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101-102.  Buch being the case, falgity must always depend wupen the
non-prodnctibility of conceptions; and thig is the contra.dlchmn urged ih
the Bhashya passage * Vravits, &e., &c.”

102-102,  In * tachchét pq‘afyaywat ni pratyayita " mea.m) one who
describes things as he sees thew ;' and “mdrlya.v:sha.yu.m " means ‘i"hnﬁ_-.
which is based upon the action of the senses.'

103-104.  (Some people explain the word ¢ pratyayita ” in) tachch§ﬁ'
pratyayitdt” as (meaning) “One who sees, and speaks the truth,” Be-
canse (If it meant) “ One who describes things as they are seen,” then we
would, in their opinion, have to admit the truthfulness of *bhe a.saertlons
of untrustworthy persous also. fi

104-105. = But (in that case), out of the two factors, ‘tmstwcmbhmoss
and ‘awmenability to sense-action,’ the absence of even one wonld constitute
a counter-instance, which is always based upon the absence of one factor ounly.

pancies has been agoertained, then thore ig a direct contradietion of it, The chances of
both these contingencies are precluded from the Veda, by proving the non-existence of
digerepancies in ib.

01108 ¢ Praviti '’ = gays, or asserts,~i,e., gives rige to a conception,  “ Vitatha' =
Jalse, 1.0, that which bas been proyed to be identical with not giving rise to any conceps
tion ; nnd thus these two terms contradiot each other, hence t-he gentence ‘‘ agsoris
falgely ” becomes self-contradictory.

103108 With thie begins the consideration of the Bhashya pussage ““yal tu Imakakam
-uuchamrm tat chét pratyayitat purushat indriyavishayam va, §ec.” The word *Indriya™
here includeés Tuforence and all the other principnal meang of right notion; the meaning
of the clause thus comes to be thig: * The assertion of the person who says ng he sees,
having the support of one or moro means of right notion, ig always anthentio; eonges
quently if the {ustance of human specch bronght forward in tho objection refer to the
wadertion of snoch persons, then the instance does not apply to the Major Term of the
argument, which, therefore, fails, On the ofther hand, the aseerkion of nnhustmorthy
porsons, not sapported by avy other means of right notion, ig always unauthonbic ;
bocause of its very source being faulty. And if this is to which the ingtance refers,
thon such an instance cannot shake tho authenticity of the Vedn; and thus too your
argnment falls to Ehe ground.

104-106 This rofutes the eecond interpreintion: A counter-instance is an ingtance
bronght forward in order to prove the weakuess of a definition; and as such, the .
counter-inatance should be based on the absence of only one differentia out of the many
mantioned in the definition.  Otherwise, if the counter-instance congisted of the nbsence
of all the differentias mentidned in the definition, then it would not apply to the case
at all, heiug entirely apurt from it, " Ag for instance, the definition of “ Daty”’ is n
“ purpose deseribod in the Veda;' where we have two differenting—thab of being a
purpose, snd that of being deseribed in the Veda; and the' connter-instance bronght
against this defivition js the oase of the “ Sygna’ sacrifice, which is mentioned in the Veda,
but does nob lead to the accomplishment of any desirable end of man. And here we
soe that the connter-instance is wanting in one factor only, a¢ a rule, and not in all
the points noted in the definition.  In accordance ‘with this intérpretation however,
“ Trustworthiness” and ““ Amenability to gense-pevooption,”— each by itself, consti-
tites autlientioity ; and hence the counter-instance wonld consist in the absence of
ench of these, and thience would result the absurdity explained in note 106-106:
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105-106.  And in the case of the untrustworthy speaker, we wonld
have to admit the falsity of even such assertions as ave based npon the
anthority of the senses ; and the assortion of the trustworthy speaker two
wonld come to be false, in the case of an assertion not based directly
upon the anthority of the genses. And thus would result a self-contradic-
tion in the Bhashya,

106-107. Therefore by the fivst epithet (“pratyayite’) is signified
“truthfulness ; 7 and by the second—* Indriyavishayam "—is implied the
fact of its having a sound basis. ki)

107-108. The mention of the absence of discrepancy (want of sufficient
basis) is-for the purpose of the preclusion of inauthenticity (and not for the
‘accomplishment of authenticity, which is self-evident).” The theory of
authenticity being due to excellences has been thoroughly refuted befove
and having once been set aside, it cannot be held to supply the basis
for anthenticity. - it ,

100-110. In the first clause, the word “ Vi’ has a collective foree ;
but in the latter, it has the alternative sense. It is for this reason thatb
the counter-ingtances of these have been mentioned separately: wviz:
(1) even in the case of the capable, if (the speaker is) untruthiul, there

106.108 This Karika lays down the deficiency of the ‘connter-instarices. In the
counter-instance of * trustworthy,”” we have * untrustworthy,’' the absence of a trust~
worthy speaker being the only ground of inauthenticity ; thas then the very sentenco
cited as anthentic, being amenable to the senge of the hearver, and if being the assertion
of an untrusbworthy person,—this very gentence would bocome inanthentic; and as such,
wonld come to be cited as m connter-instance of ilself. And again, with regnrd to
“anenability to the genses " we would have as its connter-instance ' not amenable to
the genses ;' and thus the assertion of a irostworthy person, not heard by the ligtner,
which has been aocepted as authentio, would become unautheniic, and thereby would
come to Lo a counter-ingtance of itself ; and thus there would be self-contradiction,
And further, if the expression “ amenable to the sensea’” be nsed with regard to
the nssertion of an untrustworthy person, with regard to an objeot before ono’s eyes,
thon the expression *“ not amenable to the senses’ must necessarily mean “that which
is not perceived by the hearer ;" and fhen the Bhishya—* it is impossible to be known
by the person, without an explanation ’-~becomes inexplicable ; becanse that which is
not hoard by the hearer canunot be comprehended even after an erplanalion. For
certaiuly, it is not possible to kmow what the hearer does mot perceive. Therefore
the cxpression “amenable to senge’’ must mean “ baged upon accepted means of right
notion ; 7 and the expression *‘ not amenable to the sense’ must moean that swhich hag
no guch bagis; thus does the Bhashya passage becoms explained. And aguin, the
word  Pratyayita’’ siguifies * one who has a conception and declares it;" auvd as thia
conception may be sither right or wrong, so a ‘' pratyayita’ person is nob necessprily a
“ grastworthy !’ person, but only one who says what he sees. Hence the only correct
interpretation is the one given in Karika 102-108,

105107 Tmt.hfnlnless'_ om0, '_tha fact of saying as one sees. * Basis ”—i.., the
fact of its being based upon correct means of right notion.

10910 Jy the first instance, the rnot-io'n of falsity is due to disbeliel in the speaker;
and in the latter, it is dae the funltineds of the very orvigir of the assertion,
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is falsity ; as also (2) in the case of a tr ut.hful (apaalxer), if thﬂ fuct 1tsalf_
be incapable (of being verified by proofs). i

110-111. The passago in question does not seb asuic omuiscience,
“Because in the clause “*without a sentence, &e.,” what is signified is only
the denial of omniscience in particular cases.

111, If there veally existed a person knowing all t‘umo‘s, through the-
six means of knowledge, how counld such a person be denied ?

112, But if a person be assumed to be knowing all things by a single
means of lmowledge, such a person would doubtless perceive taste and all
other objects, by means of the eye alone !

113, That particular kind of the Means of knowledge which leads n.t
tho present time to the perception of a special class of objects, was of
the same kind at other times algo. _ :

114. The difference of degree that we come soross (in the efficiency
of the various sonses), does not go beyond the precincts of the ohjects
(amenable to each sense); and hence such difference would only exist in
the cases of distant and subtle cognitions; and in no case could colour
(tho property of the eye) be amenable to the function of the ear,

115. With regard to objects in the future (such as Dharma, &e.),
we do nob ever find the applicability of Sense-Perception; nor tha.t of
Inference and the rest, in a cagse where there is no proper Mark (to serve
ad the Middle Term).

116, ¢ Inasmuch as the assumption by others (the Banddhas) of an
omuiscient Person, as also that of the absence of human agency in the
Veda by the Mimansakas, are both of the same type (there is no difference
betwween the validity of the two),”—those who assert this must think over
the following (points of di 1&,1'031('9)

117. An omniscient person is not seen by us at the present momant
nor, is it possible to prove (by means of Iuference) that such a one ever

existed before, as is done in the case of the negation of such a person,

HOLILL T particular cases "~—the clange gervos to proclude the capability of know-
ledge with regard to an object that is beyond the senses, and is only amenable to
words—ae.g., Duty. _

11l He who knows everything by means of the six means of right notion, would
algo know Duty, throngh the Veda; and this fact wounld not militate against our theory
that “ Duby is knowable by the Veda alone;” hence it is not necessary for us to dis-
prove such omniscience,

13 And hence it cannot be urged that snch omniscience, by a single sense, is not
posgible now-a-dnys, though it was possible only in days gone by,

Il4 And as such, Sense- Perception too, by itself, cannot bring abouf omniscienca, :

LT Neither Sense-Perception, nor Inference can prove the existence of an
omnigeient person. In Inforence we reqnire n midklle Term, which we cannot have in
the case of omniscience: On the contrary, in support of the refutution of the existence
of an omniscient person, we have the following iuferential argament: “The past was
withont an omuigeient person, bocauge it was apoint of Time, like the Pregent ;" or
again, “ Buddha was nob omniscient, becange he was a man, liko ourselves,” !

-
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118, Nov can the existence of the ommiscient one be proved by
Scriptures ; for in that case there would be mutual inter-dependence. And
how can one ever believe the suthenticity of a Seripture composed by
another man ? | | ) _

119. Nor can we get at any other Scripture (save the Veda) which
is eternal. If the enlogies (occurring in the Veda in praige of an
Omniscient Person) were eternal, then, non-eternality would belong to
the Seripture itself, ;

120. The eternality of the Seripture (Veda) having been established,
all other assumptions (of an Omniscient Author and the like) become
needless. For men could prove the existence of Duty by means of the
game (Scripture), whereby (you seek) to prove the existence of an
omniscient person,

121, One, who, convinced of the truthfulness (of Seripture writers)
with regard to their assertions in comnection with the relation of the
genses and their objeots (i.e. in the case of ordinary perception), would
base their aunthority, even in tho case of matters of faith, on the fact of
these latter assertions proceeding from one whose assertion has been found
to be true in the former case ;— !

122.  Such a one would thereby prove the authenticity (of Buddha's
agsertions) to depend uponsomething else (i.e., our own sonse perceptions).
For if the anthenticity thereof (d.c., of Buddhas assertions dealing with
ordinary perception) were due to itself, then what need could it have
of the senses, &o., of other pergons ?

{18 “ Mutual dependence” The Soriptnre depending for its validity upon the
omuiscience of the Author, and the ommiscience of the Author deperding upon the
validity of the Scriptures.

118 Ommniscience cannot ba proved by any Scripture which is not due to human
agency. ‘If the eulogies, §c.” This is added in anticipation of the objection based npon
guch vedic passages ag— “He is omniscient’ and the Jike, which might be taken to
prove the existence of an Omniscient person. The sense of the Kasrika is that such
passages are ouly eulogistic, and not desoriptive of a fact; and as such they cannof be
accepted as eternal. For tha Scripture, attributing ommniscience to a corporeal man,
would stand self-condemned as transitory.

180 The eternal Soriptare,— that yon seek to employ in proviog the existence
of an Omniscient Person, who would be the sole authority of Duby — may be more
reasonably employed in proving the existence of Duty itself, thereby doing away with
the necessity of postulating an intermediary omniscient agent.

121 Here some people argue thus : “ Granted that there is no omnuiscient porson ;
but Buddha snd others might bave been rightful knowers of Duty. We find, in
ordinary life, that Buddba is iruthful to a nicety in matters of ordinary perception ;
Lence it wounld follow that even in matters of pure faith, such as that of Daty, we might
rest npon his anthority ; and thereby prove the propriety of such actions as bowing to
Chaitya, on the ground of their having been declared by him.” The next Karika
guppliea an angwer to this argament, the sense of the reply being that if such be the
cuse, then Buddha's anthority would rest upon the fact of our cognition of the trath-
faluess of bis assertions with regard to the ordinary objects of sense.

J

QL.
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123, Just as the authenticity (of such assertions) is due to (our)
songo-diserimination, go would it also be in the case of matters of faith ;
and (its anthenticity) would never be indepoudent, or solf-snfficient.

124. Just as by the aforesnid canse (conformity with our perception)
is proved the truthfuluess (of the Seriptures); so, in the same manner
is aldo proved the absence of their anthority with regard to objects not
perceived by others. | . il

125, The *‘truthfalness of the trustworthy,” the “falsity of the
untrustworthy * and *the mere repetition (or reminiscence) of a previous
coneeption "—you will have to accept all these (with regard to your
Seriptuve), if you stick to the instance (you have brought forward in yowr
argament). ! : - 1t Sl

126.  Aud further, in the cage of (these scriptures) referring to snper-
sengnons objects, we would come to recognise their falsity, on aceount of
the fact of all Scriptures besides the Veda, originating in human agenoy ;
gince in such cases the grounds of their authenticity would be self-
contradictory. i _ Ll -

127.  And then too, there results the absurdity of (your Seriptore
proving) the authentiocity of subjects other thau either Duby.or Non-Duty.
And so long as the Sankhya and the rest continne to exist, your instance
too is hard to bo got at.

128, Because, while boing a hnman assertion, it refers to super-
senguons subjects ;—therefore too, on account of mutual dependence, the
‘Seriptare of Buddha and others would come to be false. -

-

: 185 Beoause the agsortions of Buddha with regard to such matters as Duty are not
borne out by our experionce; therefore his asseriions are proved lo be false by the
game reason which you sought to émploy in proving their truthfulnese,

)% If you seek to prove the authenticity of your Scriptures by reason of the
aggerbions of its author conforming with your own experience, then, as in your own
oxperience, yon come across various casoe like thode mentioned in the Karika, so, in
the same manner, you will have to admit of the same digerepancies in the author of
your Scriptures. .

198 ¢« Self-eontradictory "—becanse the reasou (human ageney) brought forward to
prova the truthfulness of the Scriptures may also be employed to prove their falsity.

187 ¢ 8 long as the Sankhya, §'e”—The nassertion of Buddba with regard to the
momentary character of all external objects, has been said to conform with our own
axperience, which fact has been made the ground of proving bis veracity, Buab the
@ankhya has established, beyond the least doubt, that all that exists is eternsl, and
oxista for ever. Under such circumstances, s0 long as you have pot fully refuted the
arguments of the Sahkhyas, you cannot hope to establish the authority of your Author,
on the grounds that you have arged.

188 Jogt as human speech, when referring to trangcendenial objects s ‘almost
always sure to be false, so, the speech of Buddha too could not but ba false, And
when his asgertions with regard to- travscendental objects come to be false, those with
regard to porceptiblé objects too (such as the momentary charvacter of all objects, &o.),
become Falge, And as his veracity was sought by you to be proved on the ground
of his Intter amsertions being trne, it falls to the ground unsupported,
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129.  The antagonist who meets you for the first time would, while
arguing, also have the following argument (at his disposal) against you,

130, “ My assertion that ‘Buddha, &c, are non-omniscient,’ is true,

beoanuse it is my assertion, like my assertion ‘ Fire is hot, and bright.'”
. 131, “ The fact of this being my assertiou is directly perceptible,
and you have yet to prove that what you bring forward as Buddha's
declaration was really what he assexted, And thus mine is the (correct)
argument, whereas yours is donbtful and incomplete.”

132. How can anyone postnlate a thing, whose existence can be dis-
proved by reason of its being contrary to Sense-Perception ?

133, Nor can your omniscient Person be posialated on the ground of
unbroken tradition.  Because the tradition ig disputed, has no bassie, and
is only accepted by a few people (like yonrself). .

134. That **He is omniscient,” how could even his contemporary
enguirers know, being (as they were) devoid of any couception of his cog-
witions and the objects thereof ?

135. Thus then you will have to assnme many omuiscient persons
(among his coutemporaries and their followers, so that each of these conld
be cognisant of the omnigcience of hig predecessor). For he who is himself
non-omuiscient could never recognise another person to be omniscient,

136. He by whom the omnmiscient Person could not be recognised,—-
Low could such & pewson have any idea of the authenticity of his
asserbions 7 (For these wonld be) to him just like the assertion of any other
ovdinary person.

157. When (you declare Bnddha to be) devoid of attachment,
&e,, and free from activity,-—then the injunctions (contained in
your Seriptures) must have been composed by another person, speciall ¥
in the abseuce of all definite (concrete) cognition (in the case of
Buddha).

138. If you say that “By mere proximity to such a Man (as Buddha)
injunctions issae forth, spontaneonsly, even from the walls, just as from
the Chintamani, A

130 This is a counter-argument fo the following reagoning of the Buddhiste: * Bad-
dha’s nssertion with regard to his omniseience is trne, becauss it is his assertion, like
be gasertion ' Fire is hot’ and the like.”

18T In ordinary experience we fiad that persons take to composing  works,—
(1) for some gain, (2) for commanding the respect of others, (8) for tha sake of
fame, and (4) for winning the affection of some person; and so forth. Bat you deny #
the exiatence of any of these motives, in the case of Buddha ; hence the gcriptures
attributed to him mnst have been composed by some other person ; specially as yon
assert that Buddba perceives the whole universe, in the abstract, and that he has no
oconcrete cognition thereof. How, then, conld he describe things, by means of wordy?
For, certainly, no verbal description is possible without conerete cognitions,

188 “ Chintamani” is a gem which is believed to give to its possessor ull that he
desires.

6
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139, Such assertions could only fit in the month of blind believers
(like you) ; we can bave no faith in such injunctions as proceed from
walls. o : o
140, Tor it is just possible that these may have been composed by
Buddha himself, or they may have been uttered by certain invisible evil-
minded Piddchas (spivits) (hidden in the wall), in order to deceive
(peopley. |

141. Similarly for those that have postulated fov Jiva, as independent
of the sense-organs, &c., pure cognition of objects past, subtile and the
like j— ' ' j
142, Such an assumption could not be proved by anything except
(their) Scriptures; nor again conld the (authority of these) Scriptores them-
golver be established without the above assamption (and thus there would
bo & mutual dependence). Nor can such a theoriser get at any similar
instance among ordinary men (that could prove the partienlar faculty of
their Jiva). S i

145. The idea of an eternal Scripture too, is to be refuted in the
game manner, Bacause with regard to that also, there is no such belief
as that * This is seen by this person, or composed by him."

144. Men are, genevally, spenkers of falsehood ; therefore just as we
do not believe in the people of to-day, so too, we could have no faith in
those of the past. :

145, 'The idea of such a notion with regard to the Seriptuve and its
meaning, may be like dream-cognition ; and in that case, how could there
be any authenticity in the seriptures, with regard to which such a doubt
is possible ? it

146. What you desire to establish ig the unrivalled excellence of the

gt.omvSt{'r.ncL

141 The Buddhist having been refuted, thie Achat theory is next taken up. :

148 & Without their Scriptures”~—For such an assumptions i8 amenable neither
to any ordinary means of right notion, nor to the Veda. : '

148 The first half seeks to set aside the eternality of the Veda; as some peoplo
gay that the eternal Veda is heard by Prajapati. But the Karikn moeans to say that,
as the cognition of an omniscient person, so 00, that of an uttered sound, is withont
any canse, The second half anticipates the objeotion that by rofating the eternality
of the Veda, the author strikes at the very root of his own system. The Nydyarat.
nadkara explains the socond half thus: “ This theory is to be refuted, becanse of tho
denial of the anthenticity of the Veda, on the gronnd of its being composed by a
human suthor,”

_ 144 Some MSS. read, in the end, ““tatha’ tilarthakirtané’ The latter half of the
Kariki, should then bhe translated thas: “ As we do not believe people describing the
things of the present, 8o too, we would not believe them, when gpeaking of the things
of the past

146 The sttributing of the Veda to Prajipati has another faunlt : If his knowledge
and propounding of the Veda he withoat any cause, coming to him spontaneously,
then such knowledge may only be of the nature of a dream, false and unreliable,

148 With this Kiriki begins the refulation of the theory that the Veda is
Eternal, spontaneously heard and propounded in this world by Prajs pati,
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Author, as wlso the eternality of the Seripture itself ; and in that ease you
will have to postulate the fact of His remembering the Scripture learnt
in gome previous birth.

147, If you postulate snch ante-natal comprehensibility of the sevip-
ture (to Prajapati), needless is your opposition to the comprehension of the
objects thereof (as attributed by the Banddhas to their Seripture-writers—
viz., supernatural knowledge of Duty and its opposite). For one who ia
able to comprebend sonnds that have not been uttered, what can be said
against his comprehending the menning of such sounds themselves (which
igs much easier than the comprehending of unuttered sounds)?

148. The author too, in the view of those people that postulate
such comprehension of the meaning, would be independent. Whereas in
the case of the mere verbal cognition of the Seripture, we would have both
(Scripture and the author) depending upon one another,

149. (Whereas according to us) even in s single life the Veda is
found to reside in (i.e, known by) many persons; and as such, either
ita remembrance or comprehension does not go againgt its indepen-
dence. !

150. For if any one person were to make any changes in the
Veda, of his own aeccord, he would be opposed by many persons.
And again, if the Veda were the outcome of the mind of a siugle person,
then it wounld in no way differ from modern compositions.

151, For the same reason we do not acknowledge the agency of a
single person even in the case of the traditional course of instructions
(in the Veda). The very first persovs (who commenced this traditional
course) must have been many, dependent upon one aunother, just as we
find to be the case at the present day. '

152. Thus then, while others make many (nnreasonable) assumptions
for establishing their own Seriptures, Jaimini does not have recourse to
any~—and is this the equality (of Jaimini) with others ?

153. Nothing more than what is directly visible is postulated by
him (Jaimini), with regard to the authenticity (of the Veda). Whereas
the other theorists have to make varions assumptions with regard to
the imperceptible, even in proviug the inauthenticity of the Veda (to say
nothing of those that they have reconrse to in secking to establish the
anthority of their own seriptures).

154. The Atheist in denying the anthority of the Veda, Jands himself
on the (absurdity of) setting aside the authenticity of a direetly perceptible
fact. Because when s conception has once arisen (and the self-evident
authority of such conceptions has already been proved), any assumption
towards its denial could only be needless and far-fetched.

143 % Popendent wpon one another)'--The Author depending nupon the Veda
for & comprehension of its meaning and the Veda depending upon the author, in order
to gain its right form,
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155, The abdence of human agenoy, with regard to the Veda, ‘having
been proved, it lies upon the Atheists to point out any difference betweeu
the Vedic conceptions and the perceptions due to fanltless cognitions),

156, “There could be no instructions with regard to supersensuous
objects, if the author had not perceived such objects "—hence is the
“agsnmption of an object” (ie, such is the form of the argnment
“Apparent Inconsistency "' Arthapabti).

157. Or the passage may be (interpreted) as au inferontial reasoning:
the  fact of being an instractor” is found to be invariably accompanied by
that of © being preceded by the perception of the object” (of instraotion).
And the negation of this is laid down in the passage “ Nanu, ete.” \

158.  (The Appavent Inconsistency that you have urged) may also .
be explained away otlerwise—as by reason of the perplexity (of the
Instructor). Ov your ¢Linga’ (the reagon, the “ middle term,”) may be
said to be anomalons, inssmuch as there are such instances as the asser-
tions of children, ete., (who are found to speak of things they have never
geen). - s
159. [If you say that ¢ the Instractors (Mann, eto.), propounded their
instroctions after having come to know of the objects, through the Veda’
—then you will only pruve what bas alveady been proved by ns-—this s
what is meant by the passage “ Vedadapi, etc.”; and this refers only to
Manu, ete., (who declave themselves to be the followers of Veda, which too
they declure to be the only means of knowing the true nature of Duty ;
and not of Buddha, ete.).

160. ¢ Because a man, though knowing one thing one way, wishes to
speak of it in another way,—btherefore from the assertion of a person, thero
can be no absolute certainty ns to what is iv lis mind (i.e., what he really
knows).” .

161, “We see that one who is coufused speaks something other than

185 Now beging the explanation of the Bhishya passage—" Nanwaridusham
upadégo’ navakalpyaté,’’ &e., &o, (page 4). ¢ dsswmption of an object,” i.e., that of the
fact of Manu and Buddha kouowing, by themselves, the nature of Duty,

51 “One who is an Instructor is one who has seen the object "~—this ig the
affirmative promiss ; the negative form of this is: *“ He who is oot a seer (or knower)
of the objoct isnot an Instructor;” and this latter is what is meant by the Bhiushys
passage (noted above.

168 Nof Bhishyn * Upadéed hi vydmohadapi bhavanti” (pp. 4-b), which is gaid
in reply to the objection moved in the passage quoted above. * The middle Term,” i.e.,
the fact of being preceded by a perception of the object.

169 ¢ Only prove, &ec.”—That is, this assertion of yours does not contradich our
aggertion that © Veda alone is the means of knowing Duty.”

160 Ref, to Bhashya: “.Api cha pawrnshéyidvachunddévamayam purusko védéti
bhavati pratyayah §e!’ (page 5), The Kirika lays down the objections agninst this
pnssage. 1t means that from the mere assertion of a man, we cannot come to the
conelusion that ‘he knows thus’; becaunse he might be knowing it one way, and
expressing it in quite another wny.
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what he wishes to speak therefore the assertion does not always follow
the wish (of the speaker).” - .

162. It is only in the case of the assertions of a frnstwortlny per-
son, that bis own mind, (7.e., what he really knows of the object) is known
(by means of his assertions); while in the case of an untrustworthy
person, there is no certainty (as to what may be in his mind). Therefore
it is only by means of a general rule and its exception, that the twofold
powers of words, is here (in the Bhashya) explained. '

163. The bringing about of the comprehension of the meaning of a
sentence depends upon the arrangement of Words and their Meanings ;
and the form of this arrangement too depends upon the wish to speak,
which, in its turn, depends npon previous conceptions.

164, With regard to objects, different men ave found to construck
sentences differently, when actuated by different motives,~—by means of
additions (alterations) and subtractions (whichever seems to serve their
respective ends).

165. Therefore when, by means of the assertion, the hearver has
arvived at the comprehension of the objeect (spoken of), then verily there
arises the notion with regard to the knowledge of the speaker—that
4 this (object) is known by him.”

166, When a person questions (the veracity of) one who is following
the assertion of a trustworthy person, then the latter points to the
trustworthy person, saying “ He knows it thns.”

167, On account of being intervupted by the cognition (of the
trustworthy person), the Worde in this case become inoperative for the
time being ; but the wanifestation of the authenticity thereof wonld be
based upon the mere fact of their origivating direcily from the cognition
of the speaker.,

168. Though the Meaning may have been comprehended beforehand, -
yeb it depends for its definiteness upon the fact of its originating direcily
from the speaker’s cognition; hence such a fact can only be comprehen-

182 This Kirikd offers the veply to the objections urged in the last two Karikis.
“@General rule §e”—That based on the general rule being the power that is gob ab
through the recognition of the soarce of the assartion,—the axcephtion or negation
being in the case of the agsertion of unfrustworthy persons.

198 This Kariki anticipates the following question : “ Does, then, all eomprehen.
gion arige from inexpressive senfences” ? The sense of the Karika is that the com-
prehension of the meauning of sentences is not verbal, bat inferential ; and the process
of thisinference is shown.

8% How do yon know that the arrangement depends upon the wish to speak?
The Kariki gives the raply—“by anwaya (Invariable concomitance) and vyatiréka
(constant negation).” * Addition, §¢.” of words, in a sentence.

187 “ Interrupted ”~—i.e., 80 long as one has not recognised the cognition of the
speaker, though there is a recognition of the meaning of words, yet it is as good as
non-existent ; as its antheaticity is recognigsed only when it is found that it rests apon
@& certain definite cognition of the speaker.
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sible through the comprehension of the Meaning, But in the mattor of
anthenticity, it takes the fivat place. : '

169, Thus then, in the present case (of the Scriptures of Buddha, I'

&e.), the falsity of these is proved by the fact of their being due to human
agoney. This chavacter (of falsity) conld not belong to the Veda, becausa
in its cage there is no author (human agency).

170, And thos there being no interruption by any notion of the
author, the meaning of the Veda is comprehended directly throngh the
meaning (of words); and it does not stand in need of the precedence
of any cognition (of a person); nor, as such, can it ever be false. '

171-72. The assertions of Buddha, &o., that were brought forward

(by the Atheists proper) as instances to prove the inanthenticity
(of the Veda) are here shown to be non-concomitant, Because it has
been shown above that the offects of these (Vedic assertions) are
correct; while, as regards the meaning, they have got nothing to do
with ib. .
173. With regard to objects outside the precincts of its applicability,
there is a chance of the falsily of the Veda also. Therefore with regard
to the arguments urged in the Parvvapaksha, you wounld only be proving
what we already accept. v

174-75, Not knowing this meaning, and only bearing in mind the

1198 The Kagiki thus explaing: “ The anthor now explaing the Bhashya in
another way : For the proof of tho authenticity of the Veda, whatever ordinary
assertions were brought forward as instances are here shown to be non-coucomitant with
tho Major Term, The second Kirika shows this non-concomitance. The meming is this «
The Bhishya hore takes the place of auother party, and through him, replies toa

third party. The Atheists bring forward the following argumoent; The Veda iz false,

because the objects treated of therein are not amenable to Senso-perception, like such
assorbions of Buddha, &o. ' ; and the pregent pagsage replies to this argnment, with a view
to the Buddhist dootrine : your ingtance is pon-comcomitant with the Major Premiss:
because according to Buddha, words are not accepted as the means of knowing objects ;
for acoording to him, whab the words do is simply to remind one of the object, ncither
adding to, nor substracting from, it any factor...... The words only express the
meaning of tho speaker; therefore that which has been snid to be the subject of the
assertions of Buddha~with regard to this sabject, such assertions are quite trne,—
guoh offect being only what is in the mind of tho speaker. And as these assertions
correctly delineate what was in the mind of Buddha, they cannot but be accepted s
true.  As for the objects, forming the denotation of words, the Buddhists do not
accept any applicability of the words to them. Therefore there is no proof against the
authenticity of the Veda; and it is this that has been shown above in Karika 163,

118 “1f any ovdinary assertion has been urged in regard to an object other than
what is within its zone of applicability (i.e., objects other thian the cognition of the
speaker), then you would be proving ‘what is already proved: of the Vedas foo, we
accept the falsity, with regard to those objects that it does not treat of ; for we
acoeph the fulsity of everything that is urged in the Pirvapaksha' —Kagika,

176.76 The meaning of the Bhishya is that “the mere fact of being an assertion
is not a ground of falsity,’—not kuowing this fact, and only bearing in mind the
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declaration of artificiality and non-artificiality being the ground of
correctness and iucorrectness, the objector has said * Nanw Samdanyald-
drishtam, §e.”

175. ‘*Na, anyatvat "’ can be no refutation ; because an instance is an
instance only for veason of its being another thing, and it is not based
upon its identity with the Minor Term.

176.78, Therefore the meaning of the author of the Bhashya is
now explained : Accepting (for the sake of argnment) the function of
the Sentence with regard to the Object, this is what the Bhashya means
If even in face of the intercuption (by the cognition of the speaker), the
ordinarvy false human asgertion were to be the instance, with regard to
the external object; even then the Reason would be *“too wide,” (1.,
applying to the conclusion to be proved, as well as to its contradictory
proposition) : as even in the true assertions of men, we find the character
of a sentence; since even with regard to supersensuous objects we come
across trne assertions that may have been uttered at random,

179,  And the clause “ Na anya.tvat " denotes “ something other than
the declaration of the Purvapakshi”: (the meaning being that) this
(your argument) is different from, and only a false semblance of, what
the Parvapakshi takes it to be. Or by ‘anya’ may be meant the
¥ Vipaksha ” (that wherein the Major Term never resides, .., the contra~
dietory of the Major Term).

declaration,—that “ that which ig artificial—r.e,, composed by n human anthor—is false
on acconnt of the presence of discrepancies in the author, and that which is inartificial
i.c., not due to human agency—is true,’ the objector has put forward his ohjection.
The Kigika explains ‘‘ Kritakikritaka” as belonging to a trustworthy person or to
an untrustworthy one. Babt the translation follows the interpretation of the
Nydyaratnikara.

176 The difference of the Minor Term from the Instance is only proper. In the
proof of the falsity of the Veda, an ordinary assertion has been cited as as instance ;
and the difference of this is no fault ; as it is only proper that the instance should be
something other than what ig to be proved; and the “Supaksha” iz that which hay
already been proved to be concomitant with the Minor Term.

118-78 Though there is an interruption of the speaker’s cognition, and the instances
are based npon the nature of external objects, yet the reason—* the fact of being an
agsertion ”—-wonld be too wide, The case would be the same, oven if the reason wero
stated in the form—" the Voda is false, becanse being & sentence, it treats of super-
sensuons objecta” (thns guarding against the chance of the trastfulness of human
assertions, which can never be absolately true, with regard to supersensuous objects),
For instance, when one man says *There ig no Indra,” another may say ‘' Indra
does exist’ ; and one of these mnust be false, and the other frue.

179 © SBemblance, §'c.”’—-the reasoning is fallacions, because of the middle term
being too wide ; and hence your argument hag got & mere semblance of reasoning; in
renlity, it is tofally fallacious. *Vipaksha”—the meaning of the clanse is that youor
argument is not valid, becanse your middle term—the fact of being a human asgertion
—residos also in “ troth V' which is the contradictory of your Minor Premiss,
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180, Or (it may mean) that “on account of contradiction, falsity it
belongs to that (i.e, human assertion) and nob fo this, (ie., Vedic assers
tion).” Or that, on account of the object (of human assertions) being

something else (i.e., not the object itself, but the speaker’s notion with |
- regard to ib), there is mon-concomitance (of your Ingtance) with the
Major Term, | | Al il

181-182. The passage “Nahi anyasya, &e.”’ menns that the falsity of
one thing does not constitute the falsity of another: because the desire to
speak is rvelated to a false Object, that is no reason why the same falsity
should attach to the Sentence also (for certainly, the fact of Devadatta
being dark cannot prove Yajuadatta also to be dark, as in such an argu.
mont) the fact of being @ man put in as the Middle Term is an instance
of thoe “ Width” (of the Reason), i NI it

182, Or, on account of the avgument of the Purvapakshi bein
utterly fallacious, na auyalvé may be taken as signifying its futility (or
duplicity), il

183, Or again, the fact of being something else may be taken as laying
~down an argnment in favour of anthenticity, And (if this argnment be
equal in strength to that urged by the Purvapakshi, then his argument
comes to be) congomitant with its eontradictory, d.e., the conclusion arvived
ab by us; or (if our argament happeus to be stronger than his, then his
argument) is set a side by means of Inference, (i.e., the Inferential argne.
ment urged below), .

* 184, (1) The conception produced by the Veda, is authentic, becanse
it 13 brought about by faultless meang,—like the conceptions produeed,

130 ¢ Non-¢oncomitance "—~The object of all human assertion is tlm_apeakm.'ss
cognition with regard to certain objects; and as, in this connestion, n human asser:
tion ig always firue, therefore it cannot be cited a& an instance of falgiby.

181 The Inferential argument having * sentence " for ite middle term, has, for its
ohject, either a desire to speak, or the speaker’s cognition with regird to the objmg
in grostion, On the other hand, the argument baged upon the * desire to speak ” as
the Midde Term, has for ita Objeck, the object itself; congequently the falsity of any
ona of these canunot load to the falsity of another, as their objects are totally
different. -

18 “ Devadatfa is black, therefore ¥Yajnadatta musé also be black, becanse both
are men.” Here, the Middle Term ia too wide, o8 all men are not black, & Fugi Lity " —
literally * Vikalpasama " means the proving of the duplicate character of the argument
(which really proves nothing definitely). It consists in the fact of showing the
daplicate nature of the charictorestics of the Major Term (which is to be proved),
thropgh the finding of a new characterestic of the Middle Term, This is thus
oxplained in the Kariki : “ Assertions are also foand to be other than haman,—f 1,; the
asgertions in the Voda; and some again are human; thns then, there beicg this
duplicity in the character of the Middle Term (the fact of being an assertion), thore
naturally arises a doubt as to the falsity or truth or the proposition you seek to
prove.”

18 The author now formulates his own arguments,
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eithor by a correct Premiss, or by the assertion of a trustworthy person,
or by direct Sense-perception. .

185. {(2) And again, (the conception produced by the Veda is
anthentic) ; firstly, because it is produced by an assertion which does nob
proceed from an unreliable source ; and secondly, because it ig free from all
contradiction either in time or place,—~like the conception produced by
the asgertion of a trustworthy pevson.

186. The applicability of these reasons (faultlessness and the fact of
not being conmposed by an wntrustworthy author as applying to the Veda)

] will be proved by the well-established fact of the Veda not proceeding
from an anthor. It was with all these ideas in view, that the author of
the Bhashya said “ Na, anyatvat.”

187. The olause “ pratyakshastu, &e.” (in the Bhashya) may be
taken to indicate either strength (frmness), ov precedence, or self-evidence, or
inauthenticily through a foreign source.

188, 1If, however, falsity be said to consist only m non-conception, in the
absence of the other two forms (of falsity—uviz., doubt and mistaken coneop-
tion), then (verbal conception) would be a * pereeption ? for others (the
Bauddhas) ; though to us (Mimausakas) 1t is got ab through Infereunce
alone,

189, Just ag your argument would prove inanthenticity, so, in the
same manner wonld it serve to prove that inanthenticity to be due to some

extraneous invalidating canse,
190. The mention in the concluding passage (of the Bbiashya) of

187 Though the conception got ot through the Veda is not direct Senge-percep.
tion, yet it iz mimilar to sach perception, in that it ig firm, precedes inferential
knowledge, is self-evident, and owes its ccoasional falsity to some foreign cause ; and
s such, it could, by implication, be ealled ' Perception.”

18 The Buddhists hold cognition and non-cognition to be perceptible; and
Doubt and Misconception have already been proved to be inapplicable to the Veds.
Therofore the only ground that could be urged agaiust tho authenticity of the Veda
would be “non-concaption’’ (want of conceptions through Vedic gentences), Apd asg
this i amenable to Sense-perception, according to the Buaddhista, ib is not improper, in
their minds, to declare Vedic conceptions to be ** Perceptions’ ; thongh for the
Mimansaka, it is & case of Inferential knowledge ; aud it is, in accordance with this,
that the Bhishya has beon interpretted as above.

19 The Kigiki thus explaing: * You seok to prove the inanthenbicity of the
Veda, on the ground of its similarity with ordinary hnman assertions, As siech, what
wounld be right for yon to say is that * the inauthenticity of the Veda must be of the
same nature as that of ordinary human ngaertions.” Aund in thab case, we know that
ordinary human assertions are proved fo be false ouly by certain invalidating canses;
and consequently the falsity of the Voda too must be based mpon similar causes,
But, in the ocase of the Veds, we do nob find any such invalidating cause; theresfors
it cannot but be antheuntic.”

1% The sentence which closes tha consideration of the knowledge of Duty
being due to the Veda alone: « Qodanilakshano’rthal QOréyaskarah,”-—where the

7

9
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* Croyaskara " (producing bliss) with regard to Dnt-y, i mth a view to
laying down the full significance of the word ‘Duty.' '

191, “Bliss” (QCréyal) is man’s happiness; and as ﬂnﬂ is to he
acoompliahad by means of the Materials, Auxilliaries and Acfions, ag laid
down in the Veda,~therefore it ia to these (Materials, &e. ), alone that the
chavacter of * Duty’ can be rightly said to belong.

192, One who performs sacrifices comes to be called * Dhﬁﬂmka "
(* Dutiful ” or Pious), by people who know nought of anything else (such

as Apirva and the like) as resalting from such sacrifices,—which (name,
“ Dharmika ) we understand as being dne sclely to his connecmon wﬂ:h
the sacrifices. e _.

193-94. As a mabter of fact, the ( a,cquiving of) cattle, &o., is fonnd
to result from the performanca of " Duty " (Sacrifice) ; and these results
are also said to proceed from the * Cited” sacrifice, as well ag from the
“ milking vessel, &o.” (Aumlhary) therefore it is to these (Intter) also
that the character of ‘ Duty ' is said to belong.

194, Because of the mention of the word * Dharmiui ? (we infer
that) the word “ Dharma,” a8 freed from tho (marks of) Gender and
Number, serves as an instance (in the Avgnment).

195-96. We deo not find the word ‘Duty’ used in elthar of the
following senses:—(1) that of & partionlar function of the internal

organ (the Sankhya Doetrine), (2) that of a peculiar mental impression
(unconsciously left thereon by good or bad actions—the Banddha doctrine),
(3) that of the “ Body of Virtue.” (* Pupya-pudgala’—~the Jaina doctrine),
(4) that of *‘a specific property of the person” (the Vaigéshika
doctrine), or () that of “ Aptrva (a peculiar unseen force, in the ghape
of ‘fate, &o., postulated by & scion of the Mimansakas).

question ariges—why should the Bhsshyn. substitute the word * Qraynskmh W for
* Dharmah ' P

19l “Qrgyaskarah ’~—that which brings about ‘(rayah,’ happiness. And h&ppl-
ness is seen to be got ab by means of bhe materials laid down in the Veda; therefors
these alone constitute Duby. By " materials ” hore iz meant sacrifice in gsmraz. :

198 * Any other thing to ba accomplished ”—in the shape of Apirva and the like
(postulated by others), of which ordinary people know nothing,

198.9% We know the acquiring of cattle, &o., as following from the performanas
of Duty ; and the Veda asserts these to follow from saorifices; e.g., the “(Citri"
sacrifice has been laid down for one who desires cattle ; and the fetching of Somsa in
the millting vessel is also eujoined for the same purpose. Bo it comes to be implied
that Doty consists of Sacrifices as well ag their Auxiliaries,

19% The Vedio passage—" Yajnéna yajnwmayaejanta dévéstini dharmdai, &e'le=
ghows the identity of “ Saerifice” with “Duty.” The difference of Gender and
Nomber ( Yajnam ' being in the Masculine Singular, and ¢ Dharmini’ in Neuter Plural)
is only & Vedio anomely,

196.98 ““ Pupya-pudgala”-—~ig the atomio body which forms the fature body of the
virtuouy persen. The compound “aparvajanmani” is expounded as “na pirvam
janma yasyc' = that which is not brought about before (an action).
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186. Nor can these (aforvesaid function of the internal organ, &c.), be
ever recoguised by means of the Veda, &c., as being the means of (the
accomplishment of ) the ends of man,

197. Nor can we recognise the ‘ Apiirva,’--as anything different
from ‘Heaven’ and *Sacrifice,-—either in the shape of the means (like
Sacrifice) or of the end (like Heaven), or int any form other than these.

198. Ou the other hand, we would be lended npon the absurdity of
rejecting a thing mentioned in the Veda, and assaming something never
© beard of (therein),-~if we were to assume the  Apirva” to be identical
with these (Sacrifice snd Heaven). Aud lastly, if it weve unlike both of
these, it vonld have no form at all,

199. Therefore the * Aptirva’ must be accepted as heing only a
peculiar form of energy (or capacity)—lying latent either in (the meana)
Sacrifice, &o., while they are funetioning towords their ends,~or in (the
-ends themselves) the Cattle, &o., while these are undergoing the process of
origination (or birth). |

200. Tnasmuch as the capabilities of objects are mnot denotabls by
names in the abstract, the ** Apuvva” (which has been shown to be the
capability of ceriain objects) cannot be said to be signified by the word
“ Dharma.”

201, “The word ‘Codana’' has been known, in the first instance,

19 “Poda, §ec.’~including also the seriptares of the Buddhists, wherein what
has Leon enjoined as Duty is only the bowing to the Caitya, which is an action, and
not & mental impreasion.

¥ By assuming the Apirva to be either the end or the means, we would be
rejecting the declaration of the Veda, wherein Heaven and Sacrifice have been dis-
tincily Inid down as the end and means regpeoctively.,

199 The Apirva ie only s peouliar form of the energy of the means or of the end,
existing in the form of & sprout, to burst out in time into the full grown fres of
the Result in its entirety. And so, by postulabing snch an Apiirva, we gail oloar
of the necessity of assuming anything other than the Sacrifice or Heaven, and also
of the chanco of being open to the objection urged against us-~that the Sacerifico
having heen destroyed (on completion) at the present time, how could it bring abont
the result at a distant fature time, unless we assamed an Apirva "’ apart from the
Bacrifice itsalf. The theory here propounded is that the Aparva is a gprout.like
oapability produced in one of the two,—i.c., either in the means or in the end-—which
may be assumed to be tndergoing a process of incubation daoring the time that the
Begult has not appeared, This will be explained in detail in the “Apirvadhikarana "’
of the Second Adhyaya. : :

30 The *Facullies’' are spoken of as ' Facalties,” * Pawer,” “ Yinergy,” &o.,
and not by the name of any particnlar object. And “ Apirva" haying been proved
to ba a “faculty” of the sserifice, it cannot be spoken of as  Dharma,” which is s
name of the Bacrifice itself,

0L The next nine Kirikis raise various objections against the following passage
in the Bhashya : * ubhayamiha codanaya lakshyate, &c., &o.  How can, §c.,"—aa the
eounter-instance shonld be wanting in only one of the necessary differentias; in the
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kind, bow can it serve as a counter-instance ” p i Bt

202, *‘Bysna’ and the like are heve (in the Bhashya) spoken of as
authorised by the Veda; and then, in the absence of any prohibition
thereof, how can these be said to be sinfal ? ;

203, “Though there may be a prohibition with regard to a subject
referred to by a positive injunction, yet we do not apprehend any sinfulness
in connection with such subjects,~~as in the casa of the shodasigrahana.”

204.  “ Having said that ‘ the Syéna is authorised by the Veda,” it '
wonld be a self-contradiction to assert that ‘it is prohibited.” And again,
while consideving the injunction of the Syéna, &o., it is not right to
mtroduce the consideration of ‘Slanghter”’ in general,” i

205, “ Beeause Slaughter is only a resultant of these (sacrifices),
differing from them in its most essential featuve ; inasmuch ag it consists
entively of the destroying of life, while the ‘Cysnn’ saorifice is something
entirely different, like the sword (which also helps in the killing).”

206. * The assumption of advice too is not proper with regard to
a subject which i not fit for an injunction, And again if “Cysnn, * &e., be

to apply to positive injunetions aloney and as & ¢ Slaughter’ is not of that

o

not said to form the objects of injunctions, what else could " ?

207. “1Itis a universal rnle that ¢ injunctions refer to two factors of
w Bhiivana (i.e., the means and the process),’——and this yule would be
contradicted (if the character of Tnjnnetion be denied to the * Sysna’).”

207-208. *“The Jyotishtoma and otheps too that are held to be
‘ Dharma,’ would cease to be 80 ; because these are also accompanied by
‘Slanghter’ (of the saecrificinl animals), Nor can an object, which is not
enjoined, form part either of the result or the means of an acbion,”

present instance of the “ ('yéna, however, it is neithex * Codanalakshana,’ nor an
* Artha.” }

%8 Just as we have an afirmative injonotion  * Shodag¢inam grihnati, "—and
then again its negation—*na shoduginam grikmdti)'—where the Iatter negation only
gorves Lo preclude the holding of the Shodagi vessels ; and in no ease can it imply that
stch holding wonld constitute a sin, Similarly, in the case in question, slanghter (in
the ““ Clyéna ) is enjoined, while slaughter (in goneral) ia prohibitad ; where this latter
would only preclude the slaughter from the saorifice, and cannot imply its sinfulness.

%05 As the sword by which the animal is killed is not "“slaughter,” go algo thy
" Qydna " (which brings about the death of the enemy) cannot, in itgelf, be called
" glanghter,”

%08 This refers to the passage—* tasyayamabhyupdyah 1t téshamupadégah.”
“ Qould mot be said"’-—even in the face of such direct injunctions as “ Cyénana
yajéta.’ '

T Would be contradicted—i.e., if the “Cyéna " (which is the means of killing
an enemy) weve denied to be the object of injunction, then the universal rule wonld be
contradicted, and would give rige to the absurdity noted in the following Eariki,—
“ Jyotishtoma,” &o., also being only the means to the attainment of Heaven, &o,

$07.208 Nor can, §o."—If “(yava," &o., were not the objects enjoined, then they
could, in no onse, form the necessary constituents of ¢ither their results or menns,
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209. “That which has been laid down as the means cannot be
denied to be the object of the Injunction; because either in the Veda,
or in ordinary experience, it is not desirable for any action to be enjoined
merely as a result.” '

210.  On acconnt of these arguments, we must conclude that what
is meant by the Bhashya is only an explanation of the signification of the
word ¢ Artha,” (as detailed below).

210-11. Hither in the case of activity towards, or cessation from, (a
ecertain course of aclion), the conception, resulting from the hearing of the word,
is  Codana"—this general definition (of “Codani ) was in the mind
of the author of the Bhashya. The mention of the character of enjoining
positive activity (in the Bhashys) may be explained as only citing an
example (of Codana).

212, For if (" Codava” were) restricted to the injunction of
positive activity alone, then the subsequent explanations of the word
‘ Artha’ could not be explained (as proved by the above objections).
Or again, the mention of the Injunction of positive activity may be due to
the oceurrence (in the Sitra) of the word “ Arvtha,” (which seems to.
restrict the definition to positive Injuunctions).

213, Quthe definition (*pravartakam vakyam Codand ™) may be
explained a8 refering only to such * Codana” as forms the autlori ty
for Duty.

213-214. Such being the cage, the comprehension of the objects of
positive injunctions as leading to merit, would be derived from Positive
Injunctions; and the ascertainment of the fact of the prohibited vbiects
being sinful, wounld be got at throngh the Prohibitory Injunctions. Thus
then by the meution of “ Avtha ” (in the Sitra) what is meant is that the

0 By this and the few following Kirikdas, the Virtiki meets the abova
objections.  Thus,”—d.e., us the meaning of the Bhishya is as explained below ; and
it connot bo taken literally:

MR * Qecurrence of the word ‘artha,’”—=i.¢., because in the aphorigm, the word
‘Codand™ occurs togother with the word “ Artha”! and that which is an Avtha
(positive virlue) is alwaya an object of positive injunction.

313 Positive Injunction is the sole anthority of “ Duty ™ and as it is ‘Duty »
aloue that has been defined in the nphorigm, the Bhishya takes up the eonsideration
of only the positive form of Codend (and leaves off the negative form, as not
appertaining to the definition of * Duty”); hence the Bhashya—'* Pravartakam
viakyam Codand.”. g

218314 Granted that Codand refers both to Positive Injunctions and Prohibitious,
Even then, the fact of the *“ Agnishtoma,”’ &o. (which are objects of positive injuuc.
tions) leading to. Merit, wounld be got at, through positive injunctions alone ; just ag
tho fack of “Brihmana-slanghter” (which is an object of Prohibition) heing the
cange of demoerit (and thereby being sinful} will be got at throngh the Prohibitory
Injanctions. Thus then the Positive Injunctions treat of the causs of Merit (Axrtha),
and the Prohibitory ones of thie cause of demerit or sin (Anartha). :
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eharacter of ¢ Dhm*ma" (Duty) belongs only to the ob]sot possn’mvely_ !
enjoined. ' ]

215. And the sinful ohara.cber of the proh1brted ucbwn is got. at'
indirectly by implication, and is not mentioned directly in the Sutra.

215-216, Therefore (in the passage “ Ubkayam iha Gotiamyd
lakshyate’) the word ¢ Ubhayam " (both) would refer to two groups of
actiong, represented each by the performance of sacrifices, and the killing
of a Brakmana, which form the objects of Imjunetion and Prohzbmon,'
respectively. -

216-218, Though the *“{'yana ” is also an object of positive 'Injtmc-
tions, and its result too (the death of the enemy) is a desivable one,-~
yet a sinful charaeter is attributed to it indirectly, through (the charvacter
of) its vesults, This will be made clear by the clauses, * Pratishiddhd
hi sa,” ** Hinsahi sa'' and “ Nabhicarét.” 1f however the sintul character
of the ‘Cysuna,’ belonged to its own form, then the subsequent pa.saages
(Hinsd hi 88, &c.), would become ineompatible.

219. Becanse the Cyéna having been once positively en]omed a
prohibition can hardly be applicable to it directly. :

219-220. If however the word * Codani'’ were restricted to posi-
tive Injunctions alone, then the passage * Ubhkayam, &c,” wonld have to
be taken to) refer to the Means and the Result. 7

220-221, The (causal) relation between the Means and the Result,
having been established by the Positive Injuntion, both of these would
form the objects of Indication (i.e., by the mention of the relation betweeu
the two, the two themselves would become indicated ). '

221.222, There are two sorts of results following from the per-
formance of sacrifices (and these are mentioned in the Bhishya by the

#910.17 Though “ Qydna" and the rest are not, in themselves, sinful; for reasons
shown above, yet a sinful character is attribnted to them, gecond-hand, on acconnt of
the sinful charaoter of their results. (“Upnoara’ is secondary, indivect or figura-
tive applioation). As the oharacter of the ocause transfers itself to the effect, and
vice versd, therefore the sinful charagter of the Resalt (killing) transfora itself to the
onnse (the  (Jyéna” sacrifice), Becauge the mention of the fact of its being * prohi.
bited” cannol divectly refer to the * Qy8na,” which is not prohitited, we wmnust
accept the Resnlt alone as the direct object of prohibition. All the clauses gnoted
point to the fact that the Bhishya only mesnus to apply sinfulness to the Resulti.
For that which is declared to he sinful is the “ slanghter,’’ and vertainly the * QJy&na '’
ig not * slanghter,’ bub only a cause that brings about “ slanghter as its Resalt.
Therefore, the assertion that * glaughter is sinful” can be made to attribute sén/ulness
to the “ Gy8na,” only inditectly—throngh the relation of Cause and Effect.

819 It is only the Result that is the direct object of prohibition, which can apply
to “Qyéna’ only indirectly ; and then oo, omly on account of the sinfulness of ite
Results. '

0999 The meaning of the Bhashya being ¢ Both-—the means and the end—
constitute the Codana.”



APHORISM T, WAL

words ¢ Avtha ? and ¢ Anartha ). * Heaven” and the like (i.e., Artha)
ave got at, without trespussing on any prohibition; while slanghter ”
and the like (i.e., dnarthe) are accomplished only by trespassmg upon
probibitions contained elsewhere in the seriptures.

922-203, The cognition of the Bhavana does not serve to lay down
the Result,—as we shall explain later on, and as Jaimini hus also
declared that “the object of desire is got at per Iadication, and not
direotly from the Injunction.”

228-225, Thus then, though the prohibition of. “killing” (which
forms part of the result),~understood to have a general application, and
not set aside by the Positive Injunction,~—would signify the fact of (the
“Cysnn”) leading to sin, yet the form proper of the *Cyéna” itself
could not be sinful, the sinfulness attaching only to its result (killing).

225.226. The objector however, thinking the Result also to form the
object of Injunction,~—on account of its (the Result) being included in
the Bhavana,—has taken exception to the fact of the sinful (*“ Cysna’)
being enjoined as a Duty.

926-227.  The clause “ Naiva ” however serves to set aside the ides
of the Result forming an object of Injonction. * What then wounld be

W3 Y The vesult does mot, §e.''—This anticipates the following objection :
" Slaughter is enjoined in the Injunction “Qyénénabhicaran Yajéta' and as sguch
how can it be said to be prohibited” ? The sense of the reply im that, as above
explained, the operation of the Injnnotion does net extend to the Result ; and, in the
present cage, *slanghter’ is only the Result of the “ Qyéna " sacrifice,

" We shall esplain,” &e.,in the Karika—"Uddégdcca phalatwéna, &c., & The
sama fact is nlso implied in tho Bhashys '‘finatyivamasav mayd kartavyam'’——(He
knows what is to be accomplished by him—+.c., the Resnlt}— * updyantn na veda" (He
knows not the means whereby it is to be eccomplished ), and it is this meaus that
ig enjoined in the Injonction ‘ Quénénabhicharan Yajétal! :

$38.35 Thongh the positive Injunction—* Quinéndbhicaran Xajéta’’ enjoins the
“ Qy8na ” sacrifice, yob it does not set aside the prohibition of  slanghter "—proceeding
from the sacrifice, The construction of the Dhishya would be axplained in the

Cr.

followiog manner: “ Both the Resuli and the Means are indicatod by the Codani 3

the Result again is of two kinds—meritorious and sinful. In the queéstion—what is
* Ariha? P—the word * Artha’ referd to the means leading to a meritorious Result—the
f Iyotistomn,' &c., being soch means. In the question-—what ia ‘ Anartha ' P~—~we must
apply the word ‘Anantha’ to the form of the sinful Result, making ¢ Qyénddih *=tho
Result of the  Cyéna ' sacrifice, &o.,—~viz ¢ ‘slanghter’ Thus then the means leading
to o meritorions Result is Dharma, and the ginful ends— slaughter’ and the like—

. gome to be Adharma ; while the means leading to such sinfunl ends are neither Dharma,
nor Adbarma. { ’

%95.86 The objector iz made to say (in the Bhashya)—“ Kathampunarsnarthah
kartavyatayopodigyats,”-—this objeotion being based npon the misconception that the
Result forms a conatitnent part of the Injunction. The fact however is that the Resuls
is not what is enjoined ; and ag snch, the Injunction of the “Cyéna"” sacrifice cannot
be taken as enjoining ‘ Slanghter,’ which.ia distinetly siaful,
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{he object of the Injunction in question ' ¥ The Bhashya replies « ¥ Cyéna
and the other sacrifices.” A
997.228.  In the question as well as in the reply, the affix *tavya i
(in “ Rartavyatayd ) is need in the sense of ¢ Injunction,” aund nob in
the sense of the ¢ Result;’' because thig latter sense wounld not serve
any purpose in either case (question or answer). !
998.920. Because the character of the Resultis also held to belong
to what is sinful, and (as such) not enjoined ; and that which g enjoined
is always accepted as being meritorious, even when it does not bear the
character of the Result. i
929-230, By interpretting the Catri-affix (in * Abhicaran ) a8
signifying ‘a distinctive mark or attribate, and by speaking of the
preseriptions of the *Cysna,” &e., the author of the Bhashya clearly
explaing what he means; otherwise (if the explanation of the Bhashya
were vejected) there could be no grouund for the injunction of such
sacrifices. ! TR
930-331. The word ‘adi’ in (Cyénadayah) would denobe the fact of
the process (of the “Gydéna'') also formivg an object of, the Injunction §
therefore it must be only that form of senctioned * killing,” which forms
part of the Result, that is prohibited. :
931-232, Those people that apply prohibition also to the “Kkilling”
occurring in the other two factors (of the Blivand : viz, the means and

(LOKAVARIINA,

G890 The drinking of wine is also a sinful result, but as this is nob enjoined, it
cannot be the ground of the above objection. And again, since the “ Milking Vessel N
which hag been enjoined, and as such, constitutes Morit, it is ounly the setting aside
of the fact of its being enjoined, that one—who wornld meel to prove its sinful
chavacter-—ghould attempt ; and not the sobting aside of the Result.

229.80 « How is it concluded that by naiva the Bhishya means o negative the
injunction of anything that is ginfal” ? The Bhishya explains the Prosent Participle
Affix in ¢ Abhicaran® as wignifying “ distinetive feature,”—the meaning of the word
being, *“one who i charactorized by a desire to kill’'; and doubtless, this distinctive
characteristio does not stand in need of & Vedioc Injunction; therefore ‘Slaughter ”
cannot be an object of Injunction. And again, the Bhishya says— téshamupadégah,.
&o." (the preseription of these—* (yena,” &c.); whereby it is shown that what s
moeant to be proved by the forogoing sentences is the setting aside of the idea of the
Repalt forming the object of Tnjunction ;~~and not the negation of the fact of
“Qyéna,” &o., being enjoined, becanse the Veda cannot reasonably presoribe anything

that has not been enjoined.
28081  Vedic killing,” i.e., that form of Kkilling which happens to he mentioned

in the Veda.

58188 Some poople (the Sinkhyas, f.1.) apply the probibition of ‘ Slavghter’ nlgo
to gnoh killing as ocours in the Means end the Process of positively meritorious
saorifices, like the  Jyotishtoma, »* &e., which they thereby soek to prove to be sinful.
This iz to be met aside by the two aphorisms quoted. The meaning of the first
aphorigm is this: © It is laid down as a general rale that all libations are to be poured
into the Ahavaniya Fire; and in regard to the  Soma™ sncrifice it i laid down a8 a
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the process),—are mebt by the Sutras ¢ Avlc;ﬁshm;a Yaccha.stmm and
“ Vocanadva Girovab (lyut " (vi-vi-2). ;

232-233. Then again ar action which is not dlreoﬂy obatructed by
a prohibition, cannot be sinful. And, (such sinful character not being
amennble to Sense-Perception and the other means of right notion) any
assumptions to that effect, would be groundless. For we do not perceive
any faalt (evil) in the (sacvificial) slanghter, during the time that it is
being done.

234 Bven with regard to the §langhter that does not form part of
the sacrifice, the disgust that we feel is only based upon the prohibitive
seripbural texts (which we do not find in the case of the Sacrificial
killing). ' _

234-235.  The factthat we perceive the pain of the slaughtered animal
could not lead to the inference of such pain reverting to the agent (the
killer, in his future birth). Becnuse snch Inference is contradicted by
facty oceurring during the process of killing,

235-236.  The form of such Inference wounld be * Slanghter produces
for the slanghterer, after hiy death, results similar to those that happen
to the animal killed ; —becanse it (slaughter) is an action,—like Charity
in accordance with the Scriptures.”’

236-237. He who would say this, would be contradicted by such
contrary instances, as, infercourse with the preceptor’s wife ov the drinking
of wine (which are admittedly sinful),

special rale that the libations are to be pourad into the Tive prepared in a place whers
the seventh step of the cow (which is paid as the price of the Suma used) happens
to fall; and in this particalsr case, the former genoral rule is set aside by the lattor
gpecial rale.” The second aphorism ig thus esplained ; “ As a general rule, fthe
tonching of the dead human body is prohibited ; bat in regavd to a particular sacrifice—,
it is enjoined that a human skall is to be kept in a purticalar plase. Here too, the
latter Injanction sets aside the former general Prohibition.” Asin these two cases,
80 also, in the case of killing, though there is a general prohibition of killing, yob in
regard to the “Jyotishboma™ sacrifice, the killing of the sacrificial animal is specially
laid down; and hence this latter Injunckion sets aside the former general Prohibition.
All these arguments are refuted in the * Tattwakanmuadi” on Sankhya-karika 2.

282.88 T'lis is in anticipation of the objeetion that, though not directly prohibited,
yob the killing of serificial animals would be sinful.

%385 You infer that one who kills will have to suffer retributive pain in the
future ; but then and there, during the * glanghtor " itself, there i u contradiction of
this; innsmuch as we find the killer deviving pleasure from the act.

485.28 This formulates the inference referred to. (harity brings ploasnre to the
person receiving it; and the giver too is rewarded with similar pleasures in his
next life,

850.87 Interconrse with the Preceptor’s wife gives pleasure to the object of the
Inkercourse (the wife); and as such, in accordance with your reasoning, the
parpetrator of thig crime ghould be rewarded with happiness in hia fubuce lives.

8
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237.288.  And the premises too would be contrary to the conclusion ;
because the result aceraing to the slaughterer would, according to the
veasoning, be similar to that which accrues, to the charitable person, viz :
the attainment of the result implied by the injunction, and also the
absence of pain. | G

238-39. The happiness (occurring) to the giver (in future birth,) is
not declared to be the same as that of the person who receives his gifts;
thus too your instance fails in establishing what you seek to prove.

239-40. In the cage of Charity, the object (signified by the Dative
caso) is the person who receives ib, whereas in that of Slaughter it is the
object killed, which is signified by the Acousative termination—this too is
a difterence (between yonr instance and what you seek to prove). And if
you aggert the “ object ”’ (similar bo whose end you postulate the end of the
agent) to be the object of ** Sampradana ” (the receiver of agift, signified by
the Dative),—then you have a contradiction (of your Major Premiss) :
because you hold that (in animal sacrifice) the ‘ Sampradina’ object, the
Deity (to whom it is sacrificed), becomes pleased (while in the case in
qaestion there is pain for the *“ object ”). .

941, Tf in CQharity the object (given) be meant to be the instance, (as
in animal claughter is meaunt the object killed),—~then too, what sovt
of result (in the shape of pleasurs or pain) could acorue to the objeet that
is given away (nawmely, gold, silver and the like ) ?

CLOKAVARTIRA,

281.88 ¢ In a gyllogistic argnment, the Middle Term hes an application that is in
accovdance with the Instance quoted. In the present cage, this instance is ‘ Oharity ’;
therefore the effect resulting from ‘slanghter’ should be similar to that resulting
from ‘Charity, With regard to ‘Charity,’ we have understood the Result to be
the atbainment of the end mentioned in its Injuncfion; and in accordance with your
Major Promiss, this same result wonld also belong to the cage of ‘slanghter’ And
throngh the Injunction of ‘Slanghter’ (in connection with Sacrifices) we come to the
sonclusion thatb its effect s Merit; and thereby it ceases to be sinfal, Thus in seeking
to prove (by means of your syllogism) that ‘Slanghter is sinfnl,’ you have proved ita
contrary 3 and further, when the Result is in keeping with the Injunction, ib cannot be
painful.”—Kagika.

%83.89 Ag the result accrning to the Giver is not the same as that which belongs
to the Receiver, so, the Result to the killer conld not be the same ag that belonging to
the killed.

580.40 < Contradiction '—i.¢., instead of establishing the sinfalness of * Slanghter,’
yon would be premisiog the contrary, An animal sacrifice has for its ‘ Sampradana’
(the objects to which the offering is made), the deities, Agni and Soma. And as these
Deities become pleased by the offering, your argument wonld go to prove that the
sluughterer (the sacrificer) would be reaping a harvest of happiness in retribution
of the pleasnre hé gives by the ‘slanghter,'—a conolusion whiclh cannol be very
pn!ntable to you. Because in that case, glaughter ' ceases to be sinful; as gin can, in
no case, be said to living sbout bhappiness to one who commity it ; and this is the
conolusion derived from your argument; whereby yon gought to prove the sinfuiness
of ** Animal-glanghter ” !
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241-42. Your argument may also be shown to be concomitant with
its own contradictory, by means of such instances as Japa, Homa, &c.,
which are free from any source of pain to others——and by having the fact
of sacrificial Slaughter being enjoined as the Reason.

: 242-43.  For the comprehension of Dbarma and Adharma, there is
no other means save the fact of their being enjoined and prohibited
(respectively). Hence the introduction of an inferential argument in this
conneotion is not proper. :

243-44. For those who declare ‘Dharma’ to be dune to helping
others fo happiness, and ¢ Adharma’ to be due to causing pain to 'thers,—
for these people *Japa’ aud ¢ wine drinking’ would be neithor Dharma
nor Adharma. ;

244.45. And again one who, though with qualms of conscience, has
interconrse with his preceptor’s wife, would be incurring a great Dharma
because thereby he would be conferring a great benefit of happiness to the
woman,.

245-46. And further, how can one, who would (in the matter of
Dharma and Adharma) rely solely upon Reasoning, independently of any
prohibitions or otherwise (scriptural), have any qualms of conscience,
when he finds that his action does not give pain to any person ?

246-47.  And farther, he who wonld ascertain (the chavacter of)
Adhsrma independently of Scriptuval prohibitions, woanld land himself
on ‘Mutual Dependency "—inasmuch as he would be attributing sinfulness
(Adharma) to pain, and pain again to sinfulness,

247-48. Then the Mlechchhns who have got no qualms of conseience
in the doing of any action, could never be said to be incurring any sin, if
your theory (that the sinfalness of an action is due to the pain that it
produces to either party) were true.

#31.43 The form of the argument, in which Japa and Homa ave instances, is this :
‘‘Animal-slanghter at a sacrifice will bring about happiness,—because it hos been
enjoined,—like the Japa, &o.”

#45.44 Tecnuse * Japa,” which is ackunowledged to be Dharme, brings pleasnre
to mnone; nor does “ wine-drinking,” which is acknowladged to he Adharma, bring
vain to others, This Kariki aud the nexté are meant to refute the Utilitarian theory
of morals,

241.45 Becange, according to yon, the only standard of Dharma is that it should
bring happiness to others.

23646 Reagonings based upon the atilitarian theory do not condemn adultery ;
and you accept no other standard of morality; how, then, do yon explain the qualms
of conscience in one who commits that deed? For, certainly he is not conscious of
having given pain to any person,

#4047 1f you hold ‘Adultery’ to be sinful, on the gronnd of the pain it brings, in
the shape of the qualms of gonscience to its perpetrator, then you land upon a mutual
interdependence. Becanse, in thabt case, you wonld be attribnting the qnalmg of
conscience to the sinfulness of the deed, and again its sinfalness yon would base upon
the qualms of conscience it produces,



60 GLOKAVARLIRA,

248-49. Therefore leaving aside pleasure and pain, and  their
opposites,—people, who wish to know Dharma and Adharma, ought to
look out for positive injunctions and prohibitions (in the Scriptares)..

249.52. % In one place (in the case of the killing of o Brahmana)
Sloughter has been declared to have tho capacity of causing sin 5 and this
(capacity) oannot be set aside even by a positive Injunction (4.e4 even if
Slaughter be in another place, enjoined as a Duty) ; beeanse the Scripture
does mob either add to or subtract from, the capncities of substances and
actions; it simply sevves to declare such faculties as alveady belong to
thom. And of a similar nature is this action (animal-slaughter in & BACTI-
fice) ; and therefors it is only in accordance with the Scripﬂure-_—'-_&m'l-
not by Inferential reasoning,—that we declare the sinful character of
sacrificial Slawughter.” ; AL TR e -

252-54.  Those who confidently declave thus, should congider the
following questions: (1) Does a (iidea go to hell for the drinking of
wine ? (2) Does the “ Vaigyastoma” bring about its result when per-
formed by a Brihmana or s Kshatriya P (3) Do proper offects result from
the * Ishti” it performed on the fifth day of tho month, (4) or from the
“ Agnihotra,” if performed in the middle of the day ¥ _

954-35, As u matter of fact, the specific vesult of an action belongs
to another, vnly when it is precisely of the same chavacter, as ig gaid
in the Veda to belong to tho former action, which is distinetly mentioned
ag bringing about that particular result, o

255-56. The idea of sinfuluess due to a prohibition, refers only to
that sort of ¢ killing * which is other than the two factors (of the Bhavana :

249.5% Somo people base their theory of the sinfnlness of all kinds of killing
on the seriptural prohibition ‘“‘kill not a Brahmana”; and it ig this theory, that is
expounded in the Karikd. * Killing" ig one ouly ; and henog if it be prohibited in one
cage, By that faot alone, it comos (o acynire a sinfal character, syhich becomas perma-
neut and cannot be seb aside by any number of passages positively enjoining iti.

25368 Tf what i8 once deolared in the Veda be held to be permanent and
anmodifiable; then (1) the  drinking of wine, ” which has been prohibited for the
Brihmaun, wonld come to be prohibited for the lower oastes also; (2)  The
« Vnigyastoma ' gacrifice has been laid down for the Vaigya caste, bringing about
oortain specific resalts; and, in aceordance with your premiss, this gacrifice wonld
bring about the samo results, whon porformed by men of the obther cagtod algo 3 (3)
tho © Tshii” has been laid down, as to b performad on the lagt day of the month,
when alone it can bring about ite proper resalt ; and according to your argument, the
same results would also come about, even when the  Ishti"” happens to be performed on
other days of the month. (4) Similarly with the * Agnihotra” which hag been enjoined
as to be performed in the morning, A

25485 If @ certain action with certain qanlifications, be declared in the Veda,
ay lending to certain dofinite resulfs,— then such results conld belong to those actions
alone, as gualified in. the Veda, And henoe, yonr argument loses its ground. Beoause
the Veda has declared ouly the killing of a Brihmana to be ginful, and from thig you
infer the sinfalness of all kinds of killing.
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Means and Process); slsewhere (s.e., in the case of Slaughter onjoined as
the means or as forming part of the process) such (idea of sinfulness)
is set aside by the positive Injunction (which enjoins Slaughter either
a8 the means to the accomplishment of a certain action, or as forming
pavt of the procedure of a certain sacrifice).

256-57.  What is got at from the Soripture is a comprehension of the
faonlties (of substances and actions), aud not any additions or substrac-
tions (of faculties). These latter are regulated according to the differences
among the actions themsolves.

257-58. We find a ocertain difference in the churacter of the same
thing, even in the case of actions with visible results—e.g., the (effects
produced by the same) acbion of eating, on the healthy and the un-
healthy. '

958.  Though the forwm of ‘ Slaughter ' is the same, iu all cases, yet
thore is a difference among the different kinds of Slawghier due to the
fact of its being or not being subsidiary to a sacrifice positively enjoined.

259, If (evon in the face of such arguments) you declare that the
resull is one and the same (in the case of all killing), then from the
fact of every action being an action, we wonld have a Universal Confusion
(Uommixtare); and on account of the similarity of having the character
of a sacrifice, all the sacrifices * Citrd,”" * Jyotishtoma, &e., would come to
haye the same result,

260. [If in these latter cnses, you make restrictions through the
differences among the sacrifices, we would have the same resouree in the
ease in question also (there being a difference between the Slaughter
enjoined as subsidiary to a Sacrifice, and one not so enjoined, but only
forming part of a certain Result). .

260-61. Of all injunctions, the vesult is such as is desirable for men,
either directly or indirectly ; therefore they cannot be taken to imply
anything that is not so desirable.

268.87 Additions or subtractiong of faculties are brought about according to the
nature of the actions in question ; and thoy cannot be said to belong equally to all
onged,

251.53 We know that sating produces pleasure ; but we find that an unhealthy
person, who has no appetite and relish for his food, does not derive any pleagure from
eating. Thus we find that the same action brings about differont results in different
0ases.

353 The  Slaughter” which is subsidiary to another act is uot sinfal; and that
which is not & subsidiary, bat an independent act in itself, is sinful,

%59 Wyery action has the general character of “ Action”; and if a single point
of similarity beliween any two actions be the gronnd for an identity in their resulis,
then all actions wonld have the same resalt, becanse they are all gimilar, in having the
genoral charaoter of * action.”

880.5. And es the aim of the perton cannot but be happivess to himself,
anything sihful cannot be the object of an Injunotion,



q

261.64. We do not find any sinfulness mentioned in connection with
such Slaughter as is enjoined ns subsidiavy to certain sacrifices ; nor is
such (sinful character) to be assumed (in the case of such Slaughier)
through other prohibitions, Nor can the result of these subsidiary
slaughters be said to be the end of man; because of their occurring in a
particular context,~—whereby what we can postulate as the result of
these, is only the help, either perceptible (direct) or otherwise, that they
would give to the primary Action itself. .

263.  In such cases, we have no occasion for making assmnp{nona of
sinfulness ; becanse we do not stand in nesd of any such assumption.

263-64. The help too, that the purification of the animal gives to
the sacrifice, is not an indirect one; because we find that the sacrifice
requires the accomplishment of the various parts (of the animal’s body,
as offerings). Hven in the “ Cy@na,” sinfulness does not,attach to that
Slaughtering which forms part of the sacrifice itself.

265. Therefore we declave sinfulness to belong to only that Slaughter
which does not form part of a sacritice. In tho ocase of the ‘‘ Cyena,”
it is mentioned as the Result ; and hence, in this case, it cannot be said to
be the object of an Il\Junctlon.

266. Beoanse though the Injunction belongs to the complete Bhava.na
(consisting of the three factors, Means, Procedure and Resnlt), yet it ceases
to apply to the factor of Result. Consequently “‘ Gygna” and the rest, by
themselves can be neither * Dharma " nor *“ Adharma,”

267. It is through the sinfal character of their Result, that the
character of Adharma is attributed to them. The ¢ Cysna’’ having all
its requirements fulfilled by only one Result, it cannot have two.
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%61.62 If the subsidiary slaughter were to have any effect upon human wishes,
then thave might be some doubts as to its being sinful. But as a matter of fact, it is
not 80; as such slaughters are mentioned in an altogether different conktext. Thisis
explained later on. The direct help is such as when certain offerings have to be wmade
onb of the limbs of the animal killed.

3 What we require in that partioular context is something that would help the
gacrifice ; and as such, the ‘ Slanghter” is at once mterprei:bad ad affording such help,
So theve is no oveasion for postulating its sinfulness,

#66 The In;unctlon takesin only the Means and the Procedure; and as in the
case of the ‘(yéna’ sacrifice,  Slanghter" is daola.red to be the Result, it cannot
form an object of the In]unetmn

881  The (Jyéna, §¢.’~This is said in anticipation of the following objection :
“ we could make sin also the direct result of the Qyéaa sacrifice, jnst like the death of
the enemy, thus getting rid of the indirect attribntion of sinfulness throngh the
Result.” The sense of the reply is that all the factors of the * Bhivana (signified
by the sentence enjoining the “(yéna”) being fulfilled by the death of the enemy
as its Result, it does nobt stand in mneed of any other Result; and hence it is
absolutely aseless fo postulate another Result, in the shape of sin, when all our
needs are satigfied by the former Resunlt alone, And one “ Bhivand ’ can have only
one Result, i
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268. Thevefore the sinfulness (of the * Cysna”) is said to be due
to “Slaughter” which is an action other than the “ C'ysna " itself.

268-69. That sction alone is called ** Dharma,” which, even through
its result, does not become tainted with sin; becanuse such an action
‘caunot but bring about bappiness to the agent.

269. (Obj.). “But the character of ‘Dharma’ would also belong
to the “Cysna,” &o., on account of these being the menns of attaining &
desirable end.”

270. (Rep.), But even then the Result of these would not cease to be
ginful, And we must also consider the following points, in this connection :

970-71. 1f* Dharma’ be explained as that by means of which something
desirable would be accomplished, without the least taint of anything undesir-
able, theu the “Cyana” and the rest would become excluded (from the
category of * Dharma’).

971.72. It anything that is laid down in the Veda as bringing pleasure
to the agent were held to be ¢ Dharma,” independently of the property or
otherwise of the performance thereof,—then alone could the * Cyena "
come under the category of “ Dharma.”

972-78. But if by ‘ Adharma’ we understand anything that causes

_ pwin either directly or indireotly, and which may have been laid down in
the Veda,—then the “Cysna’” would be included in the category of
“ Adharma."”

273-74. He, who wonld attribute sinfuluess even to the enjoined
(killing—as subsidiary to a sacrifice), on the ground of ite being a
‘ Slaughter, like any ordinary slaughter (outside a sacrifice),—would be
courting a contradiction of the Scriptures.

974-75. And if one were to argue, withont any regard to the Serip-
tures,~—he would also prove the incapability of accomplishing * Heayen”
with regard to Sacrifices ; becanse (they may urge that) these (sacrifices)
are actions, like ¢ eating ” and the like (which do not lead to Heaven ).

268.69 Therefore the “ (Jyéna” sacrifice can never be ' Dharma,” inasmuch as
it is tainted with ain, through its Result ; and it bas already been proved in Karikas
207-68, that it is not * Adharma.”

210 The Result of ** (lyéna " has been proved to be sinfuil, and now we must consider
the character of the sacrifice itself.

210.71 This Kariki and the next consider what ordinary people understand by
“ Dharma " and * Adbarma,”

21198 That is, explaining propriety of performance as capabilily of causing hap-
piness.

278.78 Thus, in reality, the * (Jyéna’’ is neither “ Dharma’? nor * Adbharma.”

£74.75 Beoause sacrifices are ascepted as the means of leading to Heaven, on the
gole ground of the Veda. And if one were to disregard this, no sach capability in the
sacrifice could be proved. In fact we would have an irrefntable argument to ihe

contrary, viz.,, “ Sacrifices cannot lead to Heaven, because they are actions, like
Ealing.”
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275-76. The sinfulness (of sacrificial slanghter), postalated on the
strength of passages from the Gitd, Mantras, aund other Enlogistic
passages,—contradiots the direct assertions of the Vada (which disbinctly
enjoins snorificial slaughbter); and hence these (passages) must be taken
to have some other meaning,

276-77. (Obj.). * The Satra and the Vedie sentences being of equal
importance to the student, and the incapability (of signifying something)
also applying equally to both (in the mind of the student),~—the clanse
‘ot in the Siibras ' is no veply (to the objection raised in the Bhashya).”

277-78.  (Rep.). This clanse (°na siéreshu’) serves only to veply to
the aforesaid ‘‘exclusive specification” : Because in the case of the
interpretation of the Sutras, this method (‘splitting of the sentence” and
other indireet methods of interpretation) is applicable (when the sense
thus indivectly got at is supported by other evidences).

208, Or the Sitra itself may be repeated ; or ug a Iaat rasource, we
may have recourse to ““ Tantra’ (a conventional aubsernency) in aeeordanno

976.77 The Bhishya (pp. §-8) ha.vmg ra:sed the objection: * Buab tha sphorism it
ig incapable of giving the two meanings” [namely, (1) that the Veda is the authority
for Daty, and (2) that Duty is that whioh brings about happiness],—replies by adding

that the esyntactical splii that the objector hag nrged against such double signification, *

does not affect the case of the aphorism. In the Karika, the objector sayd that the
Veda and the Sitras are both equal, in the eyes of the student,

1.1 Though both the Veda and the Sitra are eqnal to the studeunb, yet com-.
mentators have been found to explain the Bibras by donble interprotations. 1t was
with this view, that, in explaining the opevniug seutencs of the Bhishya, we have
taken it o signify ** exclnsive specification,’—the senge of the clause * sati sambhayd '
having been explained ag that “ it is only when the ordinary significations of the words
of the aphorism can reasonably be accepted, withont contradicting the Veda, that such
signifioations are to be accepted; otherwise, if such signification be found to militate
against the Veds, then, in interpreting the aphorism, we must have recourse fo in-
direct methods of signification.” -

413 That is, in order to signify both the facts, the aphorism may be read
aver twice, The second part of the Karikd is not ensily intelligible 3 hence the
explanation of the Nydyarainakara is reproduced: “ The word ‘ Dharma,’ for instance,
may be taken to be uttered as a ‘ Tantra,’—i.e, it may be conventionally accepted as
tho gubordinate word in the sentence ; and for this reason, it wonld be constructed with
each of the other two words, simultaneounsly : when taken with the first word
‘ Codandlakshanah,’ it wonld give the meaning thaf ¢ Duty has Veda for its authority ;’
and when taken with the second word ¢ Arthah’ it wonld signify that ¢ Duty s the
means of happiness.’ And as both these constructions are accepted simultancously ;
there is no syntactical split, in reality. In thia cwuse, the word ¢ Codan@lakshanah'
would be the gubject and ¢ Dharmah’® the Predicate, of the first proposition ; while of
the second proposition, * Dharmah’ would be the subjoct and ‘ Arthah’ the * Predicate.”
The two propositions may be thus stated : (1) ¢ That which has Veda for its authority
ia Dharma,’ and (2) ¢ Dharma is the cause of happiness.! The meaning that the Sitra
wotld give, when the other two words are made subsorvient to the word ' Dharmah,’
is explained in Notes 281-82, '
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with the difference in the signifying power (of the three words constituting
the Sitra). .
279. Or we may make fwo Sitras ont of the one, in accordance with
the theory that the Sttrs only gives certain portions (of two senfences),
979.80. These two (sentences constituting the Siitra) are assumed
to depend upon one another, on acconnt of proximity. And the assunption
of a portion (of the second sentence) is not meant simply to complete the

gentence. )

280-81. Though the sentence * Atha vd, &c.” (in the Bhashya)
explaing ench of the constituents to refer to ‘ Dharma,” as qualified
(by the definition afforded by another), yet the syntactical split remaing

just the same.
981-82. Therefore the real answer (to the objeetion raised in the

Bhishya) wonld be one of the following: either (1) that fthe ‘name’
(* Dhavma ) is subservient (to the other two factors); or (2) that the
‘ngme’ and the word *Lakshana” mny be construed with “ Artha” ;
or (3) that the word ‘ Lakshana ' may be taken to be subservient to the
words * Dharma ”’ and *“ Artha.” )

282.83, ' Dharma in general, being previously known, as soon ag its

%19 This is what the Bhishya has done. The gense is thisg: Sibtras, heing
estremely brief, are not expected o give every sentence in its entire form. The pre-
gont Sitra iz really made up of two Sitrag—(1)" Adrtho dharmah” (Dharma is the
cauge of happiness), and (2) “ Codanslakshanah "-——this latter being only a part of the
complete sentence : “ Codanalakshano dharmah” (that which is bused mpon fhe Veda
is Dharma).

919.80 If hoth theso constitnent Siitras were taken independently, then, the
Sitrn, ¢ Codandglakshano Dharmah” would make the “ (fygua”-also a Dharma; and,
on the other hand, the Bitra “ Artho Dharmah " wonld make any source of happiness a
Dharma. In order to gaard against these anomalios, the Kariki adds that the word
« Dharma,” in each of these sentences, is taken in the light of ita definition afforded
in the other; the Sitras are to be interpreted as interblended iogether, and forming
ounly one Hiitra,

1.8 If we accept the firsh alternative, then the construotion of the Bibra
would be this: * Codandlakshano Dharmah-Dharmo'vthah.?  In sccordance with the
gocond alternative, the construction would be—* Arthe Dharmah-arthagodandalakshanah,”
In the third case, the congtruction wonld be ‘ Arthagodandlakshanah Codanalakshano
Dharmah.” The meaning, in the second cage, would be “ Dharma is the cause of
happiness,—and the cause of happiuess too only such asis laid down in the Veda.”
In the third case, the meaning wonld be—"The cause of happiness is as declared
ju tho Veda,—and that which is authorised by the Veda is Dharma.” The meaning
obtainable in the first case, has already been explained in nots 278,

288.%8 The objection is that the word ‘' arthah” in the Sitra is superfluous;
hocause when we know what Dharma is, we know it only a8 bringing about happiness ;
and hence, ag soon ng its authority has been declared, it at once comes to be recognised
aa the means of happiness ( Artha’’); and as such, thero is no use of having this
word in the Satra,

9
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authority is declared, it-ab onco becomes a means of happiness ; and as
such, why shounld the word ¢ Artha’ (! means of happiness ’) be mentioned
m the Satra 7" i

283.84. (Rep.): The fact of ?mmng the Veda for its au#hom‘q comes
to be predicated of ‘ Dharma,’” only by the addition of the word
“ Artha ' ; otherwise there would be a doubt as to its real character,

284.85. For in that case, those that are declared (in the Veda), by
means of prohibitions, to be the canses of sin, would also hecome incladed
in *“ Dharma ” ; inasmuch as these also are mentioned in the Veda.

285-86, Thersfore that form of the sentence, wheveby we could
have the restriction of the definition to the single object ( “ Dharma,” )
—which is possible only if we admit the word * A.xtha g to be got ab
only by repeating the word *“ Artha.”

286-87. The wauthor of the Bhashya has also declared the result

the exclusion of slaughter, §e., to be due to the signification of the WOrv:l
“ Artha,” without taking it as qualifying (Dharma),

Thus ends the Vartika on Aphorism 'I'I_.

23884 I we had only “Codaralakshane Dharmah,” then even those Acts,
which are anthorised by the Veda in one phase, and prohibited in another phase of it
would become included in the oategory of “ Dharma "' ; and the preclusion of such
ncts wonld not be posgsible, unless we added the word * Arthah,” which resiricts the
definition fo only sach as are cawses of happiness, and thereby excindes all that is
sinful,

#3887 This anticipates the following objection : ““ If the construotion of the sentence
be as you have explained it to be, then, how is it that, in the Bhishys, the word
“Arthah’ has been explained as qualifying ‘Dharma?' (Vide Bhishya: ‘aenartho
dharma wkio ma@ bhaditi arthagrahapam’).” 'The sensa of the reply as ewbodied in the
Kirikd.ig that the Bhighya does not mean “ Arthah” to be a parely qualifying term ;
bocause even withont sach qualifieation, the Bhishyn explaing the exclugion of
““ slaaghter” and other sinful deeds as being due to the direct signification of the word
‘“arthah” itself. The Nydyaratnikara and the Kdgiké interpret this Karika differently.
Thoey take it as embodying a reply to the objection urged, againat the last gentonce of
the Bhishya on this Sitra, in Karikd 280. The meaning of the Kiriks, iu this case,
wonld be this: *“ we do not mean to gay that the Sitra mentions ‘ dharmah’ as qualified
by ‘arthah;’ all that the Bhishya moans is that, even without such specification, fthe
word ‘ arthah,’ by itself, would directly lead to the exclusion of ‘alaughter® &o., by
means of a particaular construction put upon the Sibra; and the Bhashya—' athavd, §e.
~~only gives the form of the construction that iz to be pul upon the Sitrs, in ovder to
gob at the exclusion of ‘sglanghter, &o."—the literal meaning of fthe Bhishys being
‘ That which is an dréha (cause of happiness) has the character of Dharma, only shen
it is authorized by (distinotly enjoined in) the Veda,' ”
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*The examination of its cause (follows).”  (1-i-3).

1.2. Though, besides simple declaration, the suthor of the Bhashya
has also added the argnment in favour of his own theory, to be explained
later on ; yet the statement that “ the foregoing is a mere declaration
(statement of a proposition) "' refers to what has been stated by Jaimini
(in the aphoriem). Or it may be that the Commentator hae only pointed
out the possible arguments—through the mention of the expression *the
past, future, &c.”

Thus end the Vartika on the third Sitra.

1.8 Thix refers to the following passage of the Bhishya : “ wktamasmdébhik codandni.
wittam dhermasya jndnam i prati/némdirénokiam.”’ The sense of the objection is clear,
The reply means that the Bhashya passage may be taken as refering fo the Siitra
alone, which only lays down a simple proposition, The second alternative sugpested
is that the passage may be taken as refering to the Bhishya itself,—the sense, in that
case, being that what appears as the argument is not brought forward as an argnment,
but only as & simple declaration of the probable features of the object of deslaration,
The latter sentence has been translated in accordance with the interpretation of the
Nyayaratndkara and the Kdgikd. It may also be translated thus: “ Or it may be that
the author of the Vritti has declared the argnment begioning with ‘ past, §¢c.,’ over
and above what was necessary " (and the Bhashya has ouly repeated the declaration of

the Vritli)
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APHORISM 1V.

“ Senge-preception, which is the cognition of the person,
brought about by the correet functioning of the sense-organs,
is not the means (of knowing Duty) ; because Perception only
consists in the apprehension of what already exists.” I-i-4.

1. He,—who breaking up the aphorism into two, explains (the first
half) as the definition of Sense-perception,—has to explain the connection
of the aphorism (thus interpreted) with the former declaration ;

2. and also in what part of the declavation, the mere statement of
the definition can help ; and also the reason for the definitions of Infereuce
and the rest, being not stated.

3, It is notb that these (Inference, &c.), are not means of right
notion ; nor can it be held that they are included in * Sense-perception”
nor lastly (enn it be urged that) they have the same definition (as that of
Sense- pm‘ceptiun)

4. Nor again can these be (said to have their definifions) indirectly
implied in the defivition of *“ Sense-perception.”” Because, it is yeb to be
proved that all Means of Right Notion are precaded by * Seunse-
perception.”

5. Nor ean it be urged that “a statement of the definition of Sense-
perception is not possible without a concomitant implication of the defini-
tion of Inference, &e.”; and cousequently no indirect implication of these
can be possible. ' ; :

6. For the definition of Sense-Perception cannot give any idea as to

% There are two factors in the declaration : (1) that the Veda is the only means of
knowing Duty ; and (2) that the Veda is always authoritative; and dounbtless none of
these two propositions is helped by the definition of ** Bense-preception.”

¢ Indivectly.”—8ince all other means of knowledge are preceded by Sense-
perception, the definition of this latter may be said to include those of others also.

5 A definition can be said to imply only that, in the absence of which the definition
itgelf romains incomplete. But the definition of Sense-perception ig not incomplete
withont that of Inference, &c.

6 When the definition of S8ense-perception gives no idea, either of itz precedence or
non-precedence of Irference and the rest, it is as reasonable to accept the one as the
other,
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its precedence or non-precedence (to other means of Right Notion); and
under such ciroumstances, why should not the definition of Sense-perception
be taken to imply the fact of Inference, &o., not being preceded by Sense-
perception P

7-8. Nor can the definition of Sense-preception in any way, give an
idea vither of the specific definition, or of the form, or of the exteut (or
limits), of these (Inference, &c.), And (if it be urged) that * these are not
defined, only becanse they are well-known ” ; then that would apply to the
ease of Sense-perception also.

8.9. Thus then, the aphorism wouald either denote the exclusion (of
all other Means of Right Nation) ; or it might be explained as uttered by
some silly person : for an jnfelligent person could never define only one
among many such Mesns. And further, when the aphorism can reasonahly
be construed as a single sentence, it is not proper to split it up into two.

10-11. Nor is even Seuse-Perception clearly defined by the aphorism ;
because the definition applies equally to the false semblances thereof
(i.2.,, mistaken Sense-perception); for the definition only serves to sot aside
“ Dream-perception,” which ocours without the contact of the senses with
their objects. Ii (perception be defined only as the ecognition) following
from the confact (of the Senses) with an object, then even falge im-
pressions would become included in the definition,

12. The definition does not specify the contact to be either with
gomething perceptible, or with something else,—whereby there could be
any such specification as is to be mentioned hereafter,

13. 1t was only when the author of the Vritti fonnd the Aphorism
(as it stood) unable to signify all that he wished, that he changed the
reading of the aphorism into “ Tatsamprayogs.”

14. Therefore (the contact not being specified), the character of Sense-
perception (as defined in accordance with the former interpretation of
Bhavadisa) would belong to such cognitions of objects as arise from the
contact of the Eye, &o., with some other object—-(Sound, f, i.).

1.8 Granted that Inference, &e., ara in rarinbly preceded by Sense-perception; even
then the definition of Sense.perception can give ne no idea of the specifle definitions of
the other Mouns of Knowledge—Inference and the rest.

1011 If the only differentia were the fact of being produced by the contact of the
gonse-orgaus with an object, then only dream-cognition would be exclunded, and all
gorte of mistaken perceptions, &e., would become included in the definition.

1% The * Bpecifieation’’ veferred to is the changing of the order of words in the
aphorism; as assumed by Bhavadisa. The deflnition lays down mere “contact of
the Sense-organs.”

18 The change in the reading makes the Bitra imply that the contact is with that
whereof one has the perception.

1% The eye sees an object, and this Perceéption recalls the impressions of other
objenta ;. then, these latier too,~being, thoughindirectly, due to the contact of the eye,
though with a different object;—would come to be included in ** Sense-perception,”
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15, If it be urged that “in that ease tho word Safedmpmyoga
(* contact ') would hecome redundant,”—(we reply) just so, that is what the
opponent (of the * Definition-theory ) urges,—as also the deficiency of thu
definition itself (which has been proved just to be too Wide). '

16. The use of the expression Satsamprayogd wonld lie in exeluding
“ dream-perception, &c.” Therefore (in this aphorism) to the nustﬁ.ﬁéd
definition, cannot belong the character eithor of * dnect declamtxon, or of
“ supplementary explanation.”

17-18. Therefore the construction (of the a,phoruam) cannot be this':
“To the cognition, that is comprehended on the contract of the senses,
belongs the character of Sense-perception; and that which is ovdinarily
known ag such ¢ Sense-perception ’ can be the cause of the apprehension
of only that which eaists ; a.nd as sach it cannot be the means of knowmg
duty.” :

19. The clause * Evaulaks?mnakam ?u tat" in tho Bhashy& is nof
meant to signify the form (or definition) (of Pereeptmn), what the author
of the Bhashya means to imply is the special form of Sensa-parceptmn,
(by which it cannot be the Means of knowing Duty).

20. (The meaning of the said clause being that), beca,nsa the character
of consisting in the apprehension of already existing objects belongs to
Sense-perception, therefore from this well-known character, we mugt infer
the fact of its not being the Means (of knowing Duty). '

21. The * fact of being & Perception™ is the reason for proving the

16 This ghows that even when we do not accept the “ definition" theory. the
expression ‘' Satsamprayoegé " does not become redundant.

“ Therefore; §'c.’’—Since the defivition is not mentioned by name, in the Sitra,
therefore it cannot be said to be either directly mentioned, or supplementarily implied.
The form of the direct declaration of the definition wounld be-—~'*That which is Senses
perception hag this character ” ; and the form of tho Definition, ag a *‘supplemeontary
oxplanation,” woald be, “ That which has sugh a character is Sense-pameptmn "3 and
80 long as “ Definition '’ has not been mentioned by name, it cannot be a;bhar the oné
or the other,

17.18 The construotion here denied is that which has been pubt on the Sutra by
Bhavadise, who breaks it up into two parts; one part ending with * Pratyaksham,"”
which he takes to be the definition of Sense-perception, and the rest of the Sibtra
forming' the second part, which he takes as precluding the fact of such Perception being
the menas of knowing Duty. As thie construction necessitates a syntactical split, and
as there are other objections to it also (as noted above), the Vartika denies such an
interpretation of the Sitra.

81 Theso arguments are thus explained in the Nydya-ratnakara. * Sense.percep-
tion is not the means, becanse it congists of the apprehension of already existing objects ;
(1). It consiste of the apprehension of existing objects, because it is brought abouf by
direct contact in the present; (2). 1tis brought about by direct contact in the present,
becanse it is Sense-perception 37 (3). The Sat in * Buisamprayoga ” signifies present (con-
tact) ; and the contact foo is co-substrate with the Perception. Bhavadass, on the other
hand, hes explained “Sat-samprayoga® as ‘contact with something existing’ The
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rest of the avguments ; and as this is too well known (to need any explana-
tion) in the case of our Sense-perception, it is explained only with a view
to the Perception of the Yogi. |

22. The eonnection (of the Sitea thus interpreted) with the principal
subject (or proposition) iz established through the signification of the
unauthoritativa character of all other Means of Right; Notion, (with regard
to Duty), the non-authoritativeness of the rest (besides Perception ) being
proved by the absence of premises (which conld only be derived from
Sense-perception ), ]

23, 'The unauthoritative charvacter of others (besides Sense-percep-
tion) is easily comprehensible (as implied by such chavacter of Senses
perception itself) ; and hence it is not stated (divectly) in the Sitra.

23-24, Nor can the objection of the nunecessary character of the
definition; apply (in our case) ; nor is the discrepancy in the definition of
being either too narrow or too wide—applicable to our case.

24-25. What we refer to is! such character of Sense-perception, as
ig well kuown; and then too, the character of Sense-perception does nob
bolong to mivagic (false) perceptions and the like, And as for the chance
of these latter not being the means (of knowing Daty), we do nob deny it,

26-28. “Kyven objects in the past and in the futnre, and those that are

second half of the Karika is added in order to gnard againgt the absence of corrobo-
ruting instances, By making * Yogic Percoption” the major term, we get ordinary
“ Perception ” to serve a8 a corroborating Instance in the syllogism, !

# The Sitra, as interpretted hy Bhavadasa, has been shown to have mo connece
tion with the Principal Proposition : “The Veda alone-is the means of knowing
Duty " ; and the present Kirikii explaing thub this want of connection does not apply
in our case; becanse we take the whole Sitra to mean only that Bense-perception is
not the means of knowing Duty ; and this implies that none other out of the various
means of Right Notion—Inference aud the rest—can be the means of knowing Daty ;
becanse all theso latter are based apon premises devived from Senge-perception, syhich
being precluded from producing any knowledge of Duty, precindes thoe applicability

of all the rest ; and thereby seryes to strengthen the original proposition that “Veda - -

alone is the means of knowing Duby.”
' #.44,  Becanse we do nop interpret the aphorisue as embodying a definition of
** Bense-perception,”

#3.95, What we mean is that Sense-perception, which is known to have such a
chiaracter, cannot be the means of kuowing Duty, *Then”—i.e, by referving to the
well-known character of Bense-perception.

#8.23, “ The Perception of the Yogis, brought about by contemplation, tonches all
kinds of objects, even those of the past and the like ; and as such, it wonld algo com-
prehend Duty, &c., na held by the Buddhists. And then again, the naturally omniscient
souls of men would also come to comprehend all such objects, when freed from the
shackles of the Body; aud thus then these souls wonld also come to perceive Duty,
&c., as held by the Arhats” In roply to these, the aphorigm has brought forward the
following two arguments, aimed agaiost the amenability of Daty, &e., to Sense-percep-
tion (1) Duty is not amenable to Sense-peroaption,—hecauss Sense-percaption cons
sigts in the comprehonsion of objects in the present time, (2) Doty is not amenable
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extremely subtile in character, and also thoge at & dlsbanca,«-—some pemple
hold to be amenable to the Sense-perception of Yogis, and to that of the
liborated souls; and therefore (1) the premissing of the fact of ‘Smme-
perception consisting of the comprehension of objects existing in the
present time,’ becomes imapplicable, in reforence to such Yogis, &e., or
(2) the reasoning based npon the future chavacter (of Duty) would be con-
tradicted by the fact of future objects being perceptible to the Yogia.” In
order to avoid these two contingeucies, Jaimini has added Bat” ( present),
which indicates something that iz well known,

28-29. The Sense-perception of the Yogis too, cannot be any other
than what is ordinavily known ag such.  And the very fact of these being
‘ Sense-percoption’ would prove the fact of their consisting of the compre-
hension of objects existing at the present time, as also the fact of their
being brought about by present contact ;—like our own ordmm'y Hengo-
perception,

30-31. The notions that the Yogis have with regard to objects not
present, cannob, for that very reagon, be called “ Sense porception ;”—
just like Desire or Remembrance; also becanse suech ‘notions of Yogis
(with regard to remote objects), are not ordinarily known as ¢ Sense-
perception,”—these being more like * Fancy” than anything else. And
it is the absence of both that is signified by “ Sat " (present).

32. Just as ovdinary Fancy, independently of Sense-perception and

to Senme-perception,~—becanse it is ag yeb only in tha fnture, The fact of the Yogis
being able to perceive ohjocts of the past, future, &o., however, goes divectly agninst
the firat of these arguments; hucause such Sense-perception is actually found mot to
congist in the comprehengion of present objects alone. The #econd argament is algo
contradicted by the fack that the Yogis do actually perceive future objects; and hence
the mere future character of Duty is nobt enough to render it unamenable to Sense-
percoption., The addition of “sat” (present), however, guards againgt both these
contradiotions : because this addition restriote * Sengs-pereep tion” to such enses
alone, 'in which the contact of tho wenses is direet and af the present Hime 3 and

. doubtless, suoh Percoption can only be of objects thut exist in the present,

58.89 The Porception of Yogis cannct be different from what is ordinarily known
as ' Percoption” ; because the very 'fact of its being Sense-percsption would prove
it to have the two chavacteristics, mentioned in the last note ;—The form of the
arguments being—" The Perception of Yogis consists in the comprehension of abjocts
existing ab the present fime, and ig produced by present vontact ; becinse it is Seunse-
perception, like any ordinary Sense-percepthion,

€031 For that very reason ~—i.e., on secount of sauch ebgectﬂ not exisbing in the
present, *‘ Absence of both'~-ie., of the character of * Percoption,” and of that
“ Means of Right Notion.” That is to say, the “sat” in  Satsamprayogé’’ serves to
imply that the Perception of the Yogi mentioned above is not true Sense-perception,
aud also that there ig no groaud for accepting gach Perception to be authoritative.

82 The Vuigsshikas assert that the means of the franscendental vision of the
Yogi is not the ordinary channel of Perception, but a peculiar faculty developed in
him, to which is given the nama of “ Pratibhda” (Intuition or Fancy).  Against this
theory, it is urged that wo come across such intuitive Per ception in the oage of ordinary
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the other (Means of Right Notion), is not able to give vise to any definits
idea, 80 algo would he the Tinagination (ov I‘nt’a{tim) of the Yogi,

{783, Tf thero ever Was a Rensuous cognition, produced by contact
With objects not existing at the present time,—then alone conld it apply
to Duaty, which is yet to come. And it was for these reasons that Jaimini
added * Sat.” \ '

34, Specially, because, Duty is not perr-e'ptible, prior to its pet'form-'
ance ; and even when it has been performed, it is ot perceptible, in the
character of the means of accomplishing particular vesults,

35,  And again, like onr Sense-perception, the Sense—perceptum of the
Yogis too,~—as consisting of the eomprehension of objects oxisting at the
prosent time, and as having the character of Sense-perceptiw,"—'—'cnuii'ot
be accepted as applying to Duty.

36, If the word “Sat” were removed, how could we got at the denial
of the character of (Sense-perception) in the ease of Yogic-perception, on
thie mere ground of the latter being hronght abont by a contact not at
the present time P

37, Though the signification of “ Sat” could be got at throtgh the

persons also ; but this does not lead ns believe in all that the person m‘ty be saying j
and the same dighelief may also affect the asgertion of the Yogi.

8 Iu Kirikiis 26-28, the addition of ‘sat’ has been said to be for the purpose
of avoiding the two contingencies therein noted ; and Kavika 32 concludes the prlahun
tion of the ayoidance of the firat of those contingencies. With Kiriki 33 begius the
consideration of the assertion that the addition of 'sai’ sevves to set aside the con- -
tradiction due to the amenability of fninre objects to Yogic-perception, The meaning
of the Karikia is that the word ‘sat’ serves to set aside all possibility of a perception
without direst contact with an object in the present.

8% The snoriflee has been said (o constitnte * Duty,” only in the charackter of being
the means to cortain desivable ends, and not merely us appearing in the ritual ; hence
even when though the sacrifice may have been performed, yet it does mnot yét
manifest its aforesnid character, which comes to be manifested at some remote period
of time; and as such it can never be amenable to Sense-perceptin; this amenability to
Sense-porcaption being set aside by the addition of “saf,” which restricts' ¢ Senses
perception” only to such cognitions as arise from the direct contact of the organs of
Sense with objects existing at the pregent time. Such contact is not possible in the
gase of Duty; becanse Duby does not manifest itself in its froo character, nntil the
performer is dead, nnd there are no Sense-organs left; with which there could be any
contact,

85 The Perception of Yogis, consisting of the comprehension of objeots existing at
the present time, cannot be the means of knowing Duty; and it ¢annot be such means;
also bacause even the Perception of Yogis ig only * Sense-perception’ after ail ; and u
such, canuot apply to such transcendental objects, as Duty and the like.

#1 The Cansative Loontive wonld imply that the * contact ” must be the ous at the
present time ; as no cansativences can belong to either the past or the futnre. Though
~such is the fact, yet some people assume that the perceptions of Yogis: beidng to the
iyast and the future also; and it is with a view to remove this miseonception that ¢ Ja¢*
£ 114 been added,

10
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(causative) Locative (in Samprayogs ' ), yeb the assnmptions of others
have to be negatived ; and hence the addition by Jaimini, e
38.39. The word * Sam ” is used in the gense of proper (or right) ” 5
and it serves to preclude all faulty ‘ prayoga.’ And by ¢ prayoga "’ is here
meant the *functioning’ of the senses with reference to their objects.
In the cose of the perception of silver in mother-o-pearl, the functioning
of the Semse-organ is faulty ; and hence such perceptions become precladed
(by the prefix ‘ Sam’ ). : - --
89. In this way, the Sitra muy be taken as u mere statement of the
definition (of Sense-perception). : i o
40-41,  The Bauddhas have urged that  The eye and the ear natnrally
funetioning without direct contact with the object, the ¢ contact,’ that yon
have pub into your definition, as the common factor in all Sense-percep-
tion, cannot be acceptod to be 80 ; and even if we grant the functioning
of these by contact, there could (in the case of the Eye and the FHar)
be no intercepted perception ; nor could an object larger than the Senge-
organ, be perceived,—as we find to be the ease with the skin, &e.'’ :
42-43.  But all this does not nilitate against our theory, because we
have explained “ prayoga' as wmere fanction;’ or we may explain
“ Samprayoga '’ as ¢ confrontation ;' or again “ Samprayoga ’’ may be taken
only as a peculiar capability, indicated by the offoct. But it is only after
you have subdued thy Sdnkhyas, &o., that you ecan seek to subvert the
 Contact Theory.” _
44, These two (the Eye and the Har) function through contach,—
because they are organs of Sense, like those of touch and the rest. On
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89 When the words are explained in the above manner, the Sitra may be taken to
mean the denial of the causality of Senso-perception towards a Knowledge of Daoty,
after having pointed out its definition ; and in that cnge, none of the objections brought.
againgt Bhavadisa's interpretation would have any force. Becauuse Bhavadisa has
explained ! Satsamprayoga® ns *‘ contact with any existing thing,” which makes the
definition too wide, &o., &o.

A0.41 “ Intercepted or remote Perception "—i.¢,, The cognition in such cases ag—" We
hear this sonnd ab o distance,” “ I see thab object at a distance,” and the like.

4.8 Wo do not expluin * prayoga ” as contact; hence the objections urged by the
Buddbist do not affect us. _ '

“ Qonfrontation ~=i.e., the object directly facing the Sense-organ. 1t oithor of these
interpretations be sccspted, the Buddhist objections cease to have any force.

44 This aets forth the arguments in sapport of the * contact theory.” ' On the other
hand, &e.” To the syllogism thers is an objection, that the eye, which i8 in the body,
cannot possibly have any contact with the objects, that are ab a distance from the hody.

[t s for this renson that the Sinkhyas hold the senses to be only modificativas of Selfs
conscionsness, the ontuse of Sense-perception being the fact that the frnction or Action
of the Bense-organ proceeds out of the eye, and touches the object, which comes thereby
to be perceived s and certainly there can be no objection ageinst thia invisible fancéion
or energy going forth from the body.
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the other hand, some people, declare that the functioning of these ig
exterior to the body. o i

45. And the medication too that is done fo the substratum (in the
body-~the eye f.i.),—~is only such embellishment (of the substrate) as goes
to purify that which is supported (i.e., the faculty or function of vision).

46-47. And the embellishment, even when belonging to a part of the
body, pervades the whole of it ; as we find that aids to the foot are found
to help the eye. ' For these reasous, the mere fact of embellisliment cannot
always establish the location of the Sense-organ therein. _

47-48.  The external functioning of these two (the Kye and the Ear)
are said to be gradually expanding outwards without interruption ; and it
is for this veason that objects even larger than the orgau itself are
~perceived, in accovdance with the magnitude of the functioning, in its
various parts. And in the same manner, there would be a perception of
remote objects also. :

49.  Just as the light of the lamp is extinguished on the destruction of
the lamp, so to the faculty (of the Sense), even when outside, is destroyed
on the destruction of the substratum (the Eye). !

50. On the closing of the substratum (the orgau), thongh the faculty
exists, yet being disjoined from any effort of the soul, it does not
apprehend objects, which thus cease to be perceived by the Soal.

ol, The mnotion of “interception” too, is with reference to the body,
With regavd to Sound however, the notions of “ excess ” and interception "
are mistaken ones; because of the imposwibility of these (in the case of

Sound).

$6.47 The function of the eye operatey without abandoning its position in the eye—
just like the light of a lamp, Hence wmedication to the oye aids the facalty of vision,
though the former is external to it; just as we find that the rabbing of oil to the soles
of the foot improve the vision,

748 Like a ray of light, the stretch of vigion goes on gradually expanding ; and the
range of vision depeunds upon the extont of this streteh, swhich terminates at the abject,
beyond which the vision does not proceed,

49 Thix anticipates the following objection: Y If the facully of vision function
outside the eye, how is it that vision ceasos when the physical organ is destroyed ? "

50 Though on the closing of the eye, the faculty of vision continues all the game,
yet it is only whean it is aided by an effort of the person that it sucoeeds i apprehending
objects ; hence though it exists, even when the eye is closed, yot Y does not lead to
any perceplion,

81 Because in veality, there can be no interception of an omnipresent function—aach
as we Lold the functions of the Senses to be. * With regard to sound, §o.’ This is said
in accordance with the Miminsd theory. The Sdnkhya theory is that the function
of the ear goes ont to where the perceplible Sound exists; aund thus, in this case also,
a8 in that of the eye, the notion of interception must be explained in the Section of
Jound. The Binkbya doctrine has been stated at length, only with a view to establish
the * contact theory,” in opposition to the Buddhist ; and not ag an exposition of the
aathor's own view,
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52. The words “ Person *’ and * Sense-organs ” (in the ﬁutx&) h&w

boen construed by means of transposition (in the Bhashya)
A 52.53, The * Person” (here meant) way be either tha one orfhntmly
known as such, or the one whose existence is to be proved in this treatise.
Such modification of (the person) as consists of consciousness, does nob
militate against his eternal character.

n3-64, By ¢ cogmtlou-productmn is meant that “ cognition becomes
authoritative as soon as it is prodnced.” In the case of all canses, we find
that their operation is something apart from their bivth (or manifestation).
In order to preclude such chavacter from the Means of nght Notion
(Cognition), the word  production” has been added,

55. Not even for a moment does the cognition cout.uma tio exisb ; nor
is it ever produced as donbtful (or incorrect) ; and as such, it can never
subsequently operate towards bhe apprehension of objects, like the Senses, &o.

56. Thereforo the only operation of Cognition, with vogard to the
objects, consists in :ts being produced ; that alone is Right Hotmn (Prama) ;

b4 The Bhishya passnge here referved to is this: “ Indriydrthasambandhé hi yé
purushasya buddhirjayate '~=which transposes the order of words in the Satra.

59,58 ¢ One ordinarily known as swuch —i.e., the Body. The Karika anticipates the
following objection : * If tho Person be the Body, then he ean haye no perception,
ginoe this latter is insentient; om the other hand, if by ‘ Person’ be meant the Soul,
then this, having « modification in the shape of the Perception, wonld come to be
modifiable, and hence non-eternal.”  The first half of the Kiriki means that we do
not mean to disouss this qnestion here, ag it is not germane to the present aphorism
Ad a mattar of fact, however, by * Person ” we nnderstand the Soul, and this eaunnot
be said to be non-eternal, on account of the Perception; because it is not such
modificntions that constitute transiforinesa, -

88.54 The meaning i8 that Perception is no sooner prodaced, than it directly becomes
the means of right notion; and it depends upon no other t:pargb.io_ll than its own
Appearance, [

65 Tt is only something that has continned existence even for some time, thab can
have any other funotion besides its birth. Sense-perception howevor isno sooner
produaced than past and gone; and as no trace is left of it, that could carry on facther
operations, as goon it i8 born, if becomes absolutely cortain and beyond doubt, There-
fore the apprehension of the object being thus nocomplished by the mere appearance
of Perception, this latter caunes, for thig very reason, have auny subsequent functions,
as its sole purpose lies in the apprehension of objects; and this haviog been acconts
plished by its mere appearance, it stands in needof no further operations, That it
will, &e'—i.e, as 3t s not produced as doubtful, it cannot have any fmbseq_uent_
operation to go through, for the apprehension of objects, as the Sanses have got to do.

Bo This anticipatos the following objection: “ How can the cognition~~which, as.
you say, is devoid of action—Dbe either a means in general, or the means of a right notion
in partienlar ? " The sense of thie reply is that we do postulate an action for the cognis
tion, wiz: the activd of being produced ; and its effect—right. notwn—too is the manifestae
tion of the object ; and £hrough the fact of its giving rise to such a result, in the shape
of right notion with vegard to the particular object, the wgmtwn ltse!f comes to be
thio Meuns of Right Notion (Pramina).
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and the cogpition itself as aqaqml?aumd by this Right Hptum is the Meana
(of Right Notion : Pramana).

57. Thig * being produced” 0o hag been explmnud by tlm &uﬂwr
of the Bhashya, as identioal (with the cognition itself). And it has also
heen made the ‘qualification of coguition (sensuous), in order to differen-
tiate it fom all past and futore (cognitions ).

58, Bven if “ production " were only a permanent relation ( let of
inherence), as held by the Vaicgshikas -—the mainfestation of this velation
would depeuel upon the senses; and it is fov thig reason thab it is called
“gensuous ” (belouging to the senses). : _

89,  The chapacter of the Means (of nght Notion) or that of the
Result (Right Notion), may be attributed to amy factor, as one may
please ; but in any case, Sense-pereeption cannot be the means (of knowing
Duty), becange of its congisting of the comprehension of amnethmg
existing ab the present time,

60, The Meuns: of Right Notion may be (1) either the seuse, or
(2) the contact of the sense with the object, or (3) the contact of the
mind with the senses, or (4) the connection of the mind with the Soul,
or (5) all these, collectively. _

61. Tn all cases, cognition alone wonld bo the Result; and the
character of the Menrns would belong to the foregoing, on acconnt of
their ¢perating (towards cognition) ; for when there is no operation of
these, then. the Result, in the shape of cognition is not bronght about.

62. The contact of the sense with the object is not with the whole =«
of it ; and hence there is no chance of the perce ption of all objects by
means of « single Sense-organ, for those that hold the character of
I’ra.maua to belong to the senses ;

- 63. Becanse they do vot hold the relation of the sense to consnat

87 Thp Bhishya passage here referred may be eibhoer-'* .!"ci- ba:dd‘he‘)rjﬁyat? tat
pratyaksham "—or the subsequent passage—* Buddhirvi janma vad;, &o’* If only
** cognition'” were stated, then * Sense-perception ” would become applicable to cogni-
tions of past and fabnre objects ; the addition of *‘ janma” however serves to exelude
these,—the meaning baing “ the cognition as produced,”-

8 Evenif we accept the Vaicashika theory that w.mlnctwn congigta GE inflerencs
in the cauge,~the production thus being something diff event from the cause,—even
then, this velation of Inherence could uot he mavifested, except. through the agency-
of the Sense-ovgans ; and as such, this production is rightly called * sensnous.™

8L “ When there is no operation —as during sleep,

8 To the theory of “ the contact of the sense with the object bemg the Means
of nghc Nation,'" some people object that, in that case, the sense of touch would give
rige to the cognition of colour; as the sole cause of cognition, according fo the
aforesaid theory, is contacl with the object cogunised; and it caunot be denied that the
sense of touch has conbact with the colonr of a materinl object.

- 88 This Karika is thus explained in the Kdégikd : ~The objection ux ged in 8.3 would
apply to this theory, if tha relation of the Seuse-organ with the object were held to bhe

nmiere f gontact, as Ln.!u" the Meuus uf lllg,ht Nol.u.n. Baf sneh isnot the case s i boce
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in mero contact ; and they deny such a relation simply with a view to
avoid the absurdity of the sense of Touch, which is a means (of a parti
cular class of perception), giving rise to the coguition of colour. 4

64, Just as in the accomplishment of the Praviana, the only cause is
the fixed relation of the Sense and the Object, through their inborn amena-
hility (to one another), so wounld it also be in the case of the Result.

65. Though fhe contact resides equally in both (the Sense and the
object), yeb, it is only proper that it should be meutioned ag residing only
in owe of the two. Or the Sense may be taken as the only uncommon
substratum of the relation.

66. ‘1f (the cognition were due) to the contact of the mind with the
Soul, then there would be no co-objectivity between the Means of Right

it ig held that such meaus is the ‘contmet’ as qualifled by capability or applicability :
and bhis “ capabiliby *’ is to be inferred, in accordance with the eifect produced. Thore-
fore to that alone, which comprehends an object on its contact with the Benso-orgau,
belongs the ‘‘ oapability ’ or applicability of the “ contaoct,”

I order to avoid, &e'—* The meaning i this: He, who holda the cognition ztseh‘;
to bo the means, and thus declares * contact’ to he the means of this means,—thereby
danymg the character of Pramina to the ‘contact’—, even to such a theorist, the

‘ contact’ remaing unspecified ; aud ag such, it holongs to all the Beunse.organs s and thus
there would be, in this case also, the absurdity of the perceptibility of forms and
colours by means of the Sense of Touch. Therefore in order to avoid this absurdiey,
which is commion to the two theories, both of them musk deny the fach of the relation
of the Sense-organ aund the object congisting in mere ‘ contact,’ ”~—Kigikd.

6% In the latter theory, noted in the foregoing note, the upholders declave the
cegnition itself to be the Pramana or the Means of Right Notion, and as s cause of this,
thay lay down the aforesaid applicability, through propriety of the contact of the Senue~
organ with the object perceived,—~the absurdity urged above, being avoided, on
account of the inapplicability of one gense to the objects of other senses, The Kiriki
means that the same means of getting clear of thn absurdity would also apply to the
theory in which the ¢ontact is held to be the means of cognitlou, which latter iz held
to be the Result, and not the Means.

88 The objection is that the contaot resides ng much in the Sense as in the object ;
and under the circumstances, why shounld it be attributed solely o the Hense P The
senge of the reply is that such specification is not always wrong—as for instance, the
Father of Rima and Lakshmana is rightly called * the Father of Bama “0r (ha
senve, §'c/!'-—this supplies another explanation of the specification : The word * Sense-
perception,”’ ng here used, means “ concrete (definite) cognition ;" and what is specially
related to bhis coguition alone g the sense only s while the object, is also related to
Iuference, and the other Means of Right Notion,

8 The Sense of the objection is that in the theory of the contact of the Bense and
the Object being the means of cognition, we have a co-objectivity of the Means (the
contact) with the Resalt (cognition), both of which belong to the object of cognition.
iu the theory of the contact of the mind and SBoul being the cause of cognition, there
can be no such co-objectivity, as the Meang (the contact) belongs either to the Sonl or
to Mind, while the Result (cognition) belongs to tha object, The meaning of the reply
1s that since Loth the coutnot and the cognition operate upon the object of coguition
itself, there can be no waunt of ¢o-objectivity,
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Notion, and its Result.” It is not so; hecause both operata upon the
same objoct (of cognition). : RGN ,

67, And if (by “co-objectivity ") you mean ¢ co-substrateness’ (i.c.,
the semeness) of the substratum, which is something other than the object
of cognition,—then the cognition residing in the Soul becomes naturally
co-substrate (with its means, viz., the contact of the mind and the Soul).
68, Being the best means, on account of close proximity (co-substrates
ness), this (the contact of the mind and Soul) is the only Means of Right
Perception ; and lhence the true character of the Means of Right Notion,
can belong to no other agenoy.

69. 1If such charaoter of the Means of Right Notion be attributed to
all the agencies (noted in Karika 60) taken collectively, there can be no
objection to it.  And for one, to whom the Sense is the Means of Right
Notiou, the sameness of the object is clear.

70.  When to the cognitions of the qualification and the qualified, ave
atbributed, respectively, the characters of the Means (of Right Notion) and
the Resnlt, then too the objection of the diversity of objects, would he set
aside in the aforesaid manner.

71-72. When the object of cognition is the qualification itsolf, then the
‘abstract (ov undefined) perception subsequently gives rise to a definite
cognition ; and in this case the character of Pramana belongs to the
undefined Perception, and that of the Resalt, to the subsequent deflnite
(or conerete) cognition.

72. When, however, there is no definite cognition, then the char. *
acter of Pramana could not belong (to the foregoing undefined percep-
tion ) ; because of its not bringing about any definite idea with regard to
any object.

73. If the character of Pramina were attributed to the cognition
of the qualified object, then the charac?er of the Result would belong to
the determination of shunning, &e. And if it be urged that these two

8 In this theory, the cognition nnd it means (tho contact) are fonnd to inhere in
the same base—viz, the Soul; and therefore sneh contsot is the best meansg of
cognition. ;

89 Al these taken collectively "—The contact of the Soul with the mind is praceded
by the contact of the mind with the Sevse.organ, which Iatter is preceded by the
coutact of the Sense-organ with the object perceived.

10 In the theory of cognition being the means, the concrete cognition of an object
is preceded by the cognition of its qualifieations : and in this theory, the latter is held
to be the Result, and the former, the Means; and the cognition of the qnalification
having ite purpose in the cognition of the qualified object, we bave the co-objectively
of these, on account; of the co-substrateness of their operations.

% “ Shunning, §ec,” i.e., shunning, nccepting, and disregarding, If the objector
inaists mpon the character of the Result being attributed to that which follows imme.
diately after the Means, then, in that case, we would acoepl the rememberance to be the
Resalt,
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(the determinalion fo sh, &o., and the eognition. of the yualified, ohject)
ave intercepted by the remembrance of the desirable vharacter ov others
wise (of the object cognised )ys-thon we would declare this (remem.
brance) itself to be the Resnlt. i R st
74, He (ie., the Banddhn)~~who, desiring co-objectivity (between
ihe Means and the Result), asserts the Resnlt (cognition) itself to be
the Pramana,~would be contradicting the well-kuown distinction between
the Canse and the liffect :— ' i B
75, As, when the axe is applied to the khadira wood, the cutling
does not helong to a log of the Palasn,—so (we see that) in ordinary
exporience, there is no idontity between tho axe (the means) and the cuf
{the result). _ : ' |
76. 1§ dowobjectivity happens to please you, by doing away with
the distinction (between the Means and the Result),—through the rejecs
tion of such identity, the gaildl distinction wouwld be equally pleasing to
otliers (the Naiyayikas) R
77, 1f "you assume that the attvibaution of the character of 'the
Means to the Result, is indireot (or Secondary },<=then wouald not othérs
lo able, somehow or other (indivectly), to assume the desired co-ohjece
#ivity also P '
7R, The result being tho gpacification of the object, the character
of Pramauvn belongs, acoording to us, to that which immedintely procedes
‘¢ . and so, if the cognition be suid to be the Pramiana, then the Result

must be held to be something else. i
79, It is not propet to atbribute the character of the result to

@ Se{f.yeeognibim,"——aa“this will be refuted later ou ; nor is it proper to

oue bheory pleasing your fancy can fiot 86rve as ah argue

16 The mere fact of :Q.ny
pport of the mosb abaard

mhont in its sapports for savh groundd could be urged in su

theories. _ . ot
17 « Would not, §e."—As We have shown above, the co.obje ctivity, through operas

o, .

" 43 «1¢ the Resalt be the gpecifioation of the object of cognition, then the
Pramana wonld bé the contact of the mind and the soul, &e., aa the factors Aimmedintely
o said Result. Bat if the gognigion be held fo be the Pramdna, then
o belong to abstrach cognitions, the subsequent
ition of the specific properties, &o. ), being

precading b
sich character of Praména would als

concrete cognition (in the shape of the cogn
its Resalt.” —Kagikd, :

19 The * SantrEntika
the fovms of red;

» theovy is that “ Qognition in the ghape of the object
cognised—1.e., yelloie, &o., imprinted upon coguition=~ie what i3 held
t,onba Pramana ; because on this i3 based all differentiation into Red, yellow, &o., and the
Itesult of bhis Pramana is Sulf-mgn.iﬁrm,-—i.e., the comprehingion of the cognition by

o external vhjects are the objects cogniaad”?  This theory of “ Selfs
s refutad in bhe Vijnivida " gaotion of the Vartike, where it ig shown
hend the externnl forms of objects, and alea
beoause any such ‘' Selfs

asell ; nj\d t!
vecognition
that the cognition ja only able to appre
the change that these produce in the goguition itaell ;
recoguition '’ as held above would imply contradictory actions in itself.
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state the * form of the object” to be the Pramaua, because of the diver-

sity of objects. : -
80, The ¢ form of itself’ (de, of the cognmition itself) is not found
to be anything, other than ‘ Seli-recoguition,’---which could be said to be the

 Pramann with vegard to ¢ Self-vecognition’ us the Result.

8l. Nor can the ‘form of the c-ogmt,zon itself * be defined, (or spﬁu-
fied) withont another ‘form’; and so again of this latter, aud so forth,
there would be no end of ' forms.’

82, The ‘form of the cognition’ too can have no existence, nnless
it ig defined (or specified). In the case of the form of the ohject being
the object of apprehension, however, we find no other apprebender (and as
such there could be no specification). :

83. The mind being a Seuse-organ, the ides of pleasure, &c., is also
¢ Sense-perception,” because it is only when in contact with the miund, that
the soul experiences them.

84. It is only au object existing at the present time, thiat, being in
contact with the eye, &v., can be apprehended; and the»ob‘;ec,t thus

“ Diversity of objects "=-yon hold the Pramana to bein the shape of the object; and
this Pramdne has gobt the objeot of coguition for it object; and the objects of
gognition too ave Red, Blue, &o. Thoa then the form of the object comes to have the
oljact itself for ite object ; whilo * Self-recoguition" has cognition for ite object,—thus
there being a diversity of objects between the Pramara snd its Resalt.

80 This Kiriki attacks the ** Yogioedra® position. The Yogioaras hold that
t:_ognit.iou is naturally pure, and as guch comprehonds itself in the form of Red, Blue,
&e., which has beon imprinted upon it by external impressions, thns doing away with
the nocessity of external objects ; and as such, the ‘' form of the ocognition’ itself is
held o be the Pramdng, the form of the object being the object coguised, and * Self-
recognition’” being the Result. The sense of the refutation of this theory is that the
“ form of engnition " is the same as the * Recognition by tha cognition of itself;”
and thig being the Result, cannot, at the same time, be the Pramdna. :

8l ¥ Tg the © form of itself’ definife or indefinite P If indefinite, no such form exizts.
If definite, then ag any one form cannot be defined by itself, wa wonld have to. agsume
another form ; and so on, ad imfinitum "’ -—~Kdgika.

8 It has boen urged that the form of the object as identified with the comition. is
held to the ohject of apprehension 3 but this cannot ba; becanse gnch an object cannoé
be apprehended by the cognition, becauge of the absurdity of any operation in itself;
and we cannot find any other agent that wounld apprehend such an objeot, of which,
we would thus come bto have a negation ’~—Kigika.

8 It is urged by the opponent—* you too will have to postulate the Self recognition
of Coguition, in the case of the feelings of pleasure and pain, which are not directly
percoptiblé by auy of the Sense-organs.” The reply to this is that we sail clear of
such a contingency, by postulating mind as a distinet Sense-organ, whereby pleasure
and pain are divectly perceived, _

8 “The Saugatas hold that Sense-perception apprehends only spesific objects ;
while the Vedantists hold thot it apprehends ouly the generic charucter (the elass
o which the object belengs), Hence the dofinition given in the Bitra is different
from both ; inssmuch as it does not make aony definite assertion with regard to the

11

L
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apprehended may be either goneric or spemﬁc,-—-—-and henca it 18 mot partt-
eularly declared to be either the one or the other.

85. Whatever dofinitions are given, no Seunse-percephion, of the
ordinary character (i.e., not of Yogis, &e.), can be the Means (of knowing
Daty),~—because it congists of the comprehension of objects existing at the
present time.

86. If Sense-perception be said to consist in abstrvact (or undefined)
cognition, then as a matter of counrse, it cannot be the Means (of knowing
Duty) ; because the relation of Cause and HEffect, is not apprehended
without specification (e, without the comprehension of qu&hﬁc&hons,
which is wanting in all nudefined cognitions). A IR

< 87, “How can Inference, &o., be said to be preceded by Sense-per-

“ception, when Sewse-perception itself is declared to be undeﬁned,—-on
account of its incapability of remembrance ? " -

88. “Nor is there any compreheusion, withoub spec:ﬁsahon, oE
either the Linga (the middie term of the syllogism), or the Lingi (the
Major term), or the relation of these two (the premisses). In ‘Analogy’
too, the comprebension of similarity being due to memory (it cannot be
said to bo preceded by Sense-perception).”

89, ‘ Apparvent JIuconsgistency also does not apply to an obgect
which has not been perceived by some one else; and the oh]ect & cogmhon
whereof gives rise to this (Arthapatti), is always conerete.”

ob]uct. of apprehension.”” The sensge of the mp!y‘ is bhat we hold the object of percep-
tion to be only such an object as is capable of being peroeived, us existing ab the present
time, and as connected with the organs of sense; and such an object may be either
generic or specific, according to circamstances. Consequently no suoh specification of
the charneter of the object is called for, in the Siitra. |

56 Senga-perception’ only apprehends present objects; hence whatever its
definition, it can never be the means of knowing Duty. The cognition brought about
by meditation is only a case of memory; and as guch, it is not even anthoritative—to
say nobhing of its being *‘ Bense-perception.”

8 Duty is the means of accomplishing a desirable end; and hence there can be
no ¥prmprehension of Duty, except in the form—* This is the means to #uch and such a
desirable end ”—whicl would not be possible in the absence of a well-defined idea of
the cause as well as of the effect. :

87 Kirikis 87 to 04 bring forward objections against the passage in the Bhighys,
wherein it is declared that * Inference,”  Analogy’' and the rest being necessarily
preceded by * Sense-perception,” cannot be the moans of knowing Duty. * When
Sense-perception, &o,,"—** Bense-perception ’ is a pereeption brought about by the function
of the Sense-organs. Bub these organg themselves have not the vapacity to remember
things; and a well-defined cognition is brought about by the adjusiment of the Genus,
&c., vemembered at the time; therefore * Sense-perception’’ can, at best, be only
indefinite. Under such circumstances, how can ** Inference’ be said to be preceded
by ** Sense-perception,”” which is always indefinite P

89 And as such'it caunot be said to be invariably preceded by Sense-perception, as
described above.
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90, “In a case of Inference, where the Linga (the middle tevm) in
the shape of the movement of the sun, is also such ag is got at by means of
Tufevence,—as¢ algo is the ‘Lingi’ (major term),~—how can we assert the
precedence of Sense-perception P "'

91. “In the case of an object apprehendcd by Sense-perception, how
can these (Inforence &o.) have any authority ? For when an object is only
comprehended by meavs of these (Inference &e.), then it is not amenable
to the organs of Sense.”

92, “If it is be urged that ‘ the precedence of Sense-perception may
be said to be due to the cognition of some object, (not necessarily the
same as the object of the subsequent Inference, &c.),—then the futwrity of
the object (Duty) wounld not be a cause of ita said non-cognisability.”

93. “ Because, if such be the case, then any one object existing ab
the present time having been coguised by means of Sense-perception,—
with this as the Linga (minor term of the syllogism), the sensuous percep-
tion would lead to the¢ cognition of Duty, even if it does not exist at the
time.”

94. “And again, even the object treated of in the Veda, is known,
only after the letters have been recognised by means of Sense-perception ;
and for this resson, the Veda too, being preceded by Sense-perception,
could not be the means of kunowing Duty.”

95. (In rveply to the above) some people hold that the precedence
of Sense-perception is not the cause (of Inference, &e., not applying to the

90 Tn a cage, wherefrom the fact of the sun being found in different positions,
one iafers that the sun 1¢ moving ; nnd from this conclusion we dedace the cause of
the sun’s motion. This latter Inference cannot be said to be preceded by ‘‘ Sense-
perception.” '

91 If Inference &o. be said to be invariably preceded by ¢ Sense-perception,” then
they would be devoid of any authority. Becauso in that case, they wounld be only leading
to o useless comprehension of such objocks as have been already cognised by means
of Beuse-perception. If it be urged that both may have their uses at different times,
then we reply that, if at the time of Inference, there be no Sense-perception, then the
objeot of Inference would be only such aa is not amenable to the action of the Senses;
and henos Inference conld not be paid to bo invariably preceded by BSsnse-perception.
For if the object were amenable to the Senseg, then it conld not be possible to have an
Inference withont Sense-perception; and it has been already explained that, at the
time of Sense-perception, there is no use for Iuference, which, in that case, can have
no anthority.

9 The meaning of this Karika is thig: if the other party say that they do net hold
that the object of Inference is always perceived by the Henses and such is the
precedence of Bense-perception; and that what they mean by precedence of Sense-
perception is that one of the three factors of Inference must be such as has been
previously recognised hy Sense-perception ;—then we meet this position by urging that
if sach be the case, then the assertion that—*' Daty is not amenable to Sense-percep-
tion on account its being in the future’’—becomes false; the reason for this is
explained in the next Kariki,

QL.
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case of Duty); all that is meant is that the au?hornty whwh i8 due to
the precedence of Sense-perception, does not apply (to the case of Duty).

' 6. As a matter of fact, however, Inference and the rest can operate
only after one ont of the three factors, *Linga’' (miuox term), &o., hns
heen cognised by means of Sense-perception ; and uerﬁamly there is no such
thing in the case of Jnty

97. Nor is here in this cage, any possibility of Inferemce per Infer-
once ;-—becanse of the impossibility of any pre-ascevtainment of the pte-
mises and the terms (of the Syllogism).

98. By means of Inference we do nob arrive at the idea of the raeve
awistensce of anything, Tf it be urged that by ‘Daty’ we wounld qnuhfy
some other object,’--then (we reply) that in that case, the * Pakshu
(major term) would be devoid of any definite properties,

99, Mherefore, becuuse of its never before ha.vmg been fonnd to be

% The way of meeting the abhove ob;eutwna, as shown in ths laat Kﬁrﬂm would
make the Bhishya passage in question nltogether redundant, Therefore the Author
offers another reply, more in keeping with his own views: we shall prove later on that
we do not confine Sense-perception to undefiued cognition alone ; bub we also liold the
term to include well-defined concrete cognitions. 'T'hus then, we cin have no Inference
without Sense-perception 3 beonuse all processes of Inference depend apon the premises,
which ave got at solely by means of Sense-perception ; and gertaivly, there can be no
Inference withont the premises. Ior instance, it is only when “smoke™ is antually
seen to be aocompunied by Fire, and thus to be its mark,—and ouly when the gavaya ia
seen to be like the cow,—that there can be a cogaition of the existence of Five { through
Tuforence), and of the similarity of the gavaya to the cow (by Analogy). In the samo
manner, it is established that it is the cognition of the principal object of Inference
thab stands in need of Seuse-percepbion ; and in the oase of Duly, we cannot perceive
by the senses, eithor any of its marks or anytuing similar to it. Hence Iiference,
Analogy, and the rest cannot apply to the gase of Duty, '

87 This hints at Kiriki 90, where it has been agserted that an Inference ym Infor-
ence is not preceded by Sense-perception. Thig i3 not corroct becanse even in the
inatancs thervo cited, until we have, throngl, Hense.perception, arrived ab the relation
subsisting batween the motion and itd cause, we can have no Tuference of any aort.

98 In every caso of Iuference, the object of Inference is a certain object, endowerl
with cortain definite propertios, and not as a mere entity; while in the case of Duty,
the only conclusion that is possible is—* Duty exists,” which, in reality, can never be
amenable to Inference; but it woald become g0, if mere evistence were the subject of
Inference. If it be urged that-—* For Inference a8 applied to the case of Duty, we
could have un objech, such as some person endowed with Duby (f.e., one who has per-
formed the duties prescribed in the scriptares) ; and this would not be an Inference
of mere evistence)—then we reply that even such an Inforence cannct be correct
inasmuch as we have not yot arrvived at any well-defined properties of Dyty-~which is
to be the major term of the syllogiem ; and until the properties of the major term be
known, there can be no Inference, That is to say, Duty bas nob yef baen proved, to
he an entity ; and so long as this has not been proved, there can be no Inference in
which “ Duty* conld be the major term. :

99 Pide Kiriki and the next bring forward two syllogisma in the proper style, to
prove the inapplicability of Inference and Analogy to the case of Duty. By “uncommon
objeot™ ig meant the “ Swalakshana™ (the individual characterestic) of the Buddhigt,
which, acoording to them, is undefined, and as sach, not amenable to Inference, &e.
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concomitant with any object, Duty cannot be amenable to  Inference,~liko
the specific (undefined) charvacteristics of objects (or ¢ uncommon objecis’).

1100, Because of its being siwilar to the unseen (invisible), and
becaunse of its own imperceptibility, Duty cannot be amenable to Analogy,~~
like the said characteristics of objects,

101.102, *But then,  Apparent Incons:steucy would become such
(means of recognising Duty),—based upou the perception of diversity
in the world: the distinetion of ‘happy’ and ¢ miserable’ is not possible
without some unseen cause; because all visible causes are found to be
incapable of explammg this diversity ; and because (conversely) we find
such distinetions even in the absence of any seen canse; as we find that even
when serviee and study are exaﬂtly similar, the result, in the capacity of
the students, is not the same.’

108. Such could be the case, only if it were possible to refuta the
aclion of nataral idiosyneracies; or if there were any other cause of the
diversity of the powers of Karma,

104. Just as with regard to the diversity of their results, there is
the naturs] capacity of Actions,—in the same manner counld the diversity
in the world be dne to the peculiaritios of nature.

105.  Then too, so long as, with regard to the action, the forms of Duty

101108 Thege Kirikis embody an objection, the sense of which is thas explained
in the Kagika + ** Granted thaf [nference and Analogy ara not the means of knowing
Duby; but we bave always found Apparent Inconsistency to apply to objects beyond
the action of the Saenses and on the seen diversity in the world, we could base an
Apparent Tnconsistency : This diversity in the world cannot be explained, nnless we
postulate some such unseen agency as that of ‘ Daty.) We fnd in the world thab
thongh all worldly circumstances and advantages are equal in tho cage of any two
persons, yet they are not soen to be equally happy ; and like the fatness of Devadatta who
does not eat during the day, sueh diversity eannot be explained by any seen canses; and,
as in the case of Davadatta, the Apparent Tnconsistency of fatness with fasting in the
day id explained by postulating the fact of his ealing af night, which is nob seen by the

people ; so oo, in the case in question, the Apparent Inconsistency of the equality of

all worldly advantages with the inequality in the degree of happiness can be explained,
only by postulating an unszeen agency, to which is given the name of  Daty.'” © Service
or study,’~i.e, two porsons serving the king equally well, are found to be rewarded
diffevently ; and similarly two mert studying the same subject under exactly similar
eircumstances, are foand to differ in their acquirements, And these discrepancies
can be explained only by the agency of Dharma and Adharma,—the former causing
superiority, and the latfer inferiority.

198 Pven in the case of such actiond agthe ‘‘ Agvamédha® eacrifice and “ Animal*
slanghter,” ‘'we attribute their diverse results to the peonliar character of the actions
themselves, and not to any extraneons canse. In the same manuer, we could also
attribute the diversity in the conditions of two men equally circumstanced to the
poculiarities of their own nabare, and nol to any unseen extraneons cause, as you wonld
seck to prove, by means of Apparent Inconsistency.

195 The last Kirikis embody one kind of reply to the above o'h]m.lmns But the
Author finds this reply m_ndaqnate, becanse if all diversity woere due to natore, vie

I



