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101 -  102, Sacli being the ease, falsity mast always depend upon the 
non-produetlbflity of conceptions; and this is the contradiction urged in 
the Bliashya passage “ Vraviti, &o., <fco.”

102- 108. In u tachchBt pmtyayitdt,’' (“ pratyayita ” means) 'one who 
describes things as he sees .thetfi; ’ and “  indriyavishayam ” means * that 
which is based upon the action of the senses.’

103- 104). (Some people explain the word “  pratyayita ” in) “ fcachchet 
piatyayifcat” as (meaning) “ One who sees, and speaks the truth.” Be
cause { If it meant) “ One who describes things as they are seen,” then we 
would, in their opinion, have to admit the truthfulness of the assertions 
of uu trust worthy persons also.

104- 105. But (in that case), out of the two factors, ‘ trustworthiness’ 
and *■ amenability to sense-action,' the absence of even one would constitute 
a counter-instance, which is always based upon the absence of one factor only.

puncies has been'ascertained,' then there is a direct contradiction of it, The chances of 
both those contingencies are precluded from the Veda, by proving the non-existence of
discrepancies in it.

. 101.108 “ Ftwiti ” «= says, or asserts,—i,e>, given rise to a conception. uVitatha” ~~ 
false, i.e., that which has been proved oo be identical with not giving rise to any concep
tion } and thus these two terms contradict each other, bonce this sentence “ assorts 
falsely ” becomes self-contradictory.

• 10.MC3 With this begins the consideration of the Bhasbya passage “ y a l tit, Ivu k ik m n  

vachandm , ta t ehet p r a tya y itd t  p u ru sh d t in tlriya vieh a ya m  ya , The word “ ludriya”
boro hveiodes Ipforeheo a id all the other principal means of right notion; the meaning 
of the clause thus comes to bo this •. “ The assertion of the person who says ns he sees, 
having fcho support of one or more means of right notion,, is always authentic; conse
quently if thd instance of human speech brought forward, in fcho objection refer to fcho 
assertion of such persons, then the instance does not apply to the Major Term of the 
argument, which, therefore, fails. On the other hand, the assertion of tin trustworthy 
persons, not supported by at , other means of right notion, is always nnauthenfcic ; 
because of its very source being faulty. And if this is to which the instance refers, 
thou such an instance cannot shake the authenticity of tho Veda; and thus too your 
argument falls to the ground.

.104-i0ft Thia refutes the second interpretation: A counter-instance is an instance 
brought forward in order to prove the weakness of a definition ; and as such, the 
counter-instance should bo based on the absence of only one differentia out of the many 
mentioned in the definition. Otherwise, if the counter-instance consisted of tho absence 
of all tho differentiae mentioned in the definition, then it would not apply to tho case 
at all, being entirely apart from it. Aa for instance, the definition of “ Daty” ip ft 
•* purpose described in tho Veda;” where we havo two differentiae — that of being a 
p u rp ose , and that o f  being described  in  the V e d a f  and the' counter-instance brought 
against thia definition is the case of the “ Syena” sacrifice, which is mentioned in the Vecla, 
but does not lead to the accomplishment of any desirable end of man. And here we 
see that tlio counter-instance ,is wanting in one factor only, as a rule, and not in all 
the points noted in tho definition. In accordance with thia interpretation however, 
“ Trustworthiness” and “ Amenability to ecns'o-percoption,”— each by itself, consti
tutes authenticity; and hence the counter-instance would consist in the absence of 
each of these, and thence would result the absurdity explained in note .1.05-106,
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105- 106. And in the case of tiro untrustworthy speaker, we would 
have to admit the falsity of even such assertions as are based upon the 
authority of the senses ; and the assertion of tho trustworthy speaker too 
would come to be false, in the case of <vn assertion not based directly 
upon the authority of the senses. And thus would result; a self-contradic
tion in the Bhashya.

106- 107. Therefore by the first epithet (“ p-ratyayUa ” ) is signified 
“ truth fulness ; ” and by the second— “ Indfiyavishayam ” — is implied the 
fact of its having a sound basis.

107- LOS. The mention of the absence of discrepancy {want of sufficient 
basis) is-for tho purpose of the preclusion of inauthenticity (and not for the 
accomplishment of authenticity, which is self-evident). The theory of 
authenticity being duo to excellences has been thoroughly refuted before ; 
and having once been set. aside, it cannot be held to supply tho basis 
for authenticity.

109-110. In the first clause, tho word “ V a ” has a collective force ; 
but in the latter, it has the alternative sense. It is for this reason that 
the counter-instances of these have been mentioned separately: viz:
( 1 ) even in the ease of the Capable, if (tho speaker is) untruthful, there

10E-.I0® This Knrika lays down tho deficiency of the counter-instances. In the 
counter-instance of “ trustworthy,” wo have “ untrustworthy,” the absence of a trust
worthy speaker being the only ground of inauthentieity ; thus then the very sent -nco 
cited ns authentic, being amenable to the senso of the hearer, and it being the assertion 
of an untrustworthy person,—this very sentence would become inauthentic; and as such, 
would Coma to be cited as a counter-instance of itself, And again, with regard to 
“ amenability to tho senses ’’ we would have a? its counter-instance “ not amenable to 
the senses j” and thus tho assertion of a trustworthy person, not heard by the listner, 
which lias boon accepted as authentic, would become nnauthentic, and thereby would 
come to be a counter-instance of itself; and thus thorc would bo self-contradiction.
And further, if the expression “ amenable to tho senses ” bo used with regard to 
tho assertion of an untrustworthy person, with regard to ati object befo.ro one’s eyes, 
thou the expression “ not amenable to tho Bunsen” must necessarily moan “ that which 
is not perceived by tho hearer ; ” and then the Bhashya—- “ it is impossible to bo known 
by the person, without an explanation ”—becomes inexplicable; because that which is 
not hoard by the hearer cannot be comprehended oven after an explanation. For 
certainly, it is not possible to know what the honror does not perceive. Therefore 
the expression “ amenable to senso” mud. moan “ based upon accepted means of right 
notion;’’ and the expression “ not amenable to tho sense” must mean that which has 
no such basis; thus does the Bhashya passage become explained. And again, the 
word “ Pratynyitn” signifies “ one who has a conception and declares it : ” and as this 
conception may bo either right or wrong, so a "  pratyayita” person is not necessarily a 
“ trustworthy ” person, but only ouo who says what he sees. Hence the only correct 
interpretation is the ono given in Karika 102-103.

loa.iUT “ Trnthfulness ”—i.c ., the fact of saying as ono sees. “ Basis”—i,e., tho 
fact of its being based upon correct means of right notion.

109-uo |a tho Srst instance, the notion of falsity is due to disbelief in the speaker; 
and in the latter, it is due the fuultincss of the very origin of the assertion.
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is falsity ; as also (2 ) in tho case of a truthful (apeak or), if the fact itself 
be incapable (of being verified by proofs).

1 10 *1 1 1 . Tho passage iu question does not set aside omniscience. 
Because in tho clause “ without a sentence, &c.,” what is signified is only 
the denial of omniscience in particular cases.

111. If there reply existed a person knowing all things, through the 
six means of knowledge, bow could such a person be denied P

112. But if a person be assumed to be knowing all things by a single 
means of knowledge, 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 at 
tho present time to the perception, of a special class of objects, was of 
the same kind at other times also.

114. The difference of degree that we come across (in the efficiency 
of the various senses), does not go beyond the precincts of the objects 
(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 tho eye) he amenable to t he function of the ear.

115. With regard to objects in the future (such as Dliarma, &c.), 
wo do nob ever find the applicability of Sense-Perception *, nor that of 
.Inference and the rest, in a case where there is no proper Mark (to serve 
as the Middle Term).

116. Inasmuch as the assumption by others (the Banddhas) of an 
omniscient Person, as also that of the absence of human agency in the 
Veda by the Mlmaiisakas, are both of the same typo (there is no difference 
between the validity of the two),”— those who assert this must think over 
the following (points of difference).

117. A.n omniscient person is not seen by us at the present moment ; 
nor, is it possible to prove (by means of Inference) that such a one ever 
existed before, as is done in the case of the negation of .such a person.

liO.ii,i « i„, p a rticu la r  c a s e s”—tho clause sorvos to preclude the capability of know
ledge with regard to air object that is beyond the senses, and is only amenable to 
words— e .g . , Duty.

ID- He who knows everything by means of the six means of right notion, would 
also know Duty, through the Veda; and this fact wonld not militate against our theory 
that “ Duty is knowable by the Veda alone ; ” hence it is not necessary for ns to dis
prove such omniscience.

H3 Ami hence it cannot be urged that snob omniscience, by a single sense, is not 
possible now-a-days, though it was possible only in days gone by.

U4 And as snob, Sense-Perception too, by itself, oauuot bring about omniscience.
HI Neither Sense-Perception, nor Inference can prove the existence of nn 

omniscient person. In Inference wo require a middle Term, which we cannot have in 
the cbb© of omniscience. On the contrary, in support of the refutation of the existence 
of an omniscient person, we have tho following inferential argument: “ The past was 
without anotniiiscianf poison, because it was a point of Time, lit-- the Present;1' or 
again, u  Buddha was not omniscient, because ho was a man, like ourselves.”

• GO tfo X
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118. Nov can the existence of the omniscient one be proved by 
Scriptures ; for in that case there would bo mutual inter-dependence. And 
how can one ever believe the authenticity of a Scripture composed by
another man ? .

119. Nor can we get at any other Scripture (save the Veda) w hich
i.s eternal. If the eulogies (occurring in the Veda in praise of an 
Omniscient Person) were eternal, then, non-eternality would belong to 
the Scripture itself.

120. The eternality of the Scripture (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 tho 
same (Scripture), whereby (you seek) to prove the existence of an 
omniscient person.

121. One, who, convinced of the truthfulness (of Scripture writers) 
with regard to their assertions in connection with the relation of the 
senses and their objects (i.e., in tho case of ordinary perception), would 
base their authority, even in tho case of matters of faith, on the fact oi 
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 
assertions) to depend upon something else (i.e., our own sense perceptions).
For if the authenticity thereof (i . e of Buddha’s assertions dealing with 
ordinary perception) were due to itself, then what need oould it hate 
of tho senses, &e., of other persons ?

US “ M u tu a l d ep en d en ce .”  The Scripture depending for its validity upon tho 
omniscience of the Author, and the omniscience of the Author depending upon the 
validity of the Scriptures.

1!¥ Omniscience cannot bo proved by any Scripture which is not due to human 
ngeucy. “ I f  the eulogies, cj"c.”  This is added in anticipation of the objection based upon 
encli vedio passages aa~*,<Ho is omniscient” and the like, which might be taken to 
prove the existence of an Omniscient person- The sense oi' the K&rika is that such 
passages are only eulogistic, and not descriptive of a fact; and as such they cannot u© 
accepted as eternal. For the Scripture, attributing omniscience to a corporeal man, 
would stand self-condemned as tran sitory.

1*0 The eternal Scripture,— that you seek to employ in proving the existence 
of an Omniscient Person, who would be the sole authority of Duty— may be more 
reasonably employed in proving tho existence of Duty itself, thereby doing away with 
the nocessity of postulating an intermediary omniscient agent.

Ml Here some people argue thus ; “ Grunted that there is no omniscient person ; 
but Buddha and others might have been rightful knowers of Duty. We find, in 
ordinary life, that Buddha is truthful to a nicety In matters of ordinary perception ; 
bonce it would follow that even in matters of pure faith, such as that of Duty, we might 
rest upon his authority; and thereby prove the propriety of such actions as lo w in g  to  
C h a itya , on the ground of their having been declared by him.” The next Karika 
supplies Bn answer to this argument, the sons© of the reply being that if such be the 
case, then Buddha’s authority would rest upon the fact of our cognition of the truth
fulness of his assertions with regard to tho ordinary objects of sense.

f
1
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12 :1. Jagfc as the authenticity (of such assertions) is due to (our) 
senso-disciinaination, so would it also bo in tho caso of matfcei's ;.ii: faith ; 
soid (its authenticity) would never l>e independent ;or self-sufficient.

124. Just as by tho aforesaid cause (conformity with oar perception) 
is proved the truthfulness (of the Scriptures); so, m the same maimer 
is also proved the absence of their authority with regard to objects not 
perceived by others.

125. The “ truthfulness of the trustworthy,” the “ falsity ot the 
untrustworthy ” and ‘ ‘ the mere repetition (or reminiscence) of a previous 
conception ”— you will have to accept all these (with regard to your 
Scripture), if you stick to the instance (you have brought forward in your 
argument)-

126. And further, in the case of (these scriptures) referring to super- 
sensuous objects, we would come to recognise their falsity, on account o! 
tho fact of all Scriptures besides the Veda, originating in human agency ; 
since in such eases the grounds of their authenticity would be self
contradictory.

127. And then too, there results the absurdity of (your Scripture 
proving) the authenticity of subjects other than either Duty..or Non-Duty.
And so long as the Sankhya and the rest continue to exist, your instance 
too is hard to be got at.

128. Because, while being a human assertion, it refers to super* 
semupus subjects;— therefore too, on account of mutual dependence, the 
Scripture of Buddha and others would come to be false.

m  B ec a u se  th e  assertio n s o f  B u d d h a  w ith  regard  to  su ch  m a tte rs  ns D u ty  a re  n ot  
b o rn e  ou t b y  o u r e x p e r ie n c e ; th e re fo re  h is  a ssertio n s are p ro ved  to  b e  fa lse  b y  th e  
n am e roason  w h ich  y on  -ought to  e m p lo y  in p ro v in g  th eir  tru th fu ln e ss .

136 i f  y o u  se e k  to  p ro ve  th e  a u th e n tic ity  o f  y o u r  S c r ip tu re s  b y  reason  o f  th o  

a sse rtio n s  o f  i t s  a u th o r  c o n fo rm in g  w ith  y o u r  o w n  exp erien ce , th en , a s  in y o u r  o w n  
ex p e rie n c e , y o n  c o m e  across v ariou s oases lik e  th o se  m en tion ed  in th e  K n rik a , so , in  
th o  sa m e m a n n e r , y o u  will h a v e  to a d m it o f  th o  sa m e  d iscrep a n cies  in  tho a u th o r  o f  

y o u r  S c r ip tu re s .
189 “  Self-contradictory b ecau se  th e  re a so n  (h u m a n  a g e n c y ) b ro u g h t fo rw a rd  to

prove the tru th fu ln e s s  o f  th e  S c rip tu re s  m a y  a lso  bo e m p lo y e d  to  p ro ve  th e ir  fa ls ity .
M  u So long as the SdAkA ya, £jfe.,>— T h o  a ssertio n  o f Ilu d d h a  w ith  reg a rd  to  tlio  

m o m e n ta ry  c h a r a c te r  o f a ll e x tern a l o b je c ts , h a s  boon said to  c o n fo r m  w ith  our ow n  
ex p e rie n ce , w h ic h  fa c t h as boon m ad e th e g ro u n d  o f  p ro v in g  b is  v e ra c ity . B u t  th o  
S a n k h y a  h a s  esta b lish e d , b ey o n d  th e  le a s t  d o u b t, th a t  all th a t  e x ists  is  etern a l, a n d  
e x is ts  fo r  o v er . U n d e r  su ch  c irc u m sta n c e s , s o  lo n g  a s  y o u  h av e  n ot fu l ly  r e fu te d  th o  
a rg u m e n ts  o f th e  S a n k h y a s, y o u  c a n n o t h op e  to  e sta b lish  th e  a u th o r ity  o f  y o u r  A u th o r , 

on th e g ro u n d s  th a t  y ou  h a v e  u rg e d .
189 ,|ust as h u m a n  sp e ec h , w h e n  r e fe r r in g  to  tra n scen d e n ta l o b je c ts  is  a lm o s t  

alwavs su re  to  b e  fa lse , so , th e  sp e ech  o f B u d d h a  to o  cou ld  n ot b u t be fa lse . A m i  
w h en  his a sse r tio n s  w ith  re g a rd  to  tra n sc en d e n ta l o b je c ts  c o m e  to be fa lse , th ose  w ith  
re g a rd  to  p e rc e p tib le  o b je c ts  too  (su ch  as th e  m o m e n ta ry  ch a ra c te r  o f  nil o b je c ts , & o .)t 
b ecom e fa lse , A n d  as h is  v e r a c ity  w as so u g h t b y  y o u  to  be p ro ved  on  th o  g ro u n d  
o f his la tter  a sse rtio n s  b e in g  tru e , i t  fa lls  to  th e  g ro u n d  u n su pported .
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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, &e, are non-omnisoient,’ is true, 
because it is my assertion, like my assertion ‘ Fire is hot, and bright/ ”

131. “ The fact of this being my assertion is directly perceptible, 
and you have yet to prove that what you bring forward as Buddha’s 
declaration was really what ho asserted, And thus mine is the (correct) 
argument, whereas yours is doubtful and incomplete.”

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

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

134. That “ He is omniscient,” how could even his contemporary 
enquirers know, being (as they were ) devoid of any conception of his cog
nitions and the objects thereof?

135. Thus then you will have to assume many omniscient persons 
(among his contemporaries and their followers, so that each of these could 
be cognisant of the omniscience of his predecessor). For he who Is himself 
non-omniscient could never recognise another person to be omniscient,

136. He by whom the omniscient Person could not be recognised,—  
how could such a person have any idea of the authenticity of bis 
assertions ? (For these would be) to him just like the assertion of any other 
ordinary person.

137 When (you declare Buddha to be) devoid of attachment,
<to„ and free from activity,—  then the injunctions (contained in 
your Scriptures) roust have been composed by another person, specially 
in the absence of all definite (concrete) cognition (in the case of 
Buddha).

13S. If you say that “ By more proximity to such a Man (as Buddha) 
injunctions issue forth, spontaneously, even from the walls, just as from 
the Chiutamani, -------

T in s  is  a c o u n ter -a rg u m en t to  th e  fo llo w in g  rea son in g  o f  the B u d d h ists : B u d 
d h a 's  a ssertion  w ith  reg a rd  to  h is om n iscien ce is  tru e , b ec a u se  it  is  h is a ssertio n  lik e  
be a ssertio n  ‘ F ire  is  h o s ’ and th e lik e ,"

1ST In  ord in ary  e x p e rie n c e  we find th a t  p erso n s tak e  to  c o m p o sin g  w o r k s __

*1) fo r  so m e g ain , ( 2 )  for* c o m m a n d in g  th e  re sp e c t  o f  o th ers , ( 3 )  fo r  th e  sa k e  o f  
fa m e , and (4) fo r  w in n in g  th e  affection  o f so m e  p erson  ; a n d  so fo r th . B u t y o n  d e n y  
th e ex iste n ce  o f a n y  o f  th e s e  m otive s , in th e  case  pt B u d d h a  ; h en ce th e  sc r ip tu re s  
a ttrib u te d  to  h im  tnnst havo b een  com p osed  b y  Borne o th e r  person  ; sp e cia lly  a s  you  
assert th a t  B u d d h a  p erce ives th e  w h ole  u n iv e rse , iu the a b stract, and th a t  h e h as" no  
con crete  cog n itio n  th ereof. H o w , then , cou ld  he d escrib e  th in g s , b y  m ea n s o f w ord s P 
F or, c e r ta in ly , no verbal description  is possib le w ith ou t con crete  cogn ition s.

>m “ C h in ta m a n i ”  is a  g e m  w hich is b elieved  to  g iv e  to  its  possessor a ll th a t  he  
desires.

6
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139. Such assertions could only fit in the mouth of blind believers 
(like you) ; we Can bat'e no faith in such injunctions as proceed from 
walls.

140. For it is just possible that these may hare been composed by 
Buddha himself, or they may have been uttered by certain inv isible evil- 
minded Pi Delias (spirits) (hidden in the wall), in order to deceive 
(poople).

141. Similarly for those that have postulated for Jifft, as independent 
of the sense-organs, &c., pure cognition of objects past, subtile and the 
like ;—

142. Such an assumption could not be proved by anything' except 
(their) Scriptures; nor again could the (authority of these) Scriptures them* 
solve-; be established without the above assumption (and thus there would 
bo a mutual dependence). Nor can such a theoriser get at any similar 
instance among ordinary men (that could prove the particular (acuity of 
their Jiva).

143. The idea of an eternal Scripture too, is to be refuted in the 
same manner, llecause with regard to that also, there is no such belief 
as that “ This is seen by this person, or composed by him.”

144. Mon arc, generally, speakers 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 Scripture and its 
meaning, may be like dream-cognition ; and in that case, how could there 
be any authenticity in the scriptures, with regard to which such a doubt 
is possible ?

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

I*1 The Buddhist having been rofutrd, tlio Arhat theory is next taken up.
l «  “ Without their Scriptures,”—For such an assumptions is amenable neither 

to any ordinaiy means of right notion, nor to the Veda.
118 The first half seeks to set aside the eternulity of (he Veda) as somo people 

say that the eternal Veda is heard by Prajapati. But the Karika means to say that,
.is the cognition of an omniscient person, so too, that of an uttered sound, is without 
any cause. The second half anticipates the objection that by refuting the otornality 
of the Veda, the author strikes ut the very root of his own system. The Nydyarat- 
n d k a fa  explains the eoaond half thus : “ This theory is to ho refuted, because of the 
denial of the authenticity of the Veda, on the ground of its being composed by a 
human author.”

1** Some MSS. read, in the end, “ ta th d ’ t  t d r l h a t e r t a n e ”  The latter half of the 
Karika, should then he translated thus : “ As we do no* believe poople describing the 
things of the present, so too, we would not believe them, when speaking of the things 
of the past.

HB The attributing of the Veda to Prajapati has another fault: If his knowledge 
and propounding of the Veda be without any eauso, coming to him spontaneously, 
then such knowledge may only be of the nature of a dream, false and unreliable*

146 With this Karika begins the refutation of the theory that the Veda fe 
Eternal, spontaneously heard and propounded in this world by Prajapati.
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Author as also the eternal iky of the Scripture itself ; and in that ca&e .you 
will have to postulate the fact of His remembering the Scripture learnt 
in some previous birth.

147. If you postulate such ante-natal comprehensibility of the scrip
ture (to Prajapati), needless is your opposition to tho comprehension of the 
objects thereof (as attributed by the Ihtuddhas to their Scripture-writers—  
viz., supernatural knowledge of Duty and its opposite). For one who is 
able to comprehend sounds that have not been uttered, wliat can be said 
against his Comprehending the meaning of such sounds themselves (which 
js much easier than tho comprehending of unuttered sounds) F

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

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

150. For if any one person were to make any changes in tho 
Yeda, of his own accord, he would be opposed by many persons.
And ‘‘gain, if the Yeda were the outcome of the ruiud of a single person, 
then it. would 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 persons (who commenced this traditional 
course) must have been many, dependent upon, one another, just as we 
find to be the ease at the present day.

152 Thus then, while others make many (unreasonable) assumptions 
for establishing their own Scriptures, 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 i-egard to tho authenticity (of the Yeda). Whereas 
the other theorists have to make various assumptions with regard to 
the imperceptible, even in proving the inauthentieity of the Yeda (to say 
nothing of those that they have recourse to in seeking to establish the 
authority of their own scriptures).

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

1*1 '< Dependent upon one another”—The Author depending upon tho Yeda 
for a comprehension of its meaning and tho Yeda depending upon the author, iu order 
to gain its right, form,



155. The absence of human ageucy, with regard to the Veda, havn<g 
been proved, it lies upon the Atheists to point oat any difference between 
the Vetiic conceptions and the perceptions doe to faultless cognitions),

156. “ There could be no instructions with regard to snpersenanons 
objects, if the author had not perceived such objects ”— hence is the 
“ assumption of an object” (z.e,, such is the form of the argument 
1 ‘A f)parent Inconsistency ’ ’— Arthapatti).

157. Or tiie passage may bo (interpreted) as an inferential reasoning : 
the “ fact cf being an instructor ” is found to be invariably accompanied by 
that of ‘ being preceded by the perception of the object ” (of instruction). 
And the negation of this is laid down in the passage “ Nanu, etc.”

158. (The Apparent Inconsistency that you have urged) may also 
he explained away otherwise— as by reason of the perplexity (of the 
Instructor), Or yoiu* <Linga’ (the reason, the “ middle terra,”) may be 
said to bo anomalous, inasmuch as there are such instances as the asser
tions of children, etc., (who are found to speak of things they have never 
seen).

159. If you say that ‘ the Instructors (Mann, etc.), propounded their 
instructions after having come to know of the objects, through the Veda’ 
— then you will only prove what has already been proved by us— this is 
what is meant by the passage “ Vedadapi, etc.” ; and this refers only to 
Manu, etc., (who declare themselves to be the followers of Veda, which too 
they d e c la r e  to be the only means of knowing the true nature of Duty; 
and not of Buddha, etc.).

L60, “ Because a man, though knowing one thing one way, wishes to
speak of it in another way,— therefore from the assertion of a person, there 
can ho no absolute certainty os to what is in his mind (be., what he really 
knows).”

1(31, “ Wo see that one who is confused speaks something other than

1(3 Now begins the explanation of the Blmshya passage—" Nanwaviduahdm 
■upadeyo’ nni-akalpyate. ”  Ac., Ao , (page 4). “  Assumption oj an object,” i.c., that of the 
fact of Manu and Buddha knowing, by themselves, the nature of Duty.

Ibt “ One who is an Instructor is one who has seen the object ’—this is the 
affirmative premiss , the negative form of this is : “ He who is not a seer for kcower) 
of the object is not an Instructorand this latter ift what is meant by the BMahya 
passage quoted above.

i6« Jint', Bhashya “ Jfoadifa hi vy lmoihSdapi bhavanti" (pp. 4—5), which is said 
in reply to the objection moved in tho passage quoted above. “ The middle Tern,” i.e., 
the fact of being preceded by a perception of the object.

U6 <• Only prove, That ia, this assertion of yours does not contradict ouv
assertion that “ Veda alone is the means of knowing Dnty.”

Ref. to BhSshyn '■ ' Apt cha pauruehii,idvackaaidivamayam pwusho videti
bhavati pr«ty»yah ^c.”  (pftgb 5). Tho Karika lays down the objections against this 
passage. It means that from the mere assertion of a man, we cannot ootne to tho 
coneluion that ‘ ho knows thus*; because he might be knowing it one way, and 
e* pressing it in quite another way.

44 (̂ ■ f.OKA'- SkTIJTA.



(§l
aphorism n. i o

•what he wishes to speak; therefore the assertion does not always follow 
the wish (of the speaker).”

162. It is only in the ease of the assertions of a trustworthy per
son, that his own mind, (he., what be really knows of the object) is known 
(by means of hi . 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 Bhasliya) explained.

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

164. W ith regard to objects, different men are found to construct 
sentences differently, when actuated by different motives,— by means of 
additions (alterations) and subtractions (whichever seems to serve their 
respective ends).

365. Therefore when, by means of the assertion, the hearer has 
arrived at the eomprehensidni of the object (spoken of), then verily there 
arises the. notion with regard to the knowledge of the speaker— that 
V 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 thus.”

167. On account of being interrupted by tbc cognition (of the 
trustworthy person), the Word? in this case become inoperative for the 
time being ; but the manifestation of the authenticity thereof would be 
based upon the mere fact of their originating directly from the cognition 
of the speaker.

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

1#2 This Karika offers the reply to the objections urged in the last two Kiri ha a.
“ General rule That, bused on the general rule boiug the power that is got at
through the recognition of the source of the assertion,—the exception or negation 
being in the ense of the assertion of untrustworthy persons.

168 This Karika anticipates the following question ; “  Does, then, all comprehen
sion arise from inexpressive sentences'*? The sense of the Karika is that the com- 
prehension of the moaning of sentences i.s not verbal, bat inferential ; and the process 
of this inference is shown.

m  How do yon know that the arrangement depends upon the wish to speak?
The Karika gives the reply—"b y  anunya (Invariable concomitance) and cyatireka 
(constant negation).”  “  Addition, tfc. ”  of words, in a sentence.

141 ” Interrupted i.e., so long as 0:1a 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 authenticity is recognised only when it is found that it rests upon 
a certain definite cognition of the speaker.
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silile tlirouglj ilie com prehension of the Meaning. But in the matter of 
authenticity, it takes the first place.

169. Tims then, in the present case (of the Scriptures of Buddha,
<&c.), the falsity of these is proved by the fact of their being due to human 
agency. This character (of falsity) could not belong to the Veda, because 
in its case there is no author (human agency).

170. And thus there being no interruption by any notion of the 
author, the meaning of the Veda is comprehended directly through 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, &a, that were brought forward 
(by the Atheists proper) as instances to prove the inauthenticity 
(of the Veda) are here shown to be non-eoneonritanh. Because it has 
been shown above that the effects of these (Vedic assertions) are 
correct; while, as regards the meaning, they have got nothing to do 
with it.

173. With regard to objects outside the precincts of its applicability, 
there is a cbance of the falsity of the Veda also. Therefore with regard 
to the arguments urged in the Puvvnpaksha, you would only be proving 
what we already accept.

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

Hi.73 The K u g ik d  thus explains : "The author now explains the Bhasbya in 
another way: For the proof of tho authenticity of the Voclu, whatever ordinary 
assertions were brought, forward as instances are Ju re shown to be non-concomitant with 
tho Major Term. The second Karikii shows this non concomitance. The meaning 1b this 
ip he. Bhiishya here takes the place of another party, and through him, replies to a 
third party. The Atheists bring forward the following argument: 1 The Veda is false, 
because the objects treated of therein are not amenable to Sense-perception, like snoh 
assertions of Buddha, Ac. ’ ; and the present passage replies to this argument, with a view 
to the Buddhist doctrine : your instance is uon-conoomitant with the Major Premiss : 
because according to Buddha, words are not accepted as the means of knowing objects j 
for according to him, what the words do is simply to remind one of the object, neither 
adding to, nor snbstracting from, it any factor...... The words only express the
meaning of the speaker; therefore that which has been said to bo the subject of the 
assertions of Buddha,—with regard to this subject, such assertions are quite true,— 
snob effect being only what is in the mind of tho speaker. And as these assertions 
correctly delineate what was in the mind o! Btuldba, they cannot bat be accepted as 
true. As for the objects, forming the denotation of wards, 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 Karikh 163,”

118 “ if any ordinary assertion has been urged in regard to an object other than 
what is within its zone of applicability (i.e., objects other than the cognition of the 
speaker), then you would be proving what is already proved: of the Vedas too, we 
accept the falsity, with regard to those objects that it does not treat o f ; for we 
accept the falsity of everything that is urged in the Purvapaksha.” —Kdgikd.

114.76 The meaning of the Bhishya is that “ the mere fact of being an assertion 
is not a ground of falsity,” —not knowing this fact, and only bearing in mind the
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declaration of artificiality and non-artificiality being tbo ground of 
correctness and incorrectness, the objector has said “ Nann Srtmfimyafo- 
drishiam, tyc.”

175. ** Na, auyatvar ” can be no refutation ; because an instance is an
instance only for reason of its being another thing, and it is not based 
upon its identity with the Minot Term.

176-78. Therefore the meaning of the author of the Bhasliya is 
now explained: Accepting (for the sake of argument} the function of 
the Sentence with regard to the Object, this is what the Bhashya means :
If even in face of the interruption (by the cognition of the speaker), the 
ordinary false human assertion were to be the instance, with regard to 
the external object; even then the Reason would be “ too wide, ” (i.e., 
applying to the conclusion to be proved, as well as to its contradictory 
proposition) : as even in the true assertions of men, we fled the character 
of a sentence; since even with regard to supersensuous objects we come 
across trno assertions that may have been uttered at random.

179. And the clause “ Na anyatvat ”  denotes “ something other than 
the declaration of the Phrvapakshi ” : (the meaning being that) this 
(your argument) is different from, and only a false semblance of, what 
the Piirvapakshi takes it to be. Or by ‘ an ya ’ may be meant the 
“ Vipaksha ”  (that wherein the Major Term never resides, i.e„ the contra
dictory of the Major Term).

declaration,—that “  that which is artificial—i.e„ composed by a human author—is false 
on account of the presence of discrepancies in the author, and that which is inartificial 
i.e., not due to human agency—is true,’ the objector bas put forward In's objection.
The Kdqika explains “ Kritahikritaka ” as belonging to a trustworthy person or to 
an untrustworthy one. But the translation follows the interpretation of the 
Nyayaratnakara.

115 The difference of the Minor Term from the Instance is only proper. Tu 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 bo 
something other than what is to be proved; and the “ Supaksha”  is that which has 
already been proved to bo concomitant with the Minor Term.

m -"8 Though there is an interruption of the speaker’s cognition, and the instances 
are based upon the nature of external objects, yet tbo reason—" the fact of being an 
assertion ’ ’—would be too wide* The case would bo the same, oven if the reason were 
stated in the form—" the Veda is false, because being a sentence, it treats of super- 
sensnons objects ” (thus guarding against the chance of the trustfulness of human 
assertions, which can never be absolutely true, with regard to suporsonsuous objects).
For instance, when one man says “  There is no Indra,”  another may say “ Indra 
does exist ”  ; and one of these most be false, and the ether true.

H9 “  Semblance, the reasoning is fallacious, because of the middle term
being too wide ; and hence, your argument has got a mere semblance of reasoning} in 
reality, it is totally fallacious. “  Viyaksha **—the meaning of the clause is that your 
argument is not valid, because your middle term—the fact of being a human assertion 
—resides also in 11 truth” which is the contradictory of your Minor Premiss,
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180. Oi- (ifc may mean) that “ on account of contradiction, falsity 
belongs to that (i.e., human assertion) and not to ' this, (tie,, Vedio asser
tion).' Or that, on account of the object (of human assertions) being 
something else (the., not the object itself, but the speaker’s notion with 
regard to it), there is non concomitance (of your Instance) with the 
Major Term.

.181-182. The passage “ iSTahi anyasya, &c. ” means that the falsity of 
one thing does not constitute the falsity of another: because Mia desire to 
speak is related to a false Object, that is no reason why the same falsity 
should attach to the Sentence also (for certainly, tue fact of Devadattu 
being dark cannot prove Yajnadatta also to be dark, as in such an argu- 
moot) the fact of being a man put in as the Middle Term is an instance 
of the “ W idth” (of the Reason).

182. Or, on account of the argument of the Purvapak dd being 
utterly fallacious, na awjat -H may be taken as signifying its futility (or 
duplicity).

183. Or again, the fact of being something else may be taken as laying 
down an argument in favour of authenticity. And (if this argument be 
equal in strength to that urged by the Purvapakslii, then his argument 
comes to be) concomitant with its contradictory, i.e., the conclusion arrived 
at by us; or ( if our argument happeus to bo stronger than his, then his 
argument) is set a side by means of Inference, (i.e., the Inferential argu
ment urged below).

' 181. (1) The conception produced by the Veda, is authentic, because
it is brought- about by faultless means,— like the conceptions produced,

130 “ xon-concomitance The object of all human assertion is the speaker’s
cognition with regard to certain objects; and as, in this connection, a human asser
tion !3 always true, therefore it cannot be cited as an instance of falsity.

ASl The Inferential argument, having “  sentence " for its middle term, has, for its 
object, either a desire to speak, or the speaker’s cognition with regard to the’ object 
in v  ostion. On Mie other hand, the argument based upon the “ desire to speak " as 
the Middu Tom , has for its Object, the object itself; consequently the falsity of any 
one of those cannot load to the falsity of another, as their objects are totally 
different,

m  “ Devadatra is black, therefore Yajnadatta must also be black, because both 
are men." Here, the Middle Term is too wide, ns all men are not blaok, “  Futility 
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 
duplicate nature of the eharaotorestios of the Major Term (which is to be proved) 
through the finding of a new charaocercatio of the Middle Term. This is thus 
explained in the Kdrika “ Assertions ore also found to be other than human,—/! . .  ..he 
assertions in the Veda; and some again are human; thus then, there being this 
duplicity in the character of the Middle Term (the fact o f being an assertion), there 
naturally arises a doubt as to the falsity or truth or the proposition you seek to 
prove.”

is* The author now formulates his own arguments.
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either by a correct Premiss, or by tlie assertion of a trustworthy person, 
or by direct Sense-perception.

185. ( 2 ) And again, (the conception produced by the Veda is
authentic) ; firstly, because it is produced by an assertion which does not 
proceed from an unreliable source j and secondly, because it is free from oil 
contradiction either in time or place,— like the conception produced by
the assertion of a trustworthy person.

180. The applicability of these reasons (fanUleesness and the fact of
not being composed by cm untrustworthy author as ^PP^y^f?  ̂ coo i
will be proved by the well-established fact of the Veda not proceeding 
from an author. It was with all these ideas in view, that the author of 
the Bhashya said “ Na, anyabvafc.”

187. The clause “ pratyakshastn, &e.,” (in the Bhashya) may be 
taken to indicate either strength (firmness), or precedence, or self-evidence, or
inauthenticity through a foreign source.

188. If, however, falsity be said to consist only in non-conception, m the 
absence of the other two forms (of falsity— viz., doubt and mistaken concep
tion), then (verbal..conception) would be a “ perception for others 0 he 
Bauddhas) ; though to us (MlmSnsakns) it is got at through Inference

1
 alone.

189. Just as your argument would prove inauthenticity, so, in (he 
same manner would it serve to prove that inauthenticity to be due to some 
extraneous invalidating cause.

190. The mention in the concluding passage (of the Bhashya) of

1M Though the conception got at through, the Veda is not direct Sonse-porcop. 
tioo, yet it is similar to such perception, in that it is firm, precedes inferential 
knowledge, is self-evident, and owes its occasional falsity to some foreign cause ; and 
as such, it could, by implication, be called “  Perception,”

189 The Buddhists hold cognition and non-cognition to ho perceptible } and 
Doubt and Misconception have already boon proved to be inapplicable to the Veda. 
Therefore the only ground that could be urged against the authenticity of the Veda 
would be “ non-conception ”  (want of conceptions through Vedic sentences), And as 
this is amenable to Sense-perception, according to the Buddhists, it is nob improper, in 
their minds, to declare Vedic conceptions to be “ Perceptions” ; though for the 
Miminsaka, it is a case of Inferential knowledge ; and it is, in accordance with this, 
that the Bhiishya has been intorpretted as above.

189 The K a f i U  thus explains: “ You seek to prove the inauthenticity of the 
Veda, on the ground of its similarity with ordinary human assertions. As such, what 
would be right for you to say is that ‘ the inauthenticity of the Veda must be of the 
same nature as that of ordinary human assertions.’ And iu that case, wo know that 
ordinary human assertions are proved to bo false only by certain invalidating causes * 
end consequently the falsity of the Veda too must be based upon similar causes. 
But, in the case of the Veda, we do not find any such invalidating cause; therefore 
it cannot but be authentic.”

190 The sentence which closes the consideration of the knowledge of Duty 
being due to the Veda alone; “ Codanalakshano’ rthah yreyaskarah,” -where the

■*,■? -  • • » » » “  ■
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** ffrSyaskara ” (producing Misti) -with regard to Duty, is with a view to 
laying down the full significance of the word 1 Duty.’

191. “ B liss” (QrSyah) is man’s happiness; and aa this is to be 
accomplished by means of the Materials, Auxiliaries and Actions, aa laid 
down in the Veda,— therefore it is to these (Materials, the.), alone that the 
character of “ Duty ” can be rightly said to belong.

192. One who performs sacrifices comes to be called “ Dharmika ”
( “ Dutiful” or Pious), by people who know nought of anything else (such 
as Apurva and the like) as resulting from such sacrifices,— which (name,
“  Dharmika” ) wo understand as being due solely to his connection with 
the sacrifices.

193-9-1. As a matter of fact, the (acquiring of) cattle, <fco., is found 
to result from the performance of “ Duty ” (Sacrifice) ; and these results 
are also said to proceed from the “ Citra” sacrifice, as well as from the 
“  milking vessel, &c.” (Auxilliary) ; therefore it is to these (latter) also 
that the character of ‘ Duty ’ is said to belong.

194*. Because of the mention of the word “ Dharnvarii ” (we infer 
that) the word “ Dharraa,” as freed from the (marks of) Gender and 
dumber, serves as an instance (in the Argument).

195-96. W e do not find the word ‘ D u ty ’ used in either of the 
following senses:— (1 ) that of a particular function of the internal 
organ (the Sankhya Doctrine), (2) hat of a peculiar mental impression 
(unconsciously left thereon by good or bad actions—the Bauddha doctrine),
(3) that of the “  Body of Virtue.” (“ Punya-pudgala ’ ’-—the Jaina doctrine),
(4) that of u a specific property of the person ” (the Vai^ehika 
doctrine), or (5) that of “ Apurva” (a peculiar unseen force, in the shape 
of 1 fate,’ do., postulated by a scion of the Mimansakas).

question arises—why Bhould the Bhasbya substitute the word '* preyaskarah ** for 
“  Dharmah "  P

m  “ ^reyaskarah ’—that which brings about ‘ (Jrg vah,’ happiness. And happi
ness is seen, to toe got at by means of the materials laid down in the Veda j therefore 
these alone constitute Duty. By 11 materials ” hare ia meant sacrifice in general.

m  “ Any other thing to be accomplished” —in the shape of Apurva and the like 
■ postulated by others), of which ordinary people know nothing.

m.94 We know the acquiring of cattle, Ac., as following from the performance 
of Duty and the Veda asserts these to follow from sacrifices; e.g., the “ Citra ” 
sacrifice has been laid down for one who desires cattle j and the fetching of Soma in 
the milking vessel is also enjoined for the same purpose. So it comes to be implied 
that Duty consists of Sacrifices as well as their Auxiliaries.

19* The Vedio passage—"  Tajnena yajnamayajanta devdstani dharmanf fyc.” - -  
Bhows the identity of " Sacrifice ”  with "  Dnty.” The difference of Gender and 
Number (‘ Ya)mini ’ being in the Masculine Singular, and ‘ Dharmani * in Neuter Plural) 
is only a Vedio anomaly,

196.93 “ Pi.nya-pv.Jgala’’—is the atomic body which forms the future body of the 
virtuous person. The compound ** apfirvajanmani ” is expounded as " na pun am 
janma yasyn’— that which is net brought about before (an action).
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196. Nor can these (aforesaid function of the internal organ, $•<?.), be 
ever recognised by means of the Veda, Ac,, as ’being the means of (the 
accomplishment of) the ends of man,

197. Nor can we recognise the “ A.pfirva,”— as anything different 
from 1 Heaven ’ and * Sacrifice,’— either in the shape of tho means (like 
Sacrifice) or of the end (like Heaven), or in any form other than these.

198. Ou the other hand, we would be landed upon the absurdity of 
rejecting a thing mentioned in the Veda, and assuming something never 
heard of (therein),— if we were to assume the Aptirva ” to be identical 
with i hose (Sacrifice and Heaven) And lastly, if it were unlike both of 
these, it could have no form at all.

199. Therefore tiie “ Apurva” must be accepted as being only a 
peculiar form of energy (or capacity)— lying latent either in (tho means) 
Sacrifice, Ac., while they are functioning to words their ends,*—or in (the 
ends themselves) the Cattle, Ac., while these are undergoing the process of 
origination (or birth).

200. inasmuch as the capabilities of objects are not denotable by 
names in the abstract, the “ Apurva "  ( which has been shown to be the 
capability of certain objects) cannot be said to be signified by the word 
“ Dliarma.”

20:., Tho word ‘ Codaua ’ has been known, in the first instance,

IM “ *«> 4I'C" —including also the scriptures of the Buddhists, wherein what
has Urn enjoined as Duty is only the bowing to the Caitya, which is an notion, and 
not a mental impression.

*** By assuming tho Apfuva to be either the end or the means, we would bo 
rejecting tho declaration of the Veda, wherein Heaven and Sacrifice have been dis
tinctly laid down as the end and means respectively.

199 The Apurva is only a peculiar form of the energy of the means or of the end, 
existing in the form of a spront, to burst out in time into the fall grown tree of 
the Result in its entirety. And so, by postulating such an Aptirva, wo sail clear 
of the necessity of assuming anything other than the Sacrifice or Heaven, and also 
of the chance of being open to tbe objection urged against us—that the Saorifico 
having been destroyed (on completion) at the present time, how could it bring about 
the result at a distant future time, unless we assumed an “  Apiirva ”  apart from tho 
Sacrifice itself. The theory here propounded is that the Apiirva is a sprout-like 
capability produced in one of the t w o , e i t h e r  in the means or in the end--which 
may be assumed to be Undergoing a process of incubation during the time that the 
Result has not appeared. This will be explained iu detail in the “ Apiirvadhikarana "  
of the Second Adhyaya.

800 The ‘ Faculties* are spoken of as “ Faculties,”  "Power,”  “ Energy,”  &c., 
and not by tho name of any particular object. Aud “ Apurva” having been proved 
to be a “  faculty ”  of the sacrifice, it cannot be spoken of as “  Dharma," which is a 
name of the Sacrifice itself,

m  The next nine Karikas raise various objections against the following passage 
in tho Bhishya : “ ubhayamiha codanayd lakehyate, Ac., Ac.” “  How can, as the
counter-instance should be wanting in only one of the necessary differentiae; in the

♦
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to apply to positive injunctions alone ; and as a ‘ Slaughter1 is cot of that 
ttirnl, how can it servo as a eounter-instance ” P

-  ‘ Syfiia ’ and the like are hero (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 sinful ” p

203. “ Though there may bo a prohibition with regard to a subject
referred to by a positive injunction, yet we do not apprehend any sinfulness 
m connection with such subjects,— as in the case of the shodaeigrahana

«04. Having said that ' the Stj&na is authorised by the Veda,’ it 
v on Id be a self-contradiction to assert that ! it ia prohibited.’ And again 
while considering the injunction of the Syena, &o., it is not right to 
introduce the consideration of ‘ Slaughter’ ’ in general,”

205. “ Because Slaughter is only a resultant of these (sacrifices), 
differing from them in its most essential feature ; inasmuch as it consists 
entirely of the destroying of life, while the ‘ pyena ’ sacrifice is something 
entirely different, like the sword (which also helps in the hilling).”

200. “ The assumption of ■ttlvic.e too is not proper with regard to
a subject which is not fit for an injunction. And again if < pyena, ’ Ac., be 
not said to form the objects of in junctions, what else could ” p

18 a uruveiml rnl° tlu,t ‘ injunctions refer to two factors of 
a BluivanS (i.e., the means and the process),’— and this rule would be 
contradicted (if the character of Injunction be denied to the ' Svena’ l ” 

207-20S. “ The Jyofciahfcoma and others too that are held to' bo 
luavma, wo.i,d cease to he so; because these are also accompanied by 
felaughter (of the sacrificial animals), tfor can an object, which is not 

enjoined, form part either of the result or the means of an action.”

present instance Of the " <?y§na, >’ however, it is neither " Codaiialaksbami,”  nor nn

S08 Just as wo have an affirmative inj,motion “ Shodagivam grihndti, ’’-and  
then again its negation “ nn shofagimm grihndtf,” -w here the latter negation only 
serves tc preclude the holding of the Skoda,i vessels , awl in no case can it imply that 
euohhol^w ouhi constitute asm. Similarly, in the case in question, danger (in 
the Qyena ) is enjoined, while slaughter (in general) is prohibited ; where this latter 
wouh only preclude the slaughter from the sacrifice, and cannot imply its sinfulness.

80S Aa th° swerd by which the animal is killed is not »  daughter,» so also the.
Qj na (which brings about the death of tho enemy) cannot, in itself, be called 

* aiangritGiv9
„ o  Tv lh : \  refers to the passage—" tasyfyamabhytiptyah iti thhamupadegoh” 
“ Gould not be saxd ’ -o v e n  in the face of such direct injunctions as “  Gyenena 
yRjSta.”

*01 “ Wo uld be contradicted ” i.e., if the « (Jygna "  (which is the means of killing
an enemy) wore denied to be the object of injunction, then the universal rule would be 
contradicted, and would give rise to the absnrdity noted in the following Ranks -  
"  Jyotisbtoma,”  4o., also being only the means to the attainment of Heaven, &c,

ST- i Nor can, $"c.”~ I f  “ pyena,”  4a , were not the objects enjoined, then they 
could, in no onse, form the necessary constituents of either their results or means.

I ©  (SI.
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209. “ That which has been laid down as the mocms cannot be 
denied to bo 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 account 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 -1 1 . Either in the case o f activity towards, or cessation from , (a 
certain course of action) , the conception, resulting from the hearing of the word, 
is “ Oodana ” —this general definition (of “ Coda nil” ) was in the mind 
of the author of the Bhashya. The mention of the character of enjoining 
positive activity (in the Bhashya) may be explained as only citing an 
example (of Codana).

212. For if ( “ Codana’' 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 duo to 
the occurrence (in the Sutra) of the word 11 Avtlm,” (which seems to 
restrict the definition to positive Injunctions).

213. Qr the definition ( “ pravartakam vakyam Oodana ”) may he 
explained as reforing only to such f  Oodana ” as forms the authori ty 
for Duty.

213-211 Such being the ease, the comprehension of the objects of 
positive injunctions as leading to merit, would be derived from Positive 
Injunctions j and the ascertainment of the fact of the prohibited objects 
being sinful, would be got at through tho Prohibitory Injunctions. Thus 
then by the mention of “ Artha ” (in the Sutra) what is meant is that the

Sli> By this and the few following Knrfkfis, the VSrtika meets the abovo 
objections. “ Thus,” — i,e., aa the meaning of the Bhashya is as explained below} and 
it cannot bo taken literally.

>1* li Occurrence of the word • artha,’ ”—U., because in the aphorism, the word 
‘ Oodana ”  occurs together with tho word “ Artha ” ! and that which is an Artha 
(pos:; ive virtno) is always an object of positive injunction.

*13 Positive Injunction is the sole authority of “ Duty” ; and as it is “ D oty” 
alone that has been defined in the aphorism, tho Bhashya takes up the consideration 
of only the positive form of Codnnu (and leaves off the negative form, as not 
appertaining to the definition of “  D aty” ) } hence the Bhashya—11 Pravartakam 
vakyam, Codand."

2,3.*.4 Granted that Codand refers both to Positive Injunctions and Prohibitions.
E . eo then, the fact of the “  Agnishtoma, ” Ac. (tvhtch are objects of positive injunc
tions) leading to Merit, would be got at, through positive injunctions alone; just as 
tho fact of “ Brahmaua-slanghter” (which is an object of Prohibition) being the 
cause of demerit (and thereby being sinful) will be got at through tho Prohibitory 
Injunctions. J. has then the Positive Injunctions treat of tho cause of Merit (Artha),
and the 1 inhibitory ones of tiro cause of demerit or sin (Anartho),
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character of “ Dh&rma ” (Duty) belongs only to the object positively  
enjoined.

215. And the sinful character of the prohibited action is got at 
indirectly by implication, and is not mentioned directly in the Sutra.

215- 210, Therefore (in the passage “ Ubhayam iha Codanayd 
lakahyate” ) the word “ Ubhayam” (both) would refer to two groups of 
actions, represented each by the ‘performance of sacrifice*, and the killing 
of a Brfflimam, which form the objects of Injunction and Prohibition, 
respectively.

2 1 6 - 218. Though the “ £?ySna ” is also an object of positive Injunc
tions, and its result too (the death of the enemy) is a desirable one,—  
yet a sinful character is attributed, to it indirectly, through (the character 
of) its results. This will be made clear by the clauses, “ Pratiehiddhh 
hi *d /’ “  Hinsah-i s& ” and “ N&bhicar&t,”  If however the sinful character 
of the * pygua,’ belonged to its own form, then the subsequent passages 
(Hinsa hi sa, &c.), would become incompatible.

219. Because the f'yena having beeu once positively enjoined, a 
prohibition can hardly be applicable to it directly.

219- 220. If however the word “ Codanft ”  were restricted to posi
tive Injunctions alone, then the passage u Ubhayam, & a ,” would have to 
be taken to) refer to the Means and the Result. y

220- 221. The (causal) relation between the Means and the Result, 
having beers established by the Positive Injuution, both of these would 
form the objects of Indication (i.t\, by the mention of the relation between 
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 Bhashya by the

Sit.lt Though “ Pyena" and the rest are not, in themselves, sinful, for reasons 
shown, above, yet a sinful character is attributed to them, second-hand, on account of 
the sinful character of their results, (“ tlpaoara ”  is secondary, indirect or figura
tive application). As the character of the cause transfers itself to the effect, and 
vice ver$&, therefore the sinful character of the Basalt (killing) transfers itself to the 
canae (the ' s (JJyima,” sacrifice). Because the mention of the fact of its being "prohi
bited ”  cannot directly refer to the “ flyona," which is not prohibited, we must 
accept the Result alone as the direct object of prohibition. All the clauses quoted 
point to tho fact that the Bhashya. only means to apply sinfulness to the Results.
For that which is doc Jared to he sinful is the “ slaughter,”  and certainly tho “ fjyena ”  
is not “ slaughter,”  bub only a cause that brings about “ slaughter” as its Result. 
Therefore, the assertion that. “ slaughter is sinful ” can be made to attribute sinfulness 
to the “ QySua,”  only indirectly—through the relation of Cause and Effect,

*(S It is only the Result that is the direct object of prohibition, which can apply 
to “ Qyeaa”  only indirectly; and then too, only ou account of the sinfulness of its 
Results.

ai9.se The meaning of the Bhashya being “ Both—the means and the end— 
constitute the Codana.”
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words “ Artha” and u AnaRha”). “ Heaven" and the like (i.e., Artha) 
are got at, without trespassing on any prohibition; white “ slaughter” 
and the like (i.e., Anariha) are accomplished only by trespassing upon 
prohibitions contained elsewhere in the scriptures.

222- 223. The cognition of the Bh&vana does not serve to lay down 
the Result,— as we shall explain later on, and as Jaimini has also 
declared that “ the object of desire is got at per Indication, and not 
directly from the Injunction.”

223- 225. Tims 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 
“ fyd n a” ) leading to sin, yet the form proper of the “ fySna ” 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 BhavanS,— has takeu exception to the fact of the sinful (“ pyena’) 
being enjoined as a Duty,

226- 227. The clause “ Naive. ”  however serves to set aside the idea 
of the Result forming an object of Injunction, 14 What then would be

833.338 « The result does not, Sfc. " —This anticipates the following objection :
Slaughter is enjoined in the Injunction 4 Qyenendbhicaran Yngeta' and as such 

how can it be said to be prohibited ” P The sense of the reply is that, as above 
explained, the operation of the Injunction does not extend to the Result; and, in the 
present case,4 slaughter ’ ia only the Result of the " Qyena ” sacrifice.

"W e shall explain,” fy'C., in the TCaril.a—"Uddegacca phalat-wena, &c.f &e." The 
same fact is also implied in. tho Bhashya "  janatyevamasan mayd karlavyam” —(He 
knows what is to be accomplished by him—i.e., the Result)— "  ugmyantn na vedo" (Ho 
knows not the means whereby it is to bo accomplished)—, and it is this means that 
is enjoined in tho Injunction ' Qyenenabhieharan Yajeta"

S38.3S Though the positive Injunction— “  Q yenendbhicaran T a jS ta "  enjoins the 
44 Qyena ” sacrifice, yet it. does* not set aside the prohibition of 44 slaughter ”—proceeding 
from the sacrifice. The construction of the Bhlshya would be explained in tho 
following manner: Both tho Result and the Means are indicated by the Codanu *
the Result again is of two kinds— m eritoriou s and s in fu l. In the question—what is 
4 A r i h a * f —the word ‘ Artha' refers to the means leading to a m eritoriou s Result—the 
4 Jyotififcoma,' Ac., being such means. In the question—what is 1 Anartha ’ P—we must 
apply the word 'Anartha’ to the form of the sin fu l Res nit, making ‘ (fyen d d ih  ’ =*ths 
Result oi tho 14 QySna’’ sacrifice, &o.,-—tm : ‘ slaughter.* Thus then the means leading 
to a  meritorious Result is Dharma, and the sinful ends—4 slaughter ’ and the like- 
come to be Adharma ; while the means leading to such sinful ends are neither Dharma 
nor Adharma.

&U.36 The objector is made to say (in the Bhlshya)— 44 Kathampnnarenarthah 
k&riftvyatuyopodigyatS,”—this objection being based npon tho misconception that tho 
Result forms a constituent part of the Injunction. Tho fact however is that the Result 
is. not what is enjoined; and as such, the injunction of the “ ^ySna” sacrifice cannot 
be taken as enjoining 1 Slaughter,’ which, ia distinctly sinful.



the object of the Injauction.in question 1 ? The Bhashya replies • “ Cybna
and the other sacrifices.” n

227- 228. In the question as well as in the reply, the affix “ tayya 
(in “  Kartavyataya ” ) is need in the sense of “ Injunction,” and not in 
the sense of the “ Result ; ” because this latter sense would not serve
any purpose in either case (question or answer).

228- 229. Because the character of the Result is also held to belong 
to what is sinful, and (as such) not enjoined ■ and that which is enjoined 
is always accepted as being meritorious, oven when it does not bear the
character of the Result. >

229- 230. By infeerpretting the pafcri-affix (in 41 Ablucaran ) as
signifying ‘ a distinctive mark or attribute,’ and by speaking of the 
prescriptions of the “ Pyeua” Ac., the author of the Bhashya clearly 
explains what he means; otherwise (if the explanation of the Bhashya 
were rejected) there could be no ground for the injunction of such 
sacrifices.

230- 333. The word ‘ Sdi ’ in (CyenMayah) would denote the tact ot 
the process (of the ‘‘ Qyfcna” ) also forming an object of. the Injunction; 
therefore it must be only that form of sanctioned killing, v-hidi or ins
part of the Result, that is prohibited. „

231- 232. Those people that apply prohibition also to the “ killing 
occurring in the other two factors (of the Bhavana; viz., tho means and

2 8 8 .8 9  The d rin k in g  o f  wine is also a s in fu l r es u lt , but as this is not enjoined, it 
cannot be the ground of the above objection. And again, since the "  Milking Vessel” 
which lias been enjoined, and as such, constitutes Merit, it is only the setting aside 
of tho fact of its being enjoined, that one—who would seek to prove its sinful 
character— should attempt ; and not tho sotting aside of the Result,

229,.80 «  How is it concluded that by naiva the Bhashya means to negative the 
ini unction of anything that Is sinful ” ? The Bhashya explains tho Present Participle 
Affix in ‘ A h h ic a r a n ' as signifying « distinctive feature,”—-the meaning of the word
being, “ one who is characterised by a desire to kill’' ;  and doubtless, this distinctive
characteristic does not stand m need of a Vedio Injunction; therefore "  Slaughter ’ 
cannot bo an obioct of Injunction. And again, the Bhashya saya-“ t6shttmupade?ah, 
&o” (the prescription of th ese -" <?yena,” &c.) ; whereby it is shown that what is 
meant to he proved by the foregoing sentences is tho sotting aside of tho idea of the 
Result forming the object of Injunction and not the negation of the fact of 
„ gygna » &Gl) being en joined , because tho Yoda cannot reasonably proscribe anything
that has not been enjoined. . . . . . .

280.81 ‘< Vedic foiling,” be., that form of hilling which happens to be mentioned
in the Veda.

2 8 1.8 2  Some people (the Bankhyns, f. i.) apply the prohibition of 1 Slaughter also 
to such ki l l i n g  m  occurs in the Means and the Process of positively meritorious 
sacrifices, like the -  Jyotishtoma, ” Ac., which they thereby seek to prove to be sinful. 
This is to be set aside by the two aphorisms quoted. The meaning of the first 
aphorism is this ; “ It is Said down as a general rule that all libations are to be poured 
into the Ahavaniya Fire ; and in regard to the “ Soma” sacrifice it is laid down as a

g g  ^l o k a y a k u k a .
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the process) , — are met by the Sutras “ Avitjeshona Yacchastram ” aud 
i( Varaufiiva Qirovat C'yut ” (vi-vi-2 ).

232-233, Tiien again an action which is not directly obstructed by 
a prohibition, cannot be sinful. And, (such sinful character not being 
amenable to Sense-Perception and the other means of right notion) any 
assumptions to that effect, would be groundless. For we do not perceive 
any fault (evil) in the {sacrificial) slaughter, during the time that it is 
being done.

234 ft von with regard to the Slaughter that does not form part of 
the sacrifice, the disgust that we feci is only based upon the prohibitive 
scriptural texts (which we do not find in the case of the Sacrificial 
killing).

234- 235. The foot that wo perceive tho pain of the slaughtered animal 
could not lead to the inference of such pain reverting to the agent ( the 
killer, in his future birth). Because such Inference is contradicted by 
facts occurring during the process of killing.

235- 2 3 6 .  The form of such Inference would be “  Slaughter produces 
for the slaughterer, after his death, results similar to those that happen 
to the animal k illed , --because it (slaughter) is an action,— like Gharity 
in accordance with the Scriptures.”

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

special rule that the libations are to bo poured into the Fire prepared in a place where 
the seventh step of the cow (which la paid as the price of the Soma used) happens 
to fall; and in this particular ease, the former general rule is sot aside by the latter 
special rule.”  The second aphorism is time explained; “ As a, general rule, the 
touching of the dead human body is prohibited ; bat in rogm d to a particular sacrifice—, 
it is enjoined that a human skull is to be kept in a particular place. Here too, the 
latter Injunction sots aside the former general Prohibition.’ As in these two coses, 
so also, in the case of killing, though there is a general prohibition of killing, yet in 
regard to the f‘ Jyotishfcoma”  sacrifice, the killing of the sacrificial animal is specially 
laid down; and hence this latter Injunction sets aside the former general Prohibition.
All these arguments are refuted in the “ Tattwakamnudi ”  on Sdnlchya-karika 2.

23S..as This is in anticipation of the objection that, though not directly prohibited, 
yet the killing of scrilloia. animals would be sinful.

&SK3b Yon infer that one who kills will have to suffer retributive pain in the 
future ; but then and there, during the “  slaughter ”  itself, there is a contradiction of 
th is; inasmuch as we find the killer deriving pleasure from the act.

This formulates the inference referred to. Charity brings pleasure to the 
person receiving it; and the giver too is rewarded with similar pleasures in bis 
next life.

SS&.37 Intercourse with the Preceptor's wife gives pleasure to the object of the 
Intercourse (the w ife); and as such, in accordance with your reasoning, the 
perpetrator of this crime should be rewarded with happiness in bis future lives.

' G° t & X
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1337*238. And the premises too would be contrary to the conclusion ; 
because the result accruing to the slaughterer would, according to the 
reasoni ng, 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.

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 bis gifts ; 
thus too your instance fails in establishing what you seek to prove.

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

24-1. If in Chanty the object (given) be meant to be the instance, (as 
in animal jlaughter is meant the object killed),— then too, what sort 
of result (in the shape of pleasure or pain) could accrue to the object that 
is given away (namely, gold, silver and the like ) ?

2Sr.S8 “ In a syllogistic argument, the Middle Term has an application tliat is in 
accordance wit h the instance quoted. In the present case, this instance is 1 Charity ’ ; 
therefore the effect resulting from 'slaughter’ should be similar to that resulting 
from ‘ Charity.’ With regard to ‘ Charity,’ we have understood the Result to be 
the attainment of the end mentioned in its Injunction ; and in accordance with yonr 
Major Premiss, this same result would also belong to the case of ‘ slaughter/ And 
through the Injunction of ‘ Slaughter’ (in connection with Sacrifices) we come to the 
conclusion that its effect is Merit; and thereby it ceases to be sinful. Thus in seeking 
to prove (by means of yonr syllogism) that * Slaughter is sinful,’ yon have proved its 
contrary ; and further, when the Result is in keeping with the Injunction, it cannot be 
painful.’*— S-igika.

8S8.B9 As the result accruing to the Giver is not the same as that which belongs 
to the Receiver, so, the Result to tho kilter could not be the same as that belonging to
the killed.

j$0.*O “ Contradiction”— i.e., instead of establishing the sinfulness of “ Slaughter,’ 
yon would be premising the contrary. An animal sacrifice has for its “ Sampradana” 
(the objects to which the offering is made), the deities, Agni and Soma. And ns these 
Deities become pleased by the offering, your argument would go to prove that the 
slaughterer (the saerificor) would he reaping a harvest of happiness in retribution 
of the pleasure he gives by tho ‘ s lau ghter,a  conclusion which cannot be very 
palatable to you. Because in that case, * slaughter ’ ceases to be sinful; as sin can, in 
r.o case, be said to bring about happiness to one who commits i t ; and this is the 
conclusion derived from yonr argument; whereby you sought to prove the sinfulness 
of “ Animal-slaughter ” !
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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 haring the fact 
of sacrificial Slaughter being enjoined as the Reason.

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

243- 44. For those who declare * Dharm a’ to bo due to helping 
others to happiness, and ‘ Adharm a’ to be due to earning pain to thers,—  
for these people ‘ Japa’ and ‘ wine drinking ’ would be neither Dharmd 
nor Adharma.

244- 45. And again one who, though with qualms of conscience, has 
intercourse with his preceptor’s wife, would be incurring a great Hit arm a ; 
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 further, he who would ascertain (the character of) 
Adharma independently of Scriptural prohibitions, would land himself 
on ‘ Mutual Dependency ’— inasmuch a? he would be attributing sinfulness 
(Adhamna) to pain, and pain again to sinfulness.

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

SiI.4J The form of the argument, in which Japa and Homa are instances, ia this 
“ Animal-slaughter at a sacrifice will bring about happiness,—because it has been 
enjoined,—like the Japa, Ac.”

24?.4l Because “ Japa,”  which is acknowledged to be Dharma, brings pleasure 
to none ; nor does “ wine-drinking,” which is acknowledged to be Adharma, bring 
nain to others. This Efirikii and the next are meant to refute the Utilitarian theory 
of morals.

244.45 Because, according to yoa, the only standard of Dharma is that ifc should 
bring happiness to others.

2*5.48 Reasonings based upon the utilitarian theory do not condemn adultery . 
and you accept no oti w standard of morality; how, then, do yon explain the qualms 
of conscience in one who commits that deed ? For, certainly he ia not conscious of 
having given pain to any person.

2t3_4T if you hold 'Adultery’ to be sinful, on the ground of the pain it brings, in 
the shape of the qualms of conscience to its perpetrator, then you land upon a mutual 
interdependence. Because, in that case, you would ho attributing the qualms of 
conscience to the sinfulness of the deed, and again its sinfulness you would base upon 
the qualms of conscience it produces.



248-49. Therefore leaving aside pleasure and pain, and 1-heir 
opposites,— people, who wish to know Dliarma and Adharma, ought to 
look oat for positive injunctions and prohibitions (in the Scriptures)

2-19-52. “ In one place fin the case of the killing of a Bi ahmana)
Slaughter has been declared to have fcho capacity of causing Bib; and this 
(capacity) cannot be set aside even by a positive Injunction (i.e., even if 
Slaughter bo in another place, enjoined as a Duty) ; because the Scripture 
does not either add to or subtract from, the capacities of substances and 
actions ; it simply serves to declare such faculties as already belong to 
theta- And of a similar nature is this action (animal-slaughter in a sacri- 
fice); and therefore it is only In accordance with the Scripture— anu 
not by Inferential reasoniug,— that we declare the sinful character of 
sacri tieial Slaughter ’

252-54. Those who confidently declare thus, should consider the 
following questions’ (.1) Does a yiidra go to hell for the drinking of 
wine f  ( 2) Does the “ Taisyas bo tin ”  bring about its result when per
formed by a Brahmana or a Kshatriya ? (3 ) Do proper effects result from, 
the <( Ishfci ” if performed on the fifth day of the mouth, (4) or from the 
l< Agi'ihotra,” if performed in the middle of the day

254- 55. As a matter of fact, the specific result of an action belongs 
to another, only when it is precisely - of the same character, as is said 
in the Veda to belong to the former action, which is distinctly mentioned 
as bringing about that particular result.

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

SU9.51 Some peoplo base their theory of the sinfulness of all kinds of hilling 
on the scriptural prohibition “ kill not a Brtihmana and it is this theory, that is 
expounded in the KnrikS. “  Killing”  is one only; and henoe if it he prohibited in one 
,• m-,0, by that fact alone, it com os to acquire a sinful character, which becomes perma
nent and cannot be set aside by any number of passages positively enjoining it.

i f  what is onec declared in the Veda be held to be permanent and 
nimiodifiable, then (1 ) the “ drinking of wine, ” which has been prohibited for the 
Brahmans, would come to be prohibited for the lower castes also; (2) iho 
% Vvihjyasfeoraa"  sacrifice has been- hud down for the Vai^ya oaato, bringing about 
certain specifics results; and, in accordance with your premiss, this saoriBoe would 
bring about the aamo results, when performed by men of the other castes also; f3) 
the “ Ishti ”  has been laid down, as to be performed on the last day of the month, 
when alone it can bring about its proper result ; 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 th© “  Agiiihotra’ > which has beon eu joined 
as to be performed in the morning.

a&t.sfe If a certain notion with certain qualifications, be declared in the Veda, 
as loading to certain definite results,— then such results could belong to those actions 
alone, as qualified in. iho Veda. And hence, your argument loses its ground. Because 
the Veda has declared only the killing of a Brdhmana to bo sinful, and from this you 
infer the sinfulness of all kinds of killing.

()0 (,’ LOKAVA IVI'S KA.
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■Means and Proeess); else whore (».«., in tho case. of Slaughter enjoined as 
the means or as forming part o£ the process) such (idea of sinfulness) 
is set aside by the positive Injunction (which enjoins Slaughter either 
as the means to the accomplishment of a certain action, or as forming 
part of t he procedure of a certain sacrifice).

256- 57. What is got at from the Scripture is a comprehension of tho 
faculties (of substances and actions), and not any additions or substruc
tions (of faculties). These latter are regulated according to the differences 
among tho actions themselves.

257- 58. W e find a certain difference in the character of the same 
thing, even in the case of actions with, visible results —  e.g., the (effects 
produced by the same) action of eating, on the healthy and the un
healthy.

258. Though the form of ‘ Slaughter ' is the same, in all eases, yet -  
there is a difference among the different kinds of Slaughter due to the
f ret of its being or not being subsidiary to a sacrifice positively enjoined.

259. If (even  in. tho face of such arguments) yon declare that the 
result is one and the same (in the ease of all killing), then from the 
fact of every action being an action, we would havo a Universal Confusion 
(Commixture); and on account of the similarity of having the character 
of a sacrifice, all the sacrifices “  Citra/’ “ Jyotishtoma, &c., would come to 
have the same result.

2G0. If in these latter oases, you make restrictions through the 
differences among the sacrifices, we would have the same resource in the 
case 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 result is such as is desirable for men, 
either directly or indirectly ; therefore they cannot be taken to imply 
anything that is not so desirable.

866.ST Additions or subtractions of faculties aro brought about according to the 
nature of the aotions iu question; and they cannot ho said to belong equally to all 
cases,

851.63 We know that eating produces pleasure ; bat, wo find that au unhealthy 
person, who has no appetite and relish for his food, does not derive any pleasure from 
eating. Thus we find that the same action brings about different results in different 
cases.

353 The "Slaughter’' which is subsidiary to another act is not sinful; and that 
which is not a subsidiary, but an independent act in itself, is sinful,

869 Every action has the general character of “ Action ” ; and if a single point 
of similarity between any two actions be the ground for an identity in their results, 
then nil actions would havo the same result, because they are all similar, in having the 
general cl trueter of “ action.”

sss.51 And d.s tho aim Of the person cannot but be happiness to himself,
, anything sinful cannot be the object of an Injunction.
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201-62. We do not find any siiiCulnesn mentioned in connection with 
such Slaughter as is enjoined as subsidiary to certain sacrifices ; nor is 
such (sinful character) to he assumed (in the case of such Slaughter) 
through other prohibitions. Nor can the result of these subsidiary 
(slaughters he 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. la  such cases, we have no occasion for making assumptions of 
sinfulness ; because wo do not stand in need of any such assumption.

263-6:1. 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). Even in the “ Qyena,1' sinfulness does not attach to that 
Slaughtering which forms part of the sacrifice itself.

265. Therefore wo declare sinfulness to belong to only that Slaughter 
which does not form part of a sacrifice. In the case of the “ pyena,” 
it is mentioned as the Result; and hence, in this case, it cannot be said to 
bo the object of an Injunction.

266. Because though the Injunction, belongs to the complete Bhavana 
(consisting of the three factors, Means, Procedure and Resnlt), yet it ceases 
to apply to the factor of Result. Consequently “  pyena ” and the rest, by 
themselves can be neither “  Dharma nor “ Adharma.”

267. It is through the sinful character of their Result, that the 
character of Adharma is attributed to them. The “ Cyena ” having all 
its requirements fulfilled by only one Result, it cannot have two.

aoi.fla if  the subsidiary daughter were to have any effect upon, human wishes, 
then there might be some doubts as to its being sinful. But as a matter of fact, it is 
not s o ; as such slaughters are mentioned in an altogether different context. This is 
explained later on. The diroot help is such ns when certain offerings' have to be made 
out of the limbs of the animal killed.

2*3 What wo require in that particular context is something that would help the 
sacrifice ; and as suob, the “  Slaughter” is at once interpreted as affording such help. 
So there is no occasion for postulating its sinfulness,

The Injauction take-in only the Means and the Procedure; and as in the 
case of the ” (Irena ”  sacrifice, “ Slaughter”  is declared to he the Result, it caunot 
form an object of the Injunction.

8*1 “  The Qyena, $'c.” — This is said in anticipation of the following objection: 
*.* wo coaid make sin also the direot result of the (Jye.ia sacrifice, just like the death of 
the enemy, thus getting rid of the indireot attribution of sinfulness through the 
Result.”  The sense of t he reply is that ail the factors of the “  Bhitvana ” (signified 
by the sentence enjoining the “  (lyens” ) being fulfilled by the death of the enemy 
as its Result, it does not stand in need of any other Result; and hence it is 
absolutely useless to postulate another Result, in the shape of sin, when all our 
needs are satisfied by the former Result alone, And one “ Bhlvana ’ c$u have only 
one Result,

i  ■ )
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268. Therefore the sir,fulness (of the “ Pygna” ) is said to be due 
to “ Slaughter” which is an action other than the “ py gnu ” itself.

268-69, That action alone is called “ Dharma,” which, even through 
its result, does not become tainted with sin; because such an action 
cannot but bring about happiness to the agent.

269. (Obj.). “ But the character of ‘ Dharm a* would also belong 
to the “  ttyena,” &o., on account of these being the means of attaining a 
desirable end.”

270. (Bop.), But even then the 'Result of these would not cease to be 
sinful. .And wo must also consider the following points, in this connection :

270- 71. If ‘ Dharma ’ be explained as that by means of which something 
desirable would be accomplished, without the least taint of anything undesir
able, then the “ PySna” and the rest would become excluded (from the 
category of “ Dharma” ).

271- 72. If 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 “ pygna” 
come under the category of “ Dharma.”

272- 73. But if by ‘ Adharma’ we understand anything that causes 
pain either directly or indirectly, and which may have been laid down in 
the Veda,— then the “ Pyena ” would be included in the category of 
“ Adharma.”

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

274- 75. And if one were to argue, without any regard to the Scrip
tures,— he would also prove the incapability of accomplishing “  Heaven ” 
with regard to Sacrifices; because (they may urge that) these (sacrifices) 
are actions, like * eating ’ and the like (which do not lead to Heaven).

268.69 Therefore the “  <?y£na ” sacrifice can never be “  Dharma," inasmuch as 
it is tainted with sin, through its Result j and it has already been proved in Kurikac-i 
267-68, that it is not ”  Adharma."

*1® The Result of “  ^yetia ” has boou proved to be sinful, and now we must consider 
the character of the sacrifice itself.

810.il This Karika and the nest consider what ordinary people understand by 
“  Dharma ”  and "  Adharma.’ ’

811.18 That is, explaining propriety of performance as capability of causing hap
piness.

218-73 Thus, in reality, the “  pyeria”  is neither “ Dliarm« ”  nor “  Adharma.”
874-76 Because sacrifices are accepted as the means of leading to Heaven, on the 

sole ground of the Veda. And if one were to disregard this, no such capability in the 
sacrifice could bo proved, In fact we would have an irrefutable argument to fhe 
contrary, viz., '‘ Sacrifices cannot lead to Heaven, because they are actions, like 
Eating,"

( ®  <3L
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275- 76. The sinfulness (of sacrificial slaughter),, postulated on tlie 
strength of passages from the Gita, Mantras, and other .Eulogistic 
passages,— contra,diets the direct assertions of the Veda (which distinctly 
enjoins saorifieial slaughter); and hence these (passages) must be taken 
to have some other meaning.

276- 77. (O bj.). “ The Sutra and the Vedie sentences being of equal 
importation to the student, and the incapability (of signifying something) 
also applying equally to both (in the mind of the student),— the clause 
1 not in the Sutras’ is no reply (to the objection raised in the Bhashya).”

277- 78.. (B p.). This clause na sutre$hu >} serves only to reply to 
the aforesaid “ exclusive specification ” : Because in the case of the 
interpretation of the Sutras, this method ( ‘ splitting of the sentence ’ and 
other indirect methods of interpretation) is applicable (when the sense 
thus indirectly got at is supported by other evidences).

278. Or the Sutra itself may be repeated; or as a last resource, we 
may have recourse to “ Taotra”  (a conventional subserviency) in accordant

876.7? The Bhashya (pp. 5-6) having raised the objection*. “ But the aphorism 
is incapable of giving the two meanings ”  [namely, (1) that the Veda is the authority 
for Duty, and (2) that Duty is that which brings about happiness],—replies by adding 
that the sy ni a, a ideal split that tho objector has urged against such double signification, 
does not affoet tho case of tho aphorism, In tho Karika, the objector gays that the 
Veda and the Sutras are both equal, in the eyes of the student ,

#77.19. Though both the Veda and tho Sutra are equal to the student, yet com
mentators have been found to explain the Sutras by double interpretations. It was 
with this view, that, in explaining the opening sentence of the Bhoshya, we have 
taken it to signify “  exclusive specification,” — fcho sense of the clause “  sati satnbhava "  
having been explained as that “ it is only when tho ordinary significations of the words 
of tho aphorism . an. reasonably he accepted, without contradicting the Veda, that such 
significations are to bo accepted; otherwise, if such signification bo found to militate 
against tiie Veda, then, in interpreting the aphorism, >yo must have recourse to in
direct methods of signification.”

278 That is, in order to signify both the facts, tho aphorism may be read 
over twice, The second part of the Karika is not easily intelligible} hence the 
explanation of the NySyaratndkara is reproduced : “ The word 1 Dharma,’ for instance, 
may be taken to bo uttered as a ‘ Tautra,’—i.e , it may be conventionally accepted as 
the subordinate word iti the sentence ; and for this reason, it would bo constructed with 
each of the other two words, simultaneously : when taken with the first word 
'Codanalakshanah,’ it would give the meaning that1 Duty has Veda for its authority ; ’ 
and when taken with the second word 1 Arthah ’ it would Bignify that ‘ Duty is the 
means of happiness.’ And as both those constructions aro accepted simultaneouslyj 
there is no syntactical split, in reality. In this case, the word ‘ CodanMakshayah ’ 
would be the subject and 1 Dharmah ’ the Predicate, of the first proposition ; while of 
tho second proposition, ‘ Dharmah ’ would be tho subject and ‘ Arthah 1 the “ Predicate.”
Tho two propositions may be thus stated s (1) 1 That which has Veda for its authority 
is Dhartha,’ and (2) 1 Dharrna is the cause of happiness.’ The meaning that tho Sutra 
would give, when the other two words are made subservient 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 Sutra),

279. Or we may make two Sutras out of the one, iti accordance with 
the theory that the Sutra only gives certain portions (of two sentences),

279- 80. These two (sentences constituting the Sutra) are assumed 
to depend upon one another, on account of proximity. And the assumption 
of a portion (of the second sentence) is not meant simply to complete the 
sentence.

280- 81. Though the sentence “ Atha va, &c. ” (in the Bkashya) 
explains each of the constituents to refer to ‘ Pharma/ as qualified 
(by the definition afforded by another), yet the syntactical split remains 
just the same.

281- 82. Therefore the real answer (to the objection raised in the 
Bhashya) would be one of the following: either (1) that the ‘ name’
( “ Pharma” ) is subservient (to the other two factors) ; or (2 ) that the 
‘ name’ and the word “ Lakshana” may be construed with “ Artha ” ; 
or (3 ) that the word ' Lakshana ’ may be taken to be subservient to the 
words 11 Dharma and “ Artha.”

282- 83. “ Dharma in general, being previously known, as soon as its

810 Thia is what the Bhashya has done. The be use is this: Sutras, being 
extremely brief, are not expected o give every sentence in its entire form. The pre
sent Sutra is really made up of two Sutras—(l) "Artho dharmah ”  (Dharma is the 
cause of happiness), and (2) “  CodandhtMianah ”—this latter being only a part of tlxo 
complete sentence . "  Godandlakshano dharmah” (that which is based upon the Veda 
is Dharma).

87V.30 If both these constituent Sutras were taken independently, then, the 
Sutra, “  Codandlahihano Dharmah ”  would make the | $yeua” -also a Dharma j and, 
on the other hand, the Sutra “ Artho Dharmah ”  would make any source of happiness a 
Dharma. In order bo guard against these anomalies, the Karika adds that the word 
“  Dharma,” in each of these sentences, is taken in the light of its definition afforded 
in the other • tho Sutras are to be interpreted as interblended together, and forming 
only one Sutra.

SSi.13 If we accept the first a i tier native, then the construction of the Sutra 
would bo this: “  Oodandlakshano Dharmah-Dharmo'rthah.” In accordance with the 
second alternative, the construction would be—■" Artho Dharmah-artha.qodanalakuKanah.”
In the third case, the construction would be .“ Arthcyodanalakshaifdh Codandtakshano 
Dharmah." The meaning, in the second case, would be “ Dharma is the cause of 
happiness,—and the cause of happiness too only such as is laid down in the Veda.”
In die third case, tho moaning would bo—“ The cause of happiness is as declared 
hi tho Veda,—and that which is authorised by the Veda is Dharma.” The meaning 
obtainable in the first case, has already been explained in note 278.

S38. fffi The objection is that the word "arthah” in toe Sutra is superfluous; 
because when we know what Dharma is, we know it only as bringing a b ou t h ap  pine as ; 
and hence, as soon as its authority has been declared, it at once cotnos to bo recognised 
as the means of happiness (“ Artha” ) ;  and as such, there is no use of having this 
word iu the Sutra.

9
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authority is declared, it at once becomes a means of happiness ; and as 
siucli, why should the word 1 Artha ’ ( ' means of happiness ’ ) bo mentioned 
in tho Sutra ? "

283-84. (Itcp.) : The fact of having the Veda fen- its authority comes 
to bo predicated of “ Dharma,” only by the addition of tho word 
“ Artha ” ; otherwise there would be a doubt as to its real character,

281-8-5. For in that case, those that are declared (in the Veda), by 
means of prohibitions, to be tlie causes of sin, would also become included 
ih “ Dharma ” ; inasmuch as these also are mentioned in the Veda.

285-86. Therefore that form of the sentence, whereby we could 
Lave the restriction of the definition to the single object ( “ Dharma,” )
— wliioh is possible only if wo admit the word “ Artha,”— is to bo got at 
only by repeating the word ‘ Artha.”

28G-87, The author of tho Bhashya lias also declared tho result 
the exclusion, of slaughter, $‘0,, to be clue to the signification of the word 
*VArtha,” without taking it as qualifying (Dharma),

Thus ends the Vdrttta on Aphorism II.

SWJJ4 If we had only “ Codanalakshano Dharmah" then oven those Acts, 
which are authorised by the Veda in ouo phase, and prohibited in another phase of it, 
would become included in the category of ”  Dharma ” ; and the preclusion of such 
acts would not be possible, unless we added tho word " Arthah,”  which restricts the 
definition to only such as are came* of happiness, and thereby excludes all that is 
sinful.

338-llST Thai anticipates the following objection : “  If the oonstruobion of the sentence 
be ns you have explained it to be, then, how is it that, in the BhSshya, the word 
4 Arthah ’ has been explained as qualifying 'Dharma?’ (Fids Bhashya: ‘ an art ha 
dharma aktO ma hhiiditi arthagrahatfam’).”  Tho sense of tho reply as embodied in tho 
Kiirika is that the Bhashya does not mean “ Arthah ” to be a purely qualifying term j 
because oven without such qualification, tho Bhashya explains tho exolusion of 
“  slaughter”  and other sinful deeds as being due to the direct signification of the word 
“  arthah” itself. The N'ydyaratniikara and the KdgikS interpret this Kiirika differently.
They take it as embodying a reply to the objection urged, against the last sentence of 
the Bhashya on this Sutra, in KSrika 280. Tho moaning of the KSrika, in this case, 
would be this : “  we do not mean to say that tho Sutra mentions * dharmah ’ as qualified 
by ‘ arthah ; * all that the Bhashya moans is that, evon without such specification, the 
word ‘ arthah,’ by itself, would directly lead to tho exclusion of ‘ slaughter’ Ac., by 
means of a particular construction put upon the Sutra; and tho Bhashya—1 athavii, .pc.’
—only gives tho form of the construction that is to be put upon the SStra, in order to 
got at the exclusion of ‘ slaughter, <fco,’—tho literal meaning of the Bhashya being 
4 That which is an Artha (oauso of happiness) has tho character of Dharma, only when 
it is authorised by (distinctly enjoined in) the Veda.' ’*
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AfttORim m  6?

A P H O R I S M  II I .

!e The examination of its cause (follows).”  (I-i-3).
1 -2 . Though, besides) simple declaration, the author of the Bh&shya 

has also added the argument in favour of Ins own theory, to be explained 
later on ; yet the statement that “ the foregoing is a more declaration 
(statement of a proposition) ”  refers to what has been stated by .laimini 
(in the aphorism). Or it may be tbat the Commentator has only pointed 
out the possible arguments— through the mention of the expression “  the 
past, future, (to.’ *

Thus end the Vartikn on tho third Sfitra.

US Tui refers to the following passage of the BhSshya : "  u k ia n ta n m d h h ih  t o d a n a n u  

n i t l a m  d h a r m a s y a  j n a n a m  i t i  p r a t t f n i m M r i $ o l t t a m . ,> The sense of the objection is clear.
The reply mean* that the Bhaabyn passage may be taken as refemig to the Sutra 
alone, which only lays down a simple proposition. The second alternative suggested 
is that the passage may ba taken as reforing to the Bhaabys itself,— the sense, in that 
case, being that whi ; appears an the argument is not brought forward as an argument, 
but only as a simple declaration of the probable features of the object of declaration.
The latter sentence has been translated in accordance with the interpretation of the 
'N y iiy a r a t ’fid k n ra  and the K d q ik a , It may also bo translated thus : “ Of it may be that 
the author of tho Vritti ha* declared the argument beginning with 'pant, over
and above what was necessary n (ami tho Bh*shya has only repeated the declaration of 
the Vritti).
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“  Sense-preception, which ia the cognition of the person, 
brought about by the correct functioning of the sense-organs, 
is not the means (of knowing Duty) ; because .Perception only 
consists in the apprehension of what already exists,”  l-i-4.

1 , I!e,— vvlio 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 declaration, the mere statement of 
the definition can help; and also the reason for the definitions of Inference 
and thereat, being not stated,

3, It is not that these (Inference, &c.), are not means of right 
notion ; nor can it bo held that they are included in “ Sense-perception” ; 
nor lastly (can it be urged that) they hate the same definition (as that of 
Sense-perception) -

d, Noe again can these he (said to have their definitions) indirectly 
implied in the definition of “ Sense-perception.” Because, it is yet to be 
proved that all Means of Right Notion are preceded by “ Sense- 
perception

5, Nor can it be urged that “ a statement of tbe definition of Sense- 
perception is not possible without a concomitant implication of the defini
tion of Inference, Ac. and consequently no indirect implication of these 
can be possible.

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

8 There are two factors in the declaration ; (1) that the Veda is the only means of 
knowing Duty; and (2) that the Voda is always authoritative ; and doubtless none of 
these two propositions is helped by the definition of ** Sense-procoption.”

* “ I n d ir e c t ly .”—Since all other means of knowledge are preceded by Sonse- 
peroeption, the definition of this latter may be said to include those of othors also.

6 A definition can be said to imply only that, in the absence of which the definition 
Itself remains incomplete. But the definition of Sense-perception ia not incomplete 
without that of Inference, Ac.

6 When the definition of Sense-perception gives no idea, either of its precedence or 
non-precedence of Inference and the rest, it is as reasonable to accept the one as the 
other.
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ite precedence or non-precedenco (to other means of Eight Notion); and 
under such circ ume tan cos, why should not the definition of Sense-perception 
be taken to imply the fact of Inference, Ac., not being preceded by Sense- 
perception ?

7- 8. Nor can the definition of Sense-preoeption in any way, give an
i-Jea either of the specific definition, or of the form, or of the extent (or 
limits), of these (Inference, Ac.). And (if it be urged) that “ these are not 
defined, only because they are well-known ” ; tlion that would apply to the 
case of Sense-perception also.

8 - 9, Thus then, the aphorism would either denote the exclusion (of 
ell other Means of Rigid Notion) ; or it might be explained as uttered by 
some silly person : for an intelligent person could never define only one 
among many such Means. And further, when the aphorism can reasonably 
be construed as a single sentence, it is not proper to split it up into two.

10-11. Nor is even Sense-Perception clearly defined by the aphorism ; 
because the definition applies equally to the false semblances thereof 
(i ., mistaken Sense-perception); for the definition only serves to sot aside 
“ D ream - peroep tion, ’ ’ which occurs without the contact of the senses with 
their objects. If (perception bo defined only as the cognition) following 
fr<»m the contact (of the Senses) with an object, then i3ven false im
pressions would become included in the definition.

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

13. It was only when the author of the Vritti found the Aphorism 
(as it stood) unable to signify all that be wished, that he changed the 
reading of the aphorism into “ TatsamprayogB.”

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

1-8 Granted that Inference, &c., art* in variably preceded by Sense-perception j even 
then the definition of Sense-perception oan give ns «o idea of the specific definitions of 
the other Moans of Knowledge—Inference and the rest.

WJI If the Only differentia were the fact of being produced by the contact of tbe 
sense-organs with an object, then only dream-cognition would bo excluded, and all 
sorts of mistaken perceptions, &c., would become included in the definition.

I* The “ Specification "  referred to i« the changing of tbe order of words in the 
aphorism, as assumed by Bhavadiisa. The definition lays down mere “ contact of 
the Sense-organs,”

l* The change in the reading makes the Sutra imply that the contact is with that 
whereof one has tbe perception,

!* The eye secs an object, and this Perception recalls the impressions of other 
objects; then, these latter too,—being, though indirectly, due to the contact of tbs eye, 
though with a different object,—would come to be included in “ Sense-perception,”

tv, ||
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15. If if; he urged that. “ in that case tlm word ‘ Satsamprayogd f 
(• contact ’ ) would become redundant/'— ( we, reply) just so, that is what the 
opponent (of the “ Definition-theory ” ) urges,— as also tho deficiency of the 
definition itself (which has been proved just to ho too Wide).

16. The use of the expression SatsamprayogS would lie in excluding 
“ dream-perception, &c.” Therefore (in this aphorism) to tho unstated 
definition, cannot belong the character either of “ direct- declaration,” or of 
“  supplementary explanation.”

17-18. Therefore the construction (of the aphorism ) cannot bo this :
“ To the cognition, that is comprehended on the contract of the senses, 
belongs the character of Sense-perception , and that which is ' ordinarily 
known as such 4 Sense-perception ’ can be the cause of the apprehension 
of only that which exists; and as such it cannot be the means of knowing 
duty.”

19. The clause “ .Emnlahshanakam hi tat ”  in the BhSshya is not 
meant to signify the form (or definition) (of Perception); what the author 
of the Bhashya means to imply is the special form of Sense-perception,
(by which it cannot he the Means of knowing D uty).

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

21. The “ fact of being a Perception ” is the reason for proving the

18 This shows that even when we do not accept tho “ definition " theory, tho 
expression "  8atxamprayogi ” doaa not become redundant.

“  Therefore, fa .” —Since the definition is not mentioned by name, in the Sutra, 
therefore it cannot be said to be either directly mentioned, or fmpplementarily implied.
The '.’orm of the direct declaration of the definition would be—“ That which is Sense- 
perception has this character ”  ; and the form of tho Definition, as a “  supplementary 
explanation,” would be, “  That Whioh has such a character is Senso-poroeption ” { and 
so long as “  Definition”  has not boen mentioned by name, it cannot be either the one 
or the other.

17-1* The construction here denied is that which has been put on the Sutra by 
Blmradasa, who breaks it up into two parts \ one part ending with “ Protyaksham,” 
which ho takes to bo the definition of Sense-perception, and the rest of the Sutra 
forming tho second part, which ho takes as precluding the fact of such Perception being 
the means of knowing Duty. As this construction necessitates a syntactical split, and 
aa there are other objections to it also (as noted above), the Vartika denies such an 
interpretation of the Sutra,.

These arguments are thus explained in the Nyaya-ratno'kara. ‘ ‘ Sense-percep
tion is not the means, because it consists of tho apprehension of already existing objects ;
(1). It consists of the apprehension of existing objects, because it is brought about by 
direct contact in the present; (2). It is brought about by direct contact in the prosem, 
becanse it is Sense-perception j ”  (3)„ The Sat in “ Batsamprayoga ”  signifies present (con
tact) ; and tho contact too is oo-snbstrate with the Perception. Bhavadasa, on the other 

* hand, has explained Sat'samprayoga” as 'contact with something existing.’ Tho
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l ost ot’ the arguments ; an t aa 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.

2:1, The connection (of the Sutra thus interpreted) with the principal 
subject (or proposition) is established through the signification of the 
unauthpritatiye character of all other Means of Right Notion, (with regard 
to Duty), the nomauthoritatireness of the rest (besides Perception) being 
proved by the absence of premises (which could only be derived from 
Sense-perception).

23, The unauthoritative character of others (besides Sense-percep- 
tion) is easily comprehensible (as implied by such character of Sense- 
perception itself) ; and hence it is not stated (directly) in the Sutra.

2.>-*54. Nov can the objection of the unnecessary character of the 
definition, apply (in our case) ; nor is i he discrepancy in the definition of 
being either too narrow or too wide— applicable to our case.

24-25, \y hat we refer to ia such character of Sense-perception, as
l-' 'V(î  known; and then too, the character of Sense-perception doe;* not 
belong to miragtc (false) perceptions and the like. And us for the chance 
of those latter not being the means (of knowing Duty), we do not deny it,

26-28. “ Dven objects in the past and in the future, and those that are

second half of the Karika ia added in order to guard against the absence of corrobo
rating instances, By making “ Yogio Perception1” tho major term, we get ordinary 
“  Perception ” to serve as a corroborating Instance in the syllogism.

** ^he Sutra, as interpret,tod by .'hitvudisa, has been shown to have no connec
tion with the Principal Proposition ; ' ‘ The Veda alone is the means of knowing 
Duty ; and the present KSrikI explains that this want of connection does not apply 
• n our case; because we take the whole Sutra to mean only that Sense-perception is 
not the means of knowing Duty; and this implies that none other out of the various 
means of Right Notion Inference aud tho rest—can be the means of knowing Duty j 
because all these latter are based upon premises derived from Sense-perception, which 
being precluded from producing any knowledge of Duty, precludes tho applicability 
of all the rest ; and thereby serves to strengthen the original proposition that “ Veda 
aiono is the means of knowing Duty."

**•»*. Because we do not interpret the aphorism as embodying a definition of 
“  Sense-perception.’’

**-*6. What wo mean ia that Sense-perception, which is known to have each a 
character, cannot be the means of knowing Duty. “ Then”—i.e., by referring *o the 
well-known character of Sense-perception.

S*-*8* " *1'° Perception of the l oph, brought about by contemplation, ranches all 
kinds of objects, even those of the past and the like ; and as snob, it would also oom- 
pi t-bond Duty, do,, as held by the Buddhists. And then again, the naturally omniscient 
801,18 of mGU wouId alst> come to comprehend all such objects, when -freed from the 
shackles of the Body; and thus then these souls would also come to perceive Doty 
Ac., as held by the Arhats.’* In reply to these, the aphorism has brought forward the 
lollowmg two arguments, aimed against the amenability of Duty, Ac., to Sense-percen- 
t.on i—(1) Duty is not amenable to Sense-perception,—because Sense-perooptiou cen
s u s  m the comprehension of objects in the present time. (2) Duty is not amenable

%
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extremely subtile in character, and also those at a distance,— some people 
bold to be amenable to the Sense*perception of Yogis, and to that of the 
liberated so u ls  j and therefore ( 1 ) the premissing of the fact of ‘ Sense- 
perception consisting of the comprehension of objects existing in the 
present time,’ becomes inapplicable, in reference to such Yogis, &o., or 
(2 ) the reasoning based upon the future character (of Duty ) would be con
tradicted by the fact of future objects being perceptible to the Yogis.” Jn 
order to avoid these two contingencies, Jaimini has added “ Sat ” (present), 
which indicates something that is well known.

28-29. The Sense-perception of the Yogis too, cannot be any other 
than what is ordinarily known as such. And the very fact of these being 
4 Sense-perception’ 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 ordinary Sense- 
perception.

80-31. The notions that the Yogis have with regard to objects not 
present, cannot, for that very reason, be called “ Sense perception ; ”—  
just like Desire or Remembrance; also because such notions of Yogis 
( with regard to remote objects), are not ordinarily known as “ Sense- 
perception,”— those being more like “ Fancy” than anything else. And 
it is the absence of both that is signified by “ Sat ” (present},

32. dust as ordinary Fancy, independently of Sense-perception and

to Sense-perception,—because it is as yet only in the future. The fact of the Yogis 
being able to perceive objects of the past, future, &o,, however, goes directly against 
tho first of these'arguments; because such Sense-perception is actually found not to 
consist in the comprehension of present objects alone. The second argument is also 
contradicted by tho fact that the Yogis do actually perceive future objects ; and hence 
the mere future character of Duty is not enough to render it unamenable to Sense- 
perception. The addition of “ sa t (p re se n t), however, guards against both these 
contradictions: because this addition restricts “ Sense-percep tion ”  to such cases 
alone, in which the contact of tho senses is direct aud at the present time; and 
doubtless. sti?h Perception can only be of objects that exist in the present.

S8.S9 The Perception of Yogis oanne fc be different from what is ordinarily known 
as "  Perception ”  ; because tho very'fact of its being Sense-perception would prove 
it to have the two characteristics, mentioned in the last note ;—Tho form of tho 
arguments being— “ The Perception of Yogis consists in the comprehension of objects 
existing at the present time, and is produced by present contact; because it is Sense- 
perception, like any ordinary Sense-perception,

i0.31 “  For that very reason ”■— i.e., on account of such objects not existing in the 
present. “ Absence of hath ”—i.e., of the character of “ Perception,1- and of that 
“ Means of Right Notion.” That is -to say, the “ sat”  in “  Satsamprayoge ”  serves to 
imply that the Perception of tho Yogi mentioned above is not true Sense-perception, 
and also that there is no ground for accepting such Perception to be authoritative.

SS The Vaiygshilcas assort that the means of the transcendental vision of tho 
Yogi is nob tho ordinary channel of Perception, but a peculiar faculty developed in 
him, to which is given the oamo of “ Pratibha”  (hituition or Fancy). Against this 
theory, it is urged that wo come across such intuitive Perception in the case of ordinary

■ I
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IJie other (Moans of BigW  Notion), is not able to giro vise to any definite 
idea, so also would bo the Imagination (or Intuition) of the Yogi.

33. If there ever was a sensuous cognition, produced by contact 
with objects not existing' at the present time,— then alone could it apply 
to Duty, which is yet to come. And it was for these reasons that .laiminx 
added » Sat."

34. Specially, because, Duty is not perceptible, prior to its perform
ance ; and even when it has been performed, it is xrot perceptible, in the 
character of the means of accomplishing particular results,

35. And again, like our Sense-perception, the Sense-perception of the 
Yogis too,— as consisting of the comprehension of objects existing at the 
present time, and as having the character of “  Sense-perception,”— cannot 
be accepted Sis applying to Duty.

36. 1T the word “ Sat ” were removed, how could vve get at the denial 
of (die oh; ruder of (Sense-perception) in the case of Yogio-perception, on 
the mere ground of the latter being brought about by a contact not at 
the present time P

37. Though the signification of “ Sat ” could be got at through the

persons also ; but tins does not load us believe in all that the person may bo saying ; 
and the same disbelief may also affect the assertion of the Yogi.

In Karikfts 26-28, the addition of ‘ sat’ has been said to lie for the purpose 
of avoiding the two contingencies therein noted} and Karikh 32 concludes the explana
tion of the avoidance of the first of those contingencies. With Kiri k a 33 begins the 
consideration of the assertion that the addition of ‘ sat' serves to set aside the con
tradiction due tb the amenability of future objects to Yogic-peroeption, The meaning 
of the Kiwika is that the word ‘ sat' serves to set aside all possibility of a perception 
without direct contact with an object in the present.

&* The sacrifice has been said to constitute “  Duty,” only in the character of being 
the me ns to certain desirable ends, and not merely as appearing in the ritual ; hence 
even when though the sacrifice may have been performed, yot it does not yet 
manifest its aforesaid character, which comes to be manifested at some remote period 
of time j and as such it can never be amenable to Sense-perceptin ; this amenability to 
Sense-perception being set aside by the addition of “ sat,” which restricts “ Sense- 
perception" only to snob cognitions as arise from the direct contact of the organs of 
Sense with objects existing at the present time, Such contact is not possible in the 
case of Duty; because Duty does not manifest itself in its true character, until the 
performer is dead, and there are no Sense-organs loffc, with which there could be any 
contact.

86 The Perception of Yogis, consisting of the comprehension of objects existing at 
the present time, cannot be the means of knowing Duty; and it cannot be such means, 
also because even the Perception of Yogis is only “  Sense-perception” after all j and aa 
such, cannot apply to such transcendental objects, as Duty and the like,

*1 The Caasative Locative would imply that the ” contact" must be the one at the 
present time ; as no causativen ss can belong to either the past or the future. Though 
such is the fact, yet some people assume that the perceptions of Yogis • beldng to the 

ast and the future also; and it is with a view to remove this misconception t h a t 3at"
been added.

10
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(causative) Locative (iu “ Samprayoge ” ), yet the assumptions of others 
have to be negatived ; and hence the addition by Jaimini,  ̂ ^

38-39. The word “ Bam ” is used in the flense of “ proper (or right) j 
ana it serves to preclude aU faulty ‘ prayoga.’ And by «  prayoga ” is here 
meant the “ functioning’* of the senses with reference to their objects,
In the case of the perception of silver iu mother-o-pcai-1, the functioning 
of the Sense-organ is faulty ; and hence such perceptions become precluded
(by the prefix 1 Sam ’ ).

39. In this way, the Sutra may bo taken as a mere statement or the 
definition (of Sense-perception),

40-4,1. The Bauddhas have urged that “  The eye and the ear naturally 
functioning without direct contact with the object, tho ' contact, that yon 
have put iiito your definition, as tho common factor in all Sense petecp- 
tion, cannot be accepted to be so ; and even if we grant the functioning 
of these by contact, there could (in the ease of the Eye and the Ear) 
bo no intercepted perception ; nor could an object larger than the Sense- 
organ, be perceived,— as wo find to be the case with the skin, &e.”

42-4*3. But ah this does not militate against our theory, because we 
have explained “ piayoga”  as mere ‘ function;’ or we may explain 
“ Samprayoga ”  as 1 confrontation ; ’ or again “ Samprayoga ” may be taken 
only as a peculiar capability, indicated by the effect But it is only after 
ypu have subdued the Sankhyas, &C-, that you can seek to subvert the 
“ Contact Theory.”

44. These two (the Eye and the Ear) function through contact,—  
because they are organs of Sense, like those of touch and the rest. On

89 When the words are explained in the above manner, the Sutra may he taken to 
moan the denial of the causality of Sense-perception towards a Knowledge of Duty, 
after having pointed out its definition ; and in that case, none of tho objections brought 
against Bbnvadasa’s interpretation would have any force. Because BhavadSsa has 
explained “  Patmmprayoga ” ns “  contact with any existing thing,”  which makes the 
definition too wide, &o., &o.

40.41 “ Intercepted or remote Perception i,e., The cognition in such cases as—** We 
hear this sound at a distance,”  u X sec that object at a distance, and the like,

4M1 We do not explain “  prayoga ” as contact j hence the objections urged by the 
Buddhist do not affect ns.

« Confrontation," —i.e , the object directly facing the Sense-organ. If either of these 
interpretations ho accepted, the Buddhist objections cease to have any force.

4* This sets forth the arguments in support of the “ contact theory.” *’ On the other 
hand, $-c.” To the syllogism there is an objection, that the eye, which ia in the body, 
cannot possibly have any oontact with the objects, that are at a distance from the body, 
ft is for this reason that the Stlnkhyna hold the senses to be only modifications of Self- 
consciousness, the cause of Sense-perception being the fact that the function or Action 
of the Sense-organ proceeds out of the eye, and touches the object, which comes thereby 
to be perceived ; and certainly there can be no objection against this invisible function 
or energy going forth from the body.



® V  §L
APHORISM IV. 75

the other hand, some people, declare that the functioning ol these is 
exterior to the body.

45. And the medication too that is done to 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 i t ; as we find that aids to the foot are found 
to help the eye. For these reasons, the mere fact of embellishment cannot 
always establish the location of the Sense-organ therein.

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

4b 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 organ), though 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 Soul.

51. The notion of “ interception ”  too, is with reference to the body.
\\ ifch regard to Sound however, the notions of “ excess ” and “ interception ” 
are mistaken ones; because of the impossibility of these (in the case of 
Sound).

Tiia function of the eye operates without abandoning its position in the eye— 
just like the light of a lamp. Hence medication to the eye aids the faculty of vision, 
though the former is external to i t ; just as we find that the rubbing of oil to the soles 
of the foot improve the vision,

VT,tS Lij£e a ray of light, the stretch of vision goes on gradually expanding ; and the 
range of vision depends upon the extent ol: this stretch, which terminates at the object, 
beyond which the vision does not proceed.

** This anticipates the following objectiont ' ‘ If the faculty of vision function 
outside the eye, how is it that vision ceases when tho physical organ is destroyed ? ”

60 Though on the closing of tho eye, the faculty of vision continues all the same, 
yet it is only when it is aided by an effort of the person that it succeeds in apprehending 
objects j hence though it exists, even when the eye is closed, yot ft does not lead to 
any perception.

SI Because in reality, there can ba no interception of an omnipresent function—such 
as we hold the functions of the Senses to be. “ With regard to sound, .pc.”  This is said 
in accordance with the Mimtmsa theory. The Sankhya theory is that the function 
of the ear goes oat to where the perceptible Sound exists; and thus, in this case also, 
as in that of the eye, the notion of interception must be explained in the Section of 
Bound. The Sankhya doctrine has been stated at length, only with a view to establish 
she contact theory,' in opposition to tho Buddhist 5 and not as an exposition of tho 
author’s own view*
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52. The words ** Person ”  and “ Sense-organs” (in the Qiitra) have 

been construed by means of transposition (in the Bhiisbya).
52- 53. Tito “ Person ” (here meant) may be either. the one ordinarily 

known as such, or the one whose existence is lo bo proved in tins treatise. 
Such modification of (the person) as consists of consciousness, does not 
militate against his eternal character.

53- 54. By “ cognition-production§  is meant that “ cognition becomes 
authoritative as soon as it is produced.” In the case of all. causes, we find 
that their operation is something apart from their birth (or manifestation).
In order to preclude such character from the Means of Bight Notion 
(Cognition), the word “ production'” has been added.

55. Not even for a moment does the cognition continue to exist; nor 
is it ever produced' ns doubtful (or incorrect) ; and as such, it can never 
subsequently operate towards the apprehension of objects, like the Senses, Ac.

56. Therefore the only operation of Cognition, with regard to the 
objects, consists in its being produced j that alone is flight. Notion (Prama) ;

12 The BhSshya passage here referred to is this : “ Indrijftrihasambandhe hi yd 
pumshaeya buddhirjdyata”—which transposes the order of words in the Sutra.

f>4.63 «  One ordinary known a$ s-uefc -i.c., the Body. Tbo Kurika anticipates the 
following objection : “  Jf the Person be the Body, then he can have no perception, 
since this latter is insentient; on the other hand, if by ‘ Person ’ be meant the Soul, 
then this, having u modification in the shape of the Perception, would come to ho 
modifiable, and hence non-eternal.”  The first half of the Ktfika means that we do 
not moan to discuss this question here, as it is not germane to the present aphorism 
As a matter of fact, however, by “ Person ”  we understand the Soul, and this cannot 
be said to be non-eternal, on account of the Perception; because it is not such 
modifications that constitute trnnai,tnriness.

6S.54 The moaning is that Perception is no sooner produced, than it directly becomes 
the means of right notion; and it depends upon no other operation than its own 
Appearance.

It is only something that has continued existence even for some rime, that can 
have any other function besides its birth. Sense-perception however is no sooner 
produced than past ami gone; and as no trace is left of it, that could carry on further 
operations, as soon it is born, if becomes absolutely certain and beyond doubt. There
fore the apprehension of the object being thus accomplished by t he mere appearance 
of Perception, this latter caunot, for this very reason, have any subsequent functions, 
as its sole purpose lies in tlio apprehension of objects; and tins having own accom
plished by its more appearance, it stands in need of no farther operations. “ That it 
Will, A’c.”— i . e , as it is not produced as doubtful, it cannot have any subsequent 
operation to go through, for the apprehension ,of objects, as the Senses have got to do.

f*4 This anticipates the following objection : “ How can the cognition—which, aa 
you say is devoid of action—be either a means in general, or the means of a right notion 
in particular? ” The sense of the reply is that we do postulate an action for the cogni
tion, viz ; the action of being produced ; and its effect—-right notion—too is the manifesta
tion of the object; and through the fact of its giving vise to such a result, in the shape 
of right notion with regard to the particular object, the cognition itself comes to bo 
the Means of Right Notion (Pramana).

|®| <SL
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stud the QogtkjtaicHX itself as accomptuiiad by tins Right Notion is the Means 
(o I itight Notion ; Pram an a).

57. This “ being produced” too has been explained by the author 
of tiro Bhashya, as identical (with the cognition itself). And it Ins also 
been rmuto the 'qualification of cognition (sensuous), ixi order to differen
tiate it from all past and future (cognitions).

58., Even if 14 production ” were only a permanent relation (that of 
inherence), as held by the VaiyeshikaH the mainfestation of this relation 
would depend upon the senses; and it is for this reason that it is called 
V sensuous” (belonging to the senses).

59. The character of the Means (of Right Notion) or that of the 
Result (Right Notion), may be attributed to any factor, as one may 
please ; bat in any case, Sense-perception cannot be the means (of knowing 
Duty), because of its consisting of the comprehension of something 
existing at.the present time.

60. The Means of Eight Nation may be (1) either the sense, 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. In all cases, cog nil ion alone would he the Result; and the 
character of the Means would belong to the foregoing, on account of 
thoir operating (towards cognition); for when there is no operation of 
these, then the -Result, in the shape of cognition is not brought about.

62. The contact Of the sense with the object is not with the whole • 
of it ; i nd hence there is no chance of the perception of all objects by- 
means of a single Sense-organ, for those that hold the character of 
Prainana to belong to the senses ;

63. Because they do r ot hold the relation of the sense to consist

111 The. Bhldhya, passage here r e fe r re d  may be either-*-" Yd hiddhivjiiyatt tat 
pratyaksham ”—or the subsequent passage—“ • Bttddkirod janmu vd, &c.n If only 
“ cognition” - Were stated, thou “ Sens*-perception ” would become applicable to cogni* 
tioL h of pust and future, objects j the addition of " janma ” however serves to exclude 
these, -—Clio meaning being “ the cognition, as produce

Even if wo accept the YuRtkjhikn theory (hat production consists of mherwia
iq the cause, -the production thus being something diit erent from the cause,__even
then, this relation of Inherence could uot be manifested, except through the agency 
of the Sense-organs ; and as such, this production is rightly called “  sensuou#,^

81 “ ir/rea there is no operation ’ ’—as during sleep,
8* To the theory of “  the contact of the aenso with the object being the JTtans 

of Eight Notion,”  some people object that, in that case, the sense of touch would give 
rise to the cognition pf colour; as the sole cause of cognition, according to the 
aforesaid theory, is contact with the object cognised ; and it cannot be denied that the 
souse of touch has contact with the colour of a mate rial object.

88 This Kama is thus explained in the Kdr,iM:— The objection urged in 62 would 
apply to this theory, if the, relation of the Souse-organ with the object wore held to ho 
more - Contact,’ ns being the Means of Ki^ht Notion. Bji.t such m not the vase ,
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in mere contact; and they deny such a relation simply with a view to 
avoid the absurdity of the seuso of Touch, which is a moans (of a parti
cular class of perception), giving rise to the cognition of colour.

01-, Just as in the accomplishment of the Pramana, the only cause is 
the fixed relation of the Sense and the Object, through their inborn amena
bility (to one another), so would it also bo in the ease of the Result,

63- Though the contact resides equally in both (the Sense and the 
object), yet, it is only proper that it should be mentioned as residing only 
in one of the two. Or the Sense may be taken as the only uncommon 
substratum of the relation.

66, “  If (the cognition were due) to the contact of the mind with the
Soul, then there would bo no co-objectivity between the Means of Right

it is held that auoh means is tlie ‘ contact ’ as qualified by capability or applicability • 
and this “ capability”  is to be inferred, in accordance with the effect produced. There*
£ow to that alone, which comprehends an object on its contact with the Sense-organ, 
belongs the "capability”  or applicability of the “ contact,”

" In order to avoid, “  The. moaning is this: He, who holds the cognition itself
to be the moans, and thus declares * contact1 to bo the means of this means,—thereby 
denying the character of Pramdna to the 'contact*--, even to such a theorist, the 
1 contact’ remains unspecified; and as such, it belongs to all the Sense-organs j and thus 
fchoro would be, in this case also, the absurdity oE the per ceptibility of forms and 
colours by means of the Sense of Touch, Therefore in order to avoid this absurdity, 
which is common to the two theories, both of them must deny the fact of the relation 
of the Sense-organ and the object consisting in more ‘ contact,’ ”—Kafika,

In tho latter theory, noted in the foregoing note, the upholders declare the 
cognition itself to bo the Pramdna or the Means of Right Notion, and as a cause of this, 
they laydown tho aforesaid applicability, through propriety of the contact of the Sense- 
organ with tho object perceived,—the absurdity urged above, being avoided, on 
account of the inapplicability of one sense to the objects of other senses, Tho KSrika 
means that the samo means of getting clear of the absurdity would also apply to tho 
theory in which the contact is held to be tho means of cognition, which latter is held 
to bo tbe .Result, and not tho Means.

96 The objection is that the contact resides as much in. the Sense as in the object j 
and under the circumstances, why should it be attributed solely to the Sense? The 
sense of the reply b that such specification is not always wrong—as for instance, the 
father of Rama and Lftkahmana is rightly called “ the Father of Rama,”  Or the 
sense, «)'<'•' —this supplies another explanation of the specification j The word " Sense* 
perception,” as here used, means “ concrete (definite] cognition;”  and what is specially 
related to this cognition alone is the sense only 5 while the object, is also related to 
Inference, and the other Means of Bight Notion,

3̂  The Sense of the objection is that in the theory of the contact of the Sense and 
the Object being tho means of cognition, we have a co-objectivity of tho Means (the 
contact) with the Result (cognition), both of which belong to the object of cognition.
In the theory of the contact of the mind and Soul being the cause of cognition, there 
can be no such co-objectivity, as the Moans (the contact) belongs either to the Son! or 
to Mind, while the Result (cognition) belongs to the object. The meaning of the reply 
ia that since both the contact and the cognition operate upon the object of cognition 
itself, there can be no want of co-objectivity.

m i  <sl
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Notion, and its Result.1"  It is not so j because both op ora to upon the 
same object (of cognition).

67. And il (by “ co-objootivity **■) you men u *co-subslrateness ’ (i.e., 
tho Bfnnenesa) 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, vis.y the contact of tho mind and the Soul),

68. Being the best means, on account of close proximity (co-suhstrate- 
ness), this (the contact of the mind and Soul) is the only Means of Right 
Perception; and hence the true character of the Means of R ight Notion, 
can belong to no other agency.

69. If such character 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 
Notlph, the sameness of the object is clear.

70. When to the cognitions of the qualification and the qualified, are 
attributed, respectively, the characters of the Means (of Right Notion) and 
the Result, then too the objection of the diversity of objects, would be set 
aside in the aforesaid manner.

71-72. W hen the object of cognition is the qualification itself, then the 
abstract (or undefined) perception subsequently gives rise to a definite 
cognition: and in this case tho character of Pramana belongs to the 
undefined Perception, and that of the Result, to the subsequent definite 
(or concrete) cognition.

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

73. If the character of Pramana were attributed to the cognition 
of the qualified object, then the character of tho Result would belong to 
the determination of shunning, &c. And if it be urged that these two

?,J tllis theory, tho cognition and its means (tho contact) are found to inhere in 
the same base—-via,, the Soul; and therefore such contact is the beet means of 
cognition.

*9 “  All these taken collectively " - T h e  contact of the Soul with the mind is preceded 
by the contact of the mind with the Sense-organ, which latter is preceded by the 
contact oi the Sense-organ with the object perceived,

50 the theory of cognition being the means, tho concrete cognition o f au object 
is preceded by the cognition of its qualifications : aud in this theory, the latter is held 
to  be the Result, and the former, the Means ; and the cognition of the qualification 
having its purpose in the cognition o f the qualified object, we have tho co-objectively 
of these, on account o f the co-anbstrateneas o f their operations. '

>?' Shunning, $ 'c ,t ’ i.e., shunning, accepting, and disregarding. ]t tha objector 
insists upon t ho character of the Result being attributed to that which follows imme
diately after the Means, then, in that case, wo would accept the rememberanee to be the 
Result.
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wise (of the object cognised},- t h e n  we would declare tins (remem*
brimee'i itself to be the Result. _
....... 74 He (i.e., the Banddha),— who, desiring eo-objectivity (between
the Moans and the Kesnlt), asserts the Ueeult (cognition) itself to bo 
the Pramana,— would be contradicting the well-known distinction between

the Cans, ami ftXC fc applied to the Hadira wood, the cutting
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experience, there is no identity between the axe (the means)
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|b»M not, t* .”- A »  «  have shewn above, the oo-obje etlrity, through opera-

tlon. of the obteot of cognition, then tho
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preceding too said . • “ k 1 ' i„ abstract oogaitioM, the whsequent
the cognition of the SpsOili. properties, , 0.1, being
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Uesnlt of thisPm ^*'‘ « ^ ;  ^  ^  'Hw cognised" This theory of “ Soli ■
il 4elft nnd the 11 . (i YiinWWjt » section of tho VarUlfa, where it 1a ehowu 
recognition" ,s refuted m the 1 h steroid forms of objects, and also
* *  tbe c o g ^  £ *  * £  itself ; because any such " » *

imply contradictory actions in i t s *
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shite tJio “ form of the object11 to be the Framana, because of the diver
sity of objects.

80. The *■ form of itself’ fie ., of the cognition itself) is not found 
to be anything, other than * Self-recognition,’— which could be said to be the 
Praina.ut with regard to ‘ Self-recognition ’ as the Result.

8 1 , Nor can the ‘ form of the cognition itself’ be defined, for speci
fied) without another ‘ form ’ ; aud so again of. this latter, and so forth, 
there would be no end of 1 forms.’

83. T ug ‘ form of the cognition ’ too can have no existence, unless 
it is defined (or specified). In the ease of the form of the object being 
tlio object of apprehension, however, we find no other apprehonder (and as 
Bach there could be no specification).

83. T l#  mind being a Sense-organ, the idea of pleasure, &c,, is also 
* Sense-perception,’ because it is only when in contact with the mind, that 
the soul experiences thorn.

84. It is only an object existing at the present time, that, being in 
contact with the eye, &c., cau bo apprehended; and the object thus

■ . 0

“  Diversity of objects "—yon hold the Pramana to bo in the shape of (.he object; and 
this Pramana has got the object of cognition for its object; and the objects of 
cognition too are Jtod, Blue, &o. Thus then the form of the object! comes to have the 
ir'.ject it;self for its object; while “  Self-recognition M has cognition for its object,—thus 
there being a diversity of objects between the Pramana aud its Result.

80 This Karika attacks the “ YogiioSra”  position. The Yogioaras bold that 
cognition is naturally pure, and as such comprehends itself in the form of Bed, Blue,
&c., which has beon imprinted upon it by external impressions, thus doing away with 
the necessity of external objects } and ns such, the “ form of the cognition” itsolf is 
hold to be the Pramana, the form of the object being the object cognised, and “  Self
recognition ”  being the Result. The sense of the refutation of this theory is that the 
“  form of cognition ”  is the same as the “ Recognition by the cognition of itself -, n 
and. this Icing tho Result, cannot, at the same time, be the Pramana.

81 “  Is the * form of itself ’ definite or indefinite P If indefinite, no snob form exists.
If definite, then as any one form cannot be defined by itself, we would have to assume 
another form ; and so on, ad infinitum“—rK&qite.

8 “ It has beon urged that the form of the object as identified with the cognition is 
held to the object of apprehension; but this cannot bo; because each an object cannot 
be apprehended by fcbe cognition, because of the absurdity of any operation in itself j 
and we cannot find any other agent that would apprehend such an object, of which, 
we would thus come to have a negation ”—Kaqikd.

88 It is urged by the opponent—-"  you too will have to postulate the Self-recognition 
of Cognition, in the case of the foe lings of pleasure aud pain, which are not directly 
perceptible by any of tho Sense-organs.” Tho reply to this is that we sail clear of 
such a contingency, by postulating mind as a distinct Sense-organ, whereby pleasure 
and pain arc directly perceived.

81 ” The Saugatas hold that Sense-perception apprehends only specific object;-: ; 
while the Veibintists hold that it apprehends only the generic character (the class 
to which the object belongs). Ilenco the definition given in the Sutra is different 
from both; inasmuch as it docs not make any definite assertion with regard to the 

1 1
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apprehended may be either generic or specific,— and hence it is not parti
cular! declared to be either the one or the other.

85. Whatever definitions are given, no Sense-perception, of the 
ordinary character not of Yogis, Ac.), can be the Means (of knowing 
Duty),-—because it consists of the comprehension of objects existing at the 
present time.

86. If Sense-perception be said to consist in abstract (or undefined) 
cognition, then as a matter of course, it cannot be the Means (of knowing 
Dnty ) ; because the relation of Cause and Effect, is not apprehended 
without specification (re., without the comprehension of qualifications, 
which is wanting in all undefined cognitions).

87. “ How can Inference, Ac., be said to be preceded by Sense-per
ception. when Sense-perception itself is declared to be undefined,— on 
account of its incapability of remembrance ? ”

88. “ Nor is 'ther© any comprehension, without specification, of 
either the Linga (the middle term of the syllogism), or the Lingi (the 
Major term), or the relation of these two (the premisses). In ‘ Analogy’ 
too, the comprehension of similarity being due to memory (it cannot be 
said to be preceded by Sense-perception).”

89. ‘ Apparent Inconsistency also does not apply to an object 
which has not been perceived by some one else; and the object, a cognition 
whereof gives rise to this (Arthapatti), is always concrete.”

object of apprehension.”  The sense of the reply is that wo hold the object of percep
tion to be only such an object as is capable of being perceived, as existing at the present 
time and as connected with the organs of sense; and such an object may bo either 
generic or specific, according to circumstances. Consequently no such specification of 
the character of the object is called for, in the Sutra.

66 “ Sense-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 Buch, it is not even authoritative-—to 
say nothing of its being “  Sense-perception.’ '

S3 Duty is the moans of accomplishing a desirable end3 and hence there can bo 
no >m prehension of Duty, except in the form—“ This is the means to such and such a 
desirable end” —which would not be possible in the absence of a well-defined idea of 
the cause as well as of l it: effect.

87 Ksirikas 87 to 94 bring forward objections against the passage in the Bhishyn, 
wherein it is declared that “ Inference,” “ Analogy’ and the rest being necessarily 
preceded by “ Sense-perception,” cannot be the means of knowing Duty, “  fF7wn 
Sense-perception, Ac.,’’—“ Sense-perception ” is a perception brought about by the function 
of the Sense-organs. But these organs themselves have not the capacity to remember 
things; and a well-defined cognition is brought about by the adjustment of the Genus,
&c., remembered 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 ?

89 And as such'it cannot be said to be invariably preceded by Sense-perception, as 
described above.
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90. “ In a cap a of Inference, where tlie Imiga ( the middle terra) in 
tlie shape of the movement of the sun, is also such as is got at by means of 
Inference,— as also is the * Lingi ’ (major term),— how can we assert the 
precedence of Sense-perception F ”

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

92. “ If it is be urged that ‘ the precedence of Sense-perception may 
he said to be due to the cognition of soma object, (not necessarily the 
same as the object of the subsequent Inference, &c.),’— then the futurity of 
the object (Duty) would not he a cause of its said non-eognisability.”

93. “ Because, if such be the case, then any one object existing at 
the present time having been cognised 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 reo son, the Veda too, being preceded by Sense-perception, 
could not be the means of knowing Duty.”

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

90 In a case, wherefrom the fact of the sun being found in different positions, 
one infers that the sun is moving; and from, this conclusion we dodnee the cause of 
the sun’ s motion. This latter Inference cannot be said to be preceded by “ Senae-
perception.”

Id If Inference &o. be said to be invariably preceded by “ Sense-perception,”  then 
they would be devoid of any authority. Because in that case, they would be only leading 
to a useless comprehension of such objects as have been already cognised by means 
of Sense-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 
object of Inference would be only suoh as ia not amenable to the action of the Senses ; 
and hence Inference conld not be said to bo invariably preceded by Sense-perception.
For if the object were amenable to the Senses, then it could not be possible to have an 
Inference without Sense-perception; and it has been already explained that, at the 
time of Seuso*perception, there is no use for Inference, which, in that case, can have 
no anthority.

M The meaning of this Karikii ia this; if the other party say that they do not hold 
that the object of Inference is always parceivod by the Senses and such is the 
precedence of Sense-perception; and that what they mean by precedence of Sense- 
perception ia that one of the three factors o£ Inference must be such as has been 
previously recognised by Sense-perception;—then wo meet this position by urging that 
if such be the case, then the assertion thatr - “  Duty 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 Kaiikii.
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.case of Dufy) ; all that is meant is that the authority which is dne to 
ae precedence of Sense-perception, does not apply (to the case of Duty )

96. As a matter of fact, however. Inference and the rest can operate 
only after one out of the three factors, * Linga’ (minor term), &o.> has 
been cognised by means of Sense-perception j and certainly there, is no such 
thing in the case of Duty.

97. ’Nor is here in this case, any possibility of Inference per 1 nfer- 
enoc;— because of the impossibility of any pre-ascertainment of the pre
mises and the terms (of the Syllogism).

98. By means of Inference we do not arrive at the idea of the l'.iero 
existence of anything. If it be urged that “ b y ‘ Duty’ we would quality 
some other object,”— then (we reply) that in that case, the ‘ Pakshad 
(major term) would be devoid of any definite properties.

99. Therefore, because of its never before having been found to be

% Tho way of meeting the above objections, as shown in the last KSrika would 
make the Bh fishy a passage in question altogether redundant. Therefore the Author 
offers another reply, more in keeping with hia own views: wo shall prove later on that 
we do not confine Sense-perception to undefined cognition alone ; hut we also hold the 
term to include well-defined concrete cognitions. Thus then, we Can have no Inference 
without Sense-perception}, because all processes of Inference depend upon the premises, 
which .ire got at solely by means of Sense-perception; and certainly, there can bo no 
Inference without the premises. For inrtanoo, it is only when “  smoke ” is actually 
«w» to be accompanied by Fire, and thus to bo its mark,—and only when the gavaya is 
seen to be like the cow, — that there can he a cognition of the existence of Fire (through 
Inference), 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 
that stands in need of Soi .se perception f and in the case of Doty, we oannot perceive 
by the .senses, either any of its marks or anything similar to it, Hence fi ferenco, 
Analogy, and the rest eunnot apply to the case of Doty.

W This hints at Ktirikii 90, where it has been asserted that an Inference per Infer
ence is not preceded by Sense -perception. This is not correct; because even in the 
instance there cited, until we have, through Sense-perception, arrived at the relation 
subsisting between the motion arid its cause, we can have no Inference of any sort.

M In every case of Inference, the object of Inference is a certain object, endowed 
with certain definite properties, 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 j but it would become so, if mere etistence were the subject of 
Inference. If it he urged t hat—11 For Inference as applied to the case of Duty, we 
could have i n object, such as some person endowed with Duty {i.e., one who has per
formed the duties prescribed in the scriptures); and this would not be an Inference 
of mere evistence,**—-then we reply that even such an Inference oannot be correct; 
inasmuch as we have not yet arrived at any well-defined properties of Duty—which ia 
to ho the major term of the syllogisTO, $ and until t he properties of tho major term be 
known, there can be no Inference. That is to soy, Duty has not yet been proved, to 
he an entity : and t:<> long as this has nob been proved, there can be no Inference in 
which “ Duty”  could be tho major term.

99 This Knrika and the next br ing forward two syllogisms in the proper style, to 
prove tho inapplicability of Inference and Analogy to the case of Dirty. By “ uncommon 
object’* is v.iea- i the “ Swalakshana” (the individual olmraoterestic) of the Buddhist, 
which, according to them, is undefined, and as such, not amenable to Inference, &c.
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conooiaitaut with any object, Duly cannot be amenable to Inference,— liki 
the specific (undefined) characteristics of objects (or * uncommon objects’),

100. Because pf ita being similar to the unseen (invisible >, and 
because of its own impercepiibility, Duty canuofc be amenable to Analogy,— 
like the said, characteristics of objects.

101-102 “ But then, ‘ Apparent Inconsistency’ would become such 
(means of recognising Duty),—based upon the perception of diversity 
in the world: the distinction of ‘ happy ’ and * miserable ’ is not possible 
without some unseen, cause; because all visible causes are found to be 
incapable of explaining this diversity; and because (conversely) we find 
such distinctions even in the absence of any seen cause; as we find that even 
when service and study are exactly similar, the result, in the capacity of 
the students, is not the same.”

103. Such could bo the C9.se, only if it were possible to refuto the 
action of natural idiosyncracies; 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 ia 
the natural capacity of Actions,—in the same manner could the diversity 
iu the world be due to the peculiarities of nature.

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

101.108 Thosf Karikns embody an objection, the sense of which ia thus explained 
hi the Ka‘;ika: “ Granted that Inference and Analogy are not the means of knowing 
Duty; hub wo have always found. Apparent Inconsistency to apply to objects beyond 
the action of the Senses; and on the seen diversity in the world, wo oonld base an 
Apparent Inconsistency: This diversity in the world cannot he explained, unless we 
postulate some such unseen agency as that of 1 Duty.’ We find in the world that 
though all worldly circumstances and advantages are equal in the case of any two 
persons, yet they are not seen to he eqnally happy j and like tb.o fatness of Devadatta who 
does not eat during the day, such diversity cannot be explained by any seen causes} and, 
as in the case of Devadatta, the Apparent Inconsistency of fatness with fasting in the 
day is explained by postulating the fact of his eating at night, which is not seen by the 
people; so too, in the case in question, the A pparent Inconsistency of the equality et 
all worldly advantages with the inequality in the degree of happiness can. be explaiood 
only by postulating an unseen agency, to which is given the name of ‘ Duty.’ "  “ Service 
or study,"—i.e., two persons serving the king equally well, are found to be rewarded 
differently; and similarly two inert studying the same subject under exactly similar 
circumstances are found to differ in their acquirements. And these discrepancies 
can be explained only by the agency of Dharrna and Adharma,—the former causing 
superion'ty, and the latter inferiority.

its Even in the case of such actions as the “ Agvamedha” sacrifice and “ Animal' 
slaughter,”  we attribute their diverse results to the peculiar character of the actions 
themselves, and not to any extraneous cause. Tu the same manner, wo could also 
attribute the diversity in the conditions of two men eqnally circumstanced to the 
peculiarities of their own nature, and not to any unseen extraneous cause, as you would 
seek to prove, by means of Apparent Inconsistency.

’the last Kririkae embody one kind of reply to the above objections. But the 
Author finds this reply inadequate; because if all diversity were due to natnre, one


