans
in the two contradictory inferences]—to subsist in any one
‘subject’; for instance, in the case cited, it is not possible for
Air to be colourless and at the same time tangible ; as what is
tangible can ever be entirely devoid of colour ; hence it is only
one of the two inferences that is realinference ; the other cannot
be so. Really contradictory inferences are possible only in
regard to substances whose real character is not known;
and in such cases of course no inference is possible ; and
this for the simple reason that the requisite definite know-
edge of the two factors of the ‘ relation’ is not available.

9. The object of inferential cognition is of two kinds—

(1) the dristasvalaksana, that whichhas had its specific charac-
ter perceived, and (2) the adristasvalaksana, that which has
its specific character not perceived. To the former class
belong all such ordinary things as fire and the like; and to
the latter such super-sensuous things as the capacity of things
and the like. In thecase of the latter, though the *speci-
fic character * may not be actually known, yetitis possible
for us to cognise its permanent relation with certain factors;
Prabha. 47.
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and, through that relation, to get at the inferential cognition ;
for instance, even though we do not actunally perceive the burn
ing capacity of fire, yet we can infer its presence from
seeing its effects, on the basis of the general relation subsist-
ing between the effect and its cause.

6. As to what is the *pramana’ and what the *result’
of inferential cognition, we have to accept what has been
gaid with regard to Perception. That is to say, if we
regard ¢ pramdpa’ as synonymous with ¢valid cognition’
(pramiti),—and hence ¢ Anumdna’ as synonymous with ‘in-
ferential cognition’ (anumifi),—then what is *anumana’ is
the cognition of fire proceeding from the mind-soul contact
as influenced by the perception of smoke ; and the *result’ in
this case would be the acceptance or rejection of the cognised
thing by the agent. If however we explain ¢ pramina ’ as that
by means of which valid cognition is obtained,—and hence
¢ Anumiina’ as that by means of which the valid inferential
cognition is got at,—then, in that case, the *‘Anumana’
(pramina) would be (1)the mind-soul contact; and the
apprehension of the relation between the factors of inference,
as along with the perception of one of these factors, would
form the ¢ procedure’ of the cognitive (inferential) process;
and the * result’ in this case would be the inferential cognition
itself. If however, the ‘means’ or ‘instrament’ be regard-
ed as that which is the most effective (sadhakatama) in the
bringing about of the result, then the perception of the
probans (smoke) would have tobe regarded as the * Anumana’
(pramana) ; as it is this that is most directly and immedi-
ately effective in bringing about the inferential cognition,

7. There are two kinds of Inference—(1) svartha’,
for one's own sake, and (2) * pard@rtha’ for the sake of ﬂmﬁ'ﬁer;
in the former, the inferential cognition is deduced for one's
own benefit, from the premises recalled to the mind ; and in
the latter it is deduced for the benefit of another person,
from premises presented to him.,

Prabha. 48,
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8. Asa rule, every inferential process consists of three
factors, technically called ° apayavas ' ; all these three are
implied in the definition of Inferential Cognition given above.
For instance,—(1) the condition that the cognition should be
valid,  not sublated’, implies the Pratijiia, or ‘ Statement of
the Conclusion’; (2) that there should be knowledge of the
permanent relation implies the dristinta,’ the Major
Premiss, ¢ the statement of the corroborative instance’; and (3)
that the probans should be perceived implies the Minor
Premiss, or * statement of the probans.’ Some Logicians put for-
ward five ¢ factors’ for the inferential process,—adding to the
above three two more in the shape of the reassertion of the
premiss and conclusion ; the Bauddhas accept omnly two,
discarding the ¢ statement of the conclusion’, which, they
argue, is implied in the premisses themselves. Herein
appears to be the original source of the stock objection
against syllogistic reasoning,—that every syllogism involves
a petitio principii. The Bhatlas® accept the three adopted
by Prabhdkara.

(1) By the ‘statement of the conclusion’ is meant the
pointing out of what is intended to be proved ; for inistance,
the proposition * Word is eternal’; it is only when this has
been pointed out that we can ascertain the fact of the
inferential cognition being valid or not sublated; the
qualification ‘not sublated’ serves to reject all such pro-
positions as are distinctly contrary to well-known facts
of experience.

(2) The ‘Statement of the corroborative instance’
becomes necessary, as it has to be shown to the other party
that there is a permanent relation between what is sought
to be proved and that by means of which it is to be proved ;
and this relation must be shown to exist in a case that is
well known to both parties ; for instance, when it is intended
to prove the presence of fire by the presence of smoke, the

* Shastragipika, p 4.
Xy Prabha. 49.
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corroborative instance is cited thus—¢Wherever there is
smoke there is fire, as in the kitchen’; instances that do not apply
to the case in question are regarded as wrong—"* drigtantabhasa’;
and older writers have divided the ¢ Wrong instance’ under
four heads :—(«) that which is not applicable to what is sought
to be proved; e. g., the case of the © Airy castle’ cited to prove
the fact of word being produced by effort, i.e., non-eternal,
where it is found that the ¢ Airy castle’ itself is not ¢ some-
thing produced by effort’; (b) that which does not apply to
the probams; e.g., the case of the “jar’ cited to corroborate
the argument that ‘word is non-eternal, because it is
ncorporeal’,—where we find that the jar itself is not
incorporeal ; (c) that which is applicable neither to the
probans nor to that which is sought to be proved ; e.g., the
case of akasha cited in support of the argument that *word
18 non-sternal, because it is an effect’, where we find that the
Gkaisha is neither * non-eternal ’ nor an ‘effect’; (d) that which
fails to establish the desired relation ; e.d., if the instance of
¢ kitchen’, in support of the presence of fire as proved by the
presence of smoke, were cited only in the form ¢like the
kitehen’, without recalling the relation between fire and
smoke.

(8) Lastly, inasmuch as Inferential Cognition has been
defined as that which follows on the perception of one of
the two factors between which a permanent relation is
known to subsist,—this perception of onme factor becomes
a necessary element in all inference ; and upon the assertion;
of this ‘the statement of the probans’ becomes necessary :
for instance, when seeking to prove the presence of Jire by
the presence of smoke, it is necessary to assert the pro-
position  there is smoke in the mountain’; as without this
the conclusion cannot be rightly deduced. The ¢ wrong’
Minor Premiss is that where either what, it asserts is not
the factor bearing the permanent relation, or which fails

to denote that factor.
Prabha. 50.
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0. There is a difference of opinion as to the exact
order in which an inferential argument should state the two
premises. The opinion of Prabhakara is that there need
be no hard and fast rule as to this order; because the
conclusion ©there is fire in the mountain’ is established all
the same, whether we state the argument in the form—*(a)
there is smoke in the mountain’, and ¢ (%) wherever there is
smoke there is fire, &c., &e.’,—or in the form ‘(a) wherever
there is smoke there is fire, &c., &e.,’ and ¢ (b) there is smoke
in the mountain.” It is this freedom as to the statement of
the reasoning that does away with any necessity for the
Upanaya and the Nigamana, the two additional propositions
that make up the ¢ five avayavas’ of the Logician.

10. Some writers hold that the purposes of the
¢ Corroborative instance’ can be also served by the Negative
instance, or an instance to the contrary; for instance, in
corroboration of the argument,—  there is fire because there
is smoke,’—we can put forward the statement ‘ wherever
there is no fire thereisno smoke.”  This view is not accepted
by the Prabhakara ; because, he argues, as a matter of fact,
the probans can prove the conclusion only by force of its
relation to that which is sought to be proved; and this
relation can be asserted only by means of a positive instance,
and mnot by a mnegative one ; even though in some cases, the
negative instance also may serve to point out the necessary
relation,—yet it can do so only indirectly, the process
thereby becoming more involved than if the instance were
stated in its positive form; hence in all cases, it is the
positive instance that should be put forward. The Bhatta®
also rejects the utility of the negative instance.

11. The discrepancies pertaining to the ‘Subject’ of
the inference (paksa) are of two kinds:—(a) that it is
contrary to well-known facts of experience, and () that it

® Shastradipika, p. 48.
Prabha. 51.
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has a qualification that is absolutely unknown. Those
pertaining to the probans have been explained above (§4);
and go also those pertaining to the ‘instance’ (§6). Those
pertaining to the *Statement of the Conclusion’ are—(a)
inezpressiveness or indefiniteness, obscurity, and (§) Non-
assertion. The ¢ renouncing of the conclusion ' (prafijii@hani)
does not come in here; inasmuch as one renounces his
position only when he finds it assailed by insurmountable
difficulties; and this is always due to some discrepancy in
the main reasoning, and not only in the ‘ statement of the
conclusion.’
SeorioN (2)—Sub-section (3).
SnisTra—~Seriptural or Verbal Cognition.

1. The Shash{ra—S8 riptural, or Verbal Cognition—has
been defined as the cognition of something not before the eyes,
produced by the knowledge of words ; Verbal Cognition thus
is that cognition of things imperceptible—i. e., not cognised

by other means of cognition,—which proceeds from the ,

Mind-Soul contact aided by the knowledge of sounds. The
¢gound’ meant here is that in the form of lefters, these
alone being perceptible by the ear, and the name *sound’
being applicable to only what is perceived by the Ear. From
this it would seem that, according to Prabhdkara, all sounds
heard are in the shape of some [letier or the other,—there
being mo such thing as mere @hvani’ or indistinct sound.
Nor can the ‘word’ be regarded as something different from
the letters composing it,—as might appear from the fact
that * na-di’ and ‘ di-na’, though containing the same letters,
are yet not perceived by the Ear as the same word. As
a matter of fact, in the case of such words also, it is only
the letters that are perceived by the Ear, the differencs of
the word lying only in the order in which the letters are
pronounced and apprehended. Nor does the perception of
the word * di-na’ contain a single act of perception; in fact
it involves two distinct perceptions,—one of the ‘di’ and
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another of ‘ma’; so that there is a difference in the order
of the perceptions of the component letters of the words
also ; there are as many perceptions as there are letters in
the word; and the idea that the perception is one only is
due to the close proximity of the two perceptions. The
idea of the *word ' however must be regarded as ome only;
is it is found to admit of the denotation of a single thing.

The comprehension of this denotation or meaning of
the word is not obtained through the sense-organs, be.
cause the organs perceive only the lefters, which may be the
same in more than word ; and hence there can be no sensuous
perception of many words ; from this it follows that it is in the
same letters themselves that there is a certain potency
which brings about the apprehension of the thing denoted
by the word composed of those letters. It is for this reason
that Prabhakara® has held the letters to be the means

of verbal cognition.

The perception of each letter vanishes as soon as it
appears ; hence it is held that every verbal cognition leaves
an impression, which helps in the cognition of the next letter
in the word ; and so on, the impressions left by these letter-
cognitions combine with that left by the cognition of the
last letter in the word, and thus bring about the idea of
the whols word which expresses the denotation. Each word
has thus to be regarded as having the potency of bringing
about the comprehension of a certain meaning. In a case
where, even on the due hearing of all the letters of the
word, no meaning is comprehended, it has to be admitted
that some necessary auxilliaries are wanting. For these rea-
sons the conclusion is that it is the letter that is the direct cause
of verbal cognition; and neither Perception nor Inference
can give us any idea of the word as apart from its cons-

tituent lelters.

© Prakaranapaiichikd, pp. 87, ef. seq.
Prabha. 53.
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This view of the word is also accepted by the Bhatta,
according to whom—

¢Phe word is nothing apart from the letters’; and,—
¢just as the various subsidiary actions of an elaborate sacrifice
combine to bring about the final result; so the various
letters composing the word combine to accomplish the
denotation of the meaning.” (Shash{radipika, pp- 70—71);
and again—

“The order of sequence belongs, not to the letters, bub
to the sounds; and through these latter, it is imposed upon
the letters that are manifested by the sounds; hemce itis
letters alone that can be held to be expressive.’ (Ibid. p, 73.)

9. The next question that arises is—what is meant
by the ‘artha’, ‘meaning’ or ° denotation’ of a word?
The *arthe’ of the word is that which is denoted or
eapressed by it, and ‘that which is denoted by the word’
is that to which it bears a relation independent of, and not
related or established by, any human agemcy—this rela-
tion being that of the demoter and denoted, 1. e., the
denotative relation. Even though we do not comprehend the
“meaning’ of the word when we hear it for the first time,
yet it cannot be denied that the denotative potency of the
word is something that belongs to it by its very nature. When
we are listening to a conversation between two elderly
persons, and fail to comprehend the ‘meanings ’ of words
used by them, there ariges an uncertainty in our minds as
to whether or not the words are expressive of any ‘ mean-
ings’ at all ; we proceed to reason in our minds that if the
words were entirely inexpressive they could not convey sense
to the person to whom they are addressed ; while from his
behaviour it is clear that he does derive the idea of some-
thing out of the words, and yet if the words are really
expressive, how is it that they do not convey any meaning
to ourselves ? The only explanation for this apparent anom-
aly must lie in the fact that in the person to whom the words

Prabha. 54.
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are addressed there is something, some peculiar power, which
is wanting in ourselves; this power must be in the shape of
the knowledge of what is denoted by the word,—it is such
power alone whose presence in the man is indicated by his
behaviour ; we can have no idea of the man having the
knowledge of any sadikefa or °Convention’ bearing upon
the denotativeness of the word (i. e. some such conventional
law as that ‘this word denotes this meaning,” upon which some
philosophers base the denotativeness of words); until we are
ourselves cognisant of the meaning of the word we cannob
form any idea of any such law bearing upon it; as the
knowledge of the law—* this word denotes this meaning —
presupposes the knowledge of the meaning. From this it
follows that the only power present in the person compre-
hending the meaning of a word consists in his knowledge
of the fact that the word is expressive of such a meaning;
and this proves that the expressiveness of the word is some-
thing that belongs to it by its very nature. As thisis
gufficient to explain the phenomena of all verbal cognition and
usage, there is no reason for attributing the expressiveness
of words to any ‘conventional law’ or ‘saikefa.” In the
case of some words—e. g., proper mames—however, the
presence of such a ‘ convention,’—as that ¢ this name points
to that man '— is quite patent ; and is therefore admitted by
Prabh@kara. But in the case of such common words as
‘cow’,  jar’, “‘man,’ and the like, there is no justification for
the postulating of any ° conventional law ’; consequently the -
relation of all such words to their meanings must be held
to be independent of all human agency.

3. The Mimamsaka®* lays great stress upon the denota-
tiveness of words being independent of human agency, and
belonging to the words by their very nature; because if it
were not 8o, the validity of the word and the verbal cognition
would be, not something inherent in the word itself, but

* Praka-pafich., p. 133, ¢ seq.
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due-to the trustworthy character of the person pronouncing
the word ; and thus, as the Mimamsaka denies any personal
agency in connection with the composition of the Veda, there
would, ipso facto, be no validity in the Veda itself. Nor
can the Mim@msaka accept the Logician’s point of view, by
which the denotativeness of words is created and fixed by
s conventions ' among people who introduce, and make use of,
the words for the first time,—according to the Logician
created by God Himself. This view necessitates fhe postula-
ting of a ¢ God’as the originator of all words,—and hence also
of the Veda; and this militates against the Mimamsa doc-
trine of the self-sufficiency of the Veda, which must be
independent of all personal agency. In fact, if the denota-
tiveness of words depended solely upon any *Convention’,
the Veda would be reduced to the position of a meaningless
jumble of words ; because according to the Mimamsaka, the
pre-eminent function of the Veda lies in the enjoining of
certain acts as accomplishing an api#rve,—an invisible
subtle potency,—leading to a desirable result ; and as this
apiirva is something of which no * person’ could ever have
any knowledge, independently of the Veda, how could the
denotativeness of those words of the Veda be fixed by any
¢ Convention '? And as thus no ¢ Convention’ would be found
applying to these words, these wounld, by the Nyaya view,
have to be regarded as absolutely meaningless. If a
_ Creator, God, were admitted, then, as this God, being
omniscient, would be possessed of the direct knowledge
of the Apirva, he would be in a position to lay down
¢ Conventions’ with regard to the denotativeness of the word
denoting the apirea. But the Mimamsake does not admit
of such a God; hence for the sake of the Veda, his all in
all, he finds it necessary to stick to the view that all words
and their denotations are eternal, everlasting, independent of
all ‘ conventions’ and agencies.’
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4. As regards the eternality of the denotativeneass
of words, it is argued that, in the case of Proper names, we
can infer the fact of their denotations having been fixed
by *convention’; but no such inferential basis is available
in the case of Common names. Those who hold ¢ Convention’
to be the basis of all denotation infer the existence of
s Convention ’, in the case of each and every word, from the
fact of its being found to be possessed of a certain denota-
tion,—which, they argue, would not be possible unless there
were some basic ¢ convention '; they formulate their inference
thus :—*¢ All words have their denotation fixed by conven-
tion,—because they are denotalive,—like the proper names
Devadafta and the like.” In controverting this, the
Mimamsaka argues that in the case of Proper names, we
actually find that the thing or person to whom the name is
applied has had a beginning in time ; and we also know that
the name must have been given by some person after that
thing came into existence; and thus in the case of these
names we admit the ¢ convention’ as assigned by the person
giving the name ; specially as in this case there is mo other
explanation available for the fact of the word being denota-
tive : in the case of Common names, on the other hand, their
denotativeness can be accounted for otherwise than on
the basis of such a ‘Convention’; and so we have no
grounds for assuming this latter. It is a well-known fact
that we comprehend the meaning of a word becanse we
know its denotative potency ; and thus the knowledge of
this potency being the direct perceptible cause of our
comprehension, there can be no justification for the assump-
tion of an imperceptible cause in the shape of ¢ Convention .’
Then again, this denotative potency of the word could not
have had a beginning in time ; it must be regarded as eternal,
being ceeval and co-eternal with the word itself; the word
itself could not have had a beginning in time ; as the thing
it denotes has had no such beginning ; for the simple reason
that the world itself has had no beginning, according to the
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Mimamsaka ; ever since the world has existed, and man has
existed, he must have talked of things by their names ; and

thus the words and the things denoted by them being with- -

out beginning, eternal, the relation subsisting between the two
must also be eternal. That all men have, from time im-
memorial, applied the same names to the same things
is proved by the following reasoning :—1It has already been
shown above that, as young men, we come to be acquainted
with the meanings of words by observing the conversation
and behaviour of older persons ; and by analogy we infer that
those older people also must have derived their knowledge
from like sources; and so on and on, carrying the analogy
backwards, we are led to the conclusion that the process
must have gone on ever since the things spoken of have been
in existence ; and as these had no beginning in time, it follows
that the words, their denotative potency, and the relation
between the two could have had no beginning in time.

5. Having established the eternality of the denotative-
ness of words, we now proceed to prove the eternality of the
words, or names of things. It has also been pointed out that
we comprehend the meaning of words by observing their use
among experienced people on various occasions. If then,
at each time that the old man speaks of athing, he were
to create a new name forit for the occasion, which name
would again disppear as soon as it was uttered,—necessary
corrollaries of the view that the word is not eternal,—then,
what basis would the younger man have for observing the
use of the word and thereby ascertaining its meaning ? As each
time that the thing is spoken of he would be face to face
with a brand-new word, never heard before; and as such the
meaning of the word would remain ever uncomprehended and
incomprehensible ; and until the word affords some Cognition,
it cannot be regarded as ‘pramina.’ Consequently unless the
Logician be prepared to deny the character of ‘pramina’ to
words, he must accept them to be eternal. Then there
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remains the question,—*If the word is eternal, why is
it not always present in our consciousness?’ The
answer to this is that, though the word is ever pre-
sent, yet, in order that it may be cognised by us, it
stands in need of a certain auxilliary agency thag
manifests it, or makes it cognisable, or presents it to our
consciousness. This manifestive agency consists of the
effort put forth by the man who pronounces the word.
The Logician regards this effort as the cause of the word,
bringing it into existence; but Prabhakara regards it as
a force or agency that serves to manifest to our percep-
tion the word that is already in existence. And as these
efforts may be many, there need be no incongruity in the
same word being pronounced, and heard, by several people;
wherever the manifestive agency is present, the word will
be heard ;if there are many men putting forth an effort
for pronouncing a word, it is only natural that there should
be many manifestations of the word in consciousness; thag
it is the same word that is cognised in each of these cases
is proved by our direct cognition of all of them as one and
the same ; and this is another reason for regarding the word
as eternal. The effort put forth by the speaker is nots
in itself, sufficient to account for the cognition of the word;
as in that case we could not account for the non-hearing of
the word by the deaf; in fact the effort tends to manifest
the word only through certain effects that it produces in the
auditory organ of the person standing by. The several
steps in the physiological process of speech are thus ex-
plained:— 1) The speaker puts forth an effort; (2) this
effort brings the soul into contact with the air enclosed in his
lungs; (3) in obedience to the impulse imparted by this
effort the air rises upwards; (4) in its npward progress it
comes into contact with the vocal chords lying about the
various regions of the body ; (5) these comtacts change the
character of the air to a certain extent ; (6) on issuing from

Prabha. 59.



234 Pripaicara Mimimsi.

the mounth, the air passes onwards, and reaches the ear of
the persons standing near enough to be reached by the air;
the extent of whose reach depends upon the greater or less
degree of the initial effort of the speaker ; (7) on reaching
the ear, it produces in it a certain change that is conducive
to its power of making the sound audible. Thus then it is
this power or faculty of the ear that is the direct agent
manifesting the word to the consciousness of the person to
whom the ear belongs. As the air is endowed with a certain
velocity, it keeps moving onwards ; and when it has passed
out of the ear, the sound passes out, and the audition ceases,
the person hears the sound no longer. All this process
of speech and audition is acknowledged by the Logician alsos
the only difference lies in this that what Prabhikara regards
as a mere manifesting agency, the Logician regards as the
Oause.  The next question that arises is—‘what is the
change produced in the anditory organ which makes it cap.
able of manifesting sound?’ The ear cannot be made
capable of manifesting sound by the removal of any layer
of air obstructing the manifestation,—for the simple reason
that Air caunot obstruct sound ; what occurs is that the Air-
waves issuing from the mouth of the speaker, in striking
the fixed layer of air enclosed in the receiving ear, pro-
duces in this latter a peculiar imperceptible change, where-
by it is rendered capable of manifesting the sound. The
Mimamsalka postulates the presence, in the ear-cavity, of
the fixed layer of air, for the purpose of affording a screen of
resistance to the sound-waves ; against which screen, these
waves would strike, and thereby effect the change in the
auditory organ; it 1s a well-recognised fact that Air cannob
produce any effects unless it meets with a certain degree of
rosistance.  Another objection generally brought against
the above view of the physiology of audition is that, the ear
being of @kasha which is one and indivisible, if there were

any material change in any one ear, the change ought to
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affect all ears, and so the sound heard by one person would
be heard by all persons.  The answer that the Prabhiakara
has to this is this:—Even though Akasha is one, yet the
ear-drum is distinet in each person,—each one being limited
in its power and scope by the virtue and vice of the person
to whom it belongs; then again, the change produced in
the sound-waves is not in the @kidsha of the ear, but in the
air enclosed in the ear-drum ; and as this latter differs in each
person, all men need not hear the sound heard by one.

As a matter of fact, we observe that when the sound-
waves travel with the wind, the sound is heard at a greater dis-
tance than when it travels against the wind; this phenomenon
could not be explained under the hypothesis that each sound
goes on producing a fresh sound at each step of its progress
towards any definite direction; as if this were so, the
direction or force of the wind could not have any effect one
way or the other.

6. Each time that we hear a letter or word pronounced:
we at once recognise it to be the same, and not as different
in each case. Even though the word may be pronounced
in varying degrees of loudness, &e., yet all the difference
that we are cognisant of is in the tone or pitch of the sound,
and not in the word itself, which latter is always recognised
to be the same. For these reasons, the conclusion is that
the word has no ecause bringing it into existence ; and thus
it has the same eternality that belongs to Akasha and such
other things,

7. We have seen that, according to Prabhikara,
people learn the meanings of words only by watching the
usage and activity of older persons ; when aset of words is
addressed by one person to another, whereupon the latter
person acts in a certain manner, it is clear that the meaning

of the words pronounced must have been in the form of an
Prabha. 61.
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injunction to do what the other person has done. In the
ease of words where such an interpretation is not possible
the comprehension of the meaning must depend upon some-
thing indirectly connected with the injunction. ~ This is
the reason why in the definition of Verbal Cognition we have
it, that the object cognised must be one that has mot been
cognised by any other means of knowledge; this can be
always so only in the case of injunctive words. All words
ending in the Imperative or a similar termination express
the injunction directly; while other words denote things
related to the injunction,—such things, for instance, as the
name of the act enjoined, the person enjoined and so on.
This leads to the view that the whole direct denotation of
the Veda must lie in the enjoining of something fo bs done.
This leads to the controverting of the view held by the

Vedantin, that the direct denotation of all the more"

important Vedic texts lies, not in the enjoining of something
#o be done, bub in the pointing out of certain well-accomplished
things, 4.g9., Brahman. In opposition to this Vedanta
view, it has been held that, though such may be the case with
a few words, yet the comprehension of the denotation of
those words also could not but be obtained by observing their
use by older persons ; and this use also must always lie in the
form of an injunction addressed by one person to another for
the doing of acerlain act;thus ultimately the denotation
of all words must lie, either directly or indirectly, with
gomething to be done. Those Vedanfa texts that speak of
Brahman must be regarded as speaking of Brahman as
something on which one is enjoined to meditate and know,
in order to escape from the meshes of metempsychosis.

8. Inasmuch as the meanings of words can be known
only when they occurin an injunctive sentence, it follows
that the words must denote things only as related to the
other factors of the injunction ; and no word can be compre-

hended as having any denotation when taken apart from such
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gentence. This is the theory kmown as the Anvitabhidhanava-
da; and it is the main distinctive feature of the Prabhakara
School of Thought bearing upon Verbal Cognition ; and it has
the tacit support of Shabara (see pp. 32-35 and 132). Itis
on this point too that it is directly opposed to the sister
school of the Bhatta ; it is here that the two schools stand
out pre-eminently as the champious of two distinet theories
bearing upon Verbal Cognition,—the two theories known
under the names of Anvitabhidhana (of Prabhikara) and Abhi-
hitanvaya (of Kumdrila). According to the latter,—

¢« Words themselves can express their separate meanings
by the function Abhidha or denotation; these are subsequently
(combined) into a senfence expressing one connected idea.
The former, called the Anvitabhidhinavadinak, hold that words
only express a meaning as parts of a sentence, and as gram®
matically connected with each other; they only express an
action or something connected with an action; in
(gamanaya) (bring the cow) gam—does not properly mean
gotva, but anaynandnvifs gotva—i.c.,, the bovine genus as
connected with bringing; we cannot have a case of a noun
without some governing verb, and vice versa.” (Sarvedarshana-
sangraha, Cowell, Note, p. 202).

9. According to Prabhakara, we can have a truly valid
verbal cognition only in the case of words and sentences of
the Veda;thisis clear from the very name *Shastra’ that he has
given to this pramana. As a necessary corrollary to this itis held
that, apart from the wordsfound in the Seriptures, no words can
affordany cognition ofthings not already known by other mean$
of knowledge ; all words used in ordinary parlance are mostly
only such that denote things that can be cognised by Percep-
tion and Inference also ; and those things that can not be cog-
nised by these latter means can be rightly cognised only when
described in words of unquestionable authority and trustworthy
character. From this it follows that coguitions provided

Prabha. 63.



288 Prieaarans MiwiMsi.

by words other than these,—and all non-Vedic words belong
to this category—can have no inherent validity in themselves.

This theory becomes divested of much of its appareny
absurdity when we realise the fact that, inusmuch as it is
the Scriptural word alone that is inherently authoritative and
trastworthy, no other words can be accepted as affording
invariably valid cognitions ; specially when it is found that in
ordinary parlance, most cognitions afforded by the words
of ordinary people turn out to be invalid and untrustworthy ;
hence, at best, cognitions derived from non-scriptural words
must be regarded to be of the same kind as ¢ Remembrance’,
. and hence of doubtful validity ; and as cognitions of doubtful
validity cannot be called Cognition, which, by its very nature,
18 valid, Non-scriptural words cannot by themselves afford
any cognition, in the proper sense of the term ; they are mere
deseribers or iranslators or refectors of what is in the mind of
the person uttering those words ; the validity whereof can be
ascertained only by other means of knowledge; it isin
reference to such non-seriptural words that we have the
saying—

* Padamapyadhikabhavat smarakanna vishisyate’

(* The word is not different from that which affords

remembrance, as it is in no way more than this’).

This cannot be said with regard to the words of the
Veda ;as in the case of the non-Vedie word, its invalidity, or
doubtful validity, is based apon the generally untrustworthy
character of the speaker, due to many such causes as wrong
understanding, incapability of using the right words, and
80 on; in the case of the words of the Veda, on
the other hand, as they do not emanate from a
‘person’, there is no source to which the Jalsity of the
assertions might be due. In the case of the assertions of
ordinary people, even when we find the words affording a
reasonably connected meaning, we have always a lurking
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guspicion lest there be some defect in the source from which the
speaker has derived the information that he seeks to convey
by means of those words ; and for this reason we can not be
sure of the validity of the cognition afforded by such words,
which, for this reason, cannot be regarded as ‘ means of right
cognition.” Even in cases where the ordinary words do
afford valid cognitions, it is not the words that bring about
the valid cognition directly ; as what occurs is that on hear-
ing the words, we find that they convey a certain informa-
tion ; and then we proceed to reason that the speaker is a
trustworthy person, as not one of the grounds of untrust-
worthiness is found present in the case ; consequently what
he says must be true; so the information conveyed by his
words must be true. Thus in this case the words are not the
direct canse of the valid cognition; they only indirectly indi-
cate the presence of the cognition in the mind of the spea-
ker; so in this case, for the hearer, the words cannot be ¢ pra-
mana’ ; at any rate not independently of the Inference that is
involved in the process whereby the word indicates to the
hearer the presence of the Cognition in the speaker’s mind ;
all such cases involve a clear inferential process; such, for
instance, as—‘this speaker has a particular Cognition
in his mind, because he has pronounced these words.’ Says
the Prakaranapaiichika (pp. 15—16),—

‘It is only the Veda that can be called Shabdapramana, ;
and that also only when containing an injunction ; ordinary
words cannot be so; because the cognitions afforded by them
are purely inferential ; when we hear & man saying something,
our mind goes throngh the following reasoning—* This man
speaks of such a thing,—this he must be speaking of after
having known what he speaks of,—so what he says must
be true ;' the speech of the man is an effect of his knowledge ;
and hence from the effect we infer the ecause. Thus all
ordinary verbal cognition is inferential; that afforded by the
Veda alone is purely verbal. Itis true that all words are
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endowed with an inherent denotative potency; but in the
case of ordinary speakers of the world, this potency of the
word is obscured by suspicions with regard to the trust-
worthy character of the persons; in the case of the words
of the Veda, there being no speaker, and hence no grounds of
suspicion, the potency remains unobscured.’

It is for this reason that Kandlda *® regarding the Veda
as the work of a personal author, has declared that *Verbal
Cognition’ is nothing apart from Inferential Cognition, as all
personal words afford only Inferential Cognitions, and tkere
18 no such thing as purely - verbal cognition. From this
it is clear that °Shabda’ as a distinet *pramina’ can be
acknowledged only by those who regard the Veda as eternal,
and not the work of a personal author.

10. That the Veda is not the work of a personal author
is proved by the fact that all words and things denoted by
them being eternal (as shown above), and there being no
other means (save the Veda) available for the knowledge of
Dharma,—including, as it does, such super-sensuous things
as the Apiirva and the like,—the Veda itself, being only a
collection of words speaking of such things, must be
eternal, and as such independent of all authorship.

11. The above theory of Verbal Cognition, which res-
tricts it to the cognition afforded by Vedic injunctions only,
is not accepted by the Bhatla, ¢ who, at the very outset
divides the * Shabda Praminn’ into pauriigeya’ or human and
‘apauruseya’ or super-human, the latter including Vedie
sentences, and the former all utterances by such human
beings as are trustworthy ; both of these cognitions—human
as well as superhuman—are regarded by him as wvalid;
because the only ground of invalidity in a word lies in the
fact of its emanating from an untrustworthy source; and this

® Vaishesika Sipra, 1-i-3 ;11 2-32; VIi-1; IX-3-3; X-2-9,
F Bee Shdastradipika, p, 5l.
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ground is as absent in the case of the utterances of trust-
worthy persons as in that of Vedic declarations.

12. Just as inthe case of the other pramanas, so here
also, if we regard the word ¢ Shaistra’ as an Accusative
Abstract Noun, shisyafe yaf tat—equivalent be ¢ Shisti’—then
it is synonymous with ¢ Verbal or Seriptural cognition’; if
however it be taken as an Instrumental Abstract Noun,—
“shisyate anena,’—then it is synonymous with the word
affording verbal cognition.

13. ¢ Words'—or what is the same, according to
Prabhakara, ‘Seriptural texts’,—are divided into two classes,—
(a) one that is actually found in the Veda, and (b) that the
presence whereof in the Veda has to be inferred. To the
latter class belong all those texts that are inferred as supply-
ing the basis for the injunctions of actions found in the
Smritis, whose sole claim to authority rests on the fact that
they contain no injunctions save what are vouched for by
Vedic texts. It may be observed here, as the Prakarana-
paiichika (p. 101) remarks, that the ¢ Shastra’ or Vedic
injunction often stands in need of some factors being supplied
from without; e. g., the text, that speaks of a certain action
merely as accomplishing certain desirable results, stands
in need of some such injunctive words as that ¢ this action
should be performed,”’ which have to be supplied. Similarly
it also stands in mneed of certain well-ascertained facts
of ordinary experience; ¢. g., for ascertaining the true signi-
fication of the injunction © udbhida yajefa,’ it is necessary to
have recourse to ordinary experience; the word udbhid’
primarily means a tree ; so the sentence might well be taken
to mean that ¢ one should sacrifice with the ifree ;' but here
our ordinary experience steps in and shows that such sacrifice
would be an impossibility ; and it is only on account of this im-
possibility that we are led to take the word ‘udbhid ' here as the
name of a sacrifice,—which is the ecorrect interpretation.®

* Vide in;;.m:l Sitra, I-IV-2.
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Then as regards the question as to how a number of
words can be regarded as a single ¢ Shistra’ or text,—the an-
swer is that just as we regard a number of letters as one word
on the ground of their denoting one definite thing,—so in the
same manner, we regard a number of words as a single
gentance or text on the ground of their expressing one definite
complete idea® ; or properly speaking, we have to regard
as a single sentence those words which together go to speak
of any one action ; as it is the action that forms the main
factor in the denotation of all Injunction.

Skcrion (2)—Suvs-sectioN (4).

Upamiana—ANALOGY.

1. Upamana or Analogical Cognition is the cognition of
similarity as subsisting in an object motin contact with
the sense-organs, brought about by the perception of similarity
in some other object which is perceived by the senses.
For instance, when a man who has seen a monkey happens to
gee the ourang-outang, he sees the latter as being similar
to the former, and then comes to cognise the similarity of
the monkey to the ourang-outang; the similarity of the
ourang-outang is seen ; and from that follows the cognition
of the similarity of the monkey ; and it is this latter cogni-
tion that is ¢ analogical.’

The Bhatlast are in agreement with Prabhiakara on
this point, According to them also,—

¢ When we see a certain object, and remember another
object, the cognition that we have of the remembered object
as being similar to the seen object is analogical ; for instance,
the notion—*the cow that I had seen in the city is similar to
this gavaya that I see now—is analogical.’

But unlike the Prabhakara, the Bhitta does not regard
¢ gimilarity * as a distinet category; as according to them

"~ ® Jlid, 11-1-16.

4+ Shastradipika, p. 52.
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it is only a gualify consisting in the fact of more than one
object having the same set of qualities.

2. Analogical Cognition is distinet from Perception ; as
it is the cognition of something not in contact with the
senses; for instance, the monkey is not actually seen at the
time that we have the cognition of its similarity to the
ourang-outang. Nor is it mere Remembrance ; as at the time
that the monkey was seen, the ourang-outang had not been
seen, and hence at that time the Similarity could not have
been seen : and what has not been seen cannot be remembered.
Nor lastly, can it be regarded as Inference; as none of the
factors essential for Inference are found to be present in

the case cited.

3. Some philosphers have defined Upamina as pertain-
ing to the similarity of something unknown with what is
known. This definition cannot be accepted ; because accord-
ing to this definition, the resultant analogical cognition
would be in the form °this animal is the ourang-outang ';—
this cognition coming to the man who, going to the forest,
sees the ourang-outang, and remembers the words of a
forester to the effect that ¢ the ourang-outang is like the
monkey ;’ such a cognition could not be valid; (1) because
the words ‘the ourang-outang is like the monkey,’ as emanat-
ing from a human source, could not be absolutely trustworthy ;
and as such could not form the basis of any valid cognition ;
—(2) the cognition of the ourang-outang, and that of the
similarity of that animal to the monkey, can not be regarded
as ‘analogical ;> as this is Perception pure and simple;
—(8) the cognition that ®this animal that I see is what is
denoted by the word ourang-outang’ is also merely inferential ;
as the word is not pronounced at that time, having been
told to the man at some previous time. Thus then, by this
definition, there would be nothing left that could form the
subject of any such cognition as ‘analogical.’

Prabha. 69.
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SeorroN (2)—Sus-sEcTioN (5).
Arthapat{i—PRESUMPTION.

1. In a case where the well-ascertained perception of
a thing or things (arfha) cannot be explained or reconciled
without the presumption of another thing or things, then it
is this presumption that constitutes Arthapaffi. For ins-
tance, when we know that Devadatta is alive, and perceive
that he is not in the house, these two *things’—being alive
and non-eristence in the house cannot be reconciled unless
we presume his existence somewhere outside the house; and
the presumption of this external existence is what is called
¢ Arthapatti.

The principal point on which this differs from Inference
is that, in the case of the latter, no kind of doudt enters as
a necessary factor; while in Presumption it is necessary that
there should be a doubt as to the validity of the two irrecon-
cilable facts of perception. Thus the source of Presumption
lies in the perceived thing, which, in the absence of something
else, remains inconsistent, and hence doubtful; and for the
sake of removing this element of doubt.with regard to
itself, it leads to the presumption of that other thing ;—in
the case of Inference, on the other hand, the probans,—which
forms the real source,—is not beset with any doubt ; in fact
no inference from it would be possible if its validity were
at all uncertain. Thus in the case of Presumption, the source
or origin is doubtful; while in that of Inference, it must be
absolutely free from all invalidating ecircumstances. For
instance, it is only when the smoke is perceived to exist,
beyond the shadow of a doubt, that it leads to the inference
of fire; while in the case Jof Presumption, the perceived
non-existence in the house leads to the presumption of

external existence, only when it has thrown itself, and also -

the other known fact of the man’s being alive, into
uncertainty.
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This view of Presumption is not accepted by the Bhatta,
who argues that in the case of the example cited, if the fact
of the man being alive were at all doubiful, it could not afford
a sound basis for the requisite Presumption ; it is only when
the fact of his being alive is known for certain, that it can
warrant the presumption of the man having gone out. Then
again, this doubt, if there were any, as to whether the man
15 alive or not, would be set aside, not by the cognition of
his Jeing outside, but only by the certainty of his being alive.®
According to the DBhatta, the basis of Presumption lies,
not in a Doubt, but in the mutual dirreconciladility or
inconsistency between two well-ascertained things; which
inconsistency is removed by the presumption of a third thing,
which presumption constitutes ¢ Arfhapatti’.# There is mno
such inconsistency between well-ascertained things in the
case of Inference ; and it is in this, according to the Bhatfa,
that lies the difference between Presumption and Inference.

2. In the other well-known instance of Presumption,—
where the fact of Devadatta eating at night is presumed
on the ground of his being fat and yet not eating during the
day,—some people have held that what is presumed in this case
is the assertion ‘he eats at night’; but this is not right ; as
what effects a reconciliation between the two facts of the
man being fat and that of his not eating in the day, is only
the fact of his eating at night, and not the mere assertion
of his doing so.

_Seorion (2)—~Sub-section (6).

Other So-called Pramanas.

1. The above five are the only pramanas accepted by
Prabhakara. Over and above these five some philosophers have
postulated three more,—(a) Abh@va or Non-apprehension (®)

® Shastradipikd, pp. 53—54.
t Ibid. p. 5.
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Sambhava or Probability, and (¢) Aifikya or Rumour. These
Prabhakara rejects, on the following grounds :—

9. (@) The Bhattas® posit Non-apprehension as a distinct
pramipa, and they argue as follows ;—In the case of the con-
ception ‘there is no jar in this place,” what is cognised is the
absence of the jar; this absence cannot be cognised by Per-
ception, which stands in need of positive sense-contact, which
is mot possible in the case; nor can it be cognised by Infer-
ence or any other of the above-mentioned pramianas; what
then affords the cognition of the absence is only the non-
operation of any of the aforesaid pramanas; and thus this
Non-operation would be the means whereby we obtain the
valid cognition of absence ; this means of right cognition is
thus quite independent of the five described before ; and it is
to this that the name ¢ Non-apprehension ’ is given.

In controverting the above, the Prabhakara advances
the following arguments:—All cognitions of things are of

two kinds,—in one kind we cognise the thing as along with :

gomething else, and in another we cognise the thing alone
by itself; and in this case this latter cognition is apprehend-
ed in terms of things that are not there, and which, if
present, would have been cognised. In all cases where
absence is cognised, what we have is only the non-perception
of some thing thatwould have been perceived, if present; hence
the megative cognition can be nothing more than the cogni-
tion of the one thing in terms of those other things which are
not perceived, and which, if present, would have been per-
ceived. Thus in the case of the conception °the jar is not
in this place’, all that this means is that—* even though the
jar would have been quite perceptible, if it were present,
what we perceive is the place only’; and this is an ordinary
positive cognition, pure Perception in this case. In this
manner it can be shown that there is nothing that could be

® Shiokavirfika—' Abhava,’ Shl. 18 et seg ; and also Shasfradipikd, pp. 60-65.
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cognised by means of Non-apprehension, which, therefores
cannot be regarded as a ‘pramana.’

3. (b) As regards Probubility, people who accept it as a
distinct pramana cite as an example the cognition that we
have of the lesser number (f. 1., fen) in the larger number
(twenty). According to Prabhakara, and also according to
the Rhaita, * this is only a case of Inference ; the larger num-
ber bears an invariable relation to the lesser number, and
hence the presence of the former implies that of the latter.

4. (¢) Lastly, as regards Rumour, this can never be
accepted as a means of valid cognition, because the source of
information not being known, it could not be ascertained
whether or not it is trustworthy; hence there can be no
certainty as to the validity of the resultant cognition. The
Bhattat agrees with Prabhakara in rejecting Rumour as a
pramana.

Secrion (3)—Sub-section (1).
Atman—SgeLr.

1. It becomes necessary for the Mimamsaka to prove the
existence of the Self or Soul as apart from the body; as without
gome such permanent entity ensouling the body, there wounld
be no sense in those Vedic texts that speak of the performer
of a certain action going to heaven, and so forth. With
regard to the real character of this entity however there are
various differences of opinion among philosophers :—(a) It
has been variously regarded as identical with the body, the
sense-organs, and Buddhi ;—(b) some have held it to be per-
ceptible by the mind ; others as cognisable by Inference only ;
and others as self-illumined ; while others regard it as being
the element of chif or consciousness appearing in all cogni-
tions ;—(¢) it has been regarded as trapsient by some, and
by others as eternal; (d) some people have held it to he
atomic in size; others as of the size of the body; others

© Shistrad pikd, p. 65.
+ Shastradipikd, p. 65.
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again as all-pervading, omnipresent ; - (¢) according to some
it is one only, in all things; while according to others it is
many, one with each body.

2. According to Prabhakara,—(a) the Soul is some-
thing entirely distinet from the body, the sense-organs and
Buddhi; (&) it becomes manifest in all cognitions; (e) it is
eternal, (d) omnipresent, and (¢) many, one in each body.

(a) That the cogniser is something entirely different from
Buddhiis proved by the fact, among others, that Buddhi
is absent during sleep; and yet during sleep there are
cognitions. Then again, the mere fact of Buddhi being
always concomitant with the Soul—even if true—could not
establish the absolute identity of the two. The sense-organs
cannot be regarded as the Soul ; because we often perceive
a single object by more than one organ;—‘I am touching
with the hand the same thing that I am seeing with the eye ;'
and this fact shows that the factor of I’ which is present in
both perceptions cannot be either the hand or the eye, each of
which is present in one cognition onl y. Then again, we find that
the blind man remembers the things that he had seen before he
became blind ; which shows that visual memory persists after
the visnal organ is gone; if the organ were the ‘seer’, then,
with the eye, the perceiver having gone, the remembrance of
what it had seen would not be possible. Lastly, as regards the
Body we find by its very nature, that it can never be the cog-
niser, Because, in the first place the Body is of the earth ; and
Cognition is a  specific’ quality ; [as is proved by the facts
that, (1) while subsisting in substances, it does not, by itself,
bring about the conjunction or disjunction of substances,
which fact proves that it is a quality ;—and (2) that it is
never found apart from bodied or corporeal bein gs]; and it
isa rule with all “specific’ qualities that, in order to be
present in any product, it should abide in the constituents of

that product; but in the case of the Body, we find, as a matter
! Prabha. 74.
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of fact, that Cognition or Consciousness is not present in
earth-particles,—as we learn from the fact that there is no
cognition in such earthy substances as the jar and the like;
and from this it follows that it cannot be present in any
thing made up of earth-particles; and this leads to the
conclusion that that in which cognition abides is something
distinct from all such things as are made up of material
particles. Apart from this, in all cognitions, we are actually
conscious of the cogniser as apart from the Body ; e. g., when
we see the jar, we have the notion ‘I see the jar’; in this
notion we do not find any idea of the body, which is only
the collective name given to the hands, legs, head, &ec., and
none of these limbs, either severally or collectively, enter
into our consciousness at the time; while in all individual
cognitions, i is necessary that there should be a manifest
ation of the cogniser; as, otherwise there would be no differ-
ence between the cognition of one person and that of another;
and as in the notion ‘I see the jar’ the factor of *cogniser’
is found to be manifested, not in the form of the body or
the sense-organs,—it follows that the cogniser must be some-
thing apart from these. In cases where the word ‘I’ is
found to be used in connection with the body, the use of the
word must be regarded as figurative or poetical. Then
again, the word “Soul’ can be applied to that only which is
endowed with intelligence ; and as the body is not found to
be so endowed, it cannot be spoken of as the ¢ Soul ’; the sole
proof of anything being endowed with intelligence lies in
the testimony borne by our own Consciousness ; and inasmuch
as we have the consciousness of things of the past and the
future also, intelligence cannot be regarded as belonging to
any material objects perceived by the senses; as in the case
of our cognition of past and future objects, the objects are
nol present at the time.

3. Ifall cognitions were duesolely to the Soul, then inas-
much as the Soul is everlasting, we would never have a
Prabha. 75.
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cessation in our cognitions. In view of this difficulty, it has
been held that even though the Soul may be regarded as the
material or constituent cause of cognitions, it must stand in
need of the aid of other auxilliary agencies, in the bringing
about of cognitions. As this auxilliary agency, some philoso-
phers postulate the aperation of the mind. This view how-
ever is not avcepted by Prabhakara; because, he argues, by
its very nature, this operation of the mind would itself stand
in meed of further auxilliaries. He, therefore, puts for-
ward, as the required auxilliary of the Soul, the contact of
the Mind with the Soul ;—this contact being brought about by
a certain action of the Mind, due either to the effort of the
Soul or to the * Unseen Agency ’ set going by the previous
¢ karman’ of that Soul; these Efforts and Unseen Agencies
also, in their turn, are the effects of previous Mind-Soul
contacts ; and so the infinite circle goes on.

4. The existence of the Mind is proved by the mani-
festation of the qualities of the Soul itself, which would not
be possible without the operation of the mind. These quali-
ties of the Soul are—Buddhi or Intellection, Pleasure, Pain,
Desire, Aversion, Effort, Destiny (Unseen Force) and Faculty.
The existence of Buddhi is self-manifest, in the form of Valid
Cognitions and Remembrances; Pleasure, Pain, Desire
Aversion and Effort are apprehended by mental perception.
By *Faculty’ or ‘Samskara’ is meant a certain force or
power or capability imparted to the Soul by its cognitions ;
its existence is proved by the fact that, unless we have some
guch force intervening between the cognition of an object
and its remembrance, we cannot account for this latter. As
for Destiny, this always takes the form of Virtue and Viee—
whose real character can be known only from Secriptures,
which alone can be the safe guide as to what is virtue and
what is vice.

5. All our cognitions are not due to Mind-Soul con-

tact only; e. g., in the perception of colour, if that contact
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were the sole cause, then the blind man would also be able
to perceive colour ; it is in view of this fact that we have to
admit the agency of the external sense-organs, the Eye, &e. ;
and as all perceptible external objects fall within five classes,
we postulate five organs of perception ; these five, along with
the Parceptive Mind which may be regarded as the Universal
Organ, form the six organs of which the Body is the abode.

6. Thus the Body may be defined as the abode of the siz
sense-organs, OF Bodies there are three kinds—(1), born of
the womb, (2) born of eggs, and (3) born of sweat. Prabha-
kara does not accept the Vegetable body, on the ground that
we have no proofs for the view that vegetable organisms are
endowed with the six organs of perception. Nor does he
admit any such body as is not made of the Earth. Two of
the six organs—the Mind and the organ of Touch—are pre-
gent in all bodies. That the Mind is a substance is proved
by the fact of its having contacts with the Soul and with
the objects of cognition. It cannot be made of many
constituent particles, as that would involve an unneces-
sary multiplication of assumptions. Then again, as
the Soul is omnipresent, and without parts, if the
Mind also were of the same character, no contact
between the two would be possible; as between two
omnipresent things either there can be no contact, or
the two must be one and inseparable. Hence it follows that
the Mind is atomic in its dimension. And as it exists, and
yet has no cause, it is eternal ; it is extremely mobile, as is
proved by the very swift contacts formed by it, at the time
that we have one perception following another in quick sue-
cession, which must be due to the Mind coming into contact
with one perceptive organ after the other. Unless aided by
the Mind, no organ can apprehend its object; as is found in
the case of the absent-minded man who fails to see things even
before his eyes. The contact of the Mind with the conscious
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Soul is due to the endless series of virtues and vices—effects
of the past deeds of that Soul.

7. Thus then, the Soul is the ezperiencer or enjoyer, the
Body the abode of experiences, the Sense-organs the instruments
of experience ; and the Objects of experience are of two kinds—
Internal, in the shape of pleasure, pain, &c., and Fafernal, in
the shape of the Earth and the rest; and Faperience consists
in cognition or consciousness. It is in these five that all truth
is centred ; there is nothing that exists that does mot fall
within one or other of these.

8. The Soul as Cogniser is never cognised apart from the
cognised object ; nor is the Object ever cognised without the
Cogniser entering into the Cognition as a necessary factor.
It is what has already been explained above as ‘Triune Cogni-
tion’ under ¢ Perception.” From this it follows that the Soul
is cognised by the same means of Valid Cognition as the
objects themselves. Even though in this manner, the Soul
would be that nupon which the operation of cognising would
come to bear, it is not the objective but the nominative agent of
that operation ; just as even though the person who walks
has the operation of walking bearing upon him, he is regard-
ed as the Nominative agent of the walking, and not its object-
ive ; specially as a true objective is that upon which bears the
operation of something other then itself ; which isnot the
case with the Soul, upon which its own action of cognising
bears. Thus then, according to Prabhakara, the Soul is not
self-illumined ; he could not regard it so, as he draws a distine-
tion between Cognition and the Soul, both of which are regard-
ed as identical, by the Vedantin, who alone regards the Soul
as self-illumined ; according to Prabhikara it is Cognition
alone that is so ; and as the Soul is something different from
cognition, it cannot be so. This is plainly stated in the
Prakaranapaiichika (p. 51). The Soul then is that which
is the substratum of the self-illumined cognition, in which it
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also enters as the cognitive element of ‘I’, which is insepar-
able from all cognitions. The cognition of the Soul being
obtainable only along with the cognition of some other thingss
it is only natural that during sleep, when no things are
actually cognised, there should be no cognition of the Self.
During the “fourth’ or highest stage of consciousness, how-
ever, the Soul is present, merely as something existing, a pure
esss subsisting as the substratum of the collective cognition
of all things taken together.

9. While putting forward the above view with regard
to the Cognition of the Soul, the Prabhikara rejects the other
two theories,—(1) the hypothesis of the Logician that the
Soul is perceived by the mind ; this view is rejected on the
ground that under this hypothesis the Soul would become the
perceiver as well as the perceived, which is absurd; this
absurdity the Prabhakara has tried to explain away in his
own case, as shown in the preceding paragraph ; but the real
ground for rejecting the Logician’s view appears to lie in the

fact that, so long as the Cognition of the Soul can be explained
either by self-laminosity, or by making it a part and parcel
of the cognition of all things, there can be no justification for
postulating an independent mental perception for the Soul;
(2) the second hypothesis rejected is that of the Vedantin,
according to whom the Soul is self-illumined ; this view
may be thus briefly stated :—

“ [llumination is the purpose served by all means of know-
ledge; as such, these are necessary only in the case of the
cognition of such things as are by themselves devoid of in-
herent luminosity ; the Soul however is by its very nature
illumined ; and as such does not stand in need of any other
means of knowledge ; the ordinary object of cognition cannot
be regarded as self-luminous, because in that case every
object would be always cognised and cognisable ; hence we
could not account for sleep and such other apparently uncons-
cious states of the Soul; during which states the cognition
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is not manifested, becanse it does mot exist at the time;
during final Release also, the self-lnminosity of the Soul
does not cease ; as if it did, then, there being nothing pre-
gent in consciousness during final release, this would not
be something desirable.”

This Vedanta view is rejected by Prabhakara on the
following grounds :—If the Soul were gelf-illumined, it would
be presentin consciousness during the state of Deep Sleep
also, just as during the waking, dreaming and fourth states;
as that which belongs to a thing by its very nature can never
be set aside from it ; and as self-luminousness would belong
to the Soul by its very nature (according to the Vedantin),
it could mever cease, in whatever state the Soul might be.
And further, so long as we can explain all our consciousness
under the hypothesis of the self-luminosity of cognitions,
there is no reason why anything else should be regarded as
self-luminous. That the Soul is not the same as the Cognition
has already been shown above.

10. According to Kumirila also, the Soul is different
from the body, and eternal (Shlokavartika, Atmavada, 7
and 147); and omnipresent (Ibid. 20, and also Tanfravartika,
Translation, p. 516). But he holds the Soul to be either the
substratum (Shlokavartika, Atmavada, 110) or the object
(Ibid. 126) of the notion of ‘I’ (Shastradi piki, p. 100), which
enters into allacts of cognition; while according to Prabhakara,
the Soul is that notion of *I’ itself (see above, § 8). Kumarila
holds that the Soul is not self-luminous, but known by mental
perception (Shas{radipika, p. 101), which latter fact Prabha-
kara denies. Kumarila again, with the Vedan, in regards the
Soul to be of the nature of pure Consciousness (Shlokavartika,
Atmavida 73, and Taniravartika, Translation, p. 516), while
according to Prabhikara, consciousness is only a quality of
the Soul. TUnlike the Vedantin however, Kumarila holds
the Soul to be many, but indivisible, being eternal and
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omnipresent (Tantravartika, Translation, p. 521and Shas-
tradipika p. 102).

11. According to Prabhakara, the Soul, in its liberated
" state, continues to exist as a mere essé, ‘saf’. What proof
is there, it is asked, for the assertion that the Soul continues to
exist as an esse, free from, and beyond, all perceptible things?
The answer to this is that it is an universally recognised fact
that anything that exists, without having been brought into
existence by a cause, is imperishable; as is the case with
Akasha for instance ; it is also admitted that the Soul exists,
as also that it is not brought into existence by any cause;
hence it must follow that the Soul is imperishable.

The Soul again is omnipresent, like the Akasha; but its
properties—pleasure, pain, &c.—cannot manifest themselves
anywhere except in a body; as the manifestation of the
properties of the Soul can be brought about only by the
contact of the Soul with the Mind, and the Mind cannot
subsist apart from the body. This omnipresence of the
Soul obviates the necessity of postulating movement for it. Nor
is the Soul perceptible anywhere else except in a body ;
by itself, it is ha}ﬂnd the reach of the senses; hence 1ta
imperceptibility is not incompatible with the fact that
the dimension of the Soul is the largest,—which is only another
name for omnipresence; and Prabhiikara, on this account,
denies that the Soul is of the size of the atom ,or of that of
the body it ensouls. Even though the Soul is omnipresent,
it cannot experience what is going on in another body;
because all ezperiencing needs certain bodies and organs, the
nature of which depends upon the past karma of the
experiencer ; hence a particular Soul can experience only
that which goes on in the body equipped with the organs
brought about by the past karmg of that Soul.

12. This leads to the question as to whether the Soul
is one and the same in all beings as held by the Vedantin, or
Prabha. 81,
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one distinet in each body, as held by the Logician and
the Saikhya. Prabhikara, as also Kumarila, favours the
latter view ; and that for the following reasons :—

(a) In the case of other bodies, we infer the presence
therein of the Soul, only from certain activities manifesting
therein, not accountable without the presence of the Soul;
howsoever deeply we ponder over it, we feel it to be not the
same soul as our own, but something that is always known
as the not-my-soul, for the person who has inferred its
presence in the other body ; in fact it is always known as
another Soul ; what we feel i1s that, just as the activities of
my body are due to the effort ¢f my Soul, which ensouls my
body, so the activities of that other body are due to the effort
of another soul, which ensouls that body; we never look
upon the activities of another person as due to our own

effort.

(b)) We always find a distinet difference between the
Dharma-Adharma and the consequent Pleasure-Pain of
different persons. All theseare qualities of the Soul; conse-
quently if the Soul were one only, the same in all persons, its
qualities also would be the same in all bodies ensouled by
it ; and thus the Dharma, &e., of one person would be the
game as those of another person ; and the resultant experiences
of the two would also be the same; that is, when one person
would be happy, the other also would be happy, and soon. Nor
would it be right to bring forward against this reasoning the
fact of the localisation of pain, wherein, even though pain is
felt by the Soul ensouling the whole body, it is actually felt
as localised in only a particular part of the body—e. g., the
leg, the arm, and so forth. Because as a matter of fact, in
all cases the pain is felt by the Soul only ; and it subsists also
as a quality in the Soul only; and is is only what causes the
pain,—e. g., heat or cold—that is present in the part of the
body, where the pain is localised. As regards the Pedanfin's
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conception that—* just as the sun, though one only, yet, when
reflected in different substances, becomes endowed with
distinct properties, so the Soul also, though one only, yet
as ensouling different bodies, becomes endowed with diverse
qualities’,—it has to be observed that the analogy in this
case is not quite correct ; as in the case of the Sun, the qualities
that appear different are only those that belong to the reflect-
ing medium and not to the Sun which is reflected; and
so if the analogy were true, the diverse qualities appearing
in connection with the Souls would also belong to the bodies
ensouled, and not to the Soul ; while as a matter of fact, it
cannot be denied that pleasure, pain, &c., are qualities of the
Soul, and not of the body, or of any other accidental adjuncts
of the Soul.
Seetion (3)—Suve-sEerioN (2).

Moksa—LIBERATION

1. The Liberation of the Soul, according to Prabha-
kara, consists in the disappearance of all dharma and adharma.
It is on account of the dharma and adharma aceruing to the
Soul that it is born in wvarious bodies ; consequently when
there is an entire disappearance of all dharma and adharma,
there remains nothing that could lead the Soul to be born
again into any body ; and when the Soul ceases to have any
connection with bodies,—and also with the organs, &e.,—all
his metempsychic troubles are ended, and he is free. As to
how all this comes about, the following explanation is
given:—(1) First of all, the man becomes disgusted with
the troubles that he has to undergo during mundane exis-
tence ;—(2) finding the pleasures of the world also to be
invariably accompanied by some sort of pain, he comes to lose
all interest in, and longing for, pleasures also;—(3) he turns
his attention towards Liberation ;—(4) he ceases to perform
such deeds as are prohibited and which lead to trouble, as
also from those that are prescribed only as leading to some
sort of happiness here or hereafter;—(5) he attenuates all
Prabha. 83.
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previously acerued ¢harma and adharma by undergoing the
experiences resulting from them ;—(6) he destroys the sole
receptacle or abode of his experiences by the Enowledge of the
Soul, along with such auxilliaries as contentment, self-control,
and so forth,—all of which are laid down in the Scriptures
as tending to put a stop to the further return of that Soul
into the world ;—and it is only when all this has come about
that the Soul is free. The Vedic texts speaking of the ‘non-
return to this world’ cannot be regarded as mere Arthavida ;
because the knowledge of the Soul not being laid down as
subservient to anything else, the result spoken of must be
regarded as a qualification for the man entitled to that
knowledge.

9. There does not appear to be much difference on
this important point between Kumdrila and Prabhikara ;
MThe Bhatla view of Liberation we find stated in the Shioka-
vartika, chapter on Sambandhalsepaparihara, Shlokas 108-110,
in the following words—

“For those that have realised the real character of the
Soul, all their past Karma having been exhausted by ex-
perience, and there being no further Karmic residua to wipe
off, —there is no further body; as the Soul is burdened with
a body only for the experiencing of the results of Karma;—
therefore, one desiring Liberation should not engage in such
actions as are either prohibited, or are enjoined with a view
to material results; but he should continue to perform those
that are prescribed as necessary dulies, in order to avoid the
gin of the neglect of such duties.’

The Nyayarainakara and the Kashika on Shl. 1086,
go on to add that—< Liberation must consist in the destruec-
tion of the present body, and the non-production of any
further body.’ And in the Prakaranapaiichikd we
find the Prabhakara view briefly stated that—* Liberation
is the absolute cessation of the body, caused by the disappear-
ance of all dharma and adharma,’—and ‘ not by Knowledge’
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ledge’ (adds Kumarila, Shlo. Va., Sambandhiaksepaparihara,
Shl. 103). Both are also agreed as to the negative character
_of Liberation, as otherwise it could not be eternal (Shlo. Va,
105-107) They are also agreed as to Liberation not being
a mere cessation of pain (as there being no body, the Soul
is free, not only from pain, but from pleasure also); or a mere
blissful state (as without the body, the Soul can have no
experience, and Plissis only a kind of experience). [See
Pra-paii. p. 153, and Shlo-Vir. Sambandhaksepaparihara
105].
Secrion (3)—Suvs-sEcTioN (3).
God.

1. The Prabhakara denies a creator for the Universe,
Even though he admits that the Universe is made of cons-
tituent parts, and as such it must have a beginning and an end
in time,—yet he finds no reason for believing that the
Universe, as a whole, had a beginning at any one point of
time, or that it would all come to an end at any one point ;
hence if the constituent factors of the Universe have a begin-
ning, they must have beginnings one after the other, and
they must also cease one after the other ; in fact this is what
is actually found to be the case in every-day experience.
Thus then, if it were true that certain factors of the Uni-
verse are brought into existence by an ultra-mundane
Supervisor of Dharma-Adharma, this could not be true for
the entire Universe, as a whole. For instance, the bodies of
all men and animals are found to be produced by the func-
tioning of the parents, and not by a supervening agency;
and this fact will enable us to infer the same with regard to
the bodies of all animals, past and future also. *

Nor is there any force in the Logician’s argument that
our Dharma-Adharme must have for a supervisor a being

®The Prabhikars view is set forth in great detail in the Prak-Pah.
p. 187, &o,
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possessed of intelligence higher than our own. Because
the Dharma-Adharma of the body that is the product of
these must always belong to the same intelligent being to
whom the body belongs; any being, howsoever intelligent,
can never have any knowledge of the Dharma-Adharma of
any other being; hence the ultra-mundane ‘ God * can have
no knowledge of the Dharma or Adharma of the beings
born as men, animals, &e.; and without such knowledge he
could not exercise any intelligent control over them; ¢God’
could not perceive Dharma by his senses, as Dharma is
absolutely imperceptible ; nor could he perceive it by his
mind alone, as the mind by itself can not perceive things
outside the body, and the Dharma of all beings born in the
world would always be outside the body occupied by the mind
of he perceiving person, ¢ God.’

Then again, it becomes necessary to examine the charac-
ter of the ¢ supervision * that ‘God’ 1s said to exercise over
Dharma and Adharma. (@) This supervision’ cannot be
of the nature of contact or conjunction; becanse Dharma and
Adharma being qualities are not capable of conjunction, which
is possible for substances only. (b) Nor could it be in the
form of Samavdga or inherence; as the Dharma- Adharma
inhering in other Souls could not inhere in the * God.” And
as these two are the only possible alternative forms of
relation, no other kind of *supervision’ is possible. In the
case of ordinary agents,—the carpenter, for instance,—the
¢ supervision’ consists in their comtact with the tools and
implements ; and this is not found to be possible in the case
of *God.”  Nor is it possible for the operations of ¢ God’
to have any effect upon Dharma-Adharma ; because, being
qualities, they could not have any actions bearing upon them.
Nor can the action bringing about the creation be held to
lie in the atoms, which operate under the Will of ‘God;
because in all our experience, we never come across any
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such ¢ supervision ’ or ‘gnidance’; as all ¢ supervision’ or * gui-
dance’ is found to be done by the Soul over that body which
it ensouls by virtne of its Dharma and Adharma; and the
atoms can not be said to be such a body of * God’; hence he
could not guide the activity of these. Even if we grant
such a *body’ for ¢ God,’ the activity of the body could not
be due to mere wish ; it must be due to an effort put forth by
him. Nor could the wish be eternal, as, in that case, the
activity of the atoms also would be eternal, which would
lead to the absurdity of an unceasing creation.

2. The argument that the Logician puts forward
in proof of his ‘God’ is that, “The body must
have a supervisor, because it is mnon-intelligent.” To this
his opponent opposes the counter-argument that God cannof
be the Supervisor, because he cannot have any motive in
doing so; we cannot deny the truth of the proposition that
there is intelligent supervision only in cases where some
purpose of the supervisor is served by it. Then again,
the same argument that wonld prove the existence of the
intelligent supervisor wonld also prove that supervisor to be
a bodied or corporeal being; as the Logician bases his
argument upon the analogy of the carpenter supervising
and guiding the making of wooden articles ; and as this car-
penter is a bodizd being, the analogy, extended a little farther
would prove this supervising ¢ God’ also to be a bodied being;
but at the same time we know that no bodied being can
exercise any intelligent control over such subtle things as the
atoms, Dharma and Adharma. Even if he did, he would
himself, as a bodied being, have to be the creation of another
Creator or Supervigor, and so on, ad infinitum. Thus then
.no supervision of the creation of the Universe being possible
it has to be regarded as a never-ending process of things
coming into existence and passing out of it, under the
influence of the Dharma and Adharma of the Souls ensouling
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the bodies coming into touch with those things; and there is
thus no room for the assumption of an ultra-cosmic ¢ God.’

8. Kumarila’s views in regard to * God’ are found in the
Shlokavatrtika, ‘Sambandhaksepaparihara’. He also denies the
ereation (shloka 47) and dissolution (68) of the Universe as a
whole (113); he bases his denial of thé creator on the same
grounds as that of the omniscient person.’ (47-59 ; 114-16).

SeorIoN (4).
Padirthas—TriNGs oF THE WORLD.

1. According to Prahiikara the external world is real;
the stock argument of the Idealist—* Cognitions have no real
counterpart in the external world,—because they are cogni-
tions,—like dreams'—being rejected ; (1) on the ground of its
being contrary to all experience; and (2) by showing that
dreams also are not absolutely devoid of real counterparts
in the external world (sez above, Sec. 1).

2. As regards the constituents of the Universe—called
“padirthas’ or ¢ categories’—we have not been able to find
in any Prabhakara work, a systematic statement of what
these are, according to Prabhikara. We believe such a
isystematic statement is contained in the * Prameyaparayana :
mentioned in the Prakaranapaiichika, on pp. 110-11; from its
name it appears to be a chapter of this latter work, following
closely upon the chapter on ¢ pramanas’ called the * Pramana-
parayana. In the printed edition of the work however we
do not find any such chapter; nor is it found in the portion
wanting in the printed text,—manuscripts of which have just
come to hand from Travancore. So our information on this po-
int depends upon stray declarations in the Prakarapapaiichika,
and upon a comparatively recent work, called the ‘Sarvasig-
dhantarahasya’ From this latter work we glean the following:—
The *padarthas, according to Prabhakara, are—(1) Dravya
or Substance, (2) Guna or Quality, (3) Karman or Action, (4)
pamanya or Generality, (5) Parafantrata (Subsistence or.
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Tnherence), (6) Shakti or Force, (7) Sadrishya or Similarity,
and (8) Sankhya or Number. ¢ Action’ is inferred from the
" geparation of a thing from one point in space and its conjunc-
tion with another point. ©Subsistence’ or ¢ Inherence’ is not
nitya or eternal (like the *Samavaya’ of the Logician) ;
because it subsists in perishable things also, being a relation
whereof it cannot be eternal; itis both produced and noi-
produced, and also perceptibls and imperceptible, in accordance
with the nature of things to which it belongs. Noris it one
(like the Logician’s ¢Samavdye); it is as many as there are
things.  “Shakti’ or ¢ Force’ is the common name given to
that by virtue of which, Substances, Qualities, Actions, and
Generalities come to be regarded as the * Cause’ of things;
it is to be inferred from the effects ; it is eternal in eternal
things, and non-eternal in perishable things. ¢ Similarity’
[and  Number’ also], like Force, cannot come under any
other category and so have to be regarded as distinet
categories. The ¢ Vishesa' of the Logician cannot be a ‘ cate.
gory’, because the differentiation among eternal things like the
Zkasha and the various kinds of atom—for the purposes of
which the Logician posits the Vishesa—can always be done
on the basis of the ordinary qualities of such things. ¢ 4bhava’
also is nothing apart from the point in space where it i8
supposed to exist. The mention of ‘ number’ in this con-
nection appears to be wrong; as on p. 54, the Prak-Paifl.
speaks of ¢ number’ as & * quality. :

We shall now see what we can gather direct from the
¢ Prabhiakara’ books. The Prakaranapaiichika, on page
110, prefaces the proving of ‘Similarity’ as a distinet cate-
gory, with the statement that it cannot come under any of
the six categories of ¢ Substance,” ¢ Quality,” ¢ Action,” * Gener-
ality,’ ¢ Inherence’ and * Vishega "; but with regard to the last—
¢ Vishesa’, it says (on the same page) that * Vishesakhyantu
padartham pramanavadino nanumanyanie’ (* People learned in
the science of reasoning do not accept any such category as
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vishesa').  So herein we have the authority of a Pradhaka-
ra work as regards the first five of the eight categories
mentioned above.  On the same page, the Prakarana-
paiichikd proceeds to give the following account of ¢ Simi-
larity,—

* What is similarity ? It is neither Substance, nor Quality,
nor Generality, nor Inherence ; it is something entirely differ-
ent from these; as is proved by the fact that it enters into
our consciousness exactly in the same manner as any other
category ; and our consciousness is the sole criterion as to
the existence of categories,—that of which we are conscious
as a category we regard as such. It cannot be Substance, be-
cause it subsists in Qualities and Action also (which no Subs-
tance can do); as we speak of similar colours, similar motions,
and so forth. It cannot be Generality, as it does not form
the basis of any comprehensive conception [says the Brihafi
8 b]. Inherence is a kind of relation, and as such cannot in-
ude Similarity. Lastly, asregards the Vishesa of the Logician,
t i8 not a distinct category, being nothing more or less than the
uality of Separateness ; just as anordinary quality separates or
ifferentiates between ordinary things, so the Vishesa of the
ician differentiates atoms ; virtnally the two are precisely
the same; in any case, this Vishesa is something quite contrary
to ;':;S'i-mﬂm'ﬂy. For these reasons, Similarity must be regarded
ag a distinet category by itself ; and as subsisting in percepti-
ple objects it is apprehended by the apprehension of the
qualities, actions and constituent parts as common to two or
more things.’

The Bhitta®* does mnot accept Similarity as a distinet
category ; his chief objection being that, if it were a category,
we could mnot account for the varying degrees of
similarity that we are cognisant of, in our ordinary experience.

As regards Shakti or Force we learn from the Prakaran-
apaiichika (pp. 81-82) that, as a matter of fact, all things in the

* Shastradipika, p. 52.
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world are found to be possessed of some sort of shakti ; we
cannot perceive it, but it can be inferred : For instance, we see
the fire producing a certain effect, in the shape of burning;
but the same fire, when under the influence of certain
mantras, fails to produce that effect; there is nothing in the
visible form of the fire itself that can account for this
phenomenon, the form of the fire remaining exactly the
same in both cases. This leads us to the conclusion that
there must be something in the fire by virtue of which it
ean burn, and in the absence whereof it cannot burn; from
this it follows that in all things there is something which
enables them to bring about their effects, and being deprived
of which they are not able to do so. To this imperceptible
something, Prabhakara gives the name of ¢ Shakti’ or Force.’
In eternal things, it is eternal, and in transient things it 18
brought into existence along with them. It differs from
¢ Samskara’ in that this latter is transient in eternal things
also.

¢ Karman’ or ¢ Action is also one of the imperceptible cate~
gories. When a thing moves, what we actually see is not the
moving of the thing, but only the various conjunctions and
disjunctions of the things with certain points in space ; the ex-
pression ©the thing moves’ also refers to these conjunctions
and disjunctions, which latter cannot be regarded as the
¢ Action’ of moving ; because the action of moving subsists in
the moving thing, while the conjunctions and disjunctions
gubsist in outside space; and as it is only these latter that we
actually perceive, Action cannot be held to be perceptible, as
maintained by Kanada; it is always to be inferred says the
Prakaranapaiichika (pp. 78-79).  The above view is not in
agreement with the Bhatie view; says the Shasfradipild
(p- 50) :—

% Action can never be inferred; asit could be inferred
only as the immaterial cause of the conjunctions and
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disjunctions of the thing with points in space; and as such it
would have to be ognised as subsisting in the thing as well asin
space ; this is not the case; as it is cognised in the thing only.
Action must be regarded as being perceived; we see the
thing undergoing certain conjunctions and disjunctions with
points in space ; but the cognition that we have is that what
brings about these conjunctions and disjunctions is in the
thing, and not in space ; and that which forms ‘the basis of
this cognition is called the ¢action’ of the thing.”

Inherence, says the Prakarenapaiichika (pp. 26-27)
cannot be regarded as everlasting ; because as a matter of
fact we find that the inherence of the class and character in
an individual belonging to that class is produced, and also
perishes, along with that individual. The Bhattas view of
¢ Samaviya’ is that, as subsisting between inseparable
things, it cannot be anything distinet from these things
themselves ; it must be regarded as a particular phase of the
things themselves, among whom it is believed by the Logician
to subsist. (See Shlokavartika, Su. 4, Shl. 146-50).

3. As regards ‘Substance’ we find the four—(1) Earth,
(2) Water, (3) Air, (4) Fire—mentioned in the Prakarana-
paiichika (p. 24) ; where also we find the ¢ gaganadayah’ men-
tioned ; so {5] gagana’ or * akasha would be the fifth sub-
stance ; (6) ¢ Afman’ is admitted as a substance in the section
dealing with  Afman’ (the chapter of Prakaranapaiichika
called ¢ Tattviloki), where we also find ‘Manas’ (7) mentioned
(p- 149), as something whose contact with the .4 {man brings
about Buddhi, Sukha, Dulikha, and such other specific qualities
of the Atman ; then again, on page 84, we find the eternal
substances enumerated wherein, apart from the afoms, the
Alasha and the Atman, we also find—(8) Kala or Time, and
(9) Dik or Space.  Tamas is not a quality : nor isita
substance ; it is nothing apart from absence of light (Prakara-
napaiichikd pp. 143-45). Earth, Water, Air, and Fire are
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perceptible by the Eye and also by Touch. Akasha and
the rest cannot be regarded as perceptible, because they can
not be seen or touched. (Pra-paii. p. 24); Akasha cannot be
seen by the eye, because it is devoid of colour ; if it had col-
our it would also be tangible ; as colour and tangibility always
go together; the whiteness that appears in the Akasha belongs
to the particles of fire hanging in the atmosphere; and the
darkness noticed at night is not the quality of anything,
it is mere absence of light; if it were a positive quality it
would be perceptible during the day also. (Pra-paii. pp.
143-44). In this connection it may be noted that, inasmuch
as Akasha is imperceptible, Prabhikara does not accept the
view that it is one of the five constituent factors of the body.
Though Adkasha cannot be perceived, it can be inferred as the
substratum of sound : Sound cannot belong to the source from
which it proceeds; as the organ of hearing can apprehend
only where it can reach, and as a matter of fact, it can never
reach or approach the source of sounds. (Pra-Paii. p. 145).

The touch of Air is neither-hot-nor-cold ; its apparent
coolness being due to the water-particles hanging in the Air
and the hotness to the fire-particles floating with it. (Pra.-
paii. pp. 77-78).

4. Among Qualities, Colour, Taste, Smell, Touch, Num-
ber, Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunction, Pri-
ority, Posteriority, Pleasure, Pain, Desire, Aversion and
Effort are perceptible.

Conjunction is of three kinds:—(1) Due to both the
things concerned, (2) due to the action of one of the two, and
(8) due to another conjunction. (Pra-paii. p. 26 and 151).

5. The Sarvasiddhantarahasya has the following with
regard to the Bhatlta view of the Categories :—All categor-
ies are divided into (1) Bhava or Positive and (2) Abhava or
Negative ; the latter is of four kinds—(a) Prior Negation,
(0) Utter Destruction, (¢) Absolute Negation, and (d) Mutual
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Negation. Of Bhivas there are four—(a) Substance, () Qua-
lity, Action and Generality. Of substances there are eleven,—
Barth, Water, Light, or Fire, Air, Alkasha, Space, Time, Atman
Mind, Darkness and Sound (some people adding Gold as the
twelfth). Of qualities there are thirteen,—Colour, Taste,
Smell, Touch, Dimension, Separateness, Conjunction, Disjunc-
tion, Priority, Posteriority, Gravity, Fluidity and Viscidity.
There are five actions— Throwing upwards and the rest ; two
¢ generalities’— Higher and Lower. Shakti and Sadrishya are
all included under ¢ Substance ;” of Shakti there are two kinds
—sahaja or inborn, and @dheya or produced and borrowed.

6. The word *Svarga’ or ¢ Heaven' is applied to that
happiness which is totally free from all touch of pain, and
which, as such, is desired by all men (Pra-paii, pp- 102-3).
Sulha or Pleasureis mot mere absence of pain. In the
absence of pain what we experience is that there is no pain,
the feeling being a megative one; and hence, from the
very nature of the Cognition of Negation (as shown above)
it follows that what we are conseious of in this case is only the
Soul by itself, as without pain,—and not as with some positive
quality ; on the other hand, when we feel pleasure, we are
conscious of something positive, a positive quality as belong-
ing to the Self,—or, more properly, the Self as endowed with
a positive quality, (Pra-pai. p. 149).

7. We have reserved the consideration of ° Jiati’ or
¢ Generality * for this last section, because on this matter we
have a very full explanation available in the Prakaranapaii-
chika (pp. 17-32).

There is a difference of opinion among philosophers,
as regards the exact character of Jati :—(1) According to
come the motion of the ‘Jafi’ is purely imaginary; (2)
according to others, it has areal existence, but not apart from
the individuals in which it subsists, and as such is cognised
along with these ; (3) others again hold that it has a real
existence, apart from the individuals comprising it, and its
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existence can be apprehended only by inference; (4) lastly,
according to some it is different, as well as non-different,
from the individuals comprising it.

According to Prabhakara, the °Jafi’ is something real,
distinet from the individuals which are its substrates, and is
perceptible by the senses. Says the Karika ~* Jatirashrayato
bhinna, pratyaksajianagochard’. When we properly analyse
the notion of *Jafi,’ we find that the only basis that we have
for accepting any such thing lies in our eonception of
gome form of non-difference among a number of things which,
hitherto, have been known as different. Says the Prakara-
napaiichika—< Bhedagrahanapurassaramabhedajiinam  bhin-
nesu jatyabhyupagame sharapam.’

3. According to Kumarila, the Jafi is not something
different from the component individuals (Shiokavirtika,
¢ Akriti * 52-62, and also ‘Vanavida,’ 75-76); and the distinct
ideas of the ‘individual’ and the fclass’ that we come across
in ordinary experience, are thus explained :—

¢ In perceiving an object, when we cognise the Jati’
as identical with the individual, what presents itself to
consciousness is the individual only,—the *jafi’ or class-
character lying latent in it, and helping its existence; when,
on the other hand, we cognise the individual as identical with
the jati, it is the class-character that is present in conscious-
ness, and the individual character continues to lie latent.’
(Ibid. © Akpriti, 59-62).

Kumirila agrees with Prabhikara in regarding ‘Jafs
as something perceived by the senses—*Jalirindriyagochara®
(Vanavada, 24). .

4. All the main objections against Jafi are based upon
the denial of the possibility of any aggregation of constituent
parts ; the * Jafi’ is only an aggregate of the individua
composing it ; hence those individualsbear to the Jafi the
same relation that is borne by the constituent particles of a
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gubstance to the substance itself; consequently if one admits
of the fact that substancesare made up of constituent particles,
the whole ground is cut off from under the theory that
denies all ¢ Jati’; if you accept aggregation in one case, you
can have no reason for denying it in the other.

We shall review, in brief, the objections that are brought
—chiefly by the Idealist—against all ‘aggregates’ in general.
With a view to make his position unassailable, the Idealist
begins with the denial of any such thing as * Substance '; and
it is the substance that is regarded as the substrate of the
sjati’ Sucha generic ‘substance 'could be either in the
form of the subtile ‘atom’, or in that of the gross product
of atoms ; as regards the former alternative, no such *jafi’
as *atom’ is possible; because such a generic entity is made
to rest upon the comprehensive conception that we form of
a number of things as ‘one’; and as a matter of fact, we find
that we have no all-comprehensive conception with regard to
the four primitive atoms of the Earth, the Water, the Air and
the Fire ; and under the circumstances, how could there be any
such generic name as ‘ Atom’? Then as regards the concep-
tion of ‘atom’ that we find persisting in regard to all
atoms,—this can be explained on the basis of the afomic
dimension possessed in common by all atoms. In the same
manner the generic conception of ‘ Barth’ is based upon the
common property of smell; and so on with ¢ Water’ and the
rest.—Nor in the second place can there be any gross
aubstance as the substrate of ‘jafi’; for the simple reason
that there is no proof for the existence of any such substance;
all such substances are held to be the products of the
conglomeration of atoms ; but as a matter of fact, no such
conglomeration is possible;as there can be no Conjunction
among atoms, which are, ez hypothesi, devoid of extension,
and hence of parts. Nor can it be ascertained whether the
gross whole resides in its entirety in each of its component

parts, or only in all of these latter collectively ; as the former
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alternative is, on the very face of it, absurd ; in the latter
alternative also, no perception of the whole would be possible
until all its parts had been perceived (which latter con-
tingency is seldom possible). Then as regards the concep-
tion of the ¢ gross ’ object common among all men, it may be
explained in the following manner :—Certain atoms continu-
ing to appear one after the other, become, after a certain
number have appeared, perceptible by the senses ; and we,
who were unable to perceive them before, on coming to
perceive them, are led toattribute this phenomenon to the fact
of the atoms having formed themselves into a conglomerate
whole ; this notion of the whole however is a pure fancy ; as
what is actually before us is only a number of atoms, each
one imperceptible by itself, but perceptible when appearing
in the company of one another. Thus then, inasmuch as
the  atom® cannot be the substrate of the ¢jafi’, and there is
no gross subtance apart from the atom, we are led to
the conclusion that there can be no such thing as
¢ Jati.’ Then again, the Jafi’ cannot be perceived by
the senses, as it is held to be by Prabhakara ; because being
eternal, it could not be perceptible, as otherwise it would
be liable to unceasing perception, which is an absurdity,
Then again,—does the ¢ Jafi’ come into existence, and cease
to exist, along with the individuals comprising it ? If so, then
it would be something totally distinct from each of these
individuals, and would therefore lose its essential character
Then, if it is eternal, it must exist before the individual is
brought into existence; and yet if it is held to come into
existence along with the individual, it cannot subsist before
this latter. The *Jali’ again cannot be either different or
non-different from the individuals. It cannot be non-different
as in that case, it would have to appear and disappear with
the Individuals, which involves the aforesaid absurdity. If
then, it were different from them, it would be cognisable in-
dependently, and apart from them—another absurdity. The
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question put in connection with the gross object is put in
connection with the ¢ jafi’ also. Does the °jafi’ subsistin its
entirety in each individual, or in all individuals collectively ?
If the former, then there are as many jatis’ as there are
individuals. If the latter, the ‘jafi’ cannot be cognised
until all the individuals composing it have been cognised ; as
this is never possible, no cognition of the ¢jafi’ would be
possible. For the above reasons it is concluded that any
such thing as ‘jati’ has no real existence ; nor are there any
“substances’ which could be the substrate of ‘jafi.’

5. In answer to the above, the Prabhakara argues that
the proof for the existence of anything must ultimately rest
in our own consciousness; and it cannot be denied that
there are present, in our consciousness, distinet cognitions of
the gross forms of things; and what is thus distinetly
cognised cannot reasonably have its existence denied. As
regards the constitution of the gross substance,—the gross
object exists as we actually perceive it; thatit is made up
of subtler constituent particles is implied by its very nature,
in fact withont this, our very conception of it would be
impossible. Such being the indisputable fact, it becomes
necessary for us to find out an explanation for the fact of a
number of subtler particles combining to make up a gross
object. The only explanation possible is that a number of
particles, on acquiring a conjunction among themselves,
tend towards the bringing into existence of a single object,
which being perceptible, (while the particles are imperceptible)
is called © gross,’—a single Conjunction subsisting over all the
particles, and that same Conjunction tending to combine
the particles into one conglomerate whole. Thus then, in
the bringing about of the whole, the particles are the material
eause, and their conjunction the émmaterial cause.

This whole subsists over all the particles collectively,
and not in each part individually ; in this it differs from the
Jafi’ which resides in its entirety in each individual
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constituting that Jafi. Tt is not necessary for all the
particles to be perceived before the whole is perceived s
because the whole is something different from the parts;
and as in every case the ‘cause’ that we are justified in
assuming is only that which is sufficient to account for a
certain given effect, for the perception of the whole we
must regard as the necessary cause the perception of only
those parts without which the perception of the whole
would not be possible ; and as a matter of fact, if only a few
of the parts are perceived, this brings about the perception
of the whele. Then again, the fact of the whole being always
found together with the parfs is due to one being the cause
of the other; that the whole is different from the parts is
shown by the fact that the two give rise to entirely different
. effects in our consciousness ; for instance, the whole gives
rise to the notion of something that is one and large or
eatensive ; while the parts produce the notion of things many
in number and small. Thus then, inasmuch as the whole is
different from the parts, it can be perceived, even when all
its parts are not perceived.

These wholes are of four kinds—Earth, Water, Fire and
Air; the first three being large and having colour, are
perceptible by the organ of touch, and also by that of
vision ; Air being devoid of colour is perceptible by touch
alone.. The atoms of these are by their very nature imper-
ceptible ; so also is the compound of two atoms ; as the large
dimension, which is a necessary condition in all perceptibility,
is present in only such substances as have many—i. e., not
less than three—constituent particles.  Akasha, Time and
Space, even though large, are not perceptible, as they are
devoid of touch and colour.

The existence of the whole substance having been
proved, the existence of ¢ Jafi’ cannot be denied merely on
the ground that there can be no wholes made up of parts,
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6. Though the Jati or ¢ class-character’ is eternal, yet
when a new individual belonging to that class—i. e., possess-
ing that class-character—comes into existence, what is
brought into existence by this appearance of a fresh individual
is not the ¢ class-character, ' which is ever present, but only
the relation (inherence) of the individual with that class-
character. There is nothing objectionablei n the ¢ production”
of *inherence, because *inherence,’ according to Prabha-
kava, is not eternal {as held by the Logician) [see above, §2]
nor is there anything incongruous in the inherence of the
individual being produced before, or along with, the
individual itself ; because ¢ Inherence’ is nof, like *Conjunec-
tion,” dependent upon the previous existence or action of
the members between whom it subsists. Similarly when a
particular individual ceases to exist, the ¢ class-character’
does not go away elsewhere (because it has mo motion);—
nor does it subsist in that individual (as this has ceased to
exist);—nor does it itself cease to exist (as it is found
present in other individuals);—but what ceases is the
inherence of the ¢class-character ’ with that particular indivi-
dual ; it is only natural that when one member of the relation
has ceased to exist, the relation itself should cease with it.

The ©class-character® resides in its entirety in each
individual ; as is proved by the fact that we recognise the
same © class-character’ in every individual. Nor is the ‘class
character’ ever percieved apart from the individual. It
is perceptible by the senses; asis shown by the fact that its
cognition is brought about by its coming into contact with
the organs of perception, through the individual in which it
resides, and which is in direct contact with the organs.
We cannot deny that when we perceive a thing quite distin-
otly, we perceive it as having a certain * class-character.’

While admitting such *jatis’ as Substance, Quality, &e.,
Prabhikara does mnot accept any such summum genus as
¢ Safta or  Being’, as including all that exists; and this
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for the simple reason that we have to accept such a jafi as
Substance because we perceive a number of individual things
as having certain characters in common ; and on the basis
of this conception we postulate the *jafi’ Subsiance. We
have, as a matter of fact, no such cognition of a number of
things as merely © existing’ ; and in the absence of such a
conception we can have no basis for the postulating of such
a class as * Being." Though we have such a word as  saffa’
(Being), yet that cannot warrant our regarding it as the
name of a ¢ class-character ;’ as all that the word denotes is
the mere individuality of things—Svaripasafli ; when we
speak of a thing as ‘ saf’, we do not mean that it is possess-
ed of any such °class-character’ as *seff@’; what we mean
is that it has an individual existence of its own.

Nor does Prabhikara admit of such ¢jatis’ as
Brahmanatea’, * Ksat{riyafva’ and the like, all of which cannot
be perceived by the senses. What is meant by calling &
man ‘ Brahmana’ is not that he belongs to any such jati, but
only that he is descended from a particular line of ancestors.
So says Kumadrila also—*Bralmanafvadi yonifal’ (Shloka-
virtika, * Vanavada’, 20); The purity of descent has to be
accepted until there is sufficient proof to the contrary (Vide,
Tantravartika, under I—ii—2),
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CHAPTER IIIL

An Analytical Account of the Mimansa Shastra.
[Books consulted :—

1.
2.
J.

4.

o

10.

11.

i2.

13.

14.

The Mimamsi-siifras of Jaimini (Bibliothica Indica).

The Bhasya of Shabara (do.)

The Shlokavartika of Kumidrila (Chaukhambha
Sanskrit Series, Benares).

The Nyayaratnakara of Parthasarathi Mishra—a
Commentary on (3). (Chaukhambha Sanskrit
Series, Benares).

The Kashika of Sucharita Mishra—a Commentary
on (3). (Manuscript with Mahimahopidhyaya P.
Chitradhara Mishra, Darbhanga).

The Tanfravarfika of Kumarila (Benares Sanskrit
Series).

The Tuptika do (do).

The Nyayasudha by Someshvara—Commentary on
(6) (Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series).

The Vartikabharana by Someshvara, Commentary on
(7) (Manuscript with Mr. Govindadasa, Benares).

The Shastradipikda by Parthasirathi Mishra—a
Commentary on (1) (¢ Pandit,’ Benares).

The Tantraraine by Parthasdrathi Mishra—a
running Commentary on the last nine chapters
of (2). (Manuscript with Mr. Govindadisa,
Benares).

The Mayikhamalika by Somanitha—Commentary
on (10). Manuscript with Mah@imahopadhydya
Pandit Chitradhara Mishra, Darbhanga).

The Nyayamala and Vistara of Madhavachirya
(Anandasram Series).

The Subodhini Commentary on the Sutras (° Pandit,’

Benares). s
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The Mimamsanayaviveka by Bhavanitha Mishra—
a Commentary on (2), Manuscripi with Mr.
Govindadasa, Benares).

The Mimamsanukramani by Mandana Mishra—an
abstract of (2)—(Manuscript with the writer).

The English Translations of (3) and (6) by the
writer (Bibliothica Indica).

The Mimamsabalaprakasha of Shaikara Bhatta
(Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series).

The Brilafi of Prabhikara Mishra (Manuscript with
the writer, and also in the Library of the Asiatic
Society of Bengal). Adhydyas I to V, and
Adh. VI (padas 1 and 2).

The Rijuvimala of Shilikanatha Mishra—(Manus-
eript with Writer, at the India Office Library, and
at the Travancore Palace Library). Adhyayas I
(incomplete), and ITI to V.

The Prakaranapaiichik@ of Shalikanatha Mishra
(Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series).

The Bhattabhdskara of Jivadeva (Manuscript with
Writer).

The Vidhiviveka of Mandana Mishra (‘ Pandit’).

The Nyayakanika of Vachaspati Mishra—Commen-
tary on (238) (* Pandit’).

The Nyayaratnamild of Pharthasfrathi Mishra
(Chaukhambha Sanskrit Series).

Ramanuja’s Commentary on (25) (Manuscript, first
half, with Mr. Govinda-dasa, Benares, and second
half at the Bodleian Library, Oxford).

The Mimamsaparibhasa of Krisnayajvan (* Pandit’).

The Mimamsanyayaprakiasha by Anantadeva (‘Pan-
dit’).

The Bhattalaikara—Commentary on (28) (MS, with
writer). .
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30, The Vidhirasdyana of Appayya Diksita (Chau-
khambha Sanskrit Series).

81, Mimamsavidhibhfisana —by Gopala Bhatta (MS. with
Mr. Govinda-dasa).

32. The Arthasaigraha of Laugdksi Bhaskara (Benares
Sanskrit Series).

83. The English Translation of (30) by Dr. G. Thibaut
(Benares Sanskrit Series). :

34. The Shatapatha Brahmanae (Berlin Edition).

35. The Shrautapadarthanirvachana (* Pandit).

36. The Trikandamandana (Bibliothica Indica),

*SecrioN I—Suvs-secrion (1),
Veda—its bearing and authority in regard to Dharma.

1. The understanding of the true nature of Dharma
being the avowed aim of the Mimamsaka, he takes care to
Justify it, at the very outset, by proving that an earnest
enquiry into the nature of Dhiarma was something that - in
itself was absolutely necessary for every responsible agent ;
unless he knows what his Dharma or Duty is, how can he
regulate his actions? The next question that arises is—why
should this enquiry be carried on in the manner in which
‘it has been done by Jaimini and bis followers? In this
eonnection, the Mimfimsaka holds that the Veda is the sole
authority for Dhkarma (St. 2),—the only source from which a
right knowledge of Dharma can be obtained ; for this reason
the proper study of the Veda becomes necessary. But as
this stuady of the Veda itself would be a Dharma, this also
must have its basis in the Veda ; consequently the Mimamsaka
makes it his business to show that the proper study of the
Veda—for the special purpose of obtaining the knowledge
of Dharma—is something that is laid down in the Veda itself.
This forms the subject-matter of the first *adhikarana’ or
* Topic of Consideration.’

© The *section " corresponds roughly to the * Adhydyav’ and * sub-section’ to the
pl.l;ln of the Mimamsa-sitras.
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e



InvesTIGATION OF DHARMA. 279

2. Kumirila and his followers take as their basic text,
in this connection, the sentence °svadhyiyo’ dhyélavyah,’
‘the Vedashould be studied,” and proceed to explain that
the * study of the Veda® herein laid down cannot be the
getting up of the mere words of the Veda; but this, and also
the due understanding of the meaning of the sentences ; the
getting up of the mere word would serve no useful purpose
for the student. And as the meaning of the Vedic directions
cannot be comprehended without due investigation and
enquiry, an investigation such as the one initiated by
Jaimini becomes necessary.

3. To the above view, Prabhakara and his followers
demur. Their objections are briefly these :—By the above
reasoning, all persons desiring to understand Dharma—no
matter whether he be a Doija or not—would be entitled to
the study of the Veda; and this would be against the express
injunctions of the Veda. Here, as elsewhere, the ¢ Prabha-
kara' view is more orthodox than the ‘ Bhatta' theory. In
order to avoid the said difficulty, the Prabhikara takes for
his text the sentence from the Smritis—*upaniya fu yak
shisyam vedomadhyapaysd dvijah sakalpam sarahasyaficha
tamacharyam prachaksate,” *that Brahmana who, having
initiated the pupil, teaches him the Veda along with the
ritualistic rules and esoteric explanations,—him they
call the feacher’,—as taken along with the Vedic text
¢ astavarsam brahmapamupanayite, ‘the Brahmana should
be initiated when he is eight years old.’ The motive
desire towards the enquiry into Dharma, in this case, is on
the part of the Teacher, and not on that of the pupil (as in
the case of the text quoted by Kumarila). The teacher
wishes to obtain for himself the title and honours of the
true d@ch@rya or teacher; and as there can be mo teacher
without 'some one who is taught, he has to take (upa-ni) a
pupil (shisya) ; but as the latter cannotbe a © pupil * unless he
is made to ‘ study,’ this studying by the pupil isimplied in the
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above texts;and as the ‘study’ cannot be carried on
without the aid of a ‘teacher,’ the one is implied by the
other. This explanation is free from the objection to
which the Bhdtta view is open; as the learned *Teacher,’
who, in his turn, cannot but be a Drija, cannot take a non-
dvija pupil. The injunction of Vedic study being thus
implied in the injunction of taking a pupil for the purpose
of obtaining the title and honours of the‘ Teacher,’—it be-
comes necessary to find out a purpose for this study,—at any
rate, so far as the pupil is concerned, for whose action the
purpose of the teacher cannot supply the requisite motive.
This purpose lies in the due comprehension of the meaning
of the Vedie texts studied ; and as this is not possible without
due reflection and pondering of the texts, the investigation
carried on in the Mimdmsa-shias{ra becomes fully justified.*

4. The necessity of the enquiry for the purpose of
obtaining knowledge of Dharma having been established, the
question naturally arises—What is the ‘.Dharma’ for the
knowing of which we have to carry on all this difficult
investigation ? 'This forms the subject of the second adhikar-
ana comprising the sitra I—i-2. The word ‘dharma’ here
js not used in the ordinary sense of the merit acquired
by the perfamance of some good deed ; it is used in the mach
wider sense of such act or acts as are laid down in the Veda
as conducive to the happiness of the agent.

5. According to the Bhatte view this adhikarana meets
the position that Dharma is something that cannot be defined ;
and hence for a knowledge of it there is mo valid means
available, The answer to this is that we have a good
definition of Dharma in that it is that which, while being
conducive to happiness, is mentioned in the Veda; and this
game also shows that in the Veda we have the valid means
of knowing Dharma. Thus then SGfra 2 contains three
gtatements ;—viz: (1) that Dharma is that which is laid

® See Prakaranapafichikd, pp. 5-12.
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down in the Veda as conducive to happiness ; (2) that the
Veda is the means of acquiring the right knowledge of
Dharma; and (3) that the Veda is a trustworthy means of
knowledge. = The Prabhakara view on the other hand is
that the first S#tra having declared that, (1) the enquiry
into Dharma is to follow the study of the whole Veda, that
(2) the whole Veda is intended to be expressive, and that
(8) hence the word * Dharma' applies to all that is mentioned
in the Veda, ——the question natually arises— What do you
mean here by all that i3 mentioned in the Veda? Does it
include all that we find there,—for instance, also those parts
that contain mere descriptions of things as they are,—or
only those parts that contain injunctions of what is to be
done ? And in regard to this question, the conclusion is that
the “ Veda ' meant here as to have its meaning studied as
providing Knowledge of Dharma is only that part of it which
speaks of something to be done ; and the reason for this is that,
according to the Awvitabhighana theory (chapter II, §8),
we can construe a sentence and find out its meaning only
when it contains some sort of an injunction for something
to be done. For instance, when we find certain effects in
the shape of joy and so forth, produced by a mere statement
of facts,—e, g. * a son has been born to you,’ ——as the effect
i85 one that can be duoe to a number of causes, we cannot
necessarily know that it was due to the news of the birth;
but when we see that the boy brings the jar on being ordered
to ¢ bring the jar,'—we at once conclude that the sentence means
the bringing of the jar. = Thus then, we find that the chief
point at issue between the ‘ Bhatta’ and the ¢ Prabhiakara’
Schools lay in Prabhikara's theory of verbal construction,
called the *dwvifablidhinaviida’ as distinguished from the
¢ Ablihitanvayavada’ of Kumarila and his followers; and
though Prabhdkara could not have any serious objections
against the Bhaita view of the adhikarana, yet he has pus
forward his own interpretation with a view to empbasise, at
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the very outset, what forms the keystone of his School of
Thonght. According to Bhatta the word * Uhodani’ of Si.
9 gtands for the Veda, while according to Prabhakara it
stands for Vedic Injunctions.®

6. That the Veda affords the means of knowing Dharma
having been proved in siifra 2, the question arises as to whether
or not it is necessary to examine the character of the Veda.
The answer as given in siifra 3 is that such an examination
is essential, specially for the Mimamsia-shasira which makes
it its business to enquire into all matters relating to Dharma.
According to Prabhakara, the question dealt with in sifra 3
is whether it would not be the right order of procedure,—
after having proved the fact of the Veda affording the means
of knowing Dharmae,—to ascertain what is contained in the
Veda (which is dealt with in Adhyayas II, et. seq.), rather
than proceed with an enquiry as to the validity or the trust-
worthy character of the Veda. The conclusion is that, though
when it comes to action, then certainly what is contained in
the Veda, as fo be done, becomes of prime importance; but
when we are carrying on an enguiry into the character of
Dharma and the means of knowing it, our first business is
to ascertain how far our avowed source of knowledge is
valid and can be relied upon ; as it is only then that we can
be sure as to what is actually mentioned in the Veda as
1o be done. Another reason for taking up this point first lies
in the fact that the validity of a means of knowledge 1s
something inherent in itself, and as such independent of
everything else; whereas, whether a certain act is, or i not,
laid down by a certain authoritative text depends upon the
trustworthy character of that text itself.f

7. Before proceeding to explain the valid means of the
knowledge of Dharma, our authors prove by various
arguments that the ordinary means of Lnnwledga—Percaptmn.

® Brihati, Ms. pp. 3—0 ; and Rjjurimatd Ms. pp. 10 and 14
+Rijuvimald, Ms. p. 27.
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Inference, Words (in the ordinary sense), Analogy and
Presumption—are by their very nature unable to afford a
knowledge of Dharma. We have already given above
(Chapter II) a detailed account of these ‘means of know-
ledge’. The author of the S%fra takes up in Su. 4, only
Perception, and shows that it pertains only to such things
as are in the present, and are in contact with the organs of
perception; and from this the natural conclusion is that i
cannot afford any knowledge of Dharma, which is neither
a thing of the present, nor one that can ever be in contact
with any organ of perception. Inference, Presumption
and Analogy are all based, directly or indirectly, upon
Perception ; and hence these also cannot apply to Dharma,
which is entirely beyond the range of Perception.

8. Having thus, in Sttra I—i-4, which also forms the
fourth Adhikarana, shown what is not the means of knowing
Dharma, the Mimamsaka proceeds to show, in Sutra I-i-3,
which also forms the fifth adhikarana, what is such means.
Herein it is pointed out that ¢ Word” is the only means of
obtaining valid information on fthe subject of Dharma.
What is meant by this ¢ word” and how it brings about the
cognition of what it denotes we have already explained
(under Chapter II). It would suffice here to state briefly
that in regard to all matters not within reach of the organs
of perception, ¢ word ’ is the infallible source of knowledge,
independently of all other agencies. In proving the eternality
of the word and what is denoted by it, the Mimamsaka
meets the opposition of the Idealist and the Nihilist;
for this reason, Shabara, and Prabhikara and Kumarila
with him, devote a section to each of these systems, and
herein it is proved that the things of the external world have
an independent reality of their own. In order to establish
the validity of such Vedic texts as speak of agents going to
heaven, it also becomes necessary to establish the existence
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of the Atman or Self, as something apart from the perishing
body.

9. In Adhikarana 6 (S#fras 6-23), the eternality of
‘words’ is proved in greater detail; and all objections to
the contrary are met. In Adhikarana 7 (Suatras 24-26)
we have the proof of the capacity of the Veda to
afford valid knowledge of Dharma. Adhikarana 8 (Satras
27-82) proves the fact that the Veda is not the composition
of an author, either human or divine. This i3 a necessary
corollary to the eternality of the Veda. Thus the whole
of the First Adhyiya is taken up in the establishing of
the two main propositions propounded in S@fra 2,—that
the Veda is authoritative and trustworthy, and that in the
matter of Dharma, it is the only source of valid knowledge
available. On these two points there is a general agreement
among all Mimdmsakas.*

10. The Veda has been defined as ‘ The collection of
Mantras and Brihmanas’. Of ¢ Mantra’ no formal defini-
tion has been attempted by the earlier writers. Later
Sutra-writers have however defined it as °the karana or
instrument of offering ’; but this definition is too wide; as
the substances offered, the various implements used, and
guch other accessories of the sacrifice, are all as much ‘instru-
ments of offering ’ as the manfras. It is for this reason that the
more logical writers on Mimamsa have contented themselves
with explaining  manfra’ as a name including all those Vedic
passages to which the learned men apply that name.
(Mimamsi-siafra 11—i-38), Says the Brihati MS. p. 50 b.—

¢In the Veda some passages are Manrfas and others
Brahmanas; those to which the learned apply the name
“mantra’ are manfras; while all the rest, to which they
also apply the name °vidhi’, are Brahmanas;—the Artha-
vidas and the Namadheyas are also included under these
latter,—* Br@hmana’ proper being the name applied to
57 © See Mimamsabalaprakisha, pp. 1-8.
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the Injunction, and the Arthavida and Namadheya passages
being included under that name, by reason of their always, in
some way or the other, subserving the Injunctions along with
which they are construed.

11. The Brahmanas or Injunctive Sentences have
been divided into five classes:i—(1) The Karmofpatti-
vakym, which enjoins a certain act,—e. g. “one should
perform the dgniholra,’; (2) the Gupavakye  which
enjoins certain necessary details connected with a pre-
seribed act, e.g. ‘one should perform the homa with curds’
(8) the Phalavikya, which mentions the result following
from the performance of a certain act, e.g. ‘one desirous of
attaining heaven should perform the Agnihotra’ ; (4) the
Phalayagunavakya, which lays down a certain accessory detail
as conducive to a particular result,—e.g. ‘one desirous of hav-
ing efficient sense-organs should perform the homa with
curds’ ; and (5) the Sugunakarmolpattivakya, which enjoins
an action along with an accessory detail,—e.g. ‘one should
perform the sacrifice with soma. 4

Another classification of Injunctions is under the
following three heads :—(1) the Aparvavidhi or Original In-
junction, which enjoins something not otherwise known, as
possible—e.g, ‘the grains shoald be washed’ ; (2) the Niyam-
avidhi or Restrictive Injunction, which fixes upon a certain
method as the one to be adopted in all cases, while in
the natural course it would be adopted in a few cases only ;—,
e g. ‘the thumping of the corn’ insisted upon as the only one
method to be adopted for removing the chaff from the grains ;
and (3) the Parisaikyavighi or Preclusive Injunction, which
precludes some from among a number of possible alternatives,
—e,g. the preclusion of the use of the Mantra ‘Imamagribhnan
rashanam, &e.’ in the holding of the reins of the ass. In the
Niyamavidhi that which is enjoined is already known as possi-
ble, but only as an alternative, and as such it is possible in

one case only, and not possible in other cases; in the Apiroa-
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vidhi what is enjoined is entirely unknown as possible: this is
what is meant by the saying ~ Vidhirafyanfamaprapte niyamak
piksike sati ;—in the Purisaskhyividhi on the other hand, all
that isenjoined is already knmown; but not necessarily as
possible alternatives ; they may bes known as all simultane-
ously possible; there nothing is unknown ; all are known ; and
out of these a few are chosen and enjoined.

12. Mantras are classed under three heads—(1) Rik,
Saman and Yajus; on these three names the Brikafi (Ms. p.
90 b) remarks as follows:—

‘The words Rik, Saman and Yajus are found to be
used in connection with the Vedas; hence it becomes
necessary to ascertain what part of the Vedais to be called
ik, what part Yejus aud what part Saman. On this point,
our conclusion is that the name Rik is applied to those
sentences that are divided into fest,—i.e., into certain
well-defined parts, each consisting of a definite number of
gyllables—and are called, on that account, by such prosodial
names as Gayalri Tristup, &e.) (Mim. Sa. 11—1-85).

The word ‘pristha” is sometimes used to imply the Rig-
veda (Mim. St V1I—iii—35-34). The word Sa@man’ does
not strictly apply to the mangras themselves ; it is applied to
the music to which certain mantros are set, and not to the words
(Mim. St. II—1—356), and hence a manfra can be called ‘Saman’
only when it is set to music and sungas such (Mim. S@i, VII
—ii—1 to 21). Thus one and the same mantra set to differ-
ent kinds of music, becomes known under different names
—such as ¢ Rathantara, * Brihat', and the like. This setting
to music 18 regarded as a samskdira or purification of the
manfras (Mim. Su. IX—ii—3 to 13), and as such owes its
origin to the singer; and in so far it cannot be regarded as
Veda proper, which is independent of all sources, human
or divine. For instance, the syllables @ hau, &e., that are
added to the man{ras by the exigencies of music, are by
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no means fixed, they depend upon the singer, who may or
may not use a certain syllable, or sets of syllables. (Mim. Su.
IX—ii—24). In the case of all manfras, wherever they are
used as praise, they must be used in their Saman form—that
is, set to music. and sung ;as the praise pleases more when
it is sung than when it is merely recited. (IX—ii—30-31).

Sdmans are divided into several kinds, the division
being based upon the different methods of singing; for ins-
tance, the Brihaf Siman is to be sung with force and very
loudly, while the Rafhanfara istobs sung not loudly, and
not with force (Mim. 8t IX—ii—46). The name ‘Yajug
is given toall those manfrds that are neither arranged in
metrical feet, nor set to music (Mim. St II—i—37). There
are some manfras that have been called *nigadas’; this is
a pame given to those manfras that are addressed to others.
These also are included in the * Yajus' ; becanse like these latter,
they also have neither metre nor music; hence they have
been defined as such Yajug mantras as are addressed to others,
and are recited loudly, and not in the low voice preseribed
for the Yajus in general. The Rikand the Saman Mantras
also are to be recited loudly.

13. What we have explained above is the main three-
fold classification of Manfras. There is also another classifica-
tion based upon the difference in the character of the significa-
tion of accentuation and so forth. This classification per-
tains only to the Rik and the Yajus Manfras. Of the former
there are 273 kinds, and of the latter, 50. These have been
described and exemplified in detail by Shankara Bhatta in his
Mimamsabilaprakasha (pp. 58-70). We shall note here
only those that have been mentioned by Upavarsa in his
Vrit{i mentioned in the Bhisys of Shabara (page 126) :—
(1) asyanfa—those ending in the word ‘asi’—e. g. ‘ medha
"si ¢! (2) ‘ Tvanta’—those ending in the word * fvd,’ e. g.
¢ Tkhe tva’ (Vajasaneyasamhita 1-1). (3) DBenedictory—e. g.
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¢ Ayurda asi, §e.' (Vajas. sem. 3-17). (4) Bulogistic—e. g.
¢ Agnirmardhd, §e.’ (Rigveda 8-14-16). (5) Incoherent—
e. g, * aksi te Indra pinigale duleriva.’ (6) Plaintive—e.g.,* Ambe
amhike §e.’ (Vijas. Sam. 23-18). (7) Injunctive—e.g.,* Agnidag-
yin  vihera’ (Taitti. Sam, 6-3-1-2). (8) Inquisitive—e. g.,
¢ Ko-si katamo-si’ (Vajas. Sam. 7-29). (9) Interrogatory—e. g.,
¢ Prichehhami toa, §e.’ (Rigveda 1-164-34). (10) Descriptive—
e.g., ¢ Tyam Vedik, §e.' (Rigveda 1-164-35) (11). Elliptical—e. g.
when the words  achchhidrena pavitrena’ are added to the
mantra * Chifpatistva punafn’ (Taitti. Sam. 1-2.1-2). (12)
Prayoga-man{ras—i.e., Mantras with three-fold and four-fold
accent—e. g., * Tkhe tva §e.' (V). Sam. 1-1) and “Agnimile,
§e. (Rigveda 1-1-1) respectively. (13) Indicative—e. g., the
mantra *Devasya tva—nirvapami’ is indicative of nirvapa (i.e.,
the putting in of a handful of corn into the winnowing
basket).

14. Mantras have also been classfied according to their
metres. This classification pertains to the Rik Man{ras only.
The following are the principal metres :

(1) Gayatri—having 24 syllables, with its 9 sub-divisions.

(2) Usnik—having 28 syllables, with its 8 sub-divisions.

(3) Anustup—having 32 syllables, with its 7 sub-divisions.

(4) Brihafi—having 36 syllables, with its 9 sub-divisions.

(5) Prakriti—having 40 syllables, withits 8 sub-divisions.

(6) Tristup—having 44 syllables, with its 10 sub-divisions.

(7) Jagati—having 8 syllables, with its 3 sub-divisions.

(8) Atijagati—having 42 syllables.

(9) Shakvari—having 56 syllables.

(10) Atishakvari—having 60 syllables.

(11) Asti—having 64 syllables,

(12) Atyasti—having 68 syllables.

(13) Dhriti—having 72 syllables.

(14) Atidhriti—having 76 syllables.

Prabha. 114,
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Of these, the Gayatri, the Tristup and the Jagati
are found mentioned in the Shatapatha Brahmana in 1.2.2.6;
3.4.1.22; 3.4.4.%. ; and 4,1,1,8; some others are mentioned in
8.2.2.6 also.

15. From the very definition of the Rik it would follow
that there can be no metre in the Yajus mantras. But Pingala
in his Chhandals@ifra says that there are metres in these also.
That this is a later innovation is proved by the fact that
true ¢ Vedic authority’ is mnot accepted by many old writers
(Karka for instance) to belong to those Yajus-manfras that
are differentiated by metres; and that even those who accept
their authority (for instance Devayiijiika) assert that there
is no metre in many Yajus manfras on account of the number
of syllables in them not being fixed. Hérein may be found
an orthodox authority for the view propounded by Western
Orientalists, that the metrical portions of the Yajurveda are
comparatively modern.

16. Having described the Brahmana and the Mantra,
we proceed to describe the Arfhavida. Arthavada passages
are of three kinds :—(1) Descriptive by indirect implication ;
(2) Deseriptive by direct intention ; and (3) Descriptive of an
accomplished fact. 'This is the main classification ; there
is another classification, whereby we have 38 kinds of
Arthavada. These are described and exemplified in detail in
the Mimamsa-balaprakasha (pp. 48-58). We shall note
here a few of the more important kinds :—

(1) Benedictory—"so-kamayata prajah srijema;’ (2) Anecdo-
tal — ¢ Purusam vai dévalh pashumilabhanta;’ (3) Ratiocinative—
¢ Shiirpena juhoti, tena hyannankriyate; (4) Deprecatory—* so=
rodit’ (5) Eulogistic —* vayurvai kgepistha devata’ (6) Descrip-
tive of deeds done—* Iti hasmaha, &c.’ (7) Indicative of deity—
¢ Annddam vd ya efami{mano janayate yadagnin.' (8) In-
dicative of material—* efadvai sarvadevalyam vaso yaf ksau-
mam.’ (9) Indicative of action—"* upari hi devebhyo dharayati’.
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(10) Indicative of the agent—* esd va-nahifagne’. (11) Indicative
of time—* upamshupaurpamasyam yajan.’ (12) Indicative of
place—* Tandake sarasvatyd vinashang, §e.” (13) Figurative—
indicative of similarity —¢yatha@ vai shyeno nifpayadalte evan
dvisantam bhratrivyom nipatyadatte.

17. When dealing with Mantras, Jaimini lays down
three principles governing the construing of sentences. Among
the three kinds of mantris, with regard to those that are in
the metrical form, and those that are set to musics—i. e,
the Rik and Saman manfras,—there is not much difficulty
in ascertaining how far the manfra extends. When however
we come to the prose;man{ras—the Yajus and the Nigadas—it
is sometimes difficult to ascertain how far a certain manira
may be regarded as extending. It is in connection
with this question that the ¢ principles of interpretation’
are discussed and laid down. These principles are
known by the names of—(1) The Ekavakyaladhikarana
or the Principle of *Syntactical Connection’ (Mim. Su.
I1—i—56),—(2) the Vakyabhedadhikarana or the Principle
of ¢ Syntactical Split’ (II—i—47),—and (3) the Anusangadhi-
karana, or the Principle of ¢ Elliptical Extension’ (II—i—48).
We shall explain each of these Principles in some detail ; a8
they play an important part in the whole science of Mimamsa,
and serve a directly useful purpose in all textual interpreta-

tions.

1.—The Principle of Syntactical Connection.®* The prin-
ciple may be thus stated :— When @ number of words are found
t0 be such that when construed collectively, they are expressive of
a single idea,—and when taken severally they are not expressive
of any idea, being short of some mecessary syntactical factor,—
these 1words must be regarded as forming a single sentence. (11

>See Bribaty, M.S. p. b1 ; and Tantrararfika, pp- 423—31.

Both Prabhikira and Bhatta take this principle, as here laid down, to apply
to the Yajus Mactras only ; as the extent of the Rik is fixed by the metre, and that

of the Saman by the music,
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—i—46). As an example we have the following :—In connee-
tion with the Darsha-Pirnamasa sacrifices, we read the sen-
tence® Devasya tod savitah prasave—ashvinorbahubhyam—pusno
kastabhyam agnayé justam nirvapami (Shatapatha Br. I,
1-2-17). Here we find four distinct parts, each of which
might be taken as an independent sentence and man{ra, unless
we had something to show that the whole must be taken
and used as a single sentence and manfra. This something
we have in the form of the principle in consideration. If we
take the first part—*devasy@ fva savifah’—we find that it
does not express any idea, being wanting in the verb ; simi-
larly with each of the other parts we find that it is wanting
in some integral syntactical factor ; the last part also—‘agnayé
justam nirvapami’—though otherwise complete, is found to
be in need of an instrumental nominative in connection
with the passive past-participle *jusfam’; we further observe
that if we take the whole together, it expresses the single
idea of the nirvapa or preparation of somathing resorted to or
accepted by the arms of the Ashvins and the hands of Pasan.
There is a difference of opinion among the followers of
Kumarila as to the exact meaning of the word * arfha ’ (trans-
lated above as idea) in the sufra enunciating the principle.
Parthasarathi Mishra takes it to mean purpose; and thus
according to him, all the words, phrases and clauses that
serve a single purpose are to be regarded as ‘one sentence.’
Someshvara Bhatta, on the other hand, in his Nydyasudha
takes it in the sense of idea. According to Prabhakara,
' artha’ here means ‘the reminding or indicating of what is
to be done’; and he distinetly favours the *Mishra’ view ;
specially as being an Anvitabhidhanavadin, he could not yery
well accept the words to have any meaning apart from the
other words ; hence he says that the word ‘artha’ must mean
prayojana,  purpose’; as this is the most important factor,
and all words must be related to the most important factor
(See Brihafi p. 51.)
Prabha. 117.
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I1.—The principle of Syntactical Split.* This prineiple,
an antithesis of the foregoing, may be thus stated :—When a
number of words are found to be such that when each word, or
set of words, taken severally, independently of others, is equally
eapable of expressing one complete idea,—each of these should
be regarded as a distinet sentence. For instance, in the
passage,—* Ayuryajiiena kalpatam—prano yajiena kalpatam
&c.’ (Vajas. Sam. 9-21), each part is a distinct sentence com-
plete in itself; because it expresses a complete idea, independ-
ently of the other. That this construction is the correct one
is also proved by the Vedie junction * kpipfireachayaii’ where
the passage in question in spoken of by the name °Ziripfik’
in the plural, which shows that the passage contains as
many distinet sentences as there are *lkalpfams’ in it.
This principle applies, not only to cases where the words of
the mantra are found to be so construable, but also to those
cases where, even though the words actually present in
the manfra are such as not allowing of separate construc-
tion, yet such construction becomes possible by virtue of
certain words added to the manfra, under proper authority.
For instance, in the manfra— Ikhe frorjé, &e. (Vajas. Sam.
I-1), we find that the manfra, as it stands, is not capable
of being broken up into many sentences; but in connec-
tion with the several parts of this passage we meet with such
Vedic injunctions as—°with the words #rjé he washes it’
and go forth (Vide Shafapatha Br. 1,1,6,6; 1,7,1, 2;
4, 8,1, 1, 7) ; on the authority of these injunctions then, it
becomes necessary to suoply to the smanfras such words as
¢ chhinadmi' and °anumarjmi and the like; and with
these words supplied, each of the several parts of the
passage becomes a complete sentence, expressing a com-
plete idea,—such as—(1) O palasha branch, I am cutting thee
for the obtaining of desirable food,” and (2) ‘I am washing
thee for the obtaining of strength,’ and so forth. In

Brikati M8, p. b1 b. and Tapfravartike p. 431,
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connection with this however, it may be noted that a single
Yajus cannot be broken up into many sentences without
sufficient authority. We lad such authority in both the
cases cited above. This *syntactical split’ as it has been
called, is permissible only in very rare cases ; in fact, nob
until it is shown that mo other construction 18 possible,—
either in view of the structure of the sentence itself, or in
virtue of some direct injunction necessitating such split;
and the reason for this is that in a case where the nature
of the sentence is such that it admits of being taken as a
single sentence, if we do have recourse to ¢ syntactical split,’
we incur the responsibility of abandoning the natural, syntae-
tical construction without any authority ; and farther, where
the sentence, taken as a single man{re, would lead to a single
transcendental result, we—by forcing the syntactical split—
make it necessary to assume a number of such results preced-
ing from each of the defferent manfras into which
the original passage may be split up. And in a case
where we have no direct injunction necessitating the syn-
tactical split,—and where the split necessitates the addition
of more words,—these words, being supplied by ourselves
without the authority of the Vedic injunction, cannot be
regarded as ‘Vedic’; and hence the manfra containing
those non-Vedic words would no longer remain ‘manfra’ in
the proper sense of the term.

To this Principle we have a corollary to the
effect that, when different  parts of a manfra are found
by their implication to be meant for serving distinet pur
poses, each such parts should be regarded as a distinot
sentence, For instance, in the mantra—>Syonante sadanankri-
nomi......Lasmin sida’ (Taiffi. Brahmana, 3, 7, 5, 2;and
Manava Shraviasitra 1-2-6-19),—we find that the first part,
by its meaning, is intended to be employed in the act of
preparing the ¢ seat’ for the cake, while the last part, in the
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game manner, for that of actually keeping the cake upon

that ¢ seat ; hence the passage is regarded as containing two

distinet manfras. This has been called ¢ Syntactical Split

due to difference in Use.’ (See Brikati Ms. p. 79 b).
I11. The Principle of Elliptical Eztension.®

In many Yajus passages it is found that there are seve-

ral sentences that stand in need of a certain word or phrase

or clause, while the whole yajus contains only one such word

phrase or clause; in such cases it would appear that this

word, phrase or claunse is to be construed and used along

with only that one of the several sentences which happens

to be nearest to it; and it is the possibility of this construe-

tion that the present principle precludes. By this principle
the word, phrase or clause is to be used along with every
one of the sentences,—provided that every one of these is

of the same type and form ; and the reason for this is that
the intervention of a similar sentence does not become an
obstacle to syntactical connection. As an example we have

the passage—* ya le agne’ yahshaya@ faniirvarsistha gahvare-

§tha ugram vacho apavadhitfoegumapavadhitsvaha—ya te agne
rajashayi—ya te agne hardshaya (Vajas. Sam. 5-8; and

Shatapatha Br. 3-4-4-23). Here by the principle above

stated, the clause ¢ (fanfh......... sodha’ has to be re-

peated along with ‘y@ fe agne rajashay®’, as also with ya le

agne hardshayd ; and its connection does not cease only with

*ya te ayalshaya.’ In this example, the clause to be con-

nected with different sentences, forms the principal clause

in each sentence; but it does not make any difference even

if the clause in question be a subordinate one. For instance,

in the passage—Chitpatisfv@ punafu— Vakpatistvd punifu—

devastod savita punatu— achchhidrena pavitrena vasoh siryasya

rashmibhif’—(Taitti. Sam. 1-2-1-2) the subordinate clause

“achchhidrena......rashmibhih’ has to be taken with each of

the sentences ending in punatu.’

E;iﬁam pp. 51b—52, and Tantravirfita pp. 434 of. seg.
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Section I—Sub-section (2)-

Authoritative character of the Mantra, the Arthavada and
the Namadheya.

1. In the last sub-section we have seen how the whole
Veda is regarded as anthoritative ; and we have also seen that
¢ Veda’ is the name given to a collection of sentences, which
have been roughly classed under the three heads of the
Brahmana or Vidhi, the Mantra and the Arthavada. And
the question that we shall consider under the present sub-
section bears upon the degree of authority attaching to these
three kinds of sentences.

9. As regards the Vidhi or Injuuctive passages, they
lay down directly what constitutes Dharma; jand as such
they constitute the ¢ Veda’ par excellence ; and as such there
can be no question as to their trustworthy character. This
has been shown, in the very definition of Dharma, that
Dharma is that act which is laid down by the injunctive
passages of the Veda, as conducive to happiness. We
ghall proceed now to consider the case of the Arthavide and
the man{ra passages.

3. * Though as we have seen above, Arthavidas are
of many kinds, yet for our present purposes we shall take
only the two classes under which most of them fall,—uviz.
the Eulogistic and the Deprecatory. Those belonging to the
former class are found to praise something—material, action
or deity—related, directly or indirectly, to some act laid
down by an injunctive passage; while those of the latter
class are found to deprecate something related to an act
that has been prohibited. Both these sets of passages have
their use, in persuading men towards the speedier fulfil-
ment of the injunction, or the quicker avoidance of what
is prohibited by the prohibition, with which they may

® Mim. 8. 1—ii-7.
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be respectively conmected. And so far as the Arfhavada
is found to be capable of being construed along with
injunctions,—it is vegarded as anthoritative; specially
as it serves the distinctly useful purpose of helping the
injunction in its persuasive or prohibitive function.

4. As regards the Pribhikara view of the authority
of the Arthavida, Gadadhara (from what he says in his
Shaktivada) would have us believe that drthavidas, according
to Priabhakara, are not untrustworthy, but they are simply
inexpressive ; as, in accordance with the Anvitabhidhana
theory, only that sentence is really ewpressive which lays
down something fo be dome; and hence it is only the
injunction that can be really ezpressive ; as meanings of word
can be comprehended only through injunctions addressed by
the old to the young. Though this may be true with regard
to the Arthavida passage taken by itself; yet this cannot
be accepted as the final conclusion accepted by Prabhakara;
as on referring to Prabhakara’s own work, the Brihali, we
find that the view expressed above represents only the
¢ Pirvapaksa’; and is demolished by the final ¢ Siddhanta.’
The Bhitta © pirvapaksa’ is that drfhavadas are apramina or
untrustworthy. While the Prabhakera represents the
¢ pirvapaksa’ as that they ave avichalka or inexpressive,—the
opponent finding this a more suitable view to be propounded
in face of the Prabhakara, who holds tenaciously to the
Anpitabhidhana theory of word-denotation. The Siddhanta
or final conclusion a3 adopted by Prabhakara is that the
Arthaviida is as much Veda as the Vidhi itself, as it also, like
the Vidhi, expresses the Karyala or performability of certain
acts’® Though it is quite true that, according to the Prabha-
kara view of syntactical connection, the Arthavida by itself
cannot be expressive in the correct sense of the term,—yet
this can be urged against only such Arfhavadas as are
absolutely incapable of being construed with any injunction.

® Brikati. MS. p- 30.
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Most of the arthavidas, however, are actually found capable
of being syntactically connected with injunctions; and as
such helping by the praise the persnasive power of the
injunctive word, they serve a most useful purpose by ex-
pressing the fitness of the act to be performed; and hence
they are fully entitled to the name °¢Veda' Says the
Brihati (MS. pp. 29-30):—* vidhyuddeshadeva karyavagalil
ceroyato ki karfavyata-vagamyale se  vedah; asmitchcha
kariyavata-vagamyate.’ It may be that Gadidhara's
interpretation of the Prabliikara view is based upon some
later work of the School; and it would be interesting to
investigate the matter. But it cannot be done here; as the
only later work known to us at present is the Rijuvimala of
Shalikanatha Mishra, of which the only manuscript avail-
able is found to be wanting in this part.

5. The next question that arises is thus explained

in the Brihafi (MS. page 30):—

*Thus then, the trustworthy character of such deserip-
tions as are contained in the Arfhaviidas having been proved,
the question arises as to how to regard those few passages
which are found to be capable of being taken as independent
injunctions, as also as mere descriptive Arfhavidas related
to, and subserving, other injunctive passages. For exam-
ple, the passage—*‘the post is of Udumbara wood...... the
Udumbara is powerful; one obtains powerful cattle by using
that wood,"—the first sentence, *‘the post is of Udumbara
wood’ indicates one action, the making of the post with a
particular wood ; and the other sentence, ‘ one obtains power-
ful cattle, &e.’, indicates another action, the oblaining of cattle.
This latter sentence again is also capable of being taken as
merely a praise related to, and subserving the injunction of, the
action indicated by the former sentence,—the meaning of the
whole passage being that, * inasmuch as the Udumbara wood
brings powerful cattle, the post should be made of that wood.”
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Thus this latter sentence hasall the appearance of an
injunction ; while as containing mo injunctive word, it is
liable to be taken as mere arfhavada.

Now the question arises as to which of the two signi-
fications of the latter sentence should be accepted; both
cannot be accepted, as that would make the exact meaning
of the Veda doubtful, and thereby lead to its absolute
authority being doubted. The conclusion is that the mean-
ing is not at all doubtful; the sentence must be taken as an
arthavida. So long as we can construe the sentences oc-
curring together as constituting a single complex sentence,
it is not permissible to find in them many imnjunctions; as
unnecessary multiplication of injunctions is to be avoid-
ed.  In fact, even if we regard the two as independent
injunctions, the latter sentence would lay down an action
that would follow only from the action enjoyed by the
preceding sentence. For instance, it would lay down the
¢ obtaining of cattle’ by the ‘making of the post with udum-
Bara wood,” which ‘making’ is enjoined by the preceding
gentence. In this manner also, the two sentences are shown
to be related, as pointing virtually to the same action—the
¢making of the post with udumbara wood.” Says the Brihats
(MS. page 30 b):—

s Sadhyadvayavagame-pi pramanatal siddhasadhyatayaiva
hyekarthavagatih.

In explaining this passage, the Rijuvimala (MS. p. 332)
remarks—

¢ Yadyekarthivagatih tadanukiilannimittaikalpaniyam ;
ekorthak siddharipo—bhyiipagamyatam, aparashcha sadhya-
riipah, yena paraspamsambmrghe satyekarthivagatih upapa- '
dyate.’

That is to say, ‘if the whole passage is taken as
pointing to one signification, then sufficient reason should
be found for such interpretation; and this reason consists
in the fact that one of the acts (i. e., the obtaining of cattle)
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mentioned must be regarded as something accomplished, and
the others {the making of the y@pa with udumbara wood)
as to be accomplished ; it is only thus that the two sentences
could be construed to afford a single meaning.’

The Bhatta presentment of the Piirvapaksa on the point is
somewhat different ; by which the sentence in question is taken,
as pointing out the result that actually follows from the
action prescribed in the preceding sentence ; the final conelu-
gion is that it does not describe the real result, it is a mere

arthavada.

6. * This leads us on to another class of Arfhavada
passages,—those that appear to be laying down reasons in
favour of a certain course of action prescribed by an injunc-
tion. For instance, the sentence *the libation should be
poured with the ladle, as it is with this that food is gob
ready'—lays down, in the latter part, a reason for the
action prescribed in the former part. In regard to this it
is argued that, the ratiocinative section of the passage must
be taken as expressing the mere praise of the ladle; as for
what is directly enjoined in a Vedic sentence, there is no
need for the support of any reasoning or argument, which,
therefore, even if present, wounld be wholly irrelevant; and
in the Veda there can be no irrelevancy or superfluity.

7. tHaying considered the authoritativeness of Arfhava-
das, we now proceed to consider the case of manfras, From .
the very nature of manfras it is clear that they cannot be
taken as injunctions ;—being as they are entirely devoid of
any kind of injunetive word; also because all manfras are
found, either syntactically, or by direct declaration, or by
indivect implication, construed along with other passages
which are injunctions; so if the miafras themselves were
to enjoin another action, there would be two actions enjoined

o Mim. 8i. I—ii—27.
+Mim. §a. I—ii—31 to 53,
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by what is practically only one ‘sentence.’® Nor are the
mantras found to contain any praise or deprecation; so they
cannot be taken as Arthavida. With all this however, the
mantras cannot be regarded as absolutely meaningless or
useless; forming an integral part of the Veda, they must
gerve some purpose, must have some meaning, expressing
gomething that is needful in the actions prescribed by the
injunctive passages. This is thus explained by the Brihafi
(p. 31) :—

Navivaksitartha mantrah, svadhyayaniyogasambandhitaya ;
Svadhyayasyarthavattokta, karye pramany abhidhanat ......Anug-
thiyamanarthaupayikataya vivaksitarthatvameva gamyamanan.
na shakyate..... hantum.'—

This usefulness of the manéras cannot be in their mere re-
citation bringing about transcendental results. There canbeno
justification for such an assumption in face of the fact that the
mantras convey a distinet meaning,—that indicating some-
thing, in most cases the deity, in connection with sacrifices
enjoined elsewhere. The manfras are generally found to be
in the form of address to a certain power or being ;—which
ghows that the power or being to whom the manfra is
addressed is the ‘deity’ to whom one should offer the
sacrifice enjoined by some sentence in the same context.
There are some mantras however which are not found to be
indicative of anything related to the sacrifice; such mantras
are relegated to the category of ¢ Arthavada.

8.+ There is one portion of the ‘Veda' left to be con-

sidered :—It is that comparatively smaller portion which

has been called * Namadheya’; that is to say, those words

that have the appearance of a name of action, and are yeb
® Brikafl. Ms. p. 50.

+ Mim 84. L iv.—Brika{i MS. pp. 38—38b. This forms the subject matter of

the fourth pdda, and as such, by our arrangement, should bave formed our

gob-section 4.’ Buot the subject-matter is closely ajllied to this section; and,
hence we have included it here.
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capable of another interpretation. For instance, the sentence
*udbhida yajéta pashukdmah’; ‘one desirous of acquiring
cattle should sacrifice with the Udbhid’ ;it would appear that
what is laid down here is a certain substance to be offered
at some worldly act of sacrifice not prescribed by a Vedic
injunction, but performed by men in their ordinary life. Bub
as a matter of fact, itisfound that there is no sacrifice preseribed
by any Vedic passage where an offering could be made of the
“udbhid '—which can only mean #hat with which something
is dug, a spade for instance; and under the circumstances
the injunction of such a substance would be absolutely
meaningless, and this would vitiate the trustworthy character
of the Veda. In order to avoid this, the word ° udbhid ’ has
to be taken as the name of a sacrifice,—the sentence
in that the case being taken as enjoining the particular sacrifice
named ‘ udbhid’ as to be performed by people desirous of
acquiring cattle,

9. The Bhitta statement of the Parvapaksa is some-
what different ; according to which the Udbhid is regarded as
the “spade’ to be offered at one of the well-known sacrifices—
the Jyofistoma for instance (and not at a special sacrifice
preseribed by some unknown sentence).

10.* The word ‘Agneya’ is another example cited.
In regard to this word as occurring in the sentence
* yadagneyo—stakapalo—mavasyayam, &e.,’ it is argued that
this word also must be regarded as the name of a sacrifice
(in accordance with the Parvapaksa as stated by Kumirila),
or the whole sentence must be rejected as devoid of any
signification helpful to sacrificial performance, the word
‘gneya’ being a mere name of action, and not laying down
anything to be used at sacrifices (according to the Parvapaksa
as stated by Prabhikara). But the conclusion, according to
Kumirila as well as Prabhakara, is that the sentence serves
the useful purpose of indicating, by means of the word

® Brihati MS, pp. 41b—42.
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« Agneyah, Agni as the deity to whom ¢ the cake baked upon
eight pans’ is to be offered. As on this point, so in
regard to the discussions over some other words also, the final
conclusion is the same according to Kumarila and Prabhikara;
but as regards the statement of the p@rvapaksa, there is a
difference, in almost every case; Kumirila in every case
stating it in a specific form, and Prabhakara always making a
it bear upon the general siguificance of the passage. For
instance, in regard to the word ‘varhi,’ the Bhitta purvapaksa
is that is denotes, not ‘parli’ in general, but that parhicular
parhi which has been consecrated ; whereas the Prabhakara
parvapakss is that the sentence in question is incapable of
affording any meaning likely to help a prescribed action,
and as such, must be rejected as altogether devoid of ¢Vedic’
authority.

Seertoy (1)—Sub-section (3).

The authoritative character of Smritis, Puranas and Itihisis,
1. Though like an orthodox Mimamsaka, Jaimini has
declared in St. [—i—2, that “ Veda” is the sole authority on
matters relating to Dharma, and 18 the only source from
which right knowledge of Dharma can be derived, yet, in
actual practice he found that, by the time that he systematised
in his swiras the Vedic exigetics, the Vedas had become 80
remotely ancient that they were not found sufficient for all
religious purposes ; and the knowledge derived from them
had to be supplemented by that derived from other sources,—
notably the collection of works known under the comprehen-
give mame of ‘Smrifi,’ and the ‘usage ’ of respectable men.
It was in view of this indubitable fact that Manu
and other writers laid down at the very beginning of
the Dha mashastra compilations, that the source of the
knowledge of Dharmalies (in the order of precedence) in
the Veda, the Smriti, the usage of good men, and also

self-satisfaction. It was in view of this again that
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Jaimini found it necessary to devote a special section of
his Smiras to the consideration of the authoritative character
of the Smrifi. Says the Brihati (MS. p. 31):—

“The Smriti also has been accepted by people learned in
the Vedas as aufhoritatirce and trusiworthy; hence it i8
necessary to enquire into this matter also.'—

And in this section Jaimini shows that whenever they do
not flatly contradict the Veda, the Smyifis are to be regard-
ed as authoritative,—but (in order to be consistent with
what he had said with regard to the Veda being the sole
authority) only in so far as they are based upon, and derive
their authority from, the Veda. In considering this ques-
tion, Kumarila has cited a Smriti text which lays down
the Astakd performance which is not preseribed by the Veda;
but Prabhikara, consistently with his determination to
connect all discussions with the question of the authority of
the Veda, cites the mantra, ‘Yaijanah pratinandanti &e.’
which is not found to be used at any Vedie sacrifice, and
should therefore (according to the Parvapaksa) be rejected
as useless : and hence the authority of the Veda to that
extent becomes vitiated ;—and the final conclusion is that
the Smrifi has its source in the Veda, hence whas is laid
down in the Smriti should also be regarded as Vedic ; hence
the Astak@ at which the manfra in question is used, being
Vedie, the mantra is not useless.

9. Ttis interesting to note what reasons the orthodox
Mimamsaks puts forward for justfying his doubts with
recard to the authority of the Smritis. Kumdrila in his
Tantravartika (translation, p. 105) sums up these reasons in
the following words:—

¢[nasmuch as these Swmpifis emanated from human
aunthors (and are not eternal, like the Veda) their
anthority cannot be self-sufficient. Nor can they be
rejected as altogether untrustworthy; because of the firm-
ness of popular trust in them..,...The Smrifis of Manu and
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others are dependent upon the memory of the authors, and
memory depends for its authority upon the truthfulness of its
source ; consequently the authority of not a single Smpifi can
be held to be self-sufficient, like that of the Veda ; and inas-
much as we find them accepted as authoritative, by an un-
broken line of respasctable people learned in the Vedas, we
cannot regard them to be absolutely false either. And hence
it is only natural that there should be a doubt on the
point.”"—

Prabhakara however, in his Brikafi (Ms. pp. 31-31 b)
makes the whole discussion turn upon the main subject of
the authority of the Veda. In his introductory remarks
on the agdhikarana, he justifies the enquiry into the character
of the Smprifis on the ground that the enquiry is directly
connected with the question of the anthority of the Veda;
as many actions that are laid down in the Smprifis, and not
in the Veda,—for instance, the Astakashraddhas—are found
to be referred to and indicated in the Veda;for instance,
those shraddhas are enlogised in the seutence * Yaiijanih-
prafinandanti, &c.' (Paraskara Grihyastitra 3. 2.2). And thus
the enquiry into the Smprifis is only an off-shoot of the en-
quiry into the Veda. Consequently, when the Parvapak-
gin puts forward the view that the Smrifis are not
trustworthy, he tries to vitiate by this contention the
trustworthy character of the Veda itself. It may be noted
that in thus making all adhikaranas of the first adhyaya
turn upon the main subject of the adhyiya,—the Authority
of the Veda,—Prabhakara has shown himself more consistent
than Kumarila, who leaves the conmection to be inferred;
while Prabhakara emphasises it at each step.

3. 1In later classical literature, the word ¢ Smpifi’ is
jound toinclude the Itih@sas, Purdnas the Sutras—shrauta
and smarfa —and also the so-called Smprifis proper, such as
those of Manu, Yajlavalkya, Atri, Vashistha and others.
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In the present context, however, the word has been
accepted (by Kumarila® and his followers) to include only
those Smr{is which are applicable throughout Aryavarta
and to all men. In this category, Kumarila classes —(1) the
Puranas, (2) the Itihasas and (3) the Smrilti of Manu. The
other * Smritis *—those of Atri Gautama, Vashistha, &e.,—
he relegates to another category; and considers them later
on, under sifras 15—16 et. seq. With regard to the
Itihasas and Purapas, Kumarila § takes a liberal view.
Direct injunctions are found embedded in & mass of matter
of a purely descriptive character. These latter passages
are relegated to the category of ¢ Arfhavada,’ being descrip-
tive of acts done by good and bad men of ancient and
modern days. These are regarded as ‘arthaviida’, because, if
the stories found therein were taken as literally true, then,
with reference to these at least, the injunction to recite would
be useless, as no purpose could be served by mere descriptions
or stories ; hence these have to be taken as indirectly implying
the praise or deprecatim of certain courses of action ; and
as these stories have been inserted with the sole purpose of
such praise or deprecation, they need not be regarded as
absolutely correct with regard to facts. In justification
of this method of instruction adopted by the writer of
Itihiisas and Purapas, Kumirila makes the following re-
marks :—

¢Guided as they were by the study of the Veda, Valmiki,
Vyasa, and others, composed their works on the same lines
as the Veda ; henceit is that we find in the works of these
men, as in the Veda, many apparently useless stories &e.
and as those for whom these works were intended, were
persons of varying degrees of intelligence, and of diverse
tastes, it was only proper for them to insert every kind

®Tanirtivdrtika—Translation, p. 244, The Brikati, like the Bhasya, says
nothing as to what works are intended to be includedj under the term ‘smrifi.
+Tantravdrtika. Translation, pp. 25-26.
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of matter in their works, so that they might be of use to
all men. Hence it is that in certain parts we find pure
injunctions ; while in others, the injunctions are mixed up A
with Arthavidas,—the sole motive for this diverse procedure
lying in the making of the works attractive to all men.'

4. As regards the authority attaching to these works,
it is held that some of the injunctions contained in them are
found to be based directly apon the Veda, while others are
based upon considerations of pleasure and pain as experienced
in the world ; among the Arthavddas also, some are those that
appear in the Veda, some are based upon ordinary experience,
and some are purely imaginary, like ordinary postry; but all
these have an anthority based upon the fact of their praising
enjoined actions, or deprecating prohibited ones. As for
those portions that are not capable of being taken along
with any injunctions or prohibitions, some of these are such as
give pleasure in their mere recitation,—to this class belong
such descriptions as those of the ‘Gandhamdjfana’ and the
like ; and soms, for instance, the descriptions of wars, serve to
encourage tha brave as well as the coward, and thereby
gerve a distinctly useful purpose for the kings of men. In
those cases however, where mone of these explanarions is
possible—for instance, in the case of hymns to deities, which
are not found capable of serving any useful purpose,—we
assume an ‘unseen’ or transcendental result. Then again,
the Purdnic descriptions of the parts of the earth serves the
purpose of distingushing places fit for the due porformance
of religious acts. The histories of families recounted serve
to differentiate the people of diverse castes, and are based
upon memory and direct perception. The details as to
measures of time and space are intended to regulate the
ordinary practices of men, and also the science of astronomy
and astrology ; these are based upon direct perception and
mathematical caleulation. The deseriptions of future states
of things serve to point out the character of the varions
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periods of evolving time, and also the results of righteouss
and unrighteous conduct ; these are based wupon the Veda
directly. *

5. Thus far we have dealt with the Ifih@sas and the
Puranas; now as regards the Smpitis proper,—those that
constitute the ¢ Dharmashastra’,—only five assumptions are
possible :—(1) That the authors of the Smrifis were totally
mistaken in what they said ;—this is rejected, on the ground
that it is not compatible with the fact that all these works
are excellent compilations containing useful teachings, and
also on the ground that this assumption would necessi-
tate further assumptions as to the foolish character
of the people who have accepted these teachings.
(2) The second hypothesis is that the assertions are based
upon the personal observations of the compilers ;—this view
is rejected, as it assumes, in the first place, the observation
and, in the second place, the possession by those authors of
extraordinary powers of observation by means of which
they could make correct observations in connection with
Dharma, which has been shown to be beyond the reach of
the ordinary means of knowledge. (3) By the third
hypothesis, the authors learnt what they have written from
other persons,—their authority thus being based upon
tradition ; —this also is not accepted ; as in matters relating to
Dharma, no trust can be reposed upon mere tradition, which,
in this case, has been likened to an information relating to
colour handed down by a tradition handed along a race of
blind men.  (4) The fourth hypothesis is that the authors
have purposely put forward wrong teachings for the purpose
of leading people astray;—this involves a number of
baseless assumptions,—such for instance, as a motive
sufficiently strong to make them adopb this deceptive
course, and also that people have allowed themselves to fall
into the trap laid for them, and so forth. (5) All the above

'g'angrELﬂrgik.a—Tn_l:tsintiﬁn, p- 119,
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Ljrpotheses being found inacceptable, the othodox Mimamsaka
puts forward the view that the assertions contaiued in the
Smpitis are all based upon Vedic texts. This view mnecessi-
tates only one assumption,—tbat of the existence, and the
subsequent  disappearance, of such Vedic fexts as are
not to be foundin the Vedic texts as we have them at
the present day. For most of the injunctions con-
tained in the Smrits, corroborative Vedic texts are
easily fouud ; but there are some for whom we seek in vain
for corroboration in the Vedic texts ; and with regard fo these
it is held that Vedic texts corroborative of these also were
known at the time of the Smprifi-compilers, and have
gince become lost among the numerous Vedic recensions no
longer current. ®

TInstead of compiling a collection of these Vedic texts
themselves, the anthors had recourse to another method, be-
eause the order in which the injunctions were found in the
Veda, was found, in the later degenerate times, to confuse the
ordinary man;and so the writers set about arranging and
elassifying the various duties; and putting them forward
in a language more intelligible to the ordinary house-
holder. As in the case of the Itihdisas and Puranas,
g0 here also, those portions that pertain directly to Dharma
or to Moksa have their source directly in the Veda; while
those that have in view pleasure, &ec., are based upon the
ordinary experience of the world; and lastly, as for the
stories met with here and there, they serve the purposes of
the Arthavida.

6. 'The Prabhakara view of the trustworthy character
of Smritis does not differ materially from the above, except
on the point of such Smritis as are neither injunctive nor
prohibitive of actions. We append here what the Prakarana-
paiichika (pp. 100-101) says on the point :—

® Sgo Tantravdriiba—Translation, pp. 112—114.
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‘The Smrifi texts for which direct corroboration is
found in the Vedic texts are undoubtedly authoritative.
Those for whom such corroboration is not available, are
inferred to have such corroboration,—the inference being
based upon the long traditional lines of Smpifi writers,
each of whom drew his information from a predecessor, and
so on and on to time immemorial, from eternity. This
eternal corroboration of Swmprifis is proved in the same
manner as the eternality of the relationship between words
and their denotations.’

But on page 150—

¢Those Smrifis however that do not prescribe or
prohibit any actions need not be taken as authoritative.
For instance, such passages as speak of souls being born in
vegetable bodies. In all these cases also, the texts may be
regarded as having meanings other than those that they
directly express.’

7. As regards the Asngas, or Subsidiary Sciences, of the
Veda, Kumirila (Zan{ravairtika—Translation pp. 119-22)
says— _

¢ Among the auxilliary sciences, there are certain por-
tions that treat of things useful in sacrificial performances;
and all these have their source in the Veda; while other
parts are nseful, only in the serving of some visible worldly
purpose ; and these have their basis in ordinary experi-
ence.’

(1) In the Shiksa, we find the differentiation of the
organs of pronunciation, accents and such other subjects.
These have their perceptible use in the recitation of Vedic
hymns ; while it is upon the Veda that are based such declara-
tions as that, if the manfra is recited with a wrong accent,
it does harm to the reciter. (2) In the Kalpasiiras we
find explanations of the real purport of the injunctions
deducible from the rules found scattered in the Veda. These
have their source in these samz Vedic texts. The rules of
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conduct herein laid down for the priests are based upon
considerations of general convenience. (3) As regards the
Vyakarana, the knowledge afforded by it of the correct and
incorrect forms of words serves a perceptible purpose, and is

based upon direct perception. (4) The case of the
Nirukta is similar to that of Grammar ; as it serves to regulate
the sense in which a word can be correctly used. As

regards the science of Prosody, the correct differentiation
of the metres of manfras serves a nseful purpose in the Veda
as well as in ordinary experience. (6) Lastly, the
science of Jyaufis provides the kmowledge of dates and
asterisms, which is based upon mathematical calculations.
These serve useful purposes in fixing the times for sacrificial
performances. Astrology, which represents another phase
is based upon the Veda itself, dealing as it does, with things
‘unseen’, und also the future. The case of the Science of
Architecture is similar to that of Jyautis. (8) Mimamsa is
based partly upon the Veda, partly upon ordinary experience,
and partly upon perception, inference and the other means of
knowledge ; and like the other main 4igas,’ this also has
‘been worked upon by a long unbroken line of teachers. The
Science of Reasoning has its use in saving men from unrighte-
ous paths. Based upon the Veda,—in its three parts, Injunec-
tions, Arthavida and Upanisads,—it points out the trend of
the ordinary misconceptions from which unrighteous conduct
proceeds, not dogmatically, but in a manner calculated to
bring conviction home to the seeptic ; it begins with laying
out the strong reasonings available for the two opposite views
on a particular issue; and then after duly weighing the
arguments for and against each view, it leads on to the
correct final conclusion. If such standard typical reasonings
were not available in a collected form, ordinary men would be
at the mercy of any and every stray person that might turn
up ; and there would be no standard by which to judge of the

gonndness or otherwise of the reasonings propounded. As
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regards the philosophical hypotheses relating to the origin
of the world and such other matters,—these have their origin
in ideas arising from certain man{ras and or{havidas ; and they
only serve to point out the general truth that the gross bas its
source in the subfle; and the use of all this lies in the due
comprehending of the relation of cause and effect, without
which the relation between the Sacrifice and its results could
not be grasped. The theories of Idealism, of the momentary
character of things, and so forth have all been propound-
ed for the sole purpose of dissuading people from -cultivat-
ing an undue attachment to things of the world.  Thus then,
all the Smrifis as well as the Auxilliary Sciences are authori-
tative,—deriving their authority directly from the Veda.
In the case of all these, we find two classes of results depict-
ed—those to appear in the very distant future, and those
appearing immediately in the present ; and the texts per-
taining to the former class are based upon the Veda, and
those relating to the latter have their basis in ordinary
experience.

8. The authority of Swmprifis in general having been
established, the question arises as to how we should regard
those Smriti texts which are found to contradict well-known
Vedic texts, In connection with these also, as indeed
throughout Adhyaya I, Prabhakara turns the PRrvapaksa on
to the authority of the Veda. * The Parvapaksa propounded
by him is that, as there is contradiction between the Veda
and the Smpriti, and through this, the Veda upon which the
Smriti is, ex hypothesi, based,—they nullify each other ; and
thus no Veda can be regarded as absolutely authoritative.
The conclusion is that, inasmuch as the Smrift 1s not self-
sufficient in its authority, being dependent as it is upon the
corroboration of Vedic texts, inferred from certain reasons
—whenever a smriti text is found to contradict the Vedie
text that is well known, and has not got to be inferred, there

® Brihatr, Me. p. 32.
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can be no justification for the assumption of a Vedie text
contrary to one that is already known,—which would lead
to the nullification of both the Vedic texts, Hence when 1t
comes to a choice between the Vedie text, on the one hand,
and the Smriti text—not based upon any Vedic text—on the
other, there can be mo hesitation in rejecting the latter in
favour of the former. The opposite courses of action laid down
in the two texts cannot be regarded as optional alternatives;
as such option is permissible only in cases where the two
texts are possessed of equal authority. This is not so in the
case in question,—the authority of the Veda being direct
and self-sufficient, and that of the Smrifi dependent upon
Vedic texts that might, at best, be assumed (which too, under
the special case in question, ismot posible). Hence the
conclusion is that no authority can attach to such Smrifi
texts as contradict the direct assertions of the Veda.

9, The above facts have been deduced from Iim. S&.
I—iii—3. The Suitra that follows has been doubly interpret-
ed by the Bhasya. By the first interpretation, it is made
to supply a further argument in support of the coneclusion
arrived atin the preceding S87{ra,—the argument being that
the Smrifi texts contradicting the Veda can have no author-
ity, as they are found to have their source in the ignorance
or avarice of the sacrificial priests. The other interpreta~
tion makes the Satr@ an adhikarana by itself,—~dealing with
such Smpiti texts as do not contradict any Vedic texts, but
are found to be apparently due to the ignorance or covetous-
ness of the priests. Such texts for instance as the one
speaking of the giving away, to the priest, of the cloth with
which the sacrificial post is covered. The conclusion with
regard to these is that they can have no authority. The
Brihati (Ms. Page 32 0) adds that what is denied here is,
not the trustworthy character of all that may be found to
have its source in the world of visible effects, but the authori-
ty of only those passages that claim to pertain to the world of
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invisible effects, and are yet found to have their source in visi-
ble facts; that is to say, the sentence laying down the giving
of the cloth to the priest has nothing inherently untrusworthy
in itself, so far as the mere giving is concerned ; butif the giv-
ing be regarded as bringing about an invisible result in the
shape of ‘merit’ for the giver,—then its authority becomes
vitiated by the fact that it has its source in the covetousness
of the priests,

10. The above interpretation of the last two adhika-
ranas by which many Smpifi texts become deprived of trust-
worthy character, is not accepted by Kumarila, who with
his orthodox instinets, would not reject the authority of any
Smpiti texts. In the Tanfravartika (translation, pp. 154—
63), he has shown that there is no real contradietion in the
instances ecited in the Bhisya ; and so long as there is no
contradiction, there is every justification for the assuming
of Vedic texts in corroboration of the Smrifi texts concerned ;
and thus the two courses of action—one laid down directly
in the Veda, and the other in the Smrifi,—can be reasonably
regarded as optional alternatives. Consequently Su. 3 must
be interpreted to mean that—*in a case where we find the
Vedic text laying down one action, and the Swmypifi laying
down another,—thus there being an apparent contradiction
between the two on that point,—itis desirable that in prae-
tice, we should adopt the course laid down in the Veda.'®
This does not imply the rejection of the Smyifi; it lays down
only a preference for the Veda;and that on the ground
of the latter being independent of extraneous support.

11. + There is yet another interpretation of the adhika-
rana suggested by Kumarila :—The Smpifis spoken of here
as to be disregarded are, not indeed the orthodow Smpitis com-
piled by Manu and others, but those so-called * Smpifis * that
have been compiled by the later secessionists from the

® Tantravartika Translation, p. 164. T 1 bid. p. 165,
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orthodox fold. It is interesting to note that the Swmpitis
relegated by Kumarila to this category are :—

¢(1) The compilation of certain texts bearing on Dharma
and Adharma by Shakya, and by the propounders of the
gystems known as the S@akhya, the Yoga, the Paiicharitra,
the Pashupata and the like,—all of which have in them a
certain support of the Veda...... based upon the strength of
certain vigible results quite anconnected with the Veda, and
upon arguments seemingly based upon perception, inference,
analogy and presumption. (2) Those that lay down
certain instructions with regard to the gaining of aliving......
treating also of certain incantations and recipes for the treat-
ment of diseases, hypnotism and the like,......the efficiency
whereof is based upon success in a few stray cases. (3)
The compilations treating of the most repugnant practices,
and yet classed a3 Smriti.

12. With regard to Sutras 5-7, there is a difference of |

opinion between Shabara (and in his wake, Prabhdkara) and
Kumarila : The former takes them as embodying an inde-
pendent adhikarapa, dealing with one further instance of the
~ contradiction of Veda by Smyriti. But as Kumirila
would not admit of any such real contradiction between his
¢Smrifis’ and ‘ Veda,’ he suggests that sitras 5 and 6 be taken
as parts of the preceding adhikarana, to which they raise
certain objections and answer them. In course of his expla-
nation of s#fra 6, Kumarila makes the following declaration
with regard to the trustworthy character of the works of
human compilers®:—

¢ [n matters relating to Dharma, we accept as authorita-
tive the declarations of only such persons as are mentioned
in Vedic mantras and Arthavadas as the authors of the
sciences.’—

And again—

“We conclude that Dharma brings about its due results

only when it is understood with the help of those scriptures
Prabha. 140.
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that are recognised to be not incapable of having their basis
in the Veda......Just as we do not admit that knowledge of
Dharma to be true which is obtained by an improper study
of the Veda, so also in the case of the works of such authors
as are known to have conduct against the teachings of the
Veda,......we do not accept these as valid means of knowing
Dharma.’

The seventh S#{ra has been taken by Kumarila as
embodying an independent, and rather important, a@hikarana,
dealing with the authority attaching to the practices of
good men.* The opponent having cited many instances of
men universally recognised as ‘good’ and ‘righteous’ having
deviated from the right path,—the author has tried
to explain away those cases, and has finally come to the
conclusion that—

«When we find that certain actions are performed by
good men, and we cannot attribute these actions to any such
perceptible motives as greed and the like, they should be
accepted as Dharma; and the reason for this is thab when
good men regard a certain act as Dharma, the very fact of
their being good men and learned, coupled with the fact that
the act in no way proceeds from greed or any such motive,
is proof of the fact that the act must have some basis in the
Veda; as all good men know that no action not countenanced
by the Veda can be regarded as “‘Dharma’; specially as only
those people are universally recognised as ‘good’ who are
found to be always acting in accordance with Vedic injunc-
tions.’

From this it is clear that it is not all that good men do
that is to be regarded as “Dharma’; it is only what they do
and regard as * Dharma’ that has to be so regarded.

Kumarila proposes also a third interpretation of S#fras
6 and 7, whereby these embody an independent adhikarana,—

® Tantravirtika—Translation, pp. 182-83.
Prabha. 141.
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Sitra 6 containing the Parvapalksa that, “inasmuch as the
scriptures are limited in their scope, the practices of good
men, devoid of Vedic support, cannot have any authority
relating to Dharma”;—in answer to which Sifra 7 provides
the Siddhante as explained above.

It is interesting to mote that Prabh@ikara does not take
any notice of these important interpretations propounded by
Kumarila.

18. Sutras 11-14 consider the authoritative character
of the Kalpasitfras. A distinction has been drawn between
the Smritis and the Kalpasiitras on the ground that while the
latter lay down the rules of sacrificial procedure exactly as
laid down in the Vedic texts still available, the former are
mere compilations based presumably upon many such Vedie
texts as are now lost, and can have their existence only
inferred ; and for this reason, the authority of the Kalpastlras
eannot be made to depend entirely upon the arguments that
have been brought forward in support of the authority of the
Smrifis. The Pirvapakss view with regard to the
Kalpastfras is that they are as self-sufficient in their authority
as the Veda; and hence the Darsha sacrifices should be per-
formed on all days as laid down by them, and not only on
the New-moon day as prescribed in the Veda.*  The final
conclusion, on the other hand, is that, in view of the
fact that the Kalpasfitras only repeat in more intelligible
language what is found 'to be already mentioned in the
Vedic texts still available, there can certainly be no doubt
as to their trustworthy character; but that at the same time,
they can have no self-sufficient authority ; as such authority
can belong only to those scriptures that are independent of
human authorship ; which the Vedas alone are. Says the
Brihate (MS. P. 33b)—

¢ Naitadupapadyate pouruseyatoam anapeksatvam cheti,
siddhaiichasya pauruseyatvam’—(* It is nok possible that what

® Shatapatha Brahmana X. 1-b. Prabha. 148
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proceeds from a human source should be gelf-sufficient in its
authority ; and it is well-known that the Kalpasitfra is the
work of human authors’).

The above is the interpretation of the Adhikarana pro-
pounded by Shabara, and also adopted by Prabhikara and
Kumarila. The latter however proposes three more likely
interpretations :—(a) It refers to the trustworthy character
of the Smritis along with the Kalpasifras; with regard to
both of which, it having been established’ that they are
authoritative, it is mow proved that neither the one nor the
other is self-sufficient in its authority, independently of the
Veda. (b) It refers to the authority of the digavidyas or Subsi-
diary Sciences—Shiksi, Kalpa, Vyakarana, Nirakta, Chhandas
and Jyaulis,—with regard to which the conclusion is that
they derive all their authority from the Veda, and have no
authority apart from it. (¢) It refers to the so-called
Smpitis of the Bauddha, and proves that these can never be
regarded as © eternal scriptures,’ and as such are of no conse-
quence in matters relating to Dharma.

14. We shall take up here the case of the Smprifis
of Gautama, Vashistha, Harita, Shaikha, Apastamba,
Baudhiiyana and others, which have only limited scope, and
pertain to certain specialised areas and classes of
men. These, according to Kumdrila, are included in the
subject-matter of the Holakadhikarana—the adhikarana deal-
ing with local customs (s#fris 15-23). Prabhakara’s Parva-
paksa is that, inasmuch as the smrifi passages laying
down these customs themselves contain such limiting words
as ¢ pertaining to the East’ and so forth, they and the Vedic
passages on which they are based, must be regarded as
limited in their scope; and thus the Veda, to this extent,
cannot be accepted as universally and absolutely authorita-
tive. The final conclusion arrived at in regard to these
smritis is thab, on account of the universal character of the
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Injunctions and Prohibitions contained in them, they must
be accepted as applying to all men. Nor is this view incom-
patible with the fact that the smpifis themselves speak of
certain acts as to be done by certain persons only; because
such injunctions with limitations are found in the Veda also,
—which, for instance, speaks of the Rijasiiya as to be done
by the Ksattriya only (Shatapatha, Bra. 5-1-1-13).

15. The fifth adhikarana—siitras 8, 9—is another im-
portant point where Kumarila is entirely at variance with
the Bhasya and Prabbakara. From the consideration of
the Practices of Goud Men in regard to action, the next
step is to their practice in regard to the wusage of words.
In different parts of the conntry, and in different communi-
ties, different meanings are found to be attached to the
same word; and the question arises as to which of these
significations is to be accepted as the most authoritative.
The conclusion is that—*the semse in which the word is
used by those persons that take their stand upon the Shas-
{ras is to be accepted as the most authoritative’ (Safra 9).

This is the interpretation of the adhifarana by the
Bhasya, accepted by Prabhiikara; who says—* Shistaprayoga
eva balavan ityuchyate’ (Brihafi MS. p. 33). Kumarila, how-
ever, takes the adhikaranz as pertaining to the usage of
words current,—not indeed among two sets of good men
in the Arya country, but—among the Aryas on the one
hand, and the Mlechehhas or Foreigners on the other;—the
conclusion being in favour of the former.

Kumirila also proposes a third interpretation :—The
comparison instituted is between the sense attached to words
in ordinary parlance of the present day, and that in which
they are found to be used in Vedic passages; and the con-
clusion is in favour of the latter.

Apart from the above three interpretation, Kumarila
proposes® what appears to be the most cogent interpretation

®Tantravdrtika, Trans. pp. 209-12.
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of the adhikarana:—He institutes a comparison between
the authority of the smrifis and that of the Practices of
Good Men; and this appears to be the most natural point
to follow after the last adhikarana ; after the establishing
of the authority of the Veds, we have established the
authority of the Smrifis; this naturally gave rise to the
question as to which of these two possesses the greater
authority, when they are found to differ; after this we
established the authority of the Practices of Good Men ; and
the question naturally presenting itself is asto which of
these two—~Smrifi and Practice—should be regarded as
possessing superior authority. What gives rise to this
question is the fact (proved above) that both of these
ultimately derive their authority from the Veda, upon which
they are both based. On this question, the final conclusion
is in favour of greater authority attaching to the Smrifi; and
the reason for this is that it is based directly upon the Veda,
while the Practice of Good Men gets at its authority in the
Veda only though the intervention of the Smprifi; thatis to
say, it is the authors of the Smritis alone who are believed
to have derived their ideas of Dharma directly from the
Veda ; all later good men derive their ideas, not always from
the Veda directly, but from these only through the help of the
Smritis ; so that the difference between the authoritative
character of the two lies to the same extent as that between
the character of the Smriti—compilers and the good men of
later days.

16. In this connection, s#tfras 15-32 consider the charac-
ter of certain popular local customs;—The idea being that
loeal customs, if at all authoritative, in howsoever limited
a manner, must owe that authority to the Vedic texts;—
it is argued that if the customs have only local authority,
then the Vedic texts upon which they are based must also
have only local (and limited) authority; and thus the wvery
keystone of the Mimamsaka's position—the *universal
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authority of the Veda '—becomes shaken. The final conelus-
jon upon this point is that the Vedic Injunctions assumed in
support of such customs cannot be qualified by any speci-
fications of time or place ;—firstly because the specifications
generally spoken of—* in the east,’“in the north-west,” and
so forth,—are only relative, and do not refer to any particular
country or people ; what is ‘eastern’ to one is ‘ western’ to
another ;—and secondly because the customs are not found
to be ohserved by all men of any limited area; nor are they
found to be not observed by all men of other parts of the
country. Says Prabhikara®—

¢ There being no fixity to any specification, no limitation
is possible. That there is no fixity is proved by the fact—(1)
that the Injunction does not impose any such limitation ; as
all that an [njunction can do is to indicate that a certain act
has to be done; (2) that the names of the customs them-
gelves, hol@ka and the rest, cannot indicate any such limita-
tion, as all that they signify is a certain act;—(3) nor is
there anything else that could specify the place or time;
as there are no words indicative of any quality, genus, position
or place.’

17. The next Adhikarana—~Si{ra 10—raises a rather
interesting question :—There are certain words, even in the
Veda, that are not current in Aryavarta; but are in use
among Mlechchhas or Foreigners ; with regard to these there
arises a doubt as to whether they should be accepted to have
that signification which is sanctioned by foreign usage, or
some other meaning should be deduced from them etymologic-
ally,—the words themselves in their entire form being in this
case regarded as meaningless. The Pitrvapalksa accord-
ing to Prabhakara, as usual, is that such words contained
in the Veda are meaningless, and that for this reason, the
Veda in its entirety cannot be regarded as affording valid
knowledge of Dharma,—thus vitiating the main thesis of

Brihati. MS. p. 34, ¥l
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Adhyaya T, put forward in Safra 2; and hence, in order to
avoid this meaninglessness, some signification should be
deduced from the etymology of these words. The final
conclusion, however, is that, inasmuch as in the case of all
words we accept the meaning assigned to 1t by usage among
men, we shall be fully justified, in the case of the words in
question also, in accepting the usage of the foreigners, in the
absence of any other source of information. Says Prabha-
kara®*—

¢ For this reason, in the understanding of the meaning
of the Vedic passage, we shall certainly be guided by such
usage of the foreigner as is not found to be opposed to any
Arya usage.'—

As to whether or not the form of the word current
among foreigners is the correct one, that is always doubtful ;
but when we find the word in the Veda to be exactly the
same as that in use among foreigners, we must unhesitatingly
accept the signification assigned by this usage; speciaily in
the case of such words as denote things found in the foreign
country only. A recourse to the etymology of the word
for finding out its meaning would be justifiable only in cases
where no meaning can be got at though the help of any nsage
in any parb of the world, —the meaning assigned by usage
always having precedence over the derivative meaning—
¢ Yogadritdhirbaliyasi.

18. The difficulty raised above in connection with the
correct meaning of words leads us on directly to the question
of the correct form of words, and the rules regarding
these forms as embodied in Grammar. What bearing the
trustworthiness of Grammar has upon the authority of the
Veda is thus explained by Prabhakardt :—

¢ The students of Veda hold that all such words as ga@ik,
ashvah, and the like have definite meanings ; in fact, it is only

® Brihali MS. Page 33b.

t Brihati MS. Page 34.
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when these and other words contained in the Veda have
definite meanings that any explanation or comprehension of
Vedic passages is possible ; and this definiteness of meaning
is possible only if the Science of Grammar is authoritative
and trustworthy ; as in the absence of this, there would be no
reasonable basis for aceepting any definite meaning; and the
meaning of the whole Veda becoming thus indefinite and
uncertain, the Veda comes to have that untrustworthy
character which is inseparable from all that is indefinite and
uncertain. Hence in view of the fact that the correct forms
of words, and their significations, can be ascertained only by
the help of Grammar, it becomes necessary to enquire into
the character of works dealing with Grammar, in order to
ascertain which of these may be accepted as authoritative.'—

Thus here, as in all other ddhikaranas, the subject of
Grammar is considered only as having a bearing upon the
general authority of the Veda.

The Parvapaksa arguments against the necessity of using
only ‘correct’ forms of words,—and also against the Science
of Grammar in general,—may be thus sammed up® :—

(1) The word ‘gavi’ and such other vernacular ‘corrup-
tions® are as expressive of the cow and other things as the
<correct ’ word ‘gaiil’ and the like. .

(2) The ‘corruptions’ are as correct as the so-called
¢ correct’ forms.

(38) They are not ‘corruptions’; because they are as
perceptible by the ear as any other words.

(4) They are all equally ‘eternal’—as in the case of
these also we cannot trace any beginning in time.

(5) No “transcendental’ result can follow from the use
of the so-called ¢ correct’ forms; as the use of these also only
gerves the ordinary purpose of denoting things; and also
because they cannot form the subject of Vedic injunctions.

~ Brihati Mﬁﬁnrga 35. Tantravdrtika—Translation, Page 208.
Prabha. 148.
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(6) Grammar cannot be called ¢ Seripture,” becanse it
has not got the form of the Veda,—the Science of Grammar
not differing in any way from the ordinary explanations
of vernacular words,

(f) Grammar cannot derive its authority from the
Veda, as it does mot treat of actions, which alone form the
subject-matter of Veda proper.

(8) Grammar cannot be regarded as an integral
patt of the Veda, as is it not found to serve any useful
purpose in matters relating to Dharma,—specially as in
the expressing of their meanings—the words of the Veda
do not stand in need of any help of grammar.

(9) The ordinary usage of words cannot be based upon
grammar; as it is this latter itself that proceeds on the
basis of usage.

In answer to the above the final conclusion is as fol-
lows :—Even though a certain word be found to be current in
ordinary usage, there would be no gronnd for the belief
that it has been in use from time immemorial ; it is always
necessary to enquire whether or not it is correctly expressive
of the meaning which it is intended to convey ; and it is
this enquiring that the Science of Grammar makes it its
business to undertake. As a matter of fact, for denoting one
thing or idea, there can be only one verbal expression ; and
there can be no justification for assuming endless synonyms.
Words and phrases are used for tha sols purpose of enabling
us to talk of things; and so long as this purpose is served by
a single verbal expression, no synonyms are permissible.
In some cases however, wa have to acceph synonyms, as they
are found sanotioned by usage in the Veda and the Smritis.
For the vernacular and other mora recent forms of words
however, there is no sach sanctioning authority available;
hence there can be no justification for assuming any
denotative potency in these. ‘Potencies’ or ‘forces’ ara

Prabhi, 149.
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to be postulated only when without them we cannot explain
cortain well-established facts; hence when the established
fact—in the shape of our talking of the cow, f.i.—is found
possible to explain through the potency of the word * ga#ih’,
which is found in the Veda, we have no reason for postulating
a further potency for any vernacular forms of that word.
Then as regards the fact that the vernacular forms of words
are actually found to be expressive of the same thing as the
correct forms,—this must be due to the simlarity of sounds;
the word * g7vi * for instance, being similar in sound to * gawh, :
denotes the cow, not directly, but only through the latter
word.  Asregards the Science of Grammar, it is true
that all corcect words are present in the Veda; but how
would it ever be possible to collect all these words from out
of the endless Vedic texts, unless we had the help of Gram-
mar, which classifies and arranges the words in certain
well-defined groups, through their derivation? As for
the ¢ eternality * of this science, it is found as a matter of
fact—(1) that we cannot think of any point of time where
some sort of grammatical rules did not exist; and (2) that
Vedic injunctions supply the raquisite basis for all the six
factors of science—viz: (a) the derivation of words, (5) the
correct forms of words, (¢) the injunction of using the
correot forms thus ascertainad, (@) the actual use of such
words, (¢) the prohibition of the use of words not so explica-
ble ; and (f) the actnal avoidance of such words. And from
all this we conclude that these are eternal, having had no
beginning in time. The continuity of the Science of Gram-
mar is as unbroken as that of the making of the Sacrificial
Post and other such sacrificial things; just as in the -
case of the latter, the making of an individual
Post may have a beginning in time, but the Veda lays down
an injunction with regard to it,—so in the same manner, even
though a certain using of the correct words may have a
beginning in time, yet the Veda can lay down injunctions
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pertaining to such using. Then again, as regards the
vernacular words being expressive of their meanings,—
whether or not a word is really expressive cannot be ascertain-
ed by usage alone, nor indeed by Grammar alone; it is only
when the two conjointly point to a single conclusion that
the word can be regarded as really expressive. It is for
this reason that we accept as expressive only such words as
are correct, that is, which are proved to be so by usage, as
also by the Science of Grammar. As regards the corrupt
words, on the other hand, their expressiveness is indicated by
usage, it 18 true ; but it is not countenanced by Grammar;
and it has been shown above (§15) that Smpitis have an
authority superior to that of wusage ; consequently what rests
golely upon usage cannot be accepted as true when it is
opposed to Smritis. Hence the incorrect forms of words
cannot be accepted as rightly expressive; the fact that they
do denote the same thing as the correct word must be
attributed to their similarity to these latter, as explained
above. As regards the ¢scriptural’ character of the Science
of Grammar,— even though it is found to bring about only
ordinary perceptible results, it cannob be denied that there
must be a transcendental result following from the use of
the correct word, which could not be brought about by the use
of the corrupt word,—the authority for the assumption of
such a transcendental result consisting in those Vedic texts
which prohibit the use of incorrect words. It is upon this
prohibition tao that the whole science of grammar is based.
Being thus based upon the Veda, it must be regarded as
‘seriptural.’  The authority of grammar is also based upon
the highest code of ethics: Trath always leads to supreme
happiness ; and Truth is of two kinds—that pertaining to facts,
and that to words; consequently, just as the assertion of the
true state of things is ‘good’, so also is the utterance of
the true (i.e., correct) word ; and this latter character of the
word can be ascertained by grammar alone.

Priabha. 15).
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19. The question as to whether a certain word is ‘cor-

rect’ or not having been settled by grammar, the next ques- °

tion that would arise would be as as to what that word
signifies. This forms the subject-matter of S%fras 30-35.
Before entering into this question hewever, it becomes ne-
cessary to ascertain if the words found in the Veda are the
same as those used in ordinary parlance; because most of
the arguments propounded in this connection would proceed
upon the basis of ordinary experience; as the Veda itself
does not say anything regarding the signification of words;
and ordinary experience can bear upon only such words as
are in common use in everyday life; consequently if the
words in the Veda were totally different from those in

ordinary use, there would be no sound basis for ascertaining

the meaning of Vedic passages, which would thus become
absolutely untrustworthy. Says Prabhakara * :—

‘It is from the trustworthy character of the Veda that
we ascertain the purpose of the present enquiry;and this
purpose is no other than the recognition of the fact that
the words used, as also the things signified by them, in the
Veda are the same as those in ordinary everyday life.”

The Purvapaksa arguments in support of the view that
the two are entirely different are put forward in the Bhasya
and the Brihati, in the shape of certain examples of words that
are found in the Veda in a sense entirely different from that
assigned to them in ordinary speech. This view of the
Piurvapaksa however is not aceepted by Kumarila, who bases
the difference upon the fact that between the two sets of
words there are distinct differences of pronunciation, accent-
uation and so forth; another reasou being that while the
woman and the Shitdra cannot utter *Vedie’ words, there
1 no such restriction with regard to ordinary words.

In answer to the above, the final conclusion is that the
words are the same in both cases;—firstly, because, if they

® Brihatt Ms. Page 36.
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were different, there would be no means of ascertaining the
meaning of the words of the Veda, which would thus become
meaningless and hence untrustworthy ; and secondly, because
the form of the words is exactly the same in both.

20. From the above we are led to the question of the exact
nature of the denotation of words: Does the word—* gauh?®
for instance—denote the class, or the individual, or both ?
Tha ground for doubt on this point put forward by the Bhasya
is that—*while the cognition pertains to the class, the action
laid down pertains to the individual’ This same view is
accepted by Prabhikara, * who holds the Anvit@abhidhana
theory, according to which the denotation of a word is obtain-
ed only through its connection with some particular action ;
and as each sentence woald naturally pertain to some individ-
ual thing, this theory would appear to lend support to the
Individualistic theory. The above-mentioned ground of
doubt however is not aceepted by Kumdrila ; and his reason
is that, as a matter of fact, the cognition is often found to
refer to the Individual also (and not always to the Class, as
the Bhasya asserts). Kumarila bases his doubts as to the
true denotation of the word upon the faet that both Usage
and Cognition are found severally to apply to the class and
the individual, while works on grammar lend support to the
Individualistic theory. The ‘class’ or ‘class-character’ has
been defined by the Bhasya (page 79, bottom) as the com-
monality of Substances, Properties and Actions ; and this is
explained by Kamarila in the following words—

‘At the time that we perceive certain cows,...... we have
an idea of a certain character that is common to all the vari-
ous individnals perceived...... and it is this common character
or commonality—that constitutes the class.’

The Individual has been defined by the Bhasya as that
which is the receptacle or substrate of specific peculiarities.
The practical purpose of the present enquiry lies in the fact

® Brihati Ms. Page 36 b
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that if all words denoted only individuals, there could be no
differentiation of rules into general and particular (the general
law and its exception) ; and thus it would not be possible for
the former to be set aside by the latter ;—this would give rise
to much confusion.

The Piirvapaksa argaments on the point at issue may be
thus summed up :—

(1) Words must denote individuals; because if they
did not do so, no injunction of any action would be possible,
either in the Veda, or in ordinary worldly activity.

(2) If words denoted only Classes, different ‘ numbers*
and fcases’ of nouns would not be possible.

(3) If nouns denoted only classes, there could be no
words expressive of qualities of objects, and thus there could
be no co-ordination between nouns and adjectives. This
is the Prabhakara interpretation of the Sutra; according to
Kumarila the form of the argument embodied in the Sufra
is that—it is only when words denote individuals that there
can be a co-ordination between nouns and adjectives.

Prabhiikara, in his characteristic manner, turns this
question also upon the authority of the Veda. The
Parvapaksa, according to him, is that ib being doubtful
whether the words contained in the Veda denote individuals
or classes, the meaning of the whole becomes open to doubt,
which vitiates the authority of the entire Veda,

In answer to the above, the final conelusion is that—
there is no doubt as to the true meaning of words : it is the
class that is signified by the word, because it serves the purpose
of actions (Sutra 33). The reason for this, given by the
Bhasya and by Prabhikara,® is that, if the noun denoted the
individual, we could not explain such injunctions as ‘the
altar is to be built as kite’; becanse it could not possibly
mean the making of an individual bird in the altar; it must

" ® Byikati MS. Page 37-37b.
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mean that ¢ with brick and mortar one should make an altar
of the shape of the kite’; and as it would be impossible for ail
altars to be built like an individual bird, the word *shyena’, “kite’
must mean the class ‘kife’; and as that alone is the *deno-
tation’ of the word which is found to be related to a
sentence,—and here we find the individual kite incapable
of being so related,—the word must denote the commonality
or class-character. The Brihati (p. 37b) adds that
though all this may be true in the case of the particular
sentence—* shyendchifam chinvifa,) —in the case of other
sentences, it 18 equally evident that the noun cannot denote
the class-character ; thus then, it being uncertain as to whether
the words in the Veda denote the individual or the class,
no trust can be reposed on the Veda, containing, as it does,
words of doubtful signification. In answer to this, the
Brihati proceeds to point out that, as a matter of fact, we
find that the injunctive function of an injunctive sentence
cannot be accomplished until its words afford some idea of
‘commonality ’; consequently all actions must be related to
that commonality or class-character, and not to the indivi-
dual;—the idea of the individual, when necessary, being
obtained indirectly, throngh the commonality, with which it is
inseparably connected. This is what, according to Prabhakara
is meant by the word * kriyarthatoat’ (in Sttra 33).

Not satisfied with the above exposition of the Siddhanta
Kumarila putsit forward in the following form —It is the class
that is denoted by the word ;——(1) because, as a matter of fact,
whenever we hear a word, the first idea that it brings up
before our mind is that of the class —*Cow’ for instance —and
not of any individual cow ; (2) becanse if individuals were,
denoted, then, inasmuch as these are diverse, there could nog
be any such sinsle idea as is found to be actually presented to,
the mind by the word ‘Cow’; and even if this were possible,
it would only be a conglomeration of all the specific
characteristics of all individual cows ; (3) because in the case
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of the denotation of individuals —(A) all individuals cannot be
denoted; as that would necessitate the assumpiion of as
many expressive potencies in the word as there are indi-
viduals denoted by it; and the conception of all individuals
being an impossibility, the full signification of any word
could never be grasped; (B) nor can an aggregate of indi-
viduals be denoted ; as in this case also all individuals would
have to be grasped, which is not possible ; and further, all
units of this aggregate being perishable, the aggregate also
would be perishable ; and thus there could be no eternality
in the relationship of the word and its meaning; (O) nor
lastly could a single in lizidual be denoted ; as the relationship
of words and meanings would cease to be eternal ; and as ib
could not be ascertained which particular individual is de-
noted, no business could ever be carried on.

Then as regards the Piurvapaksa argument,—that no
sacrificial action would be possible with reference to a ‘class’,
if it were the eclass that was denoted by the word,—it is
declared (in Sifra 34) that all such actions are laid down for
the puacpose of brinzinz abouab cartain transeendental results ;
and as the proper agents for the carrying out of the acts
Jeading to these results are the substances, what the word
denotes is the elass, notb indesd for the sake of the class
merely, but only with a view to provide the requisite know-
ledge of the substance, which knowledge would not be possible
antil the pointing out of the class to which that substance

belongs.

91. We have thus seen that due anthority and trust-
worthiness attaches to all the more important factors of the
Veda,—viz., Injunctive Sentences, Arthavadas Manfras and
Names,—as also to the Smritis, &c. based upon the
Veda. * Apart from these however, we find in many
cases that the true indication as to what should be done
is afforded also by Supplementary Explanations and Indirect

® Tantravarfika—Traoslation, Page 466.
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Tmplications of the words contained in Vedic texts. In
such eases, these also have to be accepted as authoritative ;
inasmuch as these also serve the useful purpose of settling
doubtful points in regard to Dharma.

SeorioN IL
Differentiation of Actions and Texts prescribing them.
Sub-section (1)—.Apirea,

1. In Section I, Jaimini has described the means of
knowing Dharma. The first sub-section has shown that the
Vedic Injunction is such a means par ezcellence, and the
other sub-sections have shown that the character of being
such means belongs also to Arthavddas, Names, Mantras
Smritis, Usage, Supplementary Explanations and Indirect
Implications. Thus the first section has supplied the full
answer to the question—‘what are the means of obtaining
the true knowledge of Dharma? In answering this question,
in detail, it has also been shown that the true character of
Dharma belongs to such actions as (for instance) the Agni-
hotra and the Jyofistoma (directly enjoined in the Veda), the
Astaki (laid down in the Smpifis), the Holaka (as established
by custom), and so forth. But in the preceding section,
these actions have been mentioned only by way of exemplify-
ing the general principles thersin discussed ; and the detailed
question of the individual character of these actions was
left over for the second section. Thus the second section
supplies the detailed answer to the second question propound-
ed by the Bhasgya—* what is Dharma f—that is to say, what
are the particular acts that are to bs regarded as Dharma #
Or as Prabhakara, with his usual desire for turning the
entire body of the S@ifres upon the Veda itself, states the
subject of the adhydiya:—¢ What are the several texts that
lay down the various acts that constitute dharma? '—Hence
according to Prabh@ikara the subject-matter of Adh. II con-
gists of difference among the texts prescribing the actions, and
not among the actions directly, these latter being regarded

Priabha. 157,
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as different according to the difference of the texts prescribing
them. This view of the subject-matter of Adh. II has been
red-argued in the Shistradipika, in the beginning of Adh,
III. The third question—* What are the S@dhanas—the means
of accomplishing ~of Dharma ¥'—is reserved for the third
section.*

2. In order to find out each individual aet laid down
as Dharma, it becomes necessary to have some basis for
proceeding with the enquiry as to differentiating one aection
from the other—from among a number of actions laid down
in the Veda, &e.; and it is this basis that is discussed in the
present section, where it is shown that one action is to be
known as different from another when the two are found
to be mentioned by different words and so on (see below).
Then again, inasmuch as one action cannot be regarded as
entirely different from another, unless the transcendental
results—apiircas—proceeding from them be also different,
we have here an explanation of the difference among
the apiirvas also. Lastly, so far it would seem that for
each act there is a distinet Ap#iroa; so in order to set aside
this view, we have the further distinction of Actions into
¢ primary’ and *subsidiary,’ in connection with which it i8
shown that it is only the ‘ primary’ action that leads to an
independent apiirpa, while those actions that are ° subsidiary
tend merely’ to complete that ©primary ’ action to which
they are subsidiary; and as such have no distinct Apfirvas
of their own. But this distinction between the ‘primary,
and the *subsidiary’ action is merely mentioned here,—
its detailed consideration being left over to sections (3)
and (4); the fourth section deals with the motives of
actions; section (5) is devoted to the subject of the order
in which certain actions have to be performed ; and the ques”
tion of persons entitled to the performance of sacrifices 18
dealt with in section (6); sections (7) to (12) deal witht he

®See Shastradipika—Page 193.
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subject of the Transference of details from one action to the
other. Thus we find that all the subsequent sections—from
(3) to (12)—turn upon the Difference among actions, which,
for that reason, forms the subject of section (2).

3. Before proceeding with the grounds of difference

among actions, Jaimini devotes the whole of sub-section (1) to
what has been called by the commentators an ¢ introduction’
to the main subject. This sub-section deals with such matters
as—(a) which is the word in the injunctive sentence to which
the aparva resulting from the enjoined action is related
siifrias 1-4); (b) Is there any such thing as Aparoa’? (sitre
(5) ; (¢) Division of actions into * primary ’ and *subsidiary :
(siifras 6-8), and so forth. In connection with this last
subject, the further question is raised as to whether verbs
are always injunctive of some action (primary or subsidi-
ary), or sometimes they serve other purposes also ; the conclu-
sion on this point being that in many cases, where it cannot,
under the peculiar circumstances, enjoin an action, the verb
has to be regarded as merely expressive of a certain act,
which it recalls as being the one at the performance of which
the passage (in which the verb occurs) can serve a useful
purpose by being recited. As this is found fo be the case
with Manfriis mostly, the Bhasya has interpreted the adhikas
rana as proving the fact that Man{ras arve never purely
injunctive, In connection with Manfr@s, in the present
context, the Sttrdis supply us with definitions of the three
principal kinds of Mantras.*
" 4. Asthe existence of Apfirva must be proved before
we consider the question of the word to which it is related,
we shall change the order of treatment adopted in the Sutras,
and begin with the question of Apirsa. The Paroapaksa
argument against the assumption of Aparva is thus stated by
Prabhakara t :—

98.s ahove—Section I, sub-section (1), § 12 and 13.
+ Brifati, MS. p. 475,
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¢The injunction imparted by the injunctive word only
urges the agent to the performance of a certain action,
and not towards anything desired by him; the action is
something ephemeral, and is not present immediately before
the attainment of heaven by the agent; hence in order to
meet these difficulties we must accept the Sacrifice itself to
be either everlasting, or bringing about a certain faculty in
the agent, or the favours of the deity; and there 18 no
reason for assuming any such thing as the dp#rva.’

In answer to the above, he continues—

¢ At the very outset you commita mistake in assuming
that the Injunction prompts the agent to action; what the
Injunction really does is to prompt him to ezertion ; and the
particular action denoted by the root is only the object of
that ezertion. [Thus then, what is denoted by the injunctive
gentence is the ‘niyoga’ (decree or mandate) ; this ‘ mandate”
urges the man to ezertion; and this ¢ exertion’ pertains to
some sort of action (denoted by the verb).] The assump-
tion that the action itself is everlasting is against all
evidence ; the Self also is, by its very omnipresence, inactive ;
hence what brings about the final result caunot abide in
the Self.

The above passage from the Brikafi is not quite clear;
nor has it been possible for us to obtain a manuseript of this
portion of the commentary, Rijuvimala. But the whole
subject is discussed, from the Prabhikara stand-point, in
the Prakaranapaiichika (page 185 et seq.), from which the
following may be gleaned :—

¢ There can be no doubt as to the ephemeral character of
the Sacrifice itself; itisborne out by everyday experienee. Nor
can the sacrifice be held to be laid down for the purpose of
obtaining the favour of the deity ; as there i8 no evidence in
support of this ; a3 a matter of fact also, SQacrifices are never

performed for that:purpose ; the deity is only one to whom
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the offering is made ; and we could please a deity by only
such acts as could reach it ; then again, itis not possible
for any deity to get at all the offerings made by different
men at all times ; specially because no deity is either eternal
or omnipresent. Nor can we accept the view that the verb
with the injunctive affix expresses an action tending to
produce, in the agent, a certain faculty, which is the
immadiate cause of the final result. This is the view favoured
by Kumarila. * We cannot accept this view ; as there is no
proof for the postulating of the appearance of any such facul-
ty in the agent. That the sacrifice produces such a faculty
is not proved either by Perception or by Inference, or even
by Verbal Authority,—there being no Vedic texts pointing to
any such faculty; specially as we find that the action is
brought about by the ezertion of the agent; and therefore
the causal potency must reside in this ewzertion,—which
exertion therefore should be denoted by the injunctive
sentence. The assumption of the faculty in question might
be said to be proved by Presumption, based upon the
consideration that the action cannot be the cause of the
final result, without some such faculty lasting during the
time intervening between the completion of the action and
the appearance of the result. But what presumption can
justify us in assuming is some faculty or potency in that thing
itself which is found to be incapable in the absence of that
faculty ; so in the case in question, the Presumption can only
point to some faculty in the dction, and not in the Agent;
what appears in the Agent cannot be regarded as
belonging to the Action ; hence what is brought about by the
facalty abiding in the Agent cannot be regarded as prcducad
by the Action.’

The whole matter of what the Bhatta calls ¢ Apiirsa’ and
the Prabhakara ¢ Niyoga',is thus explained in the Prakarana-
padichika (p. 187) :— .

® Tantravdriika, Translation, p. 504.
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(1) The second aphorism of adhyaya I has shown that
what the Injunctive Sentence denotes is kdrya, something
to be brought about. (2) In the beginning of adhyaya VI, it
has been shown that, of this k@ryz denoted by the sentence,
the Niyojya—i.e. the person prompted to its bringing
about—is one who is desirous of acquiring for himself some
desirable result in the shape of Heaven and the like,—this
person being denoted by the sentence, by virtue of his
being related to that karye. (3) In the Badaryadhikarana
(III —i-3) it has been proved that it is this kdrye that is
the direct cause of the production 'of that desirable result
which is desired by (and as such, qualifies) the prompied
person. (4) In the Devatadhikarana (St. IX—i—Y) the Bhasya
has shown that this kdrya cannot be the act (of saerificing,
for instance); as this act cannot possibly be the direct
canse of the final resnlt ; nor could it be held to lead to the
result throngh the favour of the deity to whom the sacrifice
is offered ; nor can it be regarded as leading to the result
throngh a certain potency in the ageat; and it is well known
that either the act itself, or any potency abiding in itself,
does not last long enough to bring about the result. (5)
In the Aparsadhikarapa (II—i-5) we have the final conclusion
led up to by all the above aghikerapas: That which is
denoted by the injunctive affix and other factors of the
Injunction is the karya inhering in the agent, who is
prompted by the sentence, and as connected with whom the
kdrya is indicated ; as this k#rya is mnot cognisable by any
other means of knowledge, it has been called apl@irva, some-
thing new, not known bafore. The connection of this karya with
the agent and the action may be thus traced :—The karya by
its very nature is something brought about by krifi, or opera-
$ion ; and this operation is none other than the ezertion of the
agent. In the Bhavarthadhikarans (Il—i—1) again, it 1is
gshown that no such exertion is possible, .independently of
gome act denoted by the verbal root. Hence what the
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injunctive sentence denotes, in this connection, is the Niyoga
or prompting, relating to that aet. This aet, thus being the
object of that prompting, comes to be spoken of as the
instrument by which that prompting is accomplished, as
shown under 1IT—i—3.  Even though the kd@rya is brought
into existence at a time other than that of the appearance of
the final result, yet, inasmuch as it is inseparably related
to the prompted agent,—in whom the desire for that result
is present,—and this agent is present at the time of the
result,—there is nothing incongruous in regarding that tarya
as the direct cause of the result. This &drya has been
ealled apfirva by the Blisya by reason of its being something
new to all other means of knowledge, save the Injunctive
sentence; but the name given to it by Prabhakara is Niyoga
or prompting, by reason of the fact that it acts as an incentive
to the prompted person (Niyojya) and makes him put forth
an exertion towards the accomplishment of the action denoted
by the verbal root. This karya or Niyoga is expressed
neither by the verbal root, nor by the injunctive affix, nor by
any other word in the sentence; but it 1s denoted by the
sentence as @ whole; all other necessary factors being ex-
pressed by the several words of the sentence individually,
what the sentence as a whole expresses is this Niyoga as
related to the prompted person expressed by one of the words
in the seuntence (i.e., the word signifying the result, the
person desiring which is the prompted persor). That the
Niyoga is thus expressed by the sentence is also proved by
the fact that the general rule is that, that which is the prinei-
pal thing made known by the senfence forms its denotation
and there is no doubt that of all things made known by the
gentence, the Niyoga is the most important ; for even though
the final #eswlf has all the appearance of the most important
factor, yet it is the Niyoga that is really such, because it is
the direct and immediate cause of the result, and it is also
the immediate effect of the action performed; and further
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because the result also has to be regarded as subservient to
the Niyoga, in view of the fact that the resuit enters as one of
the factors necessary for the making up of the full character
of the Niyoga. To explain—the Niyoga cannot be a true
Niyoga, until there is a Niyojya, the person to be prompted
to exertion; as without exertion there can be no Niyoga;
then again, withoust the agent there can be no exertion; nor
can an agent put forth exertion—and be a Niyojya—until
he is entitled to the undertaking resulting from that exertion ;
and lastly, it is only the person desiring the result issuing
from the undertaking that is entitled to its performance ;
thus indirectly, through the agent, the result becomes a
necessary factor in the Niyoga ; this relation between the
Niyoga and the result being similar to that between the
master and servant: without the servant the master cannot
be a true ‘ master,’ and yet it is the master that is the more
important person of the two.

The Prakaranapaiichikd raises an interesting question
here :—* Granted that the injunctive sentence—* one desiring
heaven should perform the Jyotistoma,'—expresses the Niyoga
as proceeding from the action of Jyotistoma Sacrifice, and
as being the direct cause of attaining heaven. But just as
the sacrifice being an effect, has only an ephemeral existence,
and cannot continue till the appearance of the result,—so in
the same manner, the Niyoga also, as an effect, could not
but be transient, and as such unable to continue till the
appearance of the result. Thus the very purpose for which
the hypothesis of the Niyoga has been put forward, fails to
be accomplished by it. This cuts off the ground entirely from
under the whole fabric of the Niyoga or Apirva.” The
author fails to answer this objection satisfactorily. All that he
gays is that the Niyoga does not bring about the result
ijmmediately ofter is itself comes into existence, because in
its action towards the bringing about of the result, it stands
in need of vertain auxilliaries, which are not always available,
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and until whose appearance the result cannot appear.
This explanation does not meet the difficulty that the Niyoga

. itself cannot, and does not, exist at the time that the result

appears. He has explained in another place that, it is
through the prompted agent, that the Niyosa, though itself
appearing at the prasent time, brings about the result. This
however is as much as to say that the Niyoga produces some-
thing in the agent, which latter something brings sabout the
result ; and thus this much-vaunted theory of the Prabhakara
is found to be less acceptable than the Bhatla view, by
which the action,—of sacrificing—itself produces a certain
faculty in the agent, which faculty brings about the resalt
at the proper time ; whils Prabhiikara appears to assums a
Niyoga intervening between the action and the something
lasting that is produced in the agent, he does not call it
‘faculty,” but which comes to be the same, ® In order
to meet the dificalty, Shalikandtha has been forced to call
in the aid of  Fate’; he says that it is only when the Niyoga
is aided by Futs that it brings about the resnlt. This after
all is a vary poor explanation to be offared by the ¢ Mimam-
s&nisnifd’ as he has ealled the followers of Prabhikara.

Another question arising in this connection is that,

- what has boen said above may be all right so far as those

actions are concernad which are laid down as to be perform-
ed with a view & a certain result ; but low would it apply to
those actions which are to ba performed merely in fulflment
of a duty incumbent upon all persons, without reference to
any resolt?,—or to those passages that lay down the non-doing
of certain acts ? The answer to this is that, in the expla-
nation of Niyoga, the Prabhikara has brought in the result,
ndt’as something desired by the agent, but only as something
the presence of which makes a person entitled to the per-
formance of a certain act ; in the case of those actions then,

® Herein lies the oaly justification for Prabhikara’s views being regarded as
¢ gauravad-diravantam.'
- - Prabha, 165.
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that are laid down as necessary duties to be performed
throughout life,—any person who is endowed with life being
entitled to the performance of those acts, the character of
the ‘Agent’ becomes fully accomplished ; and this is all that
is needed for the explanation of the Niyoga.

By Kumirila’s view the Apiirva is ‘a capability in the
principal action, or in the agent, which did not exist prior
to the performance of the action, and whose existence is
proved by the authority of the scriptures’.® Before the
sacrifices laid down as leadivg to heaven are performed,
there is in the Sacrifices themselves, in the first place, an
incapability of leading to heaven, and in the second place,
in the agent, that of attaining to heaven. Both these
incapacities are set aside by the performance of the sacrifice;
and this performance creates also a positive force or
capacity, by virtue of which heaven is attained ; and to this
latter force or capability we give the name * Ap#irva.’ The
proof for the existence of such an Apiirva lies in Presump-
tion,—based upon the fact that without some such force
many Vedic passages are wholly inexplicable, For instance,
there are many passages declaring that certain sacrifices
lead the sacrificer to heaven,—the idea bemng that he goes
to heaven, not indeed immediately on the completion of the
sacrifice, but after death. The question then arises that, as
a general rule the effect comes into existence while its cause
is still present, or immediately after the cause has ceased to
exist; but in the case in question, the sacrifice ceases to
exist at the present time, while the attainment of heaven
comes ten or twenty years later. This can be explained
only by the hypothesis that the sacrifice, on its completion,
produces directly a certain potency or faculty in the agent,
which resides in him, like many other faculties, throughout
life, at the end of which it leads him to heaven. Without some
such intervening potency—as the connecting link between
g0 Tantravariiba—Tranelation, page 504.
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the sacrifice and its ultimate result—the causal relation be-
tween these two cannot be explained. Ap#@irva thus is nothing
more than a force set in motion by the performance of the
action,—this force being the] direct instrument whereby,
sooner or latter, the action accomplishes its result. There is
nothing incongruous in this hypothesis ; as every action is
actually found to set going certain forces, either in some sub-
stance, or in persons connected with those substances ; and the
force thus set going accomplishes its result, as soon as it reaches
its full development with the aid of attendant auxilliaries.
The whole process is thus briefly stated systematically in the
Nyayamalavistara :—
¢(1) The sentence—“one desiring heaven should pers
form sacrifices”—lays down the fact that the sacrifice is
instrumental in the bringing about of the attainment of heaven.
(2) Then arises the question—how can the sacrifice, which
ceases to exist at the moment that it is complete, bring about
the result at a much later time ?  (3) The answer to this is thas
the sacrifice accomplishes the final result throngh the agency
of the force called Apirva. (4) A further question arises—
how is this apiirea brought into existence ? (5) The
answer is—by the performance of the Sacrifice.’
In all simple sacrifices, there is a single ap#irva leading to
a single result. But there are certain elaborate sacrifices
which are highly complex, being made up of a num-
ber of subsidiary sacrifices; such, for instance, as the
Darsha-Paurnamasa sacrifices. In all such Sacrifices, there
are as a rule four kinds of ap@rva:—(1) The Phalapirva—
that which brings about the result directly, and which is the
immediate cause of the result; (2) the Samudayapiroa—
in the Darsha-Paurnamisa sacrifices, the three sacrifices
performed on the New Moon day form one group, and the three
performed on the Full Moon Day another group; each of
these groups oecurring at different points of time could not have
a single apiirva ; hence each group has a distinet apiirva of
Prabha. 167.



342 PracAAEAEA Miuiusi.

its own, the two apfirvas combining to produce the final
Phalapiirva; and each of these distinct apitrvas is called a
¢ Samudayapiroa’;  (3) the Ulpatiyapiirva—i. e., the three
apiirvas following from each of the three sacrifices forming
the * Darsha’ group; these three _dpi#rvas lead to the
Samudayapurva of the group ; which, when eombining with
the Samudayapiroa of the ‘Paurnamisa’ group, leads to the
final Phalapiirea ; (4) the dagapiirva—each of the three
sacrifices of the group is made up of a number of minor acts,
each of which in its turn, must have a distinet apiirva of its
own: as otherwise the act could not help in the final
Phﬁ-fﬁp‘ﬁrﬂ:z.

5. The general law having been established, that every
action enjoined in the Veda brings about an apiirva, the
Siitras proceed to note certain exceptions. . These exceptions
form the subject-matter of Sifras 1I—i—6 to 8;—whieh
also deal with the distinction of actions into ¢ primary’ and
¢gecondary.” The chief basis of this distinction may be thus
explained :—Every action is related to a certain material
substance ; and hence the material has been regarded as
gerving the visible purpose of accomplishing the action.
In certain cases, the action mentioned turns upon itself and
imparts an aid to the material ; as for instance, in the case
of the threshing which cleans the corn ; while in some cases
the action rests upon itself eutirely, its sole purpose being
its own fulfilment,—e. g. the performance of a sacrifice.
In this latter case, there naturally arises a desire in the mind
of the agent to know what useful purpose would be served
by the action ; and where no visible purpose is found to be
served by it, we have to assume a transcendental result in
the shape of the ap@roa. Where, however,—e. g. in the case
of the threshing of the corn—the action is found to serve a
distinetly visible purpose, Wwe have no reason for assuming
any transcendental result; specially as the injunction of the
action is quite justified by a vigible end. From the
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above distinction it follows that—those actions that do nottend
to make a material are  primary’ actions (Sutra II—i—7).
-And the reason for this is that these actions—which do net
serve to bring into existence any material substance, or to
produce a certain peculiarity in a substance already extent
—cannot but be regarded as bringing about transcendental
results, and as such being ‘primary.’ Those again are
¢ secondary’ actions which are meant to make material sub-
stances—(Sutra 1[—i—8),—such actions, for instance, as
the consecrating of the sacrificial fire, the appointment of
priests at a sacrifice, the threshing aud grinding of the corn,
and so forth. It may be noted here that the distinction
of actions into * primary ’ and ‘secondary’ is distinct from
the subject of ‘aiiga’ or ‘shesa’ (Subsidiary) and ©asigin’
(Principal); as the former refers to actions alone, while the
latter is a relationship subsisting between actions on the one
hand and Substances, Qualities and Purifications on the other.
‘This latter forms the subject-matter of section (3).

6. Having proved the existence of the apiirva, we now
proceed to consider the question—Which is the word in the
injunction of an action with which the result of that action
is related, and which would, on that account, indicate the
difference or non-difference among the apitrvas leading up to,
the results, and thence also among the actions themselves.
The first step in the answer to this question is-—that the
result is related to only one word in the injunctive sentence;—
and the second, that it is related either to the noun or to the
verb. This then leads to the final question—To which
of these two—the noun or the verb—is the result
related 7 The answer to this is contained in what
has been called the ¢ Buavarthadhikarana’® (Suiras IT—
i—1 to 4). That the result cannot be related to the noun
follows from the very nature of nouns: Nouns are the names
of things already accomplished, and not standing in need of

® Brikati—MS. pp. 44— 47 ; Tantravdrtika, Translation, pp. 473—96.
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any thing else,—being self-sufficient in their denotation.
That word, on the other hand, to which the main result is
related, must, as a matter of fact, be somsthing that has
yet to be accomplished, and as such stands in need of such
agencies as would help in its accomplishenent. It is only
Verbs that ave found to be expressive of things that donot al-
ready exist at the time, but have got to be accomplished with the
help of certain agencies. And inasmuch as the dpiirva also is
something that is yet fo be accomplished, it is to the Verb
that it must be closely related.

As to how the Apiirva is related to the verb, this may
be thus explained :—Every verb in an injunctive sentence is
found to be made up of a verbal root and the injunctive
affix. This affix denotes what has been called ‘vidhi’ or,
more technically, * bhiivani’, by which is meant the activity of
the agent towards a certain course of action. That is to say,
the injunctive affix in the word ‘yujufa’ signifies
that *the agent must put forth his effort towards a definite
end.’ This is what has been called the ¢ Arthi bhavan@’ ;
while the factor of prompting that accompauies the injunc-
tive is called the ©Shabdi bhavana.’ But in the present
connection it is the Arthi bhavand that concerns us.

As soon as we have realised the above import of the
Bhipani, we are confronted by the following three questions—
(1) what is it that is to be accomplished by the effort of the
agent ? ,(2) by what is it to be accomplished ? and (3) how
is it to be accomplished? (1) As for the first question it
naturally follows that it is the desirable result mentioned in
the sentence that has to be accomplished; as regards the
sécond, the answer is supplied by the particular action
expressed by the verbal root in connection with which the
injunctive affix appears,—in the case of the word ‘yajela it
the action of Yaga, Sacrifice, denoted by the root ‘yaji’; and
lastly, as regards the thi:d question, the answer is supplied
by the details of procedure laid down in the Veda in con-
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nection with the action. Thus it is to the verb alone that the
result can be related ,—both grammatically and materially ;
and hence it is the injunctive verb alone that can show
whether or not any two apiirpas are different ; and from this
it would follow as a corrollary if any two actions

expressed by the two verbs are one and the same or
different. *

This leads us on to the main subject of the section—the
Difference among Actions.

SecrioN (2)—=Sub-section (2).
DIFFERENCE AMONG ACTIONS.

1. Before proceeding with the question of what
differentiates one action and apiirva from another, we shall
explain the different kinds of action. +  I. The first division
of actions is into —=(1) Laukita—worldly, and (2)
Vaidika —Vedie, pertaining mainly to the other world. TI.
Vedic Actions are classed under three heads:—(1) Positive
or Action Proper, the performance of an act, (2) Negative,
or Avoidance of an act, (3) Positive-Negative, or Partaking
of the character of both Performance and Avoidance, also
ealled * Paryudasa.’ Another division of Vedic Actions
i8 into—(1) Gupakarma or Secondary (Auxilliary) Aection,
and (2) Pradhana or Artha-karma or Primary action. IIL.
Of Positive Actions the three main divisions are into the
three kinds of ¢ Sacrifice’ —(1) ¢ Yaga® Sacriiice Proper, the
offering of a certain substance to a deity, (2) * Homa 'offering
of the substance into fire or water, and (3) Dana—the waiving
of one’s own proprietary right over a thing in favour of
another person.} Katydyana§ draws a further distinetion

® In connection with the Shabdi bhdrand, what is accomplished is the activity
of the agent ; it is accomplished by the injanctive word in the Veda ; and by means of
the idea of the excellence of the activity afforded by the Arthavdda passages.

T Mimamsabilaprakdsha, pp. 81 et. seq,

1 See last chapter, on * Sacrifice,’ Mim. 8a, IV—ii—28,

§ 8%rauta-Sitra, 1-27, 28,
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between Yaga and Homa,—the former being that in whick
the offering is made by a man standing and pronouncing the
syllable ‘vagat’ at the end of the manfra, while in the Homa
the man is sitting and pronounces the syllable *sviha.’
Positive Action is divided into another three classes, by the
followers of Kumirila (specially by Parthasdrathi Mishra):—
(1) Krafvartha—accomplishing something tending to the
fulfilment of the Sacrifice, for instance, all Subsidiary Ac-
tions, called ¢ gunakarma.’  (2) Purusartha—accomplishing
something desired by the agent, for instance, all Primary
Actions, also called © Arfhakarma,’ that which produces the
Apiirva directly ; and (3) those that are neither Krafvartha nor
Purusdirtha, for instance, the Agnyddhana. These three
divisions have been mentioned by Parthas@rathi in the
Tantraratna, under the adhikaranaon Dravyarjona.®* Prabha-
kara however accepts only the first two of these; nor is
there any aunthority for the third division, either in the
Bhasya or the Vartika. The two-fold classification, as
accepted by Shabara as well as by Prabhdkara and Kumdrila,
is based upon the anthority of the Sutra itself. IV. The
Kratvarthn Action is divided into—(1) dridupakaraka—
helping the Sacrifice indirectly, throngh distinet subsidiary
apiirvas ,—e.g. the Prayijas; and (2) the Sannipaftyopa-

ka@roka, helping the Sacrifice directly. V. The Sannipa- -

._!gfyqpm{'&raﬁ:m Action is of three kinds :—(1) that which fulfils

a visible purpose; (2) that which accomplishes an invisible

or transcendental purnose; and (3) that which fulfils both
visible and invisible ends, The first of these again is of
two kinds—(a) that which brings about something visible
in substances to be wused at the Sacrifice, and (b) that which
effects some visible result in that which has been used,— this
latter action being called * Pratipattikarma.’ The second kind
of the Sannipattyopakarake is also of three kinds:—(1)
That which affects the substance that has Jeen wused—e.g.,

*Mim. 8. IV—i—(Fourth Varnaka}.
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the burning up of the substances out of which the offerings
have been made; (2) That which affects the substance fo e
used—e. g. the sprinkling of water over the Corn; and (i)
that which is performed and affects the snbstance at the time
that it is being used,—e. g. the offeringof the cake without
turning the vessel. Another division of the Krofvartha
Action is into the following four kinds:—(1) [fpatti or
Productive Action—e. g. the kneading of the dough, which
produces the cake; (2) Prapti or Approaching,—e. g. the
milking of the cow, whereby the milk is got af; (3)
Vikriti or Modificatory,—e. g. the threshing of the corn, which
changes its shape ; and (4) Samskriti or Purificatory,—e. g.
the sprinking of water over the corn.

Another classfication of Vedic Actions is into the
following four classes:—(1) Prakrifi or Archetypal,—e. g.
the Agnihofra ; (2) Vilkriti or Ectypal,—e. g. the Masagnihofra ;
(8) Prakriti—Vikriti, partaking of the character of both,—e. 7.
the dgnisomiya, the Savaniya and the like, the former being
the ectype of the Darshapurnamisa, but the archetype of the
Savaniya (see Mim. i, VI II—i—14); and (4) That which is
neither archetypal nor ectypal,—e. g. the Darvikoma ; that this
is neither the one nor the other has been explained in the
last adhikaraga of the VIII adhydya of Mim. Su.

The most well-known classification of Vedic actions is
into—(I) Nifya, Absolutely N ecessary,—e. g. the performance
of the daily Sandhya; (2) Naimittika, Necessary but for
certain specified occasions,—e. g. the performance of the Jyntis
sacrifices on the advent of spring (see Mim. Sz. VI); and (3)
Kamya, Performed for a specific worldly end,—e.g. the Kariri
sacrifice, performed for obtaining rain.

The above are the main divisions of the Positive Action.
The Negative Action— Cessation from Activity, or Non-
performance—is of two kinds:—(1) Kratvartha,—e. g. the
non-holding of the Sodashin vessels at the A tird{ra sacrifice;
and (2) Purusartha—e. g. the non-killing of animals,
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The third kind of action,—which is neither Positive nor
Negative—is also of two kinds :—(1) Krafvartha,—e. g. the
reciting of the * yeyajamaha’ hymns at the performance of
the main sacrifice, and their non-reciting at the Adnuydjas.
and (2) Purusartha,—e. g. the vow to not see the rising one,

2. Having explained the more important divisions
of Action, we shall now turn our attention to the main question
of the Section—what are the means by which we ascertain
the difference or non-difference among actions?  There are
siz means of ascertaining the fact that one action is different
from another * : —

(1) Difference in words—when two actions are found to
be mentioned by two distinet words, there is no doubt that
they are intended to be regarded as entirely distinet; specially
go when the difference is between the verbs, the roots where-
of are directly expressive of the action. ° As the Niyoga or
Apiirea 18 related to the verb, as shown above, we must
accept as many distinct apiiroas, and hence actions, as there
are verbs in the sentence’—says the Brihafi (page 52 b).

(2) Repetition—When the verb is found to be repeated—
e.g. in the passage * Samidho yajali, taninapatam yajati, &e.,
&c.’ t—each ‘yajati’ is regarded as mentioning a distinet
gacrifice.

(3) Mention of number—when it is distinetly laid down
that there should be ¢three libations,” each of these three
must be regarded as a distinet action.

(4) Difference of names—in the passage ‘esa vishva-
Jyotih ega sarvajyolih, &c.,’—it 18 clear that each of the names
¢ pishvajyolih’ and ‘ sarvajyofih’ pertains to a distinet action.

(5) Difference of material—The sentence ¢ Vaishvadevt
amiksa’ speaks of the offering of the @miksa to the Vishve-

" J!imnimmparib.ﬁﬁ.fi—l’néa_-l&. Mimdmsid-Sifra—Adhyaya 11, Padas 2 and 3

+ A passage referring to certain offerings to the Seasons ,—oceurring in the Sha_
tapatha-Brikmana 1. 5. 3. 9 et seq.

Prabha. 174.



MurvaAn SuBsErvVIENCY AMoNG ACTIONS. 349

devas ; and the senteuce * Vajibhyo vajinam’ similarly speaks
of the offering of the v@jina to the Vajins ; and from this it is
clear that the offering of the Amiksa is one action and that of
the Vajina another.

(6) Difference of contewt—we find the sentence © Upasad-
bhishcharifvd masamagnihotraiijuhoti)— Having performed
the Upasad sacrifices, one performs the Mas@gnihotra, —in
a context entirely different from that of the ordinary
Agnihotra ; and this fact shows that the Masagnihotra Saeri-
fice herein laid down is an action that is entirely different
from the ordinary dgnikofra,—even though the details of the
two sacrifices are entirely alike. In this connection the
Mimamsa-Sifra (Adhyaya IT, Pada 4, Sutras 8 to 32) raises
the question as to whether or not the * Agnikofra’ mentioned
in a passage of the Madhyandina Rescension of the Yajurveda
1s the same as that mentioned in a passage of the Kanva
Rescension ; and the final conclusion is that the two are one
and the same; mentioned in different Rescensions for different
sets of readers. It is only when actions are mentioned in
different contexts of the same rescensional text that they are
to be regarded as different.

Seeriox (3)—Sus-Secriox (1),
Mutual Superviency among Aetions.

1. The difference among actions having been establish-
ed, the next question that arises is—is each and every action
expressed by verbs occurring in the Vedic texts an inde-
pendent act by itself, bringing into existence a distinet
Apiirva P—or, are some subordinate to, and subserve the
various purposes of, some others *—and if the latter,—what
actions are subservient to what ? Though this is what
forms the main subject of section (3), yet it will be ghown
here that it is vot only actions that are subservient or subsid-
iary to actions, but that under the word ¢ subsidiary’—
»8hesa,’ * aiiga,’ ¢ ashrifa’—are also included Substances and
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their properties. ~ The consideration of this point is all the
more important, as the subject-matter of all the rest of the
Sitras (sections 4 to 12) ave, directly or indirectly, based
upon this relationship of the ° principal” and ‘subsidiary’
among actions, as says Kumarila®*—

Ruearfumriion g, Meaed weatwq |
fadifageaiaeara AEATAATHEAC |

9. The *Subsidiary’—¢ Shesa’—is defined as that
which is for the sake of another (III—i—2); that is
to say, that which 1s indicated by direct assertion, &,
as aiding some action towards the fulfilment of its Aptirva;
this latter qualification being necessary in order to preclude
mere verbal relationship. This being for the sake of another
does mot necessarily in itself imply that the Subsidiary
should in some way help the Principal; but such help is
assumed on the strength of Presumption. For instance, in
the case of the action of sprinkling water on the corn, the
fact of its having been laid down in connection with a sacrifice
Jeads to the presumption that it must accord some help to
that sacrifice. Similarly in the case of the Prayajas, laid
down in connection with the Darshapiirpamasa sacrifice, we
find that these latter stand in need of some help ; and also
that there are certain other actions laid down (in the shape
of the Prayijas), which stand in need of some other action
to which they could accord help ; and this mutual need leads
us to the presumption that the Praydjas subserve the
Darshapiirnamasd.

3, Before proceeding farther we shall stop a while to
discuss a question that has led to some confusion in the
minds of all stadents of Pérvamimamsd. In the Mimamsa-
giitra, II——7, 8, we have a division of actions into ‘pri-
mary ’ and ‘ secondary,” the two Siitras providing us with

@ Tanfravartika—Text, p. 655 and 660,
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the definitiors of the two kinds. The question arises—* Inas-
much as the ¢ secondary ’ action will be necessarily subservient
to the * primary,” where is the use of raising the question at
all, in adhyaya II1 ¥

There are two answers to this question:—(1) that the
Sutras in adhyaya II have taken note of. actions only, and
those also only such as are actually found to fulfill only visible
ends ; while the third adlhydya takes up, not only all actions—
serving visible as well as invisible ends—but subsiances,
manfras and such other details also. This answer is
rejected by Kumarila* on the ground that, in that case, the
subject of adhyaya 11 would be only a part of what is dealt
with in adhyaye I11; the answer that he proposes is as
follows :—(2) that the actions mentioned in the second
adhyiya—the threshing of the corn for instance,—are
¢ subservient’ can be ascertained only from what the S#fras
say in the third adhydya ; what has been said in the second
adhyaya therefore is only this, that those actions cannot be
regarded as leading to an apiirva, for the simple reason that
they are found to accomplish only visible purposes; ‘and
under the circumstances, if they were to produce an apiirva
also, they would be bringing about two results’—adds the
Rijuvimala (MS. Vol III, page 11).

According to Prabhakara,* the connection between the
two adhyiigas is thus explained :—What bas been explained
in the second agdhydya is only the difference among injunctive
texts ; that is to say, it has been shown there how two texts
are to be regarded as different, by reason of the difference
in their results—apitroa—spoken of in each, and also of the
difference in the several adjuncts of these ; and as © action’
is one of the most important of these adjuncts, the difference
among actions has also been explained in that adhyaya,—but
this last only as the basis of differentiation

© Tantravdrfika, page 670
t Brikati page 65, and Rijuvimala, Vol. ITI, page 1.

among
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the texts; and thus the difference thercin dealt with is
that based upon the consideration of the connection
among the words of the injunctive texts. While the
difference upon which the subject-matter of the third
adhyaya is based is that of the Niyoga or apiirea resulting
from actions.*® The distinetion herein drawn will be
made clear from the example of the sentence ®grakam
sammirsti’; here the relationship between the graha (vessel)
and the washing expressed by the words is only that of the
vessel being the ‘objective’ of the action of washing; while
the relation of ¢ subserviency > between the two is based upon
the fact that the washing is ©subservient’to the wvessel as
leading to some other result. * Thus it is found that what
18 dealt with in the third adhydya is closely connected with
what has gone before in the second adhyiya.

4, The answer to the question—what is it that can be
the ¢ subservient’ or ¢ subsidiary’?—is supplied by the S#fras
III——3 and 4, wherein it is stated that the character of
the ¢subsidiary’ can belong to—(1)‘ substances, (2) acces-
gories (i. e. manfra and deity) and (8) purifications’ (these
three only, according to Badari—Sifra 3; but according to
Jaimini, also to) (4) ‘actions, (5) results, and (6) human
agents,’ (S@fra 4). (1) That substances are subservient to
Sacrifices follows from their very nature; they exist, because
they subserve some purpose. (2) Mantras and Deities also
are necessary appendages to the Sacrifice. (3) Such puri-
fieatory or preparatory acts as the threshing of the corn come
to be regarded as * subservient’ to Sacrifices, in view of the
fact that Sacrifices need some substances out of which the
cake and such other things could be made; the cake, for
instance, must be made of some eorn ; but no entire corn can
make it ; the grains have to be threshed and cleaned, so that
it may be used for the making of the cake to be used at the
Sacrifice. (4) Aetions (Sacrifices) also are * subservient’

® Bee Rijuvimald—Vol. 111, page 5.
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to their result ; as it is for the sake of the result that the

action is performed. (5) The result is *subservient,’
because it is for the sake of the human agent that seeks it,
and accomplishes it by means of the action. (6) The

Human Agent is ‘ subservient’ to the actions,—being the
¢ performer® who will accomplish the action, for the sake of
which, therefore, he woald exist. The ®subserviency’ of the
agent to the action is expressed by the word enjoining the
act; for instance, of the word ®yajefa’ the *Sacrifice’ forms
the principal factor in the denotation ; and as no such action
as the ‘Sacrifice’ would be possible without an agent, the
agent also must be regarded as implied by the same
word. Apart from this, there are cases where the
human agent oecupies the most subordinate position ; e, g.
in the case where the man is required simply for the purpose
of measuring the height of the sacrificial post.

The above is the view of Jaimini as interpreted by the
Bhasya ; which quotes the interpretation of the ¢ author of
the Vritti' (Upavarsa),—the sense of which may be thus
stated :—It is only Substances, Mantras and Deities and
Purificatory Aets that can, by their very nature, be ¢ sub-
servient’ to sacrifices as held by Badari; as it is only
these that can never be °principals’; and the reason for
this view, says the Brikafi (p. 66b), lies in the fact that
the Niyoga or Ap@irva is accomplished by the Sacrifice, which,
in its turn, is accomplished by Substauces, Mantras and
Deities and Purificatory Acts, which latter alone are forces
contributing to the ultimate result.—To the other three
things, mentioned by Jaimini, the subserviency can be-
long only relatively ; for instance, the Saerifice (mentioned
in S#{ra 4) is principal in relation to the substance, but
subservient in relation to the result; the result (mentioned
in Si#fra 5)is principal in relation to the Sacrifice, but
subservient in relation to the agent; the human agent
(mentioned in S#fra 6) also is principal in relation to the
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result, bub subsidiiry to such acts as the measuring of the
sacrificial post’ (Shabara Bhasya, page 211).—

The meaning of this is that the first three—Substance
and the rest—are always *subsidiary’; they are never
¢principal '; while the latter three—Result and the rest—are
both * principal’ and ¢ subsidiary’ in relation to one another.

FRATATIATY TATHIEAFITEIT
5. *BSubsidiaries’ or * dsigas’ have been divided by
Kumarila and his followerst into two classes—(1) the Direct
and (2) the Indirect. Those subsidiaries which, eéither
directly or indirectly, help in the fulfilment of the Sacrifice,
and, only through that sacrifice, the ultimate Apirva, are called
‘Direct’; e.g., the substance corn, and its purificatoriss, the
threshing and  water-sprinkling, the deify and the
mantras; the sprinkling of water produces, in the corn, a
certain peculiarity not otherwise possible; the threshing
helps by removing the chaff from the grain; the corn itself
helps by constituting the cake ; the manfras help by recalling,
and consecrating, the deity: and lastly, the deity helps
directly by being one to whom the offering is made;
and unless there is such a deity, there can be no ‘Sacrifice’s
which is only the offering of substances ¢ a deity. Those
on the other hand, are called ‘Indirect’ subsidiaries which
produce distinct apfirvas of their own,—these aptrvas ap-
pearing in the soul of the performer,—and which, through
these apiirvas, help the ultimate apiiroa of the Sacrifice.

Prabhikara and his followers  proceed on a somewhat
different line, as regards the classification of Subsidiaries,
their classification is more logicial and exhaunstive; it is into
the following four heads:— (1) “Jati’ or Class-character, (2)
«Guna’ or Quality, (3) ‘Dravya’ or Substance, and (4)

 © Taupravarfika—Page, 675.
+ Mimdmsaparibhdsd, pp. 16-17, also Shistradipika, p. 202.
¥ Prakaranapafichika pp. 202-5.
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‘ Bhavarthatmaka' or such things as aredenoted by verbs’
e.g., actions. The last of these is subdivided into the San-
nipaftyopakiraka or Direct and the Aridupakiraka or In-
direct. That which produces its direct effects in a certain
thing that is a Karaka in,—i.e., conducive to—the fulfilment
of the Sacrifice, is its Sannipalfyopakaraka (p. 202); e.g. the
Sitting of the Sacrificer, the thumpi ¢ of the material objest
offered, &c.; these have no ap@rsus of their own, but are
related to the final Apfirva of the Sacrifice to which they
are ‘subsidiary.’ The Sannipattyopakirake again is divid-
ed into the following four kinds (p. 202)—(a) that which
brings into existence a certain substance,—e.g. the kneading
of the flour, which brings into existence the dough that did
not exist before; (§) that which leads to the acquisition of
a certain substance,—e.g. the milking, which leads to the
acquisition of the milk that existed already; (¢) that which
produces some modification in the substances,—es.g. the boil-
ing of ghee which changes the solid into the liquid form;
and (d) that which purifies,—e.g. the sprinkling of water
over the corn, which does not produce any material change
in the corn, but adds to it something invisible and trans-
cendental.

By the Bhatia view, the Sannipatlyopakirakas have
no distinet apiirvas of their own,—their full effect lying in
the accomplishment of certain material substances; they have
thus only visible effects, (see Trantravartika Translation,
P- 926) and help the final ap@irva of the Sacrifice only through
the aid that they impart to the material fulfilment of that
sacrifice. But even though the subsidiaries themselves do
not bring about an apitrva, it is held by the Bhatte that
a distinet ap@irea does proceed from the recourse that is had
to the particular subsidiary. Says the Shastradipika
(p- 203)—* Niyamiadristantu kalpaniyam, tad varamekameva
dristarthavaghataniyamad adristam. kalpilam. For instance,
the visible effect, the removal of the chaff, for which the
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thumping of the corn is laid down, can be fulfilled by many
ways; and so even though the thumping itself may not pro-
duce an apitrva, the choice that the performer exercises, in
having recourse to the thumping out of the several other ways
of removing the chaff, does produce an apiirva. The reason
for thisis that, according to Kumarila, every Vedic injunction
must, by its very nature, be related to an apiirva; and as
the thumping is enjoined, it? must be related to an apiroa
but as the action of thumping itself is found to be productive
of only a visible result, in the shape of the removal of the
chaff, the apiirva to which it is related must be due to the
choice of that particular method of removing the chaff, in
preference to others; and the real reason underlying all this
lies in the fact that a Vedic Injunction must lay down a
Dharma; and an injunction that would not have what it
enjoins conducive to an apiroa, would lose its character of
*Injunction of Dharma’ ; and as the action itzelf is found to
be conducive to only a visible end, we must accept an aplirva
proceeding from the choice that is exercised ; it is for this
reason that these injunctions have been called ‘Restrictive.”

The above view is traversed by the Prabhakara in the
following manner:—In the case of the thumping of the corn,
we find that the words of the text enjoining it, the thing
(the corn) itself, the natureof the thing and the action enjoined,
—all point to the fact that the only result that can be
brought about is the removal of the chaff from the grain.
Now if over and above this result, an apiiroa were assumed,
we would fall into the absurdity of a single action being
related to, and bringing about, two results. Then as to
how there can be a Vedic Injunction of that which refers
to some material substance that already exists,—the expla-
nation is that what the injunction lays down does not refer
to the mere shape or material form of the corn, but to the aec-
tion of thumping ; and this thumping of the corn in relation to
the Sacrifice, can not be known by any other means except the
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injunction; henece the injunction can not be called ‘restrictive’,
but purely ‘original,’ laying down, as it does, something
not otherwise known; because what the injunction means
is that the Sacrifice is to be related to that corn which has iis
chaff removed by thumping ; and the restriction and specifica-
tion of the particular method of removing the chaff is only a
Secondary purpose served by the injunction, and not itself the
object of the injunction. This may be thus explained:—If the
thumping had not been laid down in connection with (and
as subsidiary to) a certain apiiroa (the apiirva of the Primary
Sacrifice),—but simply for the sake of the visible result of
removing the chaff, which would be all that was meant as
necessary for the preparation of the cake,—then, inasmuch
as this visible purpose could have been fulfilled by the tear-
ing of the corns with the nails also, there would be mo
necessity for the thumping ; while, if the thumping is laid down
in connection with a transcendental result of the sacrifice, in
the shape of the apiirva, then, as in view of this injunction,
the apiiroa could not be brought about if any other method
of removing the chaff were adopted,—the specification of the
process becomes necessary ; and thus this specification is only
the motive of the injunction. And as for the fact of the
thumping being related to the apiirea, this is not known by
any other means save the injunction in question; and thus in
view of this also, the injunction lays down something not
otherwise known and hence must be regarded as an ¢ original *
and not a ‘ restrictive’ injunection.

Though the Sennipaliyopakirika is related to an Apiirva
(that of the Sacrifice), it does not produce any Apirva of its
own; as all that the action does is the bringing about
of something visible;—e. g., the removal of the chaff;
and yet it is a fit object of injunction, as it does,
indirectly through the fulfilment of the sacrificial performance,
help in the accomplishment of the final Apiirca of that
sacrifice. That is why such actions have been called
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¢ sannipati{yopakaraka’—yagasvaripe eva sannipattya tasyd-
plrvasiddhavupakurvanti.  This relationship to the Apiirva
is ascertained from the proximity of the sentence to the sen-
tence laying down the Principal Sacrifice as bringing about the
api#rva,—and not upon the words of the sentence themselves.
This explanation is objected to on the ground that, in this
manner, as the principal fact of the action (of thumping) being
related to the apfirva would not be expressed by the sentence
itself, the sentence would become practically meaningless.
Prabhiikara's answer to this objection is that it is not neces-
sary that every Vedic sentence must speak of some purpose to
be served ; it is merely a question of facts; a sentence that
does not speak of a purpose cannot be made to speak of it.
But in the case in question, the sentence does not, as a matter
of fact, bacome meaningless or purposeless, as it serves the
purpose of laying down a certain method of doing a certain
thing ; and it is only the connection of this method with the
apiirva that is left to be implied by the said *proximity ;’
and that ¢ proximity * forms one of the bases of syntactical
connection is admitted by all philosophers. Thus the Prabha-
kara* concludes that,—(1) all Sannipattyopakiarakas are
¢ subservient’ to the apéirva by direct assertion ; (2) they are
¢subservient’ to the object conducive to the sacrifice (the
corn) by the nature of their use; (3) they are ‘ subservient ’
to the sacrifice which is instrumental in the accomplishment
of the apiirva, by virtue of their constituting the material
offered at the sacrifice.

As regards the second class of ‘subsidiary’ actions, the
Aradupakarakas,these ars of two kinds :—(a) That which ful-
fills only an unseen purpose ; and (b) that which fulfills seen as
well us unseen purposes. To the latter class belongs the
Payovrata,—i.e., the living on milk alone,—of the sacrificer and
his wife, during the performance of the Jyofistoma. To the
former class belong such actions as are laid down by sentences

® Prakaranapifichikd, page 209,
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like ‘samidho yajati,’ which do not speak of the action as
producing any effect in any of the ka@rakas—the substance
offered, or the human agent—helping the action ; and as it is
only effects produced in these that could be seen, the action
cannot but be regarded as bringing about an unseen result. But
all such actions prodnce an intermediate apiirea, through
which they aid in the final ap#irva of the principal sacrifice,
to which latter, on that account, they are regarded as being
‘ subsidiary.” As such actions do not help in the principal
Sacrifice in any perceptible manner,—if they were not
accepted as producing an Apirva—then, in as much as
they will have been destroyed long before the fruition of
the final Apfirva, they would not accord any help to the
principal sacrifice. It is for this reason that in such cases
Prabhakara admits of intermediate apitrvas resulting from
subsidiaries.

These Ap#irvas or Niyogas are expressed by the injunctive
affix itself; and do not belong to the principal Sacrifice. Thus
being related to the Sacrificer only through the principal
sacrifice, these subsidiaries do not stand in need of
the assumption of the fact of the Sacrificer desiring some
result. This admission of intermediate apéirras might give
rise to the doubt that this result would necessitate a further
enquiry and seeking after the method by which these ap#irvas
are to be brought about; but with a view to this, the Prabha-
kara® draws a subtle distinction between the ‘anustheya’ and
the *k@rya’,—the former being that which is recognised by the
agent as something to be brought about independently,by it-
self—e. g., the final apiirva ; while the latter is that which is
recognised as to be brought about only for the sake of the
accomplishment of the former ; and as a rule the question of
details of procedure can arise only with regard to what is
anugtheya, and not with regard to what is kdrya ; and thus
no question can arise with regard to the intermediate

* Prakaranapafichika, pp. 214—215,
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Apiirvas, which are recognised only as helping in the accom-
plishment of the final Ap#rva. It may be noted here that
the Prabhakara is rather strict in the matter of postulating
apiirvas; so long as he can find any perceptible result to
justify an act, he will not assume an ap@rva or adrista ;
Kumarila, on the other hand, postalates an apfirva with every
injunction. Being an A noitabhidhanavddin, Prabhiikara does
not accept the law—* shabdi akanksa shabdenaiva piryale’—
by which the {tikarfavyata or details of procedure can be
sought after only for the sake of a result in the shape
of the apiiroa, and not for the sake of a substance which is
already in existence;* this law necessitates the assumption
of an apiiroa with every injunction, each of which, by this
law, must be self-contained, having all its needs as an in-
junction supplied by itself ; hence even the ap@rva, which
is one of the factors in the bhavana denoted by the injunc-
tive verb, has to be got out of every injunction, even of the
Sannipattyopakarakas,—if not with the action itself, at least
from the Niyama or choice of the particalar method. Pra-
bhakara, not accepting this law, takes every injunction along
with all that it is found to be related to ; and thus the subsidi-
ary action mentioned in the injunctive sentence being found
to be expressive of the accomplishment of some material, ib
becomes related to the injunction of the principal Sacrifice
in the following manner:—the ap@irva of the principal action
enjoined by the principal injunction is to be accomplished by
means of the principal action performed with materials
brought into existence in accordance with the subsidiary
action enjoined by the subsidiary injunction ; thus there is no
necessity for assuming an apirea for the latter,—the ob-
jective of these injunctions resting in the particular materials
brought into existence according to them, and not in any
apiroa.

® Nyiyamdildvistara, page 423,
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Section (3)—Sub-section (2) ®.
Means of ascertaining what 13 © Subsidiary’ to What.

1. The six means of ascertaining what is *subsidiary’
to what are the following :—(1) Shruti or Direct Declaration
in the Veda;—e.g., There are certain manfras sacred to
certain deities, which are named ° Niveshana Sasiigamana,
¢ Aindri’ and so forth; with regard to these we meet with the
following declaration in the Vijasaneye Samhita XII. 66 :—
‘The niveshana-safigamana belongs to the Vasus, and with
the Aind»i one should worship the Garhapatya fire’; here the
question arising as to whether the Aindri manfra is to be
used in the worshipping of Indra,—in virtue of the name
¢ Aindri’ ( pertaining or belonging to Indra’),—or in that of
the Garhapatya fire,—in obedience to the aforesaid declaration
in the Veda ;—the conclusion is that the manfre should be
used in the worshipping of the Garhapatya fire, and is there-
fore to be regarded as ‘subsidiary’ to that worshipping.
(Maim.[Su, ITT—ii—3, 4).

(2) Liiga’ or Indirect Implication.—It is laid down
in the Veda that at the Soma sacrifice, the juice that is left
after all the offerings have been made, should not be thrown
away, it should be drunk; in connection with this drinking
we meet with the manfra—* bhaksehi, &e.’ (Taitliriya Samhita
3-2-5-1)—called the Bhalksanuv@ka; in regard to this the
conclusion is that the manfra is to be used, not only in con-
nection with the eating or drinking,—as the words of the
mantra directly express,—but also with all those other
actions without which the drinking would not be complete;
e.g., the taking up of the juice in the hand, examining it,
swallowing it and digesting it, and so forth—all of which
collectively go to make up the ‘drinking.’ * In accordance
with this conclusion, the whole of the PBhaksinuvika is
broken up into four parts,—each part being employed with

® Including Pada iii also.

Prabha. 187.



362 Praierigara MiwmAwmsi.

each of the four above-mentioned acts; and this is due to the
indirect implication of all these acts in the act of *drinking.”
(III—ii—24, 25).

(3) Vakya or Syntactical Connection.—In connection
with the Jyofistoma we meet with the declaration (Shatapatha
Brahmana, 4-4-6-16, and 4-6-17-18)—° the * Rik should be
recited loudly, the yajus not loudly’; the question arises as
to what is meant by the words *7ik’ and * yajus’ in this con-
nection ? do they mean the Rigveda and the Yajurveda? or
the metrical and the prose passages? In the latter case
those mantras which are in the metrical form, even thongh
they be mantras of the Yajurveda, would have to be recited
loudly ; while in the former case, all that appears in the text
of the Yajurveda would be recited not loudly. The con-
clusion on this point is that the words refer to the two Vedas,
and not to the passages ; and this on the ground that, in the
earlier part of the passage at the end of which we have the
direction in question, we meet with the declaration—* Three
Vedas came into existence, the Rigveda from Agni, the
Yajurveda from Vayu, &e., &ec.” ; and as the aforesaid direction
with regard to the loud recitation of the *Rik,’ &c., is a
continuation of this same sentence, there is a synfactical con-
nection between the two parts of the sentence, by virtue
of which it is clear that the words ‘7ik’ and ‘yajus’in the
latter part of the sentence must refer to the Vedas spoken of
in the former part; and in accordance with this conelusion,
the metrical passages occurring in the text of the Yajurveda
only, cannot be recited loudly (ITI—iii—i).

(4) Prakarana or Context.—In the Shrufis we meet
with the passages—* one desiring heaven should perform the
Darshapurpamisa Sacrifices,'—* He should perform the Samid
sacrifice,’— He should perform the Tan@napat sacrifice.’
(Shatapatha-Brahmana 1:5'39); we also find that there is
no syntactical connection among these three passages, each

being an independent sentence by itself ; and as such capable
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of being regarded as the injunction of a distinct sacrifice ;
nor is there anything in the dndireet implication of the
sentences which could indicate any sort of dependence or
connection of the Samid and Taniinapat sacrifices with the
Darshapitrnamasa. We find, however, that no result is
mentioned along with the Samid and the Taniinapit, as
“heaven’ is along with the Darshapiirnamasa ; and we also
recognise the fact that being enjoined in the Veda, those
Sacrifices also must lead to some desirable end ; but at the
game time no such end is found to be mentioned ; all this
leads to the conclusion that the injunction of these sacrifices
1s wanting in that factor, as without the end to be accom-
plished, no injunction is complete (see above, Sec. 2}, Then
as regards the Darshapiirpamasa, we find that all the
information that the injunction of that sacrifice affords is
that—*if one desires heaven he should perform the Darsha-
Plrpamasa’,—and it says nothing as to the procedure or
method to be employed in the performance of that sacrifice ;
and this shows that this injunction also is wanting in one
factor,—the method or procedure, without which also no
injunction can be complete. Now then, looking into the
two sets of injunctions, we find that, if taken together, they
supply the need of each other, the factor wanting in the
one being supplied by the other, and pice persa 5 that is to
say, ‘the attainment of heaven’ mentioned in the injunction
of the Darshapirnamasa becomes recognised also as the
result to the accomplishment of which the Samid and the
TLaniinapat Sacrifices lend some help ; and that these sacri-
fices go to form the procedure or details of the Darshapiirna-
masa. This supplying of mutual need is what has been called
* Prakarapa’, ¢ Context.” The conclusion thus is that the
Samid and the Taniinapat Sacrifices—called collectively
¢ Prayijas ' —are ‘subsidiary’ to the Darshapiirnamisa. In
this case, the two sets of injunctions cannot be regarded as a
single sentence, because there is no syntactical connection

Prabhia, 189.
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among them,—syntactically each injunction heing complete
in itself. (ITT—ii—I1Y,

(5) ¢ Krama,’ or *Sthana,’ Order or Position.—In the sec-
tion of the Darshapiirnamasa we meet with the mantra—
¢ You are the missile—may I remain unhurt—may you wound
s0 and so (my enemy),’ (Taittiriya Sam, 1-6-2-4). There is
no direct declaration as to where this manfra is to be used ; nor
is there anything in the mantra to show, by indirect implica~
tion, how it is to be used. But we find that the three sacri-
fices—the Agneya, the Upamshu and the Agnigomiya—are
mentioned in a definite order; and later on we find three
mantras mentioned in conrection with these three sacrifices;
and as the three sacrifices are mentioned in a definite order,
and the three manfras also appear in a definite order, the
natural conclusion is that the first of the mantras ig to be
used at the first of the sacrifices, the aacond with the second,
and the third with the third. The manfra n question
happens to be the second of these, and hence it is
ased at, and is ‘subsidiary’ to, the Upamshu Sacrifice.
(II[—iii—12).

(6) ¢Samakhya’ or Name.—There are many mantras
mentioned as to be recited by the various priests at the
performance of Sacrifices ; no distinet injunctions ar& fonnd,
as to which manfra is to be recited by whom; but the
confusion that might otherwise arise under the circum-
stances is averted by the names given to the mantras,—such
as (1) ‘haulra’ indicating that the mangras (mainly those of
the Rigreda) are to be recited by the Hotri priest, (2)
¢ @dhvaryava, the mantras of the Yajurveda, to be
recited by the Adhvaryu, (3) “audgatra, the Samaveda
mantras to be recited by the Udgalri. Thus the fact of the
Hantra manira being recited by, and hence being ¢ subsidiary’
to, the Hofri priest is ascertained by the name of the manira
(TLI—iii—13).
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*2. (a) In a case where there is struggle for supre-
macy between Direct Declaration and Indirect Implication, it
is the former that supersedes the latter. That is to say,
when we have a Vedic declaration laying down that a certain
¢ Subsidiary '—Mantra for instance,—is to be employed at a
certain sacrifice, while the words of the man{ra itself indicate
that it is to be employed in conuecction with another, we
have to accept the former and reject the latter. The
principle underlying this supersession is that, in all matters
relating to Dharma, nothing can be regarded as authoritative
except what is laid down in the Veda. In the case of Direct
Declaration we have it directly stated by the Veda what
ghould be done; in the case of Indirect Implicalion, on the
other hand, even when its indication is accepted, the course
of action implied is accepted as authoritative only after, on
the strength of that implication, a Direct Declaration to the
same effect is assumed. It is for this reason that whenever
there is difference between the two, the Direct Declaration,
which is self-sufficient, accomplishes its purpose long before
the Indirect Implication can do its own, through the interven-
tion of the assumed Direct Declaration. As an instance
of this difference and supersession, we have the text—*with
the Aindri Man{ra one should worship the Garhapatya fire’
(Vajasaneya Sam. XII. 66); this is a Direct Declaration
laying down the use of the Aindri verse in the worshipping
of the Fire; on the other hand we have the words of the
mantra itself—* Kada ca nastarirasi mendra sashchasi
dashusg,’ *0 Indra, you never harm anyone,—in fact you
do good to one who makes offerings to yon' (Rigveda Sam
8, 51, 7.)—imply that the verse should be used in the
worshipping of Indra. But before this latter can be accept-
ed as authoritative, we have to assume, on the strength of
this implication, a direct injunction to the effect that the
Aindiri rik should be used in the worshipping of Indra; but the

® Mimamsd-Sitra, 111—iji—14.
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road to this assumption is blocked by the above-mentioned
Direct Declaration to the effect that the mantra is to be used
In gommection with the worshipping of Agni* (3) Indirect
Implication in its turn is more authoritative than Syntactical
Connection. In connection with the Darshapiirpamaisa we
find the manfra,—° Syonante sadanam krinomi ghritasya
dhiraya susevam kalpay@mi—tasmin sidamrite pratitistha
erihindm medha sumanasyaemanalh’, 0 Cake, I prepare a
nice seat for thee, with Ghee 1 make it comfortable! O
Essence of Corn, may thou, with a peaceful mind, take thy
seat upon this'! (Tailli—Brakmans  8-7-5-2) ;—here
the words, as syntactically placed, make, of the two parts
of the manfra, a single sentence; and this would imply
that the whole is to be used in the preparing of the Kusha-
bedding for the Cake. But the words of the two sections
distinctly imply that the first section of the manirais to be
used in the preparation of the bedding, and the second
section in the placing of the Cake upon it. What makes
this latter implication more authoritative than the former
is that inthe case of the former, before we can assume
the Direct Declaration to the effect that ¢ the whole mantra
shuuld be used in the preparation of the bedding’, we have
to assume the Indirect Implication, by the words of the
mantra, of the act of preparing; while in the case of the
latter, the Indirect Implication directly leads to the assump-
tion of the necessary Direct Declaration. And thus being
one step nearer to the necessary Direct Declaration, Indirect
Implication is regarded as more aathoritative than Syntactical
Connection. t Prabhakara adds ome more reason for
Indirect Implication being more authoritative: As to how
a certain Yajus-manfra is to be employed depends upon
the useful purpose served by it ; what this purpose is can be
learnt,—in the absence of Direct Declarations to the effect,—

*® Brikati—page 78 b,

t Brihati—pp. 79—79b.
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only from the gignificance of the words composing the
manfra ; thus then, the use indicated by the implication of
these words is based directly upon what forms the very
foundation of the usefulness of the mantra; the Syntactical
Oonnection, on the other hand, indicates the use of the
manira purely on the verbal basis of grammatical construe-
tion afforded by the words, independently of any useful
purposes served by it. Thus Indirect Implication is much
nearer to the basis of usefulness than Syntactical Qonnection.
(¢) Syntactical Connection is more authoritative than Confext.
In the S#uktavake mentioned in connection with the
Darshapurnamisa, we read—* Agnisomividam havirdjusetam
. Indragni idam havirdjusefam’ (Taitti. Bra. 3-5-10-3); as
this mantra occurs in the Context of the Darshapurpamisa,
it would follow from this that on the Amavasy@ day, the
word ‘ agnisomau’ should be dropped, and similarly on the
Paurpamdsi day, the word *indragni’ should be dropped.
But before this is accepted as authoritative, it would be
necessary—(1) to assume, on the strength of this Contezt the
Syntactical Connection (which is not present) between the
two sets of words havirajusefam’ and ®indragni.’;—(2) to
assume, on the strength of this Syntactical Connection,
the Indirect Implication of Indra, &c., by the words of the
first section of the manfra ;—and (3) to assume, on the
strength of this Implication, the Direct Declaration to the
effect that the manfra should be used in making offerings to
Indra-Agni. On the other hand, we find that Syntactical
Connection indicates that the words have to be retained in
both cases,—inasmuch as each is syntactically connected
with the word that follows : and for the ucceptance of this
procedure, as the Syntactical Connection is already present,
we have to assume only the Impli-ation of the deities and
the Direct Declaration. Thus being one step less removed
from the ultimate Direct Declaration, Syntactical Conmection
is regarded as more authoritative than Confext. Another
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reason for this given by Prabhikara ® is that what is indi-
cated by Syntactical Connection is based upon the meaning
afforded by the natural construction and interpretation of the
words of the manfra; while what is indicated by Context
would, at best, be based upon some construction or inter-
pretation forced upon the words, in view of circumstances
outside the limits of the Manfra itself. (d) Context is
more authoritative than Order or Position. Under the
Rijasiya we find many  principal’ sacrifices, one of which
is the Abhiséchaniya; close upon the injunction of this
last sacrifice we find the injunctions of such actions as
gambling and the like. The proximity of these latter to the
Abhisechniya would indicate that the gambling is ¢ subsidiary’
to it ; whereas the fact that the gambling is mentioned in
the Context of the R@jasfiya would indicate it to be *sub-
gidiary’ to the Rajasiiya; under the circumstances, the
gambling is accepted as ‘subsidiary’ to this latter.  The
reason for preference is the same as in the preceding
cases,—Oontext being one step nearer to Direet Declaration
than Order (Position or Proximity). According to
Prabhikara,t the Confezt consists simply in the mutual need
between a certain act and a manfra; so when the Context
indicates that the manfra is to be used at a certain sacrifice,
it is more direct in its operation than Order; because the
connection between the action and the manfra is indicated
by Context, or Mutual Need, directly through the Syntactical
Connection established, through that mutual need, between
the words of the manfia and the words denoting the action ;
while the Order, for establishing such a connection, stands
in need of many more intervening factors; for instance (1)
the Order indicates the Mutual Need, (2) which indicates the
Syntactical Connection, (3) which last again indicates the
connection between the Manfra and the Aet. (4) Order
© Brihati—page 79 b.
+ Brihati, pp. T9b—80,
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is more authoritative -than Name. The manfra—*Shun~
dhadhvam duivyaya karmane—(Taitti. Sam. 1-131)—is
met with in the chapter known by the name of Pauroda-
shika’; this fact would imply that the manfra is to be used
in the purification of the Cake (puroddsha). But the
mantra is found in close proximity to the mention of the
Sanniyya vessels ;—on the strength of which the mantra is
used in the cleaning of these vessels. The reason for
this also lies in the fact that Order is one step nearer to
Direct Declaration than Name ; and also (according to Pra-
bhikara)® in the fact that while Order is something Vedic
or Scriptural, the Neme is more or less laukika or worldly.

3. In connection with ¢ Subsidiaries,” Jaimini (Mim. Si.
IIT—vii—18 to 20) raises the question as to whether the
Sacrificer himself is to perform the Subsidiaries also, or it is
necessary for him to perform the Primary Sacrifice only, the
Subsidiaries being performed for him by priests appointed
by him. The conclusion is that he may have the Subsi-
diaries performed by others, and yet, asbeing the prime mover
in these actions also, the results of all actions—primary as
well as subsidiary—will acerue to him.

The rest of Adhydya 111 is taken up by discussions of
cases of particular *subsidiaries ’; such for instance as the
nature of the ¢ Prafipattikarma’; those actions that are men-

tioned only incidentally in the Veda; the duties of the
Sacrificer, and so forth.

4. There is an interesting matter in connection with
Adhyaya IT1: after Sttra 9 of pada iv, the Zanfravartika
has six S@fras that are not found in the Bhasya. There are
various reasons assigned for this omission :—(1) The author
of the Bhagya forgot to comment on these Sufras; (2) his
comments on these have been lost; (3) he omitted them as
they were not of much importance; (4) he did not accept

8 Brikati—page 80.
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them as having been written by Jaimini, on the ground that
the intervention of these Sifras makes it impossible to
connect S#fra 16 with S@fras 1 to 9, a connection apparently
intended by Jaimini. This last is- the view accepted by
Prabhakara,* who also omits the S#fras in question, and
connects S#fra 16 directly with Sifras 1-9. Kumarila,
on the other hand, regards the S%@fras as genuine and makes
four adhikaranas out of them. The interception of connection
between S#fra 16 and Sifras 1-9, he points out, is nothing
unusual; as we often meet with such intercepted connection
between S#fras,—e. g. Siitra ILI—iv—38 is connected with
TI[—iv—34, even in the presence of an entire adhikarana
(Sutras 33-37) intervening between them. This omission
of the Siitras by Prabhikara has been noted by later writers
also,—¢.g. by Vidyaranya in his Virgranaprameyasaigraha,
(page 4). It may be noted that the Rijuvimala also does
not make any mention of these S#ifras ; it does not even seek
to traverse the arguments propounded by Kumadrila in favour
of their inclusion.

SecTiON (4).
The* Motive’ of Actions.

1. After the Principal and ‘Sabsidiary’ character of
Actions has been ascertained, we proceed to consider the
question of * Prayuk{i’ or Motive; the question dealt with
being—* What is it that affords the occasion for a certain
action ¥ What is it for whose accomplishment an action is to
be performed, or a thing to be brought into use’ ? This ques-
tion follows upon the preceding section, because as a rule it
is the Principal Action that incites, or provides an occasion
for, the Subsidiary. There are some actions however for
which the sole motive or inciting cause is afforded by the
desirable resualt ; while there are others, not directly accompli-
shing anything desired by the agent, which are yet performed

® Brihati—page 82.

Prabha. 196.



Tre Motive oF AcTIONS. 371

for the purpose of helping in the fulfilment of some other
action that accomplishes something desired by the agent
Hence the question of the motive of an action necessarily
turns upon the question as to whether the action by itself
fulfills something in connection with another action;the
former would be called ‘purus@rtha’ and the latter ‘krafvars
tha! For this reason, before proceeding with the mam
question of Motive, it becomes necessary to ascertain what 1s
meant by actions being ‘purusirtha’ and ‘kratvartha.

2. The ¢ kratvartha' is that which is laid down as
making up the procedure of the bhavana of a certain enjoined
action ; that which is laid down for the accomplishment of
something pleasing and desirable to the agent being -called
‘purusartha’ Asaninstance of the °Zkrafvartha’ action we
have the Praydjas, which enter into the procedure of the
Darshaplirnamasa Sacrifices, and do not themselves bring
about any such result as the attainment of heaven and the
like. (1) The Darshapatirnamisa Sacrifices and also the
results accomplished by them belong to the * Pursisariha’
class, as they fulfill something that is pleasant and desirable
for the agent ; specially as these latter do not accomplish any-
thing towards the help of another sacrfice, as the Prayajas
do for the Darshapiirnemisa. (2) All material substances,
also their preparations and purifications, are regarded as
¢ kratvartha’ even in cases where some reults are mentioned
as following from theuse of such substances;the mention
of such results being regarded as ¢ drthavada’ (IV.—ii—I),
(3) There are certain things that may be regarded as both
¢ kratvartha’—and ¢ purdisirtha ; for instance Dadhi is, in one
place, mentioned only as a material to be offered (where it
is ¢ kratvartha'), but in another place, it is mentioned as a sub-
stance an offering of which makes the sense-organs of the per-
former efficient (where it is * purugartha.’). (IV—iii—5 to 7)

The above 1s one interpretation of the Sutra IV——2;
by which it is made to provide us with a definition of what
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is ‘pwrusartha’ and ‘krafvartha’. On the definition of the
“purugar{ha’ as herein provided, the Rijuvimala (Vol. II, p.
369) makes the following observations :—

¢ Purusirtha cannot be defined as that which brings
happiness, as this would not include the Nifya actions;nor
can it be that to the performance of which only a person
with some desire would be entitled; as this would not apply
to such acts as Vedic Study and the like. It must therefore
be defined as that which subserves the Principal Sacrifice and
the purposes of the agent, by ilself, and not through being
employed in another action, and through this latter aiding
the Principal Action ;—those of this latter kind being
¢ kratvartha.

By a second interpretation, this same S#fra is made to
declare that the result of actions, which is desired for its
own sake, and to which men are, by their very nature, attract-
ed, do not, and need not, form subjects of injunctions; as an
injunction only urges one towards something towards which
he would not direct his attention without such an injunction ;

to the desirable result the attention is directed by the very
fact of its being desirable in itself.

This interpetation of the Sifra, propounded by Kumarila
as Varnaka II, is not accepted by the Prabhikara;as we find
that the Rijurimald, while accepting all the other three wvar-
nakas (I, III and IV) propounded by Kumarila, makes no
mention of the second varnaka.

By the third interpretation, the Sifra is made to lay
‘down the fact that in such cases as—*‘the water should as a
rule be fetched in cups, but in the milking vessel for those
who desire cattle’—the milking wvessel is * purugartha’, inas-
much as, while the mere act of waler-fetching could be done
by other vessels also, the particnlar result, obtaining of cattle,
could be obtained only if water were fetched in the milking
vessel.
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By the fourth interpretation the Sufra declares that the
acquiring of money is © purusartha’, inasmuch as it is
necessary for livelihood ; and it is only because it is * purugd@rtha
—by supplying the means of livelihood and thereby making
living possible,—that the acquiring of money can help the
performance of sacrifices also; as unless the man lives, he
cannot perform any sacrifices.

8. As regards ‘Motive’ that which is ‘purusariha’
contains its own motive within itself; whereas that which
is “krafvartha’ would have its motive in that particular
action towards whose accomplishment it helps, or of whose
procedure it forms a part. It is with the Séfra IV——21
that Jaimini begins to consider in detail the question as to
what is the ‘motive’ of what. We shall cite here only one
instance, in order to show the method of reasoning adopted.
We have the declaration that ¢ when curd is put in hot milk,
there is found the @miksa (the solid curdled pieces) which
is for the Vishvedevas ; and the vijina (the liquid let loose)
is for the Vajins'. The question arising ss to whether
it is the Amiksa or the Vijina that forms the molive of the
action of putting curd into hot milk, the conclusion is that
it is the former, the latter follows only mmduntully Says
the Brihafi (page 93 b) :—

‘The action is not for the accomplishment of the
Vajina,—which is found to be bronght about by something
elsa,—here it is the @miksa@ for the sake of which the action
is principally done.’

4. The whole of padai, and also the greater portion
of pida ii, contain discussions as to the ‘motive' of actions,
and towards the end of pada ii, some actions are noted which
have no ‘motive’, but are performed only for the sake of
gelting aside things that have been used,—e.g., the removal
of the horn that, during the Sacrifice, has been held by the
Sacrificer in his hand (IV—ii—19) .
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4, In course of the enquiry as to the ‘motive’ of ae- .
tions, we find that there are some actions which are enjoined,
and yet they neither effectively help some other actions,
nor lead to any desirable result themselves; such for
instance is the making of the Juh# of leaves. Such an action
is regarded as purely *krafvartha’ ; and the results mentioned
along with these,—such for instance as the absence of ill-fame
—must be regarded as Arthavaga (IV—iii—1). To the
same category belong also those actions which tend only to
purify certain material substances used at sacrifices; these
purificatory actions, it is argued, render help to the perform-
ance of the sacrifice, inasmuch as without those purifica-
tions the substances could not be used; and in the absence
of the substance, the sacrifice could not be performed. Of
the same doubtful character is the Vishvajif Sacrifice which
is enjoined, but neither as part of another Sacrifice, nor as
in any way helping in the preparation of a material subs-
tance, nor, lastly, as bringing about a desirable result with
regard to such actions ;—the conclusion is that they must be
regarded as leading to the universally desirable result, in
the shape of attainment of heaven, and as such being
¢ purusartha.’ But this law, called the ¢ Vishvajinnyaya’ ,
—whereby in cases where no result is mentioned, attain-
ment of heaven is assumed as the result,—is applicable only
%o cases where no kind of result is found to be mentioned
or implied by even supplementary Arfhavadas; where any
such is found, the action must be accepted as accomplishing,
and preformed for the sake of, that result. *

Similarly the Rafrisafra is regarded as leading to
pratistha (respectability), which is found to be mentioned
in an Arthavada passage in close proximity to the injunction
of that action. The Durshapiirnamasa Sacrifices are men
tioned as accomplishing all that is desirable; thus these
are ‘purusartha’ leading to all these results. Buta single

* Brihai,—Page 97.
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performance of these sacrifices can bring about a single result ;
and for each particular result, the performance has to be
repeated (IV—iii—27, 28). As regards those actions which
are distinctly spoken of as accomplishing results pertaining
to this physical world, the conclusion is that in every case,
where there may be no obstacle in the way of the fulfilment
of the result, the same result should be regarded as its
motive' ; but if in any case there be some insuperable obstacles
in the fulfilment of the result, we must accept the action
as bringing about superphysical results,—thus in either case
they retain their © purusirtha’ character. The fact is that
results are to be regarded as pertaining to another world
only in cases where it is found absolutely impossible for
them to be experienced in this world ; e.g., the enjoyment
of the pleasures of heaven. But as for such results as can
be experienced in this world—e.g., the obtaining of cattle
—there is no ground for regarding them as pertaining to
any other world than this. There are some actions laid
down as bringing something desirable, not to the Sacrificer
himself, but to his son; e.g., the Vaishvanare sacrifice
These also are classed as * purusdrtha.’

5. The rest of pdda iii and pida IV are devoted to
the consideration of the question of certain Sacrifices being
subsidiary to other actions, and as such being * krafvartha,’
To this category belong the Sa#tframani, the Gambling at the
Rajasiiya and so forth.

Secrion (5).
The Order of Performance of Actions,

1. In section (2) we had an account of difference among
actions, which showed that certain actions, being different
from one another, were to be performed separately; in section
(3) we gave an account of subserviency, where it was shown
that certain actions, or things, were to be performed, or
brought into use, in connection with certain other actions or
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things ; in section (4) also, where we had an explanation of
the motive of actions, what we have dealt with is something
to be performed on account of—i. ., incited or occasioned
by—a certain other action or thing. "Thus then, the preceding
sections having dealt with what is to be performed; the pres-
ent section procceds to deal with the order in which it is to
be performed.

There is a difference of opinion between the Bhatte and
the Prabhikara as to whether or not the order comes within
the purview of injunction ; according to the Bhatta * it does

_form an object of injunctions ; while according to the Prabha-
kara % it cannot do so. The reasoning of the latter is that
in the case of all injunctive sentences, apart from the en-
joined action itself, we should be justified in accepting thut
alone as the further object of the injunction, withoub which
the enjoining of the action itself would remain incomplete;
as a matter of fact, the order of performance does not come
under this category; as whether we perform the action ab
one time or the other, it would be performed all the same;
and the purposes of the injunction would be fulfilled ; thus
then, order not being an integral factor in the action, it can-
not as a rule be an object of injunction ; in some cases how-
ever it is the order itself that is enjoined, the action having
been enjoined by another injunctive sentence; for instance,
the drinking or eating of the sacrificial remnant having
been enjoined, the order in which the priests have to do
this drinking is found to be enjoined by another sentence
vasatharful prathamo bhaksah'—* One who pronounces the
syllable Vasat is the first to drink’ ; such cases however are
rather rarve; asa rale, the injunctive sentence says noth-
ing as to the order ; and even if it does in a few cases, it does
g0, not by means of the injunctive word, but by some other
word, ending in the past participial affix.

® Nayamdtavistars V—i—i.
.Brihugf-;%, 100—100 b ; Rijuvimald pp. 497 el. seq. and Prakarana-

ihdl, page
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9. There are six means of ascertaining this order :—

(1) Direct Declaration, in the Veda itself—e.g. *The
Adhvaryn should initiate the Brahman after having initiated
the Master of the House’. (V—i—1).

(2) The order in which the injunctive texts occur in the
Veda; e.g. the Paniinapit sacrificeis to be performed after the
Samid sacrifice, becanse the sentence enjoining the former
—* Taniinapitam yajaii'—comes after that laying down the
latter—samidho yajati’ (Shatapatha Br. I-5-3-9). (Mim Sa.
V—i—47). Herein again, the order indicated by the order
of the mantras has preference over that indicated by the
order of the injunctive Brahmana passages. (V—i—16).

(8) The Use or Purpose,—e.g. the cooking of the
Yavign is done simply for the purpose of the performance of
homa ; consequently that cooking isto be done before the
homa ; even though the sentence °©yavdghm pachafi' occurs
after ‘agnilotraijuhoti’. (V—i—2).

(4) The Order of Commencement;—e.g. Seventeen
animals have to be consecrated for seventeen offerings to
Prajapati ; this ‘conseeration’ consists of a series of actions
done in connection with the animal ; the first action of these
series may bedone with any of the seventeen animals got
together ; but when once this commencement has been made,
the other aections must be done to the animals in the same
order in which the former action has been done. (V—i—S8,
12).

(5) Position,—In the Jyofistoma sacrifice, there are
three animals to be killed on three different days ; the first
animal called the ‘Agnisomiya’ is killed on the day preced-
ing the sacrifice (see chap. IV, §67); the second ecalled the
‘savaniya’ on the day of the Sufyd or Soma-juice-extraction
(ch. IV, §70), and the third called the ‘anubandhya’
or the last or Avabhritha day. Then there is another
sacrifice called the *S@dyaska’ which is a wikrifi or
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modification (i. e. ectype) of the Jyotistoma; but in
connection with this sacrifice, it is laid down that all
the aforesaid three animals are to be killed together on the
same day, i.c., the Second or Sufya day ; now as the point of
time, or day, laid down for the killing of all the three
animals, pertains par excellence to the Savaniya animal (as
at the Jyotistoma, it is the Savaniya that is killed on the
Sutyd day)—when the actual killing comes to be done, it is
the Savaniya that is killed first, then the Agnisomiya and the "
Anubandhya, (V—i—13).

(6) The Order of the Principal,—In connection with
the Darsha sacrifice, the subsidiary details of the Sannayya
are performed before those of the Agnéya; but in spite of
this, inasmuch as between those two themselves, it is the
Agnéya that is performed before the Sanndyya,—when it
comes to the performance of certain subsequent rites, it is
the rites connected with the dgn@ya that have precedence
over those connected with the Sannayya. (V—iv—2).

3. In the performance of the Subsidiaries, the order
indicated by the order of the injunctive sentences is regard-
ed as of greater anthority than that indicated by the Order

of Principals (V—i—15). In cases where there is
none of the aforesaid six means available, any order may be
adopted. (V—i—3). There is no fixed order among

a number of Sacrifices performed for the obtaining of de-
sirable results pertaining to this world,—when these do not
form part of any one Sacrifice, but are performed independ-
ently of one another. When each is independent of the other,
it may be performed atany time when the Agent happens
to have a desire for the vesult accomplished by it
(V—iii—22). Nor can any definite order be ascertained
as between the Soma and the Isti Sacrifices® as such ;as
while in some cases, the Isii is dependent upon the Some, in

* See Chap. IV, § 4.
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others, it is the other way ; so there can be no definite
order of sequence. (V—iv—35).

Section VI—Sub-section (1).*
Who is entitled to the Performance of Sacrifices ?

1. Having dealt with the Sacrifices and the Order in
which they are to be performed, we proceed to consider the
question as to who is entitled to perform them. The
general principle that presents itself is that, in the case of
all sacrifices accomplishing definite results, any person who
is desirous of attaining a particular result is entitled to the
performance of the Sacrifice accomplishing that resul’
(VI—i—1). To this the most natural exception is that
even if a person is desirous of attaining a certain result,
if he is absolutely incapable of performing the Sacrifice
laid down as accomplishing that result, he cannot be regard-
ed as properly entitled to its performance (VI——4, 5.)

9. Having thus dealt with the most general principle
and its most general exception, we proceed to consider
gpecial cases. Women are as much entitled to sacrifices
as men (VI—i—6), with this exception, however, that the
recitation of the Vedic manfras cannot be done by them.
In the case of married men, neither the man alone, nor the
woman alone, is entitled to the performance ; it is the two
together that can perform sacrifices. The Shidra
cannot perform any sacrifice, for the simple reason that he
cannot study the Veda, and as such cannot take an active part
in any Vedic Sacrifice. Though this reason might be
regarded as applying, with equal force, to the case of women
also,—at least in accordance with later authorities,—yet the
very fact of Jaimini differentiating the Shiidra from the
woman in this respect would indicate that in ancient times
women of the first three castes were allowed to study the
Veda; that this was so is pI'CWLd by a passage in the

® Includes also the subject matter of Adh, ‘L’l—-[u.du VL.

Prabha, 205.
23



380 _ PrIpnigara Miumiusi.

Brihadaranyaka Upanisad also. This however would mili-
tate against what Jaimini puts forward in VI—i—24 as a
‘reason for the man, and not the woman, reciting the
Upasthana and other manfras; the reason here given is
“want of knowledge of the Veda.’ But this is a reason
which, in the case of the Shitdra, precludes him from all
sacrificial performance ; but not so in the case of the woman s
80 it would seem that it is only in cases of both husband and
wife jointly performing the sacrifice, that those mantras are
to be recited by the husband, and not by the wife. It
may also be noted in this connection that the Siitra itself
does not contain any mention of the ‘want of knowledge of
Veda’ in the case of women,—as it does in the case of the
Shiidra (St 26, 33); it has only been added by later com.
mentators, who, by this interpretation, raised for themselves
the difficulty mentioned above, which they have failed to
explain satisfactorily ;* there was, in reality, no ground for
this difficulty in the S#fra itself; it originated with the
Bhasya declaring (page 620, lines 20-21) the *Woman as in-
separably connected with Avidya’ (‘want of knowledge');
the reason for this lay in the fact that later writers could

not bring themselves to take the same liberal view in regard
to women that Jaimini had taken.

3. Of incapacitating cireumstances, only two are mention-
ed—(1) want of necessary wealth, and (2) some disease that
disables the man. As regards the former, it is not regarded
as an insurmountable obstacle, as the poor man can with
a little effort get together wealth enough for a particular
sacrifice. As regards the latter, if the disease is an incurable
one, the person cannot partake, in any sacrifice; if it
is curable, he can do so after the cure. (VI—i—29 to 42),

4. The question as to who is entitled to perform sacrifi-
ces is dealt with more systematieally by Katyayana t ;=

® Vile Shastradipita, pp. 443—44, fo &t R e
t Sirautasiira—], 3o 13, 7 0" A% tiempt at an explanation.
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In siifra 3 he puts forward the position that all beings—
animal, human and divine—are equally entitled to the per-
formance of sacrifices. Sifra 4 rejects this view, and de-
clares that human beings alone can be so entitled ; as it is
they alone that can perform sacrifices ; the gods cannot do
so,—the commentator, Karka, adds,—because they have all
their desires already fulfilled, and do not stand in need of
anything which they would seek to accomplish by means of
sacrifices ; and also because apart from the gods themselves,
there are no * deities’ to whom they could make offerings;
the Raksasas and Pishdchas cannot perform sacrifices, as
they are, by their nature, impure, and as such unfit for
sacrificial performances ; nor can animals do it ; as they are
devoid of the requisite Vedic knowledge.

There are however certain exceptions. These are men-
tioned in Sttra 5 :—Sacrifices can not be performed by one who
has one or more limbs wanting, who is devoid of Vedic know-
ledge, who is sexless, or who is a shitdra. These exceptions,
Karka adds, are implied in the ‘incapacity’ mentioned in
the preceding siifra ; for instance, one who has no legs can-
not perform the walking involved in the Vissukrama, ® the
blind cannot do the ‘aveksana’ or ‘examination’ of the ghee, \
the dumb cannot recite the man{ras; and a sacrifice in which
these details would be absent would be much too deficient
%o deserve the name. One who is devoid of Vedic know-
ledge is not entitled to any performances, because he does
not know how it is to be done. The sexless person is not
entitled, because the Scriptures have declared him to be
impure’ by his very natare. The shidra also is not entitled.
On this point, both the siifrz and the commentary are silent ;
they do not put forward any ‘reasons’ in support of this
exception. S7fra 6 declares that the Brahmana, the Ksattriya
and the Vaishya alone are enfitled to sacrifices,—because

© Mentioned in Shafapatha Bra. 1.1.2.13 ; 6-5:2.10 ; 6-6 4-1.
+ 1bid. 1.3.1.18, .

w
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of declarations in the Veda to this effect’; the Veda, ta:
eommentator adds, has laid down the ‘consecration of_ fire’
as to be done by the three higher castes only; and as no
sacrifices can be performed without ‘consecrated’ fire, this
precludes the shiidra altogether. Katyiiyana does not, like
Jaimini, exclude the shiigra merely on the ground of * want
of knowledge’ ; as this absence would exclude the ignorant
Brahmana justas much as the ignorant  Shidra ; and also
because, if that were the sole reason, it would exclude women
of the higher castes also, as pointed out above. Siitra 7
distinctly lays down that women are as much entitled to the
performance of sacrifices as men ; specially asit is found
that the Veda lays down directions for the ¢initiation’ of
the sacrificer as well as his wife—* the ; former being
initiated with the mekhald and the latter with the yokira
(Sutra8). Though such is the liberal view taken by Katya-
yana, Karka could not resist the influence of the later age ;
he has added that women are entitled,—but only us accom-
panied by their husbands, and not independently by them-
gelves : he bases this qualification upon a latter Smrifi text
which declares that * there is no independent sacrificing for
women.’ He appears to have lost sight of the fact that the
man also is not entitled to the performance of sacrifices, apart
from his wife—in view of the declaration, *yaf karfavyam
tad wmaya saha.” In Sifras 11 and 12, Katyayana takes ac-
count of those Vedic declarations that speak of the * Bathakara
and the ® Nisadasthapati’ as entitled to the °consecration
of fire'; * Rathakdra’ is the name given to one who has
his mother bornof a Shadra mother and a Vaishya father,
and his father is bornof a Vaishya mother and a Ksattriya
father ; the Commentator remarks that for such a person, the
fconsecration of fire’ is only for the purposes of his purifica-
tion, and not for that of sacrificial performances. The
Nisadasthapati, the Nisada chief, is entitled to a particular
g1y sacrifice which s performed for the preservation of
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cattle ; but this is to be performed in the ordinary, and not
in the ¢ consecrated’ fire, (S7#fra 14).

5. The sixth padi of adhydya VI deals with the subject
of persons entitled to the performance of Safras.®* The
Safra differs from an ordinary saerifice in that— (1) it cannot be
performed by one. man, (X—vi—45 to 50 ; and X—vi—>39 to
60),—and (2), all priestsare from among the ‘ Saerificers’ them=
selves (X—vi—51 to 58). For this sume reason, the services
of the priests at the Safra are not ‘bought’ or ‘exchanged’
for any promised ‘fee’ (X—ii—35 to 38); and the gift of ‘a
mare, or a slave girl or a cow’, that is laid down in connection
with the Sarasvat@ Isti (which forms part of the ‘procedure’
of the Safra) must be regarded as fulfilling a transcendental
result, and not the ordinary result of sach gifts, which has
been shown (X—ii—22) to consist in the priests being won
to service. (X—ii—44). If one of the BSacrificers at the
Satra should happen to die during the performance, his
bones are to be kept wrapped in deer-skin; and his place
taken up by a person nearly related to him; and at the
end of a year, the Sacrificers shouald perform, for the sake of
their dead partner, a special sacrifice called the ‘S-immgsam-
yiaga ' (X—ii—47, 48).

All the (seventeen) persons undertaking the Safra
should belong to the same Brahmana sub-class—i.e. they
should all be followers of the same ¢ Kalpasiitra® (VI—vi—1
to 11). But in the Kuldyayajiia, it is permissible for the
King and his priest to belong to different ¢ Kalpas.! (Si.
12—15). Ksatiriyas and Vaishyas cannot perform
Satras, to which Brahmanas alone are entitled ; and of these
also, only those who belong to the Vishvamifra Gotra; and
of these last, only such as are guided by the same ¢ Kalpa’
(St 16-26). All persons partaking in the Safra must be
regular performers of the dgnihotra (Su. 27—32). To
the Samidheni however, all ‘dvijas’ are equally entitled

® PPor a discussion as to the ‘result’ of Batras, see below, Sec. 6, Eﬁh-aec. 2,81,
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(St. 36—39), The Juh# and the other implements used at
the Safra should be kept common among all the sacrificers,
and none should belong exclusively to any one person; as
if it did, then, if the person to whom it belongs were to die,
he being an Agnihofrin, all his sacrificial implements would
have to be burnt along with his body ; and thus there would
be a diserepancy in the sacrificial performance, for want of
the implement thus burnt. (Si. 33-35).

6. To the performance of the ¢ Vishwaji¢’ only Such
persons are entitled as can afford to give 1200 pieces of
gold. (VI—vii—I18 to 20).

SeorioN G6—Sub-section (2).%
Certain Miscellancous Questions in regard to Sacrifices.

1. In the above connection, Jaimini treats incidentally
of certain other matters, related to the main question of
persons entitled to sacrificial performance. For in-
stance, in S#fras 1 and 2 he raises the question of [Safras,$—
sacrifices performed by a number of persons (generally 17),
and not by only one person. The question is whether the
result of such communistic sacrifices acerues to each person
severally or to all of them collectively. The conclusion is
in favour of the former view, for the reason that, even
though acting only in the group, each of the group is as
much a ¢ Sacrificer’ as any single Sacrificer ; and as results
are said to accrue to the * Sacrificer,’ it is only natural that it
should accrue to each and every person that is a ®sacri-
ficer,—no matter whether he he so alone orin a group.
Says Prabhakare {—

*The conclusion indicated by the Seriptures is that
each one of the group is an independent Sacrificer.’

_® Including also the matter of pada viii,
4 Dealt with in Shatapatha Br. 111 and IV ; and Mim. Sa. Adh. VI, pada vi,
{Brikati—p. 112b,
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Then there arises the question as to whether or ngt
such collective performance is possible in the case of the well-
known sacrifices of the Darshapiirpamiisa and the like. The
text laying down the Darshapiirnamisa uses the injunctive
verb in the singular number—* yajefa’; hence the conclusion
is that these sacrifices must be performed by a single Sacri-
ficer. (VI—ii—3 to 12),

In regard to the Sacrifices laid down as bringing about
visible results—cattle, rain &e.,—when the Sacrifice has been
once begun, it must be carried to its end, even if the result
desired should happen to be accomplished before its comple-
tion; as the Veda deprecates all unfinished acts, and
prescribes expiatory rites for leaving sacrifices incomplete ;
and also because learned men decry men who begin a certain
act and do not carry it to its end.®* (VI—ii—13 to 15).
But this rale does not apply to sach purely worldly acts as
the building of a house ; because the aforesaid deprecation of
unfinished acts is based upon the consideration that when a
sacrificial performance has been begun, an expectation of
receiving offerings has been raised in the mind of the deities
concerned; so if the prescribed offerings were not made,
it would be a breach of promise. Such is not the case with
purely worldly acts; specially as the aforesaid depre-
cation is based upon the fact that the Veda prescribes
expiatory rites for unfinished sacrifices—which ecould not
apply to the worldly acts. (VI—ii—16 to 18) (Brikati p.
113 b).

2. With regard to the prohibited acts,—such as the
aating of Kalaiija,—there arises the question as to whether
or not the prohibition—* one should nor eat the Kalafija’—
is to be regarded as a positive “injunction of taking a vow
never to eat the Kalaija, just like the vow of the Brahma-
chirin not to look at the rising sun,—thereby making this

® Brikatt. p. 118b.
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action of the taking of the vow, a dharma leading to Heaven

the ¢Vishvajit Law’ enunciated under Mim. S#.
[V—iii—10). ¢ The reason in favour of the view that the
sentence should be taken in the sense of prescribing a
positive action, is that, all injunctive verbs laying down
actions for the fulfilment of something desirable for the
agent, the prohibitive sentences also,—which are in the
form of injunctions,—must be regarded as laying down
gomething fo be done,—a mere avoidance in this case,—which
would fulfill some desirable end’,—says Prabhakara. ®
The final conclusion however is that such prohibitions can
not be treated on the same level as the prohibition of the
looking on the rising sun, &c., the reason given being that
in the prohibition—*na kalafijambhaksayel’ ,—the negative
word must be taken as enjoining the negation or cessation of
that act of eating,—and not any positive act; all injunctions
of positive acts lay down something to be done; but the
gentence in question does not prescribe any thing to be done;
therefore it can not be regarded as the injunction of a
positive act. = Nor would such .a prohibition be entirely
purposeless; as it would serve the useful purpose of saving
men from the troubles of hell which would be their lot if
they ate the Kalaiija. This interpretation saves us from
the necessity of assuming a result for the avoidance (by the
s Vishvajit- Law’); it is one who fears hell that is entitled
to the cessation from the eating of Kalaiija, and not one
who desires heaven. For these reasons, Prohibitions ecan
not be regarded as leading to any desirable results; they
must be regarded only as saving from undesirable ones
and from this it follows, as a necessary corrollary, that that
which is prohibited leads to undesirable results. It may
be argned, here that the syntactical argument, based upon
the connection of the negative particle with the Verba]l
root, applies with equal force to such prohibitions as © one

© Brihdti—p.—113 b.
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should not look at the rising sun’; and yet these latter have
been taken (IV—i—3 to 6) as laying down the positive act of
taking the vow not to do the act mentioned—such vow
leading to a desirable result. There is however a great
difference between the two cases. These latter prohibitions
are found to be prefaced by the words ‘afha vrafam’— now
then & few observances to be kept by the Brahmach@irin®,
—and then follow the prohibitions of certain acts; these
prefatory words distinetly show that the prohibitions are not
prohibitions of acts leading to undesirable results, but they
lay down the desisting from certain specified actions,—this
desisting constituting an observance, bringing about desirable.
results; they say nothing as to any undesirable results pro
ceeding from the prohibited acts; specially so because the
looking on the sun is nowhers spoken of in the Veda as sinful,
and as such leading to undesirable results. In the case of the
prohibition of the eating of Kalanja, on the other hand, we
do not find any such prefatory words; hence the prohibition
necessarily implies that what is prohibited is so because
it brings about undesirable results.

As for the duties laid down for the Brahmachirin,—
such as approaching the Preceptor, studying under him,
and so forth,—the conclusion is that these duties become
binding, not upon all men, but only upon those of the higher
castes who are entitled to Vedic Study; and upon these also, -
not as soon as they are born, but only when their Upanayana
has been performed (VI—ii—21, 22); and those duties
continue binding, not indeed throughont life, but only during
, the time specified for the purpose (Brihafi p. 118).

3. The performance of the Agnihsfra being laid down
as lifelong,—the question arises as to whether this means that,
throughout his life,—at all points of time, from morn till
eve—the man is to be performing the Agnikofra, and hence
doing nothing else ; or that the performance is to be only
at stated times ,—e. g. some offerings in the morning, and

. Prabha. 213.
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some in the evening. The conclusion is that the performamce
is not be continued incessantly through day and might;
. because in connection with the acts laid down as making up
the dgnihotra, it is distinetly declared that some are to be
performed ‘in the morning’ and some ‘in the evening.’
Hence the expression ‘throughout life ’ —*yavajjivam’'—
must mean on all mornings and evenings during one’s earthly
eristence.  (VI—ii—23 to 26). Similarly with the
Darshapirnamisa, these also are laid down as ‘lifelong’;
but the offerings are to be made only on the New Moon
and the Full Moon days. Three duties have been laid
down as calculated to pay off the three kinds of debts :—(1)
the performance of saerifices whereby debts owing to the
Gods are paid ; (2) Pedic Study—paying off debts owing to
the Risis; and (3) the begetling of children—whereby debts
to the Pitris are paid. These acts may be supposed—on the
basis of the ¢ Vishvajit Law’—to be prescribed as leading
to certain desirable results ; and as such the idea would be
that only those persous are to perform these actions who
may be desirous of attaining that result ; and of these also,
only Bralmanas ; inasmuch as the actions are prescribed along
with such others as the Soma and other Sacrifices which are
meant for Brahminas only. But the conclusion is that
all these actions are necessary duties and as such, to be
performed by all personsof the three higher castes—irrespect-
ive of any desire for results. (VI-i—31).

4. In Pada viii, we have certain minor sacrifices dealt
with. In regard to the Chaturhotra Homa, it is stated thab
only such persons are entitled to its performance as arve n0é
Agnihotrins ; for such persons therefore the *sacrificial fire’
could not be the regular Agnihofra fire; it must only be
that fire in which have been poured the libations in connec-
tion with the Upanayana. (VI—vii—II to 19). Similarly
the sacrifice performed by the Nisada chief must be offered
ip the ordinary fire; as in his case, there is mneither the
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Agnihotra nor the Upanayana fire (Su-20—21). So also
the Avakirni offering is to be made in the ordinary fire; as
this is an offering that is to be made by the Brahmacharin,
for whom the regular Agnihotra fire is not possible; as this
can be ‘laid’ only by * the husband and wife’ together, and
the Brahmach@rin has no wife.

5. All religious performances, connected with the Gods,
—aguch as the Chudikarana, the Upanayana and the like,—
should be performed during the ‘ Northern Solstice’ of the
Sun ; and then also only during the brighter half of the
month. (Si. 23, 24),

6. In connection with the [Jyofistoma, the Payovrala
(living upon milk) by the Sacrificer and his wife should be
kept in all cases, and not only when milk is the material
offered. (Su. 28). For Agni-Soma the only animal
that can be offered is the goatl. (Stu. 50—42.)

SeoTioN (6)—Sub-section (3.) *
Capability of Sacrificers.

1. The question as to whether or not a person is entitled
to the performance of Sacrifices naturally leads to the
enquiry as to whether or not he is able to perform them ; and
in course of this we haveto consider the chances of a man
completing the undertaken Sacrifice under difficulties of sorts,
and so forth.

In regard to the Darshap@rpamisa, the Agnihofra and
other such necessary and life-long performances, it is held
that, in case one is not capable of performing all their

® Including pddas iv and valse. The only M8, of the Brihafi that has been
available closes with Adh. VI, pida ii ; consequently henteforward we ehall not be
in a position to give any references to Prabhakara’s own work—and as to what is pu
forward here is tha actual * Prabhikarn * view, the sole authority that we have js
an indirect oue : as Prabhikara, as a rule, agrees with the Bhagya in its apparentt
interpretation ; all points where there is the slightest dilference are noted in the
MimdmsanyGyamdlavistara. On some points however we have the direct authority
of the Prakaranapafichika.
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detailed subsidiaries, he need perform only the Prineipal
Sacrifice in full, and omit the minor subsidiaries ,—but only
incase he is absolutely and really incapable, beyond all
help. (VI—iii—1 to 7). This however applies only to
the caseof the mecessary (nifya) actions; in the case of
Kiamya actions—those performed with a view to certain
desirable results ,—the entire procedure has to be gone
through scrupulously; as even the slightest omission
would weaken the force of the action, which would be so
far incapacitated to bring about the desired result. (VI—
iii—8 to 10).

With regard to the materials of the Sacrifice, it some-
times happens that the substance that has been prepared and
got ready for the offering gets spoilt or spilt or otherwise
rendered unfit for use; and in such cases, even in the
middle of the performance, if one of the prescribed
substitutes of the sabstance is available, and is used in the
remaining offerings,—that does not spoil the sacrifice in any
way (VI—iii—11 to 17). But the substitute must be some
thing similar to the original; for instance, the yava for the
orihi (Su. 27.) If however another supply of the ori-
ginal substance is available, this must have preference
over all substitutes (So. 35.) But in no case can
we substitute a substance the use of which is prohibited,—
such substances for instance, as the masa, the chanaka and
such other substances, called * ayajiiiya, ‘unfit for sacrifices.’
In the case of the offering of cakes, if in the baking, it should
get spoilt, or burnt, another cake is permitted to be used, but
only after certain expiatory rites have been performed
(VI—iv—17 to 21). If the fire is extinguished, it should be
kindled again, with all the due ritesyof the Agnyadhana.
(V1—iv—26, 27). !

Though substitutes are allowable in the case of sub-
tances, it is not so in the case of Deities or Mantras ; if these
happen to be wrongly named or recited, that performance is
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spoilt, and cannot be remedied. (VI-—iii—18,19). Lastly,
as regards the Sacrificer, if anything happens to him that
disables him from taking part in the performance, then the
action fails entirely, no substitute being allowable for the
Saerificer (VI—iii—21). In the case of Salras how-
ever, where there are a number of Sacrificers, if one happens
to be disabled, his place can be taken by another; the reason
for this is that in the case of Safras, all Sacrificers take part
in the performance, not only as ‘sacrificers’ or ‘masters,’
bus also as ‘priests’ (there being no other officiating priests
at the Safra); and as even duripg the performance, a change
of priests is permissible, the Sacrificer, who has been also
acting as a ‘priest, can, on that account, be replaced
(St. 22). But such a substitute can be regarded as a
¢ Sacrificer’ only for the purpose of making up the prescribed
number ¢ Seventeen’; and he does not partake in the  result.
(Su. 23). The real reason for this exception to the
general principle of the non-replacement of Sacrificers
appears to lie in ezpedieney ; in the case of a single Sacrificer,
his incapacity spoiling the performance, this failure as
pertaining to himself would be easily allowed ; but in the
case of Safras, there being seventeen ®Sacrificers,’ if only
one of them happens to be disabled during the performance,
the other sixteen would not be willing to forego the elaborate
Sacrifice and its much coveted result ; and further, as there
was a greater likelihood of one out of the 17 being disabled,
some latitude had to be allowed in this case. In case any
one of the persons taking part in a sacrifice should wish to
go away after the performance has been begun, he may do
g0 ; but he should have to perfom the Fisheajif sacrifice in
expiation of his failure. (VI—v—25 to 27).

2.* In pida iv, we find two adhikaranas devoted to the
‘Eating of Remnants.” It having been laid down that of the
gubstances offered, if something is left, the remnant

* Bee Chap. 1V, § 75.
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should not be thrown away, it should be eaten,—this ‘eating
of the remnant’ being regarded as a ¢ prafipailikarman’; the
question arising as to who should eat it, the conclusion is
that the priests should do it (VI—iv—4 to 9),—those who
have taken part in the offerings and libations, as well as
those who have helped in the extracting of the Soma-juice (S1.
24, 25). But the Soma-juice can be eaten by the Brahmana
only ; for which the principal reason is that all priests must
be Brahmanas (XII—iv—42 to 47); and every eater musb
eat out of the cup named after himself (III—v—22); it
naturally follows that a Brahmana alone can eat 1it. The
Sacrificer also being entitled to the eating of remnants, if
he is a Brahmana, there is no difficulty ; but if, as in the case
of the Soma sacrifices, he happens to be a Ksaftriya, instead of
the remnant of the Soma-juice, they give him in its place, &
prepuration of Vata-seeds mixed with curds (ITI—v—23).
But in case the remnant gets spoilt, or rendered inedible,
it should be thrown into water (VI—v—48). 1f, after
the priest has eaten it, he should vomit it, he has to make an
offering of the Somendra-chary, as an expiatorye rite
(III—iv—328). :

3. Pada 5 deals with certain mishaps. For instance,
the Darsha sacrifices are to be performed on the day that the
moon is entirely invisible; if, however, by miscaleulation
of dates, the sacrifices are commenced on a wrong day,—and
the moon becomes visible after the materials have been duly
prepared,—then, these materials need not be thrown away, but
they should be offered to some deity other than those
prescribed for the Darsha; and the details of the Darsha
itself begun over again on the proper date (VI —v—1 to 9).

4. From Sufra 28 onwards, the subject of Initiation
is taken up. In connection with the Darshapiirnamasa
the number of initiations prescribed are various—1, 2, 3, 4, and
12 ; and the conclusion according to Shabara is that in all

cases there should be 12 initiations; but according to
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Kumdrila, the exact number depends upon the option of the
Sacrificer, so far as the Darshapurnamisa itself is concerned ;
but at the Duidashiiha Sacrifice, they must be 12. (Vi-
v—28).

From the day that the Initiation for the Soma Sacrifice
begins, either on the fifth or the seventh or the eighth day,
there is the extraction of the juice®,—this day being on
that account called the ‘¢ Sutydha. On the same day there
is also the * bath’; but if for some reason the bath is post-
poned, then the duties of the Initiate,—such e.g. as the
making of no gifts—continue to be incumbent on him,
until the bath has been performed , as it is the bath that
forms the concluding item in the Imitiation. (VI—v—
38, 39).

The rest of p@ds V deals with mishaps in connection
with the moving of the priests out of the Havirdhana. It is laid
down that they should go out in a fixed order, each holding the
end of the cloth worn by ons in his front . If this order
happens to be broken, certain expiatory rites have to be
performed (VI—v—49 to 56).

Seoriox 6—~Sub-section 4.
The Vishvajit Sacrifice.

1. The whole of pada vii is devoted to the considera-
tion of certain details in connection with the Fishvajif
Sacrifice. This sacrifice can be performed only by such per-
sons as can afford to give 1200 gold pieces, which is the least
that can be meant by the * sarvasva’ (all one’s belongings)
which is the prescribed ¢ fee’ in connection with this sacrifice
(St. 18—20). In this connection, it is further laid down
that when the Veda enjoins the giving away of all one's
belongings at this sacrifice—by ‘all belongings’ here are
meant only the riches of the Sacrificer,and not such things
as his parents, for instance (S, 1—2); but of the ¢riches’

® Chapter IV, §70 et. 2eq.
1 Ch. 1V, §73.
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also no landed property is to be given (S@. 8), nor horses
(S@. 9), nor such slaves as may be actually in attendance
upon the master (Si. 6). Where the Veda speaks of
the giving of ‘immeasurable riches’, any number beyond
1000 (of gold pieces, presumably) is intended (S 23-25)
Similarly, where ¢ 1000 years’ are spoken of as *the period
of the Fishoagit’, it is 1000 days that are meant. (Su. 31-
40).
Szcriox (7).*
Transference or Extended Application of Delails.

1. The first six adhyayas have dealt with what has been
called ¢ Upadesha '—the Direct Mention, or Indirect Implica-
tion, of what is required to be done, in connection with Dharma.
The seventh adhyaya takes up the subject of ¢ Afidesha’—
Transference, or Extended Application, of certain details from
one.action to the other. There are many sacrifices with
regard to which the Veda does not prescribe all the necessary
details; but lays down simply that ‘such and such a sacri-
fice is to be performed in a manner similar to such and such
another’;—e. g. with regard to the [su Sacrifice, after having
mentioned what is pecaliar to it, the texts declare—‘ the rest
is like the Shyena sacrifice.’ In such cases the Shyena would
be called the * Prakrifi-ydga, the Archetype, ‘original Sacri-
fice,” and the Isu the corresponding © Vikrifi’ or ¢ Modifica-
tion’ or the Eectype. The transference then, of the details of the
¢ Avchetype’ to the ‘ Ectype’ is what is called ¢ Atidesha ;—
defined as ‘that by which the details of performance are
transferred, or extended, from one archetype to other sacri-
fices similar to it’...(quoted in the Mimamsanyamalavistara,
p. 374); the definition given by the Prakarapapaiichika (p.
997) is that it is ‘that through which the Eetype becomes
connected with the details of the Archetypal Sacrifice’; 16

® Including adhydyas VII aad VIIL
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goes on to add that ‘the extension of the details of one
sacrifice to another ,—when there is no incongruity in such
extension—is called Afidesha.

2. Before proceeding with the main subject of

Transference, Jaimini pauses to consider a question, upon the
consideration whereof the enquiry into Transference de-
pends;—viz. The Prayaja Sacrifices which are mentioned
as the ‘subsidiary details’ of the Darshaplirnamiasa,—are
these ¢ subsidiaries’ laid down for this latter sacrifice only,
or for all Sacrifices?  This enquiry becomes necessary at
this stage, becanse if the details laid down in one section are
intended by the Veda for all Sacrifices, then those details
belong as much to one Sacrifice as to the other; that is to
say, the details laid down in the Shyena section belong as
much to the su Sacrifice as to the Shyena ; and thus the
details belonging equally to all sacrifices, by Direct Declara-
tion, there would be no need for any ®transference’; in fact
there would be no such thing as *transference’; but in case
the details mentioned in connection with one sacrifice are
intended by the Veda to belong to only a few sacrifices, then
those sacrifices to which they do not belong, and which
have no details of their own, would be wanting in those
details ; and for the supplying of this want they would be
dependent upon those sacrifices to which the details belong
directly ; and in this -case alone, the former would be the
‘ectype’ of the latter; and then alone would there be an
oceasion for considering the question of ®transference’ of
details (dealt with under adhyayas VII and VIII), as also
those of Uha (Adh. IX) and Badha (Adh. X).

3. The question of the detailsof the Darshapirnamisa
belonging to all sacrifices or to only a few, turns upon the
question as to whether the performance of the details is simply
for the sake of accomplishing sacrifices, or for that of bringing
about anapiirva ; because, in the former case, as all sacrifices
are equally © sacrifice,” what are mentioned * for accomplishing
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sacrifices’ would be related equally to all Sacrifices;
while in the latter case, they would be related to only one
definite apfirva ; and this one apitrea could not but be the one
mentioned as following from the Sacrifices in whose connec-
tion the details are mentioned ; as it is only of such Sacrifiees
that the details are ‘ainga’ or ¢ subsidiary —as explained in
adhyiya I[I; and thus the details would belong directly only
to these sacrifices, and could be connected with other
sacrifices only by ‘transference.’

The conclusion on this point is that the details are
related to the apiéirva ;—(1) becanse between the apiirve
and the sacrifice in general, it is the former that is the
predominant factor, inasmuch as it leads directly to
something desirable, while the mere ©Sacrifice’ in general
does mot, independently by itself, bring about anything
desirable ; and (2) because it is only by such interpretation
that the requirements of ¢ Context’ are fulfilled,—the details
being connected with that sacrifice in whose * Context’ they
are mentioned. In the other case, no significance could
attach to °Context” (VII—i—1 to 12).

4. Before taking up the special cases of ‘ Transference,’
we shall offer a few observations on the general character of
¢ Transference’'. At the very outset, it hasto be noted
that we have Transference, not only of actions or procedure
of action, but also of other sacrificial details, materials and
so forth; says the Prakarnapaichika :—* Atideshak praka-
asya dharmandichaiva yujyate'— there is transference of the
procedure of action as also of the accessory details’—(p. 227,
shl. 13); it is only of the result that there is no trangference
(VIII—i—20 to 22). The only rule in regard to fransfer-
ence is ‘the ectype is to be performed in the same man-
ner as the original archetype,’—e. g. the °Sau ya' sacrifice
is to performed in the manner of the ‘Agneya,’ the ¢ Isu’
like the ¢Shyena, and so forth; what is meant by this
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is that all those details and accessories for the performance
of the Isu, which are not directly laid down specifically as
to be employed at it, are to be brought in from the Shyena.
1t is true, as the Prakaranapaiichikd remarks (p. 226) that
the first of the details that come up for transference are the
procedure; but that is not all ; if the offering material i8 not
laid down, we have to bring in that material ; and so also any
accessory that may be found wanting. Nor does this in any
way militate against the first adhikarana of adhyaya X; as
there we have the denial of the ¢ transference’ of only such
details of the archetypal sacrifice as have had their purposes
entirely fulfilled, and which, on that account, conld serve no
usefal purpose in the ectype ; similarly under V—i—19, we
have an instance of the details of the archetype not being
transferred to its ectype, in virtue of Direct Declaration,
whose authority is above everything, —also above the general
law with regard to the transference of the details of the
archetype to the ectype.  Thus then, the ‘Transference’ being
due to the needs of the sacrifice, the need or motive that
prompts this ¢ transference’ may lie either in some transcen-
dental result expected out of what is transferred, or in some
purely visible result, expected to be accomplished better by
what is transferred than by any other means. (Prakaranapaii-
chika p. 227, shl. 18). The question then that we have to deal
with here is—in what cases is this ¢ transference’ possible
or desirable ¥ and in what cases is it notso? It is on this
question that the whole of the second part of Jaimini's Sifras
(Adh. VII—XII) turns; that is why it is taken up here.

5. ¢Transference’ is regulated and controlled by—(1)
Prakarana Context), and (2) Sthana (Position). For instance
—(1) a certain sacrifice will have its details transferred to
another only if the two are found enjoined in the same
context; this is the reason why the details of the Shyena

are transferred to the Isu, and not to the Saurya. (2) In this
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¢ Pransference’, that which occupies the *position’ of the
Devatd or Deity at the original sacrifice is to take the same
¢ place’ when transferred to the ocher sacrifice ; what appears
in the former as the ofering maisrial is to be used in the
game capacity at the latter also. TIn eases where the mention

_ of the Deity indicates the ‘ transference' of the properties

of one sabstance, whila the nature of the offering material
points to the properties of another,—preference is given to
the latter. For instance, in the injunction ‘for Indra one
should prepare the ons-pan substance’, the deity *Indra’
indicates tha ¢ transference’, to this baking or preparing of the
Cale, of the properties of the Sinndyya (mixture of milk and
curd) which is specially sacred to Indra; while the nature
of the substance ®that which is baked upon one pan’ points
to the *transference’ of the properties of the Oake; and it is
this latter ©transference’ that is accepted (VIII—i—32
to 34).
6. There are primarily four kinds of Transference—
(1) Transference by Direct Injunction,—e.g. with regard to
the Isu sacrifice, we have the direct injunction * the rest is
%o be done in the same manner as the Shysna’, which lays
down the transference of certain details from the Shyena
to the 7su sacrifice. (VI[—i—13 to 16). (2) Trans-
ference by inferred or presumad injunction,—e.g. Tn connec-
tion with the Saurye sacrifice we find no accessory details
laid down; we know at the same time that no sacrifice can
be performed without certain details; knowing also that the
Saurya bears a close relationship to the Darshapurpamisa,
we are led fo the natural presumption that the details
necessary for the performance of the Saurya have to be
transferred to it from the Darshapurpamisa; and this
presumption leads us to the inference of an injunction laying
down such transference. (VI[—iv—1).  (3) Transference
by the name of sacrifices—e.g. 'The Masagnihofra has not
all its details mentioned in connection with itself; these
Prabha, 224.
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details have to be transferred to it from among these of the
Ordinary .rlguihu_tm-,——simply because the name ‘Agnihog‘m’
is common to both.* (VII—iii—1 to 4). Transference by the
name of samskdras,—e.g. in connection with the Varuna-
praghiasa sacrifice, we find the © dvabhritha’ bath enjoined;
this ¢ Avabhritha’ which, in this connection, is only a Sams-
para or purification, leads to the fransference to the
bath of the Warunapraghisa, of the details of the bath in
connection with Agnistoma sacrifice,—t0 which latter bath
the name ©avabhritha® specifically belongs. (VII—iii—12
to 15). In this connection we may note that some writers
have a third kind of name—the ‘pname’ applying to the
eacrifice in its literal signification,—the literal signification
of the names of sacrifices being, according to these writers,
a guide as to the transference of details to it; but this is
denied by the older writers, specially by Kumirila, who sayst—
‘ yaugikam natideshakam,’ ‘no name, in its literal significa-
tion, can indicate transference.” L

7. ¢Transference by presumed injunction’ is of three
kinds—(a) the Transference of injunction,—an example of
this we have already cited under (2) above. (b) Trans-
ference of substrate,—an instance of this is found under 11—
{i—25, 26, wherein it is shown that the sentence—*‘one
should make an offering of curds if the sacrificer be desirous
of acquiring effcient sense organs '_enjoins only a particular
substance, ‘curds’; as to what action or sacrifice is to be the
substrate of an offiering of that substance—i. e., ¢ the sacrifice
at which the curds could be offered '—this is got at by trans-
ference ; the Agnihotra being such a sacrifice. (c) Trans-
ference of substitutes,—an instance, of this has been
mentioned under TII—v—47 to 51. In the case of sacrifices

o T]m‘t,t_hquarignihu;ra is entirely di&'er;t from the Agnihetra has been
ghown under 11—iii—24.
+ Tuptikd VII—i—5, page 156.
+ Mimasabalaprakasha, pp- 118—19.
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being performed by the Ksx{friya or the Faishya, it is laid
down that when these people, as ®sacrificers’ wish to eat
the ¢ remnant,” they are to be given, not the ¢ remnant of the
soma-juice,” but a decoetion of Vata-seeds and curds ; from this
injunction of the * Substitute of Soma-juice,’ it is inferred that
the decoction is to be substituted, not for the eating only,
but also for the offering ; that is to say, in case of the sacris
fice being performed by a Ksaffriya or a FVaishya, the offer-
ings also are to be of the same decoction, in the place of the
offerings of Soma-juice.

In a case where only a portion of the details of the
archetype is intended to be fransferred to the ectype, it is
the first of these details that are to be transferred; for
instance, for the Agn@ya sacrifice ‘eight pans’ are
preseribed ; while for the offering to ¢ Dyaviaprithivi, —which
is an ectype of the Agnéya—we need only one pan; the
particular pan used at the latter has to be the first of the
eight pans used at the Agneya. (X—v—1 to 6).

Section 8. *
TUha or Modification.

1. In the last section we dealt with cases where the
details of one sacrifice are ®transferred’ to another; this
¢ transference’, we have seen, is not of actions only, but also
of manfras; in connection with the latter however, it may
8o happen that the exact details—e.g. the words of the man-
fra,—as used at the Archefype are mot quite applicable to
the conditions of the ectype to which it comes by ‘trans-
ference ;’ and in such a case certain alterations in the manfra,
—in virtue of the altered conditions of the sacrifice,—would
seem to be called for. It is the subject of this alteration or
modification of fransferred manfras that we proceed to consider

now.
* Qorresponding to Adh. 1X.
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In this connection it becomes necessary to consider what
particular defail 1s related to, and regulated by, what
particular factor of the sacrifice; and it is only after we
have ascertained this that we can be in a position to judge
whether or not a certain transferred detail is keeping
with the factors of the ectype. Jaimini has laid down the
following correlations:—(1) all the details of the Agnihofra
are meant to be related to the apiirva (IX—i—1). (2)
So also is the washing of the Sacrificial implement. (Sa.
213 and also 11—89). (3) The loudness or otherwise of
the recitation of the manfra is related to the Final aplirva
(Su. 3).  (4) The details connected with the Result and
the Deity are controlled by, and related to, the Apiirva
(Su. 4, 5). (5) The details are not dependent upon the
nature of the Deity (Su. 6—10). This is the *Devatd-
dhikarana’; and herein we meet with the pronounced opmion
of the Mimamsaka against all idea of the Deities having a cor-
poreal form, &e., &e., &e.  (6) The Upamshutva’ enjoined
in connection with the Jyofisloma is dependent upon the
intervening minor apiroa (S. 20—25).

The greater part of padas i and ii of Adh. X is devoted
to distinctions drawn between the simple ¢ Rik’ man{ra, that
has only to be recited, and the same manira set to music
and called ‘Saman’. We have already explained this distinc-
tion above (in section I, sub-see. 1, § 10 et 8eq.)

® 9 Thaor Modification is of two kinds:— (1) one
that is directly laid down; as when it is declared that a
certain cornin the ectype has to be thumped only once, and
not as many times as may be necessary for the removal of the
chaff—as is done in the Archetype; and the mantra accompany=
ing the thumping has to be recited only once. (2) That which
has to be inferred or reasoned out. This latter is of three
kinds—{a) the Uha of Man{ras,—e.g., 1n the Agneya sacrifice,
Virihi is the material offered, and the offering is made to
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Agni, and the man{ra used is * Agnaye fo@ Justam niroapami
v orvihinim medha sumanasyamanah (Vajas. sam. 1. 13);
this Agneya is the ¢ Archetype’ of which the Saurya is an
«Ectype’; but at this latter, the corn used is the nivira;
and the offerings made to S#rya ; in virtue of these facts some
alteration in the manfra also is found to be necessary ;
consequently, even though no such alteration is laid down
in the Veda, we infer the necessary injunction and read
the manira as stiryaya tvad justam nirvapdmi... ... nivaranam
medha sumanasyamanah (IX—iii—1,2).  (b) Uha of Siman,
—e.g., for the Vaishyastoma, the Kanvarathantara Saman
is prescribed ; while in the original sacrifice as performed
by the Brahmanas, of which the Vaishyastoma is an ectype,
the samans used aré the Brihat and the Rathantara. The
question then arises as to whether the saman at the
Yaishyastoma is to be sung in the manner of both the s@mans
of the archetype, or of one of these two only ; in the answer
to this question, there is a marked difference between Sha-
bara and Kumarila: according to Shabara, it has to be sung
in the manner of both;—there being an option only with
regard to such details of singing in which the Brihat is
directly opposite to the Ralhanfara; as for instance, while
the Brihat is to be sung loudly, the Rathantara is not sung
loudly ; according to Kumarila, on the other hand, there
is an option with regard to all the details of singing; that
is to say, when singing the Kanvarathantara at the Vaishyas-
toma, one should sing it either wholly like the Brihaf, or whal-
Iy like the Rathantara (IX—ii—48). (¢) Uha of samskira,
—For the Vajapeya sacrifice, the mivdra corn is prescribed,
while at its ‘archetype’ the corn used is the wvrihi,
in connection with which washing, thumping and such
other ¢ purifications’ are laid down; though no such
purifications are directly prescribed for the Nivara, yet

they hawé I:l_,gjb&' ne in connection with this latter also;
for tha’simpl? that without such °¢purification,’ the
.E‘ N{,' Dl.'.un ; -(',‘Prﬁhm- 223-
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