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and if,s contrary have not been differentiated, what could be the use of 
the more vague idea that “ there is something (the cause of diversity) ? ”

106*107. Would pain result from Sacrifice, &c., or pleasure from 
Slaughter and the like ? And from what sorts of Action, what sort of 
effects— Heaven, children, &o.— would result P ’

Until one has a definite idea as to these facta, he is never led to 
take up any action. What is here sought after is the root (cause) of such 
knowledge as forms part of such activity.

108. Therefore though the Means in general may have been ascer
tained, no specification (of the Means) is possible, except through the 
Veda; and it is ah enquiry into this special Means (of knowing Duty), 
that has been declared by the author of the aphorisms.

109. And when ihe special Means has been recognised, even the 
cognition of the Means in general, which is included in the former, would 
he got at through the Veda; and hence (Arthapatfci) oannofc be the means 
(of knowing even the generic form of the Means).

110. And as with Artb&patti, so too there could be :no similarity (of 
the Veda) with Inference. If it be urged that Inference is. based upon the

and tbo same man could not be both riel and poor, oven at different periods of hia 
life ; for his nature would remain the same all along. For this reason, ho offers another 
reply, the sens© of which is that “ Apparent Inconsistency ” would only prove that 
there must bo some unseen cause for the diversity; but unless the character of the 
unseen cause—either no Duty or other vase—is ascertained, the mere knowledge of the 
fact of there being such a cause of diversity could not serve any purpose; and certainly,
“ Apparent Inconsistency ”  could give ns no clue as to the nature of the cause; and as 
such, it could never be the means of knowiug Duty.

101 The knowledge which forms an integral part of activity is based upon the 
Veda; and hence “ Apparent Inconsistency ’ ’ cannot have any application in this case.

108 "Apparent Inconsistency'’ only serves to prove that the aforesaid diversity 
lias an unseen cause.

W9 This Karikii anticipates the following objection: “ Inasmuch as ‘ Apparent 
Inconsistency ’ brings about the idea of the cause in general, and the Veda that of the 
specific cause,—wo should say that the means of knowing Duty consists in ‘ Apparent 
Inconsistency and the Veda,’ combined; and not in tlio Veda alone.” The sense of 
the reply is that “ Apparent Inconsistency ”  proving the general, is unable to give nny 
idea of the particular; whereas the Veda proving the particular would apply to the 
genera! also ; because an idea o. the former iricltides that of the latter.

HO Some people urge that the argument contained in the above objection is not 
an instance of ‘ •Apparent Inconsistency,” but one of ordinary Inference, per w jdiis 
pollens, based upon the invariable concomitance of the cause in general, with the effect 
in general; and thus the Veda too comes to be nothing but a part of Inference. The 
Kariki means that these people have also been refuted by the above refutation of 
“ Apparent Inconsistency.”

Some commentators coustrne “ nthwm<h t opa me shy ate" as “ no. anumanam ishyate, 
na upamdnam ishyate; " but this constructiou is not right; in as ranch as the opponent 
also denies the applicability of “ Analogy; ”  and as such it would be a useless effort 
to deny what the opponent also denies, as pointed out in the Kdgika.



■ __

' ;; (si.
aphorism iy. 87

S c r ip tu r e th o u  (we reply that) in that case, the character of Pramana 
would belong to this (latter) (and not to the Inference).

H I .  The assertion,— that the ‘ .Tanga * (aud other factors of Infer
ence) are not perceptible by the organs of Sense, because of the undefined 
ehai'aeter (of Sense-perception) ”— is not correct; because we hold Sense- 
perception to bo applicable to well-defined (concrete) cognitions also, as 
helping the comprehension of the form of the object.

1 1 2 . First of all, there is a cognition in the shape of mere observation 
i in the abstract, which is undefined,— similar to the cognition of the infant

or the dumb, arising purely out of the object by itself (without any 
qualifications),

113. And at that time neither any specification nor a generalisation is 
recognised ; what is cognised is only the object, the substratum of these 
(generalisation and specification).

114-116. Others (the Vedantists) lay down a “ Stimmum Genus ” in 
the shape of “ 'Being” (Sat), which they call “ Substance” ; and 
through this, they bold “ generalisation ” to be the object of perception

The meaning of the second half is that if “ Inference” be made to depend upon 
the Veda, for the sake of the cognition of special causes, then we would have the Yeda 
itself, a a the independent cause of the cognition of the general as well as the particular.

It has been urged that there can be no perception of the Linga, Ac. ; because 
“ Perception ” consists of undefined (abstract) cognition, which cannot give rise to any 
premises, as these latter consist of definite concrete ideas. It is this theory that ia 
controverted here; It ia not an absolute rule that ail “  Sense-perception ” must always 
consist of undefined abstract cognition; as we shall prove later on that we apply the 
name “ Sense-perception ’ ’ also to the cognition of the form of the object, which is 
well-deli Lied and concrete, and is brought about by the action of tho Sense-organs, 
following closely npon the undefined abstract cognition, in connection with the same 
object; ami it is quite reasonable to assert the precedence of such concrete cognition, 
to “ Inference”  and the rest.

tia Some people deny abstract cognition, altogether. Their reasoning is this ;
“ All cognition is concrete, because it is always accompanied by expression in words,
In ordinary experience, we do not come across any cognition, which is not accompanied 
by verbal expression. We enquire into the various moans of cognition, only for the 
sake of ordinary experience, and we do not find any experience based npon any purely 
abstract cognition; in as much as all experience is concrete and definite. The cogni
tions of the infant also are accompanied by verbal expression, in its subtlest form,
See. &0.1’

114 These theorists hold that there is only one generality, in the shape of “ Being,”— 
all others being only specifications of this; what is known as a “ generality”  is that 
which is Common to many individnals; and what is known as “ specific”  is that which 
is restricted to a single individual; and it is the great generality that forms tho object 
of Abstract Cognition, the rest being amenable to concrete perception. .Because, if 
such specific characters were not recognised, as being common to certain objects, and 
as not existing in others,—by what means could there ho any discrimination between 
the perceptions of different objects?

I
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(/if , the undefined abstract cognition).} tlie “ specifications” being cognised 
by  means of well-defined concrete cognitions. Some of these specific 
characters again are peculiar to each individual, while some are common 
to many. A nd without such recognition of these (specific characters), 
through specification and generalisation, there would be no difference 
between the perception of the cow and that of the horse.

117 This is not correct; because (even in the oase of abstract 
cognition) we find each individual object to be distinct from others; 
and because the difference cannot be expressed, that is no reason why 
its existence should be totally denied,

118. Even in the case of an undefined abstract cognition, there is 
a perception of the object, in its two fold aspect (general and specific).

118-119, And this cognition (of the double aspect of an object) only 
serves to point out its real character; by the eogniser, however, it is 
perceived in its pure (unqualified) form only. It is not cognised as 
anything special, because there is no exclusion of others (objects) ; nor is 
it cognised as general, because there is no definite idea, as to the inclusion 
of other special objects.

120. And it is only after some time that the object comes to be 
characterised by such specifications as the “ class and the rest j and the

in  If the great genus “ Being”  alone wore the obj ,:ct of Abstract Cognition, then 
we would have exactly the same cognition (so long as it remains undefined), with regard 
to all objects. But, as a matter of fact, such is not the case; since we find that the 
abstract cognition with regard to one object differs from that with regard to another. 
Though this difference cannot very well bo expressed in words, yet this non-expressibi- 
lity cannot provo its non-existence.

119 That is to say, it is not only the general aspect of an action that is cognised 
by Abstract Perception.

118.119 To this view, of Abstract cognition relating to the double aspect of an 
object, it is objected, that, in the course of such abstract cognition, there is no idea 
of either the generic or the specific aspect of tha.pbject; and as such, the above view 
sounds much like a contradiction of facts. The reply is that we do not mean that in 
the course of abstract cognition, there is any corn prehension o f either tho inclusion, 
or tho exclusion of different objects, in or from the object cognised; all that we mean 
by mentioning the “  twofold aspect of the object” is, to state tho character of the 
object: that the object of Abstract Cognition ia such as has a twofold aspect. What 
is comprehended by the eogniser is tho object, pare and simple, without any qualifica
tions, A c.; and, in abstract cognition, this object is not cognised as anything particular ; 
because Abstract Cognition does not serve to exclude other objects; nor is it perceived 
ns anything general; because Abstract cognition does not include othor objects. 
Therefore what is comprehended by means of Abstract Cognition is only the object, 
pare and simple; and this object is saoh as has the twofold character of the general 
and the particular; and this is ah that wo mean.

tth Abstract Cognition is followed by a cognition which serves to specify the 
object, with reference, to “ class’* “ action ” and “ property ”  and this definite 
cognition is also hold by us to bo included in “  Sense-pen option ”  and this name thus 
comes to apply both to Abstract and Concrete cognitions.
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cognition, by means of which such specifications ape arrived at, is also 
included in Seuye-piecepiion.

121. And the. reason fox* this is that the means of this latter cogni
tion is the sense-organ; though the cognition is not actually located in it j 
For this reason, the fact of the sense-organ being incapable of remembrance 
can not preclude well-defined (concrete) cognition (from Sense-preoeption).

122. Because the cognition is located in the soul ; and it is this (the 
soul ) that is found to be the cogniser; and this (soul) has also the power 
of Remembering, as also of Recognising (the facts of past experience).

123. Therefore when the con- act of the object with the sense-organ 
|s presently the person,— though specifying the object, through Memory, by 
means of its own characteristics,—-comes to have the sensuous perception 
of that object,

124. And this (perception) being* dependent upon the Senses, is 
rightly attributed to them (».<?., called ‘ Sense-perception } ;  and that 
which is produced without the contact of the senses is not called * Sense* 
perception.’

125. All cognition, that follows from frequent specifications of thi* 
sort, is g»id to he “ Sense-perception,” in accordance with their connection 
contact or with the organs of Sense.

126. Because the objects in a lying-iti room (which is closed on all 
sides) are not visible to those who have just entered it, from outside; 
that does not lead to the conclusion that such objects are not perceptible 
by the Senses.

121 It is urged that "  it line already been declared that eeAte-p&rcepti&n is the 
cognition brought about by the action of the sense-organs ; the specifications however 
are arrived at through fcho remembrance of the dare and action, &o., of the object; 
but the sense.organs have no capacity of remembering; hence a concrete cognition con 
never be semmus^ In reply to this, it is said that this objection would apply to us 
if we held that the sense-organs serve to specify the objects, after having remembered 
the class, &e. As a matter of fact, however, wo do not hold any such view ; in fact, 
the sense-organs are only the meant of cognition ; and the cognition and its memory in
here in the Saul. Therefore oar theory . is not open-to the abjection based upon the 
incapability, of the senses, to remember.

Its a roan happens to see n certain object belonging: to one class; and after so mo 
time when lie happens to see another object of the same kind, he remembers the fact 
of bis having previously seen the former object; and then he cornea to recognise the 
two objects as belonging to the same class. And the latter object being still before 
bis eyes, be comes to have a well-defined and specified " Sen-e-peree-ption ” of- the 
object; in as much ne the operation of the sense-organ continues all- along.

U* That is to say, even though it is aided by Remembaranotv the causal efficiency* 
belongs to the senses themselves.

Though there may be many sttoh specifications, yet, so long am they are broitghb 
about in accordance with Senae-oOnfcact, they Cannot but bo included in the name 
“  Sense-perception.’'

lie Xhat is to say, the name “  Sense-perception ” is not restricted bo 3uob percep
tions alone as are produced immediately after the operation of the Sense-organs.
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127. Arid just as in this ease, the persons, at first, apprehending 
only a semblance of the objects, subsequently come to have a clear and 
definite perception of their real form ; so, in the same manner (would one 
come to have a definite cognition) of the specific properties (class, &o.)» 
of the object (after having had an undefined idea of these).

128. If, after having observed an object (in the abstract), one were 
to close his eyes and then determine the object (in the concrete),—-this 
would not be Sense-perception, because of its not following from a contact 
of the Sense-organ.

129. The Soul and the rest could be the cause also of such concrete 
cognitions, as are not connected with the Sense-organs ; therefore the only 
reason, why concrete cognitions are attributed to the Senses, lies in the 
fact that the Sense-organ alone is a means that brings about only such 
cognition as is connected with the senses.

130. In the undefined abstract cognition also, the Sense is not the

Wt In the instance cited, though, at first, the person perceives only the semblance 
of the two objects, yet, subsequently, he cornea to have a definite perception of the 
objects themselves; but this too is brought about by means of the eyes alone. lathe 
same manner, in the case of definite concrete cognition, though the first contact of the 
Bense would only give ris to an undefined abstract cognition, yet, subsequently—the 
contact of the Sense-organ continuing all the time—the person would come to have a 
well-defined perception of the various specific properties—genus, property, &o.—of the 
objects j and it is this that constitutes concrete cognition. And as the Sense-contact 
has all along continued t operate, such cognition cannot bub be called “  Sense-percep
tion.1'

Because the closing of the eye has cut off the Sense-contact..
Thia -Karikh anticipates the following objection ; “  The Means of Concrete 

Cognition are manifold,-—such as the Soul and the rest; in that Case, why should snob 
cognition be specifically attributed to the organs of Sense, and be called sensuous ? ”  The 
sense of the reply is that names are given to objects, in accordance with snob an aspect 
of it, as belongs exclusively to the object in question. In the present instance the 
agency of the senses alone is such as belongs exclusively to Concrete Cognition, the 
agency of the Seal, &c., belonging also to other kinds of cognition—such as the 
Inferential, 'Verbal, Ac., aud nr such, it is only right that it should be called sensuous.

la0 The first half of this Karikd implies that the objection pointed out in the last 
note does not hold. If it be urged that “  the Concrete Cognition, following, upon 
Abstract Cognition, must be held to have this latter for its cause, and cannot be attri
buted to the senses,”—then, we reply that even then, inasmuch as it is brought about, 
through the intervention of Abstract Cognition, by means of the senses alone, it can 
be called “ Sensuous.”  This would be quite compatible with ordinary usages;—e.g., 
the name “ pankaja” (clay-barn) that is given to the lotus, cannot belong to it hi* rally;  
since the lotus is produced directly, not from the mud, but from the bulbous root; yet 
all the same, the name does apply to the lotus, simply on the ground of its being 
produced from ‘ he mud, through tho intervention of the bulbous root. The assertion 
that—•“ we would conventionally restrict the name Sense-perception to Concrete Cogni
tion ”—implies that if we did not call in the aid of conventional usage, the argument, 
based upon the fact of its being intermediately produced by the senses, would apply to 
Inference also, which too would come to be called Sense-perception, as being produced

■ g°î \
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only cause. Or, the name 1 Sense-perception ’ might bo eaid to apply, l-y 
conventional usage, to that which is produced intermediately thereby (z.e., 
by sensuous perception),— as in the case of the word “ Paiikaja.”

131. Or, this conventional usagA too may not apply to the case of 
such concrete cognition as is of itself (naturally) known to be sensuous,
which, is not the case with abstract cognition.

132. For ns all meanings of words, are comprehended, through the 
usage of old (experienced) people. And the sense in which a word has 
been used by these (old people), cannot be separated from it.

338. It is only the observation (and classification) of established 
fa cts , that ought to be done by enquirers; ancl a certain fact which is 
known to all men as established, cannot be set aside by (newly-devised) 

definitions.
134. Again, how can dependence m  Sense-organ he said to apply to 

the Self-recognition of the cognition ? If it ba urged that (i the mind 
would serve as the reqoisiste Sense-organ, in. that case,”— then the same 
would also apply to the case of (such specifications of ‘ class/ &c., as) the
close “ cow ” ancl the like. .  ..

135. If it be urged that it is. only meant to be applicable to belt-
recognition/’— (we reply that) people do not mean it so. Therefore we 
must have recourse either to usage, or to conventional technicality.

136. And again, as the sensuous character of pleasure pam, &c., 
is due to the fact of the mind being a Sense-organ, so, in the same manner,

b y  th e  sen ses  intermediately. W h a t  th e  a u th o r  m ean s is  th a t  th e  w o rd  «  S e n se -p e r c e p -  

t i o n ”  is  “  yogarudha”
IU T h is  a n tic ip a te s  th e o b jectio n  th a t  w o find p e o p le  u sin g  th e  n a m e  S e n se -  

p e rc e p tio n  ”  w ith  r e g a r d  to  C o n c re te  C o g n itio n ,  ̂a n d  y e t  w e  find th a t  t h e  c o rrect

d e fin itio n  o f th e  n a m e  d o es n ot a p p ly  t o  such  C og n itio n . ,
134 I f  C on crete  C o g n itio n  is trot a cc e p te d  to  bo sen su o u s ,— h o w  can  th e  B u d d h ist  

s a y  t h a t  th e cognition of the cognition, by itself, is d u e  t o  th e  action  o f th e  s e n s e s .

F o r  s u c h  S e lf -r e c o g n itio n  can n ot p ro ce ed  directly, fr o m  a n y  S e n se -o r g a n .
135 »  Only meant to be, ^ c .” — b e c a u se  th e  m in d , b e in g  a n  internal o r g a n , cou ld  n o t  

a p p ly  to  external o b j e c t s ;  h u t th e  S e lf -r e c o g n itio n  o f C o g n itio n  is a  p u r e ly  tu fern a, 

p r o c e s s , a n d  as su c h , cou ld  bo e ffe c te d  b y  th e  internal o rg a n  o f  th e  m in d . Tho sen se
o f the reply is that p e o p le  a ccep t th e  a p p lic a b ility  o f th e  m in d  e ren to  th e  p e rc e p tio n

o f external o b je c ts— lik e  th e  class ’ c o w  and  th e like . ,
«  We must have recourse, T h e  sen su ou s c h a r a c te r  o f  S e L f-rae og u tt.on  b ein g

thus denied, it  is  o n ly  C o n c r e te  C o g n itio n  th a t  can  be sensuous. A n d  i f  i t  m  u rged  

th a t— “  in asm u ch  a s  th e  m in d is an internal org an , a n d  C o n c re te  C o g n it io n  d oes no  

fo llo w  d irectly  fr o m  S e n se -c o n ta c t , su c h  C o g n itio n  c a n n o t b* sensuous, - w e  r e p ly  th a t  

s in c e  w e  h a re  a lr e a d y  p ro ved  th e se n su o u s  ch a ra cter  o f  C on crete  C o g n it io n , d  you 
do n 6 t  find it  to  b e  d ir e c t ly  am en ab le  t o  th e  fanofcion o f a n y  o t e e  e v en  o rg a n s  o 

se n se , y o u  m u st h a v e  recou rse to technirmlity, or conventional usage, on w h ic h  w on d be  

b ase d  th e  fa c t  o f  C o n c r e te  C ogn ition  b e in g  in clu d ed  in  "  S e n se -p e rc e p tio n  ; mope the  

sensuous ch aracter  o f  s u c h  C o g n itio n  c a n n o t, in any c a se , b e  d e n ie d .

H » T h e  op p o n en t a lso  accep ts P le a s u r e  an d  Pain to  b e  sensuous.
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would ilie sensuous character of the specification of class, &?., also he doe -to 
the same cause.

.137. And, as in your case, even when the fact of depending upon 
the mind is the same (in tho case of all cognitions), you specify it as 
“ undefined abstract cognition,” and thus accept only certain parts thereof 
to be sensuous,— so, the same could be done in our ease also.

138. On account of the absence of the 1 Lihga ’ (middle term), this 
(concrete cognition) cannot be said to be Inferential, &c. And on account 
of there being no notion of any contradiction, it cannot be eaid to he 
« rum t hori fcati ve.

.139, And again, on account of its not having been perceived before, 
it. cannot be “ Remembrance.” Therefore it must bo ‘ Sensuous *; such 
is also the common usage and belief.

140. “ Glass, Ac., being objects foreign to the object perceived, 
the notion thereof in connection with the object, which Is not identical 
with them (Glass, Ac.), can only be a ease of false attribution ; and as such 
it is s im ila r  to the ordinary misconceptions of the mirage and the lik e /’

141. It is not so; because it ia not possible that the cognitions of a 
horse and other objects, should always bo eases of false attribution ; specially

IB1 Like Abstract Cognition, Concrete Cognition is brought about by the mind; 
and yet the Buddhist defines sensuous perception, as undefined and abstract; and 
thereby confines sensuousneas to the self~recognition of Cognitions, and denies it in 
the case of such cognitions as that of the class “ cow.” In the same manner, even 
when tho fact of being produced by the m ind is common to Seme-perception, Inference, 
Analogy, &c., we could restrict the name to the cognition of such objects as are not 
removed from the Sense-organs. That ia to »ay, as the other party restricts the name, to 
one class of Cognition, dogmatically, without any reasonable grounds for so doing,—we 
could also do the 3» ne. The Karika refers to the objection that---” if the mere fact of 
being produced by the sense of mind bo the sole criterion of Sense-perception, then 
Inference, Ac., would also become included in it.*’ The sense of the reply is that as 
the Buddhist dogmatically excludes ail other cognitions, except the Abstract, from 
<> Sense-perception,” we would also dogmatically exclude Inference, Ac.

18% As Concrete Cognition cannot be either Inferential, or Verbal, or based upon 
Analogy; nor can it be said to be altogether untrustworthy ; it must be accepted as 
« Sense-perception”  there being no ground for our denying such acceptance.

140 Tlii-* Karika embodies the Vedantic objection; “ We grant that Concrete Cogni
tion cannot be Inferential, Ac.; but we oannofc agree to its being always authoritative. 
Because Concrete Cognition' consists in the attribution of Glass, Action, Ac,, to an 
altogether different object (tux., the individual object of pen option)-, and as such, it 
Cannot but be false.”

HI Says the Nydyamtr akara: “ Class, ho., are not altogether different front 
the Individual. It is a fact of common experience that the individual ‘ cow ' 
is recognised as snob, only when it is found to be identical with the Class 1 cow ’ 
(without which it could never he known aft ‘ cow ’). Thi * could not be, if the indivi
dual were 'totally' different' from the Glass. Such recognition of the identity of the 
Individual with tho Class is the only means of knowing the Class; henoe thera must 
be an identity between tlio Individual and the Clues.

<SL
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'as we hold tliat the Glass (Action and Property) are not totally different 
from the Individual {object of perception).

142. If the qualification were entirely different from the qualified, 
then, how could the qualification always produce, in the qualified (object), 
a cognition precisely similar to itself P

143. The perception, of the colour of shellac in a piece of rock- 
crystal, belongs only to the ignorant, and is false (mistaken),— for the 
wise, there is a recognition of difference (between the real form of the 
crystal, and the reflected one of shellac).

144. Whereas the individual object has never been seen as separated 
from Class, &c. ; nor have these latter been ever seen apart from the 
individual,— aft is the ease with the rock-crystal and the shellac

145. In the case of the crystal-and shellac too, if the difference were 
never perceived by anybody,— whereby could the apparent correctness of 
the perception of the red colour (in the rock-crystal) be ever set aside ?

146. Nor can there bo any assumption of an extraneous relation 
subsisting among objects proved to be inseparable. Because there can be 
no such relation between unaccomplished objects. And if a member of the 
relation be said to be accomplished (before the relation is established) then 
there is no inseparability.

147. Such being the case, there is no ground for postulating a

14> “ Qualification"— Class, Action and Property. “ Qualified”—the Individual 
object. If the Class wore something other than the Individual, then the idea of the 
latter could not he invariably concomitant with that of the former.

US The Vediinti urges that if "  Sense-perception ” were always authoritative, then 
the notion of redness in the crystal would also be true. The sense of the reply is clear.

144 The crystal and the lac are not always found to be concomitant} while the 
Individual is invariably found to be concomitant with the Class, and vice verud. 
Therefore tho instance of the crystal and lap CRnnot apply to the present case.

146 Lf the crystal were always accompanied by the lac, and if it wore inseparably 
connected with it, thou the perception of redness in the crystal eon Id not but be 
accepted as true.

14* The VaicSshikas hold that Glass, Action. Aa., are entirely different from the 
Individual} and they are found to bo invariably concomitant with the latter, simply 
because they arc inseparably related to it, by the permanent'Relation of ‘ Samavhya’ 
(Inherence). The Sense of the objection to this theory is that no relation can subsist 
between any two objects, that are not already known to be established entities; and 
thus, if either member of the relation be accepted as being an established entity, prior 
to the assertion of the relation, then the inseparability ceases. Hence no relation 
between inseparable objects being possible, thorn can be no such thing as “ Samavaya/'

147 “ Such being the case, fro”—There being no inseparability, there is no reason-to 
assert any snob relation as the “ Samavhya”  And thus no relation being perceptible, 
we could not recognise either the Individual or the Class. And there being no ground 
for relation, there could be no relation a noog the categories—among which the only 
relation held by the Vaieeahika to subsist is that of 11 Samavaya,” which haft been

~ ~
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relation (between the Glass and the Individual) ; nor could we recognise 
any relation to subsist among the six: categories themselves.

148 The separation from Samavaya would lead to mutual separation 
(among objects said to bo related by Samavaya) ; and if the existence 
of these were certain, then there would bo no lim it; because of its being
accompanied by another, and so on, ad infinitum.

149. If it is urged that the “ Samavaya being identical with the 
form (of the objects themselves), no assumption of any other relation is 
necessary,"— then on account of this identity, the Samavaya may be only a 
particular form of the qualification and the qualified (Vlass and Individual).

150. Because if it (Samavaya) is different from them ( the objects 
Class and Individual), then it cannot subsist as a relation (between these 
tw o); if, on the other hand, it be identical with these two, then they
cannot bo different (from one another).

151. “ But the object— such as the 1 cow ’ f. i.— not being perceived 
apart from its properties, it would be only an aggregate of these properties 
(and have no independent existence of its own,— like the forest and other

like things).” . ,
152. The Object is that which permeates through such (properties)

as have the character of appearance and disappearance, prior to the
comprehension of the properties themselves.

153. Therefore the object—that is perceived, by people, in the form

148 The question is—" Is the Samavaya itself related to the objects among whom 
it is said to subsist, or is it not?” If it is not., then there can be r o S a n i a m y a j i t h  
I0Kard to the objects. And if it is, then this relation of Samavaya with the objects 
would stand in need of another relation, and so on, there being no end of Samavayas.

149 The objection is that Samavaya is nothing more or less than the form* of the 
Objects themselves. The reply is that in that case, the VaioSshika drifts towards our 
theory; inasmuch as we also assert that the objects-the qu alification  Glass and the 
qu alified  ' Individual,’ between which you assert the relation of Smnavuya-are denti- 
oal. and yon also hold that the relation between them is that o f  id e n tity , which com
to the same thing. . , ,

161 The meaning of the objection is that the object is not found to differ from
properties; it is only an agglomeration of the properties ; just as the fores . is on y 0 
collection of trees in it; and further, we have only five senses, and all these have the r 
purpose only in apprehending five sets of properties. Consequently, as there is 
sixth, sense, we can never perceive anything besides these properties. ^

J63 The sense of the reply to the last KSrika is that the properties—colou r, f.i— 
have the character of appearing and d i m p p e a r i ^ e . g . ,  the g reen n ess of the fruit dis
appears, mid yello w n ess appears; therefore it is that winch conforms w i i o ‘ ‘ '
properties (the one going and the other coming), which is the object, the fruit 
this must be different from both greenness and y e l lo w n e s s ; inasmuch as 
former has disappeared, and the lactor has appeared, the f r u i t  itself has all a o g 
tinned the same , and it is possible to have a cognition, (though only undefined and
the abstract) of the fruit, as apart from its properties. 4,

163 This sums up the authoritative oliaractar of Concrete Cognition. 
becom e, fr c .”—this refers to the Yedantic objection brought forward in kavi i<

' Gô X  .
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of Glass, <fec. 0  as specified by these)— does not, by tlsis fact, become of 
another form; and hone© it, cannot bo untrustworthy.

Ib i, That object, whose difference from its properties is clearly 
defined, even of this, the identity (with the properties) being permanent, 
there can be no falsity (or entrust worth! ness) of its concrete cognition,

155. It is only that which, while having on© cognisable form, is 
cognised in another, that is false; and not that which is always cognised nr 
its own permanent form.

156. That which is cognised by more senses than one does not (only 
on that account) come to be of diverse forms; for if it were so, then 
any and every object would come to have diverse forms, on the ground of 
its being cognised by the (same) sense, as located in the bodies of different 
persons.

157. If it be urged that “ in this case the senses of all person would 
be of the same class, and as such in a way identical,’*— then we could have 
(the same in the other t use also— the non-differenoe being based upon) 
the sameness of the class “ Sense-organ.” The class “ B eing” too, is not 
diverse, because of its cognition being always the same (even though it 
is cognisable by all the five Sense-organs),

158. Colour, Taste, Odour, &c., do not become identical with one 
another ; because of the difference in their cognitions. The Singleness and

154 This anticipates the following objection of the Buddhists : “  An object cognised 
by the senses of touch and sight would come to have diverse forms. For if even on 
the diversity of the comprehending organ, there were no diversity in tins forms of the 
object comprehended, than there would be no difference between smell ;ind colour, &c.
If it be urged that tho class ‘ Being’ is perceived by menus of all the five senses,__we
deny thie; because no such daft, can be perceived by the five at taes. And if you assert 
a commixture of the Sense-organs, then it would be superfluous to postulate more 
than one Sense-organ—that of Touch, for instance; and the functions of all the othor 
senses might be accepted as Congregating in this alone ” The sense of the reply is 
that the more fact of being cognised by more senses than one does not constitute 
sufficient ground for postulating a diversity in its forms. For if that fact were the 
solo ground for diversity, than even the object, perceived by means of a single sense, 
would have to be taken as diverse ; inasmuch as the object is cognised by many persons, 
and as such there is a diversity in the comprehending sense—this diversity being that 
of the senses as belonging to various persons,

161 The objector says that though the one sense—of Touch, f i.,—may belong to 
different persons, yet everyone of these is the “ Sense of Touch” ; and as such there 
is no real diversity in the comprehending organ. The meaning of the reply is that 
though the Sense of Touch may differ from the Sense of Sight, yet both equally are 
“ Sense j ”  and us such, in our case too, there is no real diversity. ThougL the class 
‘ Being’ is cognisable by all the senses, yet its cognition being of the same form, in all 
cases, it cannot be said to have many forms.

!*8 la the same manner, colour, taste, Sea., cannot be said to be identical; booanso 
all of them are cognised to be of the same character. We can however call these

1“ single,”  taking them as forcing parts of the class “ Being,”  and “  many” or “ diverse,”
^hen they are taken in their respective individual forms of colour, taste, &c.

l A .  - i ? I S i l « £ i # a i i l
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manifoldness of these may be explaii od as being due respectively, to their 
being considered oolleotirely as “ Being,” or individually, as “ Colour,”
“ Taste,” (i Odour,” &c.

159, lit some c^ses, there being a coianaixfcure of various Sense- 
functions, we conclude that the Sense-organ functioning is not one j because 
in certain cases we have a definite idea as to - the respective Importance of 
the various Sense-functions, bused upon the comparative strength and 
weakness of the Sense-organs.

160-161. As for instance, in the case of the Mind, we find that with 
regard to Colour, &e., it  functions in conjunction with the eye, and the 
other Sense-organs j while with regard to pleasure, pain, «&e., we find 
it functioning independently by itself. The absence of commixture in 
one case does nob necessitate its absence in every case ; nor does the 
perception of commixture in on© case necessitate its presence in another 
case

.162, Because we find that there is a remembrance of sound, even on 
the destruction of the ear j and also because we find that on sneh destruc
tion, tbero is no perception of any present sound we conclude that 
there is a definite standard (regulating the relative importance oi the 
senses).

U4 This Kavika refutes the objection of the superfluonanesg of postulating more 
than otto ecus©. The meaning is that, because two functions of two senses become 
mixed up in the cognition of a single object, it does not follow that there is only one 
Sense-organj since as a matter of fact, we find that one* whose sense of vision is 
strong, and tb$to£ audition weak, sees distant objects, but does not hear distant sounds, 
and vice -versd, Snoh adjustment of the Sense-fa notions could not be possible, if the 
Sense-organ were one only. Therefore, even though any two Sense-functions may 
become mixed up in the cognition of an object, get the two Souse-organs remain 
distinct.

19').61 These KSrikas hare in view the objection that “ Coming' across a commix.- 
fcure of Sense-functions, In the cane of the cognition of Substance, we might also infer 
the commixture to belong to the cases of Colour-perception and the rest ”  The sense 
of the reply is that, that which has been seen to exist in one case, cannot .necessarily 
be said to exist in every other case. As for instance, we hud that, in the case of the 
cognition of colour, <Ssc., we find the mind functioning with the help of the external 
organs, the eye and the rest, whereas in the cases of Remembrance, Pleasure, and the 
like, the mind is found to function by itself alone. In tho same manner, of the 
external organs, the eye, &o., also, there would be » commixture in the case of the 
cognition of su bstan ce, while in the oases of the perception of colour, sound, Ac., each 
of these organs would be functioning, each by itself.

16* This KIrika explains how we com# to infer the fixity of- the application of the 
mind, functioning as stated in the last KaiakiL Inasmuch as we find that one, whtf 
is totally deaf, remembers sounds, and fasts pleasure, &o.,—we infer that, for remember- 
mff and feeling. pleasure, A c .,  the-mind functions independently of the external Sense- 
organs. On the other hand, we find that the deaf are incapable of perceiving any 

anda at tho present time j and thence wo conclude that in the pr/Ception of such 
so u n d s, Ac., the mind stands in need of the external Sense-organs.
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163. i f the Bens;’-organ wore only one. In all eases, then either every
thing or nothing would be perceived. If it be urged that we postulate 
different capacities (or functions) of the same Sense-organ,— then, these 
capacities themselves could be said to be so many distinct organs of sense.

! 6i. A  deaf person would also hear sounds, if (in  the perception of 
sound) there were a commixture with the eye, & o.. and also if the mind 
were independent (of the external organs) with regard to the cognition 
of present objects.

165, The deaf person could not remember any sound, if the ear were 
the sole cause of memory; or (if yon assert his remembrance to bo 
spontaneous, and not duo to any cause, then), like remembrance, he would 
also have a cognition of the present sound ( which is not possible),

160. And on the other hand, there could not be any subsequent 
remembrance of the sound, if the mind had no share in its comprehension, 
at the time of its cognition by the ear ; nor could there bo the non
remembrance of all other things (at the time of the perception of sound).

167. If the person were not dependent upon the Sense-organs, 
ihen he would have a simultaneous cognition of all things at once; 
because by himself, he consists of pure consciousness.

168. Therefore in some places, we must accept exclusive fixity, as well

i6a The postulating of five different functions for any one Sense-organ, is the same 
ns postulating live distinct Sense-organs.

If there were commixture alone, there could be no restriction. “ If the mind 
(i' c.” —Because though the deaf have no ears, yet they have their minds intact.

189 Karika anticipates the following objection: " The cognition of sound 
could be explained as being due solely to the oar j why call in the aid of the mind ? ’*
The sense of the reply is that, there* could not be a remembrance of any particular 
sound, if the mind had nothing to do with its previous perception. And further, wo 
Sud that an absent-minded person, though with his eyes all right and quite open is 
unable to see anything. And again, after a certain object—sound, f.i.—haa been 
perceived, one does not, by that means, remember all other objects, colour, and the 
rest. Therefore we conclude that the mind, the organ of remembrance, has got 
something to do with the perception of objects. Because if we were to accept the 
agency of the mind with regard to memory, without admitting the fact of its having 
something to do with the object at the time of its being perceived by the Sense-organ, 
then we would be landing ourselves on an absurdity,—that of the perception of one 
object bringing about the remembrance of all other objects ; since, in that case there 
would be nothing to restrict the agency of the mind to any particular object.

im A  scion of the VedantI asserts that the Self itself consists of pure* conscious- 
aess j and as such, all cognition is only natural to it ; whence there is no necessity of 
having either external or internal organs of perception. The KarikS means to sav 
that if such were the case, then all sorts of cognitions, of all things m the world 
would be crowding upon the person, all at once, 1

UB Through the character of their effect; in the shape of cognition, we infer the 
capabilities of the cognise,- and the cognised; and from these, we Infer that, in. certain 
Cases,—as m that cj colour—there is no commixture ,* while iu others—aa in t w  r 
sube'ance—we have a commixture.

IB
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ay com mix tare, in accordance with tlie character of the cognition,— these 
two being assumed, from the capabilities of the cognisable (object) and 
the cognising (organ), in accordance with the effects of these, in tho 
shape of tho resultant cognit ion.

109. Tho divisions, of tho eye, &e., as well as colour, <fec., are limited 
to five only. Therefore though there are many such subdivisions as the 
Blue, Evil; &c., yet there is no necessity of postulating innumerable organs 
(for tho perception of each of these),

170. For this reason, wo conclude that it is by means of all the five 
organs of sense that we have the cognition of the class « B ein g” and the 
class “ Quality ” ; of the “ Substance ” and the “ Shape "  (of objects), the 
cognition is caused by two (Sight and Touch) ; ami of Colour and the r e s ;  , 

by only one (the eye, &c. one by one).
171. (O b j.). “  Though identical with the Class, (fee., yet the idea (of 

an object) would he false, on account of its being brought about, through 
identification with the word as is the case with the idea of Colour and 
the rest.”

172. ( Rep.), The cognitions of objects, as produced, arc not in the 
form of identification with words. Because the ideas produced by words 
are exactly similar to those that have been brought about before the use of 
the words.

I 'd . (O b j) . “ But the idea of the form of the cow, in the shape of 
the class cow, $v., never appears, until there has been a recognition of tho 
relation subsisting between the word ‘ cow ! and the object (it denotes).”

m  As we have tlie restricted applications of tho Sense-organs, to each objects as 
Taste, Colour, &a.,—i.e., the cognition of colour is restricted to the eye and so on . 
therefore wo accept those as five distinct organs; but in the cast of B k ie , R ed , & c .,  
thore is no such iostriciion, all c o lo u r  being equally perceptible by tho r y e  alone,-— 
therefore these are not accepted as separate subdivisions,

HO This gums up the conclusions arrived at.
111 The souse of tho objection embodied in tho Kivrlkfi is this ; “  Tho object being 

identical with Class, A c t io n  and Pry, erty, wo grant the trustworthiness of the cognition 
.of snob identity} but the ■' >rd, in which this idea is expressed, is something quite 
different (from the o b je c t , and tho Class, A c .) , therefore the id ea , ns identified with 
(»•?•* expressed in) the w o r d s , cannot hut be false. Such words as • Cow ’ and tho like 
.denote the Ctass, /lctioa and P r o p e r t y ; and ns such, specify sneh c la s s  as being 
specific forma of themselves*; and then subsequently, they determine the particular 
individual object, as specified by such Class, Ac. Thus then though there is no falsitv- 
attaohing to the object as identified with the C la ss , & o., yet the identification of the 
C la ss , Ac., with the W o r d s  cannot bo trite. The proper name of different objects too 
servo to represent such objects as identical with the names; and this identification 
of objects with words cannot but bo false.*'

" The id ea  o f  c o lo u r , . Y c . - i . e . ,  just as the identification of the c o lo u r  b lu e with th„ 
word “ bine " i s  false.

i:s Tl(at i8 to the that we have of objects is not in the form of words, 
our Cognition of an object is not always accompanied hy a verbal expression of the some*

© )  <SL
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1 7 1 “ And if thafs (which appears in the particular ‘ cow *) were the
form of the Clans, Ac., then oven one who does not kuow the word ‘ cow ’ 
would recognise the animal (as belonging to such and such a class, 
which is an absurdity). Thus thou, both by Affirmative and Negative 
premises we conclude that the object is identical with the W ord.”

175. (Rep.)4 Just as Colour, Taste, Ac., arc recognised, in their own 
form, as different from one another, even before their expression in words,—- 
so would it also bo in the case in question. The fact of these having 
different names (expression in words) is something quite different (from  
the objects themselves).

176. Nor can an object be said to be not cognised, simply because it 
has not been specified by words. Therefore oven he, who does not kuow 
tho word, can recognise the class * Cow / Ac.

177. Even in tho case of a cognition produced by contact with the 
sense of hearing, there is no attribution of identity with words ; because 
there is a difference between the object and the word, based upon tho fact 
of these being cognised by the Eye and tho Ear (respectively).

178. it is only in the ascertainment of ono property of an object 
with innumerable properties, that the word serves as tho means; and it 
could in no case, be tho cause of tho imposition of its own identity (upon 
tho object).

179. Nor is it possible for the form of tho means to bo imposed upon

m  T h o  affirm ative P rem iss  i s : “ T h e  idea  o f  the cla&s ( ' c o w ')  is brought abou t  
only w h en  th e  relation  b etw een  the itw d  ( ' c o w ’ ) and the object (th e  C laes) h as been  
du ly  ascertained ”  ; and tho N e g a tiv e  P rem iss ia : “  One w ho doos n ot kuow  th e w ord  
can h av e  no idea o f th e o b je c t, a s  b elon gin g  to  a n y  p a r t ic u la rclUss.’*

Ju st as w e h ave the cogn ition  o f Colour, Taste, & c., in th e a b stract, even  
before th e cogn ition  o f an y  relation  betw een  th e  word and the o b je c t ,— so, in th e  sa m e  
m an n er, wo cou ld  also  have th e  cogn ition  o f  Class, &c., even before  th ey  com e to  bo 
expressed in w ords, in their ow n  specific fo rm s, an d  not in  tho fo rm  o f th e  w ords  
(su b seq u en tly  recognised as d en o tin g  th e m ). O ne w h o kn ow s th o  w ords is  a b le  to  
rem em b er the nam es o f  the class, & o., as so m eth in g  over and  ab ove the specific  fo rm s  
o f the w o r d s ; and th ereb y  he co m es to give expression  to  th em  in w ords.

!14 It has been argu ed  in  the “  V ik y a p a d ty a  ”  th a t “  one w h o does n ot kn ow  th e  
w ord ca n n o t have an y  idea  o f the class, because n o  expression in w ords is p ossib le  fo r  
h im  ; and there can be no anch idea, in tho ab sen ce o f a  correspondin g verbal expres* 
sio o .”  I t  has also  been declared th a t “  In th e w orld  there is u o  idea w h ich  is n ot  
expressed in w ords ; a ll idea  is cogn ised  on ly  a s  exp ressed  in  w ord s. ' T h e  K arik a  
o b jects  to th is th eory .

171 Even hi th e  case o f a cognition  accom pan ied by W o rd s , there is no notion  o f  
an ident ity betw een  the W o rd  and th o  O b je c t ;  becau so the ob ject is perceived b y  th e  
Eye, while the W ord  is cognised; by the E a r ; au d  as such, th e  co g n itio n s o f  'th ese  
bein g rad ica lly  d ifferen t, th ey  can  never be id en tica l.

I*** W ord s have their use on ly  in defining or sin glin g  out one ou t o f  th e  m a n y  
properties o f an o b je c t ; in no case do th ey  lead to  an y  notion o f  th eir  identity with 
the ob ject.
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its object; for it cannot in any way be held that the form of the lamp or 
of the ben.se (of sight), is imposed upon the Colour perceived.

ISO. If the class ‘ Cow ’ be always cognised in the form of the word,—  
hen, inasmuch as no other form is cognised, how conP there be any
difference between them, or any attribution of the f „ ,m of the one to 
the other r

1S1* And again, if there be non-difference, in reality, there can be no 
falsity (m the identity); and if there be any difference in their forms, 
t hen there could be no chance of the said imposition; and the assumption 
Of such imposition would only bo erroneous.

182. It is only by means of words that there can be any description 
(or mention) of the object that has been cognised. And for owe who 
would describe either the object or the word, or the Idea, the only expres
sion that ho could use is “ the cow,"

183, And on account of this identity of expression (or description), 
the hearer comes to conceive the identity, of the word, the idea and the 
object, with the expression (used by the speaker).

IS A. Though the cause of error is the spme (in both cases) it is the 
cognition and audition that are known as imposed upon the object, and not 
the object upon those.

. . rAs a „umtter of ftlci however* the idea of the cow (the object) 
is m the form of ‘ an animal with dewlaps, Ac.’ ; of the ‘ w ord '(G o) is in
the form of the letters ‘ G a / etc.; and that of the * idea’ of these two 
is without any (external) shape.

1 S6. If the object were always cognised to be identical, in form, with

-  the Individual and the C la w  worn b oth  co g ,m o d  i„  « ,  form  o t  th e  W o r t  
a.,.no  th en  th e  C  .n  the W o rd , both being etern al, th ere w ouid bo an absolute

r i ; “ °  18 °  ; • " *  t W T  “ « •  « » M  be no » * * ,  the f e , ,„
f  ‘ be W ord  on the O »,oot o r  C l T h e t  i .  to  the C ln s . beiu g  cognised in ' the  
form  o f  th e  W o rd , and oth er form , it  w ould becom e non different fr o ... it . 

tapwufcion ‘ ’- -w h i c h  has been n oted  and denied in 179

, ‘L ? b !  f ,  *“ " y ' 1 "  ° iiKl' « “  • *  «'« of the object, can all to
described by the repression " the c o w ” , the Word only .erven n  tl.o means of
d escrib in g  to  o th e r , w h a t one b n , seen . d n d  it  i ,  f „ m  th is fa c t  th a t  o r U c , the
erroneous notion th a t the word is identical with the object.

isa The hearer reasons thus; « Because the it,,* „ . .o ’ we MJt-aKei uses the same expression m

“ »  “ “ « «■

tue r ju r U ' iiri f e r . ' z r * h uu •w  >«* -  * *
. . .  S o m e people held Unit the W ord  o n ly  serves to denote its f o r m ,  nnd

$ T w t £ “ V  !  '“ ! • “  “  ' “ Pbbhion o f this f „ m ,  npou the individu al O b ject, 
lh e  h . l i b  ob jects to  thin view , on th e  ground t in t , i f  th e a b je c t  denoted b y 't h e  
n m  d w o io  tdontk’ ji! w ith  to o  11 old , then w e w ould hove the absu rd ity  o f  there b ein g  
no d ifferen ce  betw een such objects u  th e  playi., * ■ „ ,  , lho T erm in al,a  H i r i ™  nnd

other o  e je c t , th at arc nil e j p m s e d  by th e  sam e w ord “  A k th n  " ,  tor the w ord rem ain in g



m  § lw — / /
APHORISM IV. 101

the word,— then in the case of such words as “  Akslia’’ (anti others with 
several meanings), the (different objects), dice and the rest, would also 
come to be identical,

187. If it be urged that “ there may be such an identity,”— (we reply) 
that such identity is uevet' recognised before the use of the word. If it 
be urged that “ the same may bo the case with the class cow, &o.,” wo 
deny th is; because in this latter case wo always see only one form,

188. tu the case of tho plant termiualia belerica and the other two 
(denotations of the word Alesha), thore is no conformity of any one property; 
the only common factor being tho denotabilifcy by tbe word 1 Alesha ’ ; and 
thus it is different from words denoting a class (in which thore is cow 
fortuity of properties among the various individuals constituting the Class).

189. In the case of the word ‘ Alesha' however, we find three forms 
entirely different from one another. This could not be possible if there 
were any imposition of the form of the word’, as there is no difference in 
tho form of the word “ Aksha/' (which continues to be the same, what
ever meaning it may be taken to denote).

190. If it be urged that “ the word ‘ Aksha’ may bo different (in 
each case) “— we deny this; because as a matter of fact whenever this 
v ord is used, there is always a doubt as to its present signification, which 
would not be possible, unless tho word remained the same (in tho case of 
all its significations) j and secondly, we also actually find that the form of 
the word is precisely the same (in all cases),

19J, In the case of such words as “ bbavati” and tho like,— where

the same, the forma of the objects, being identical with it, could not bo different 
from one another,

Tho objection in tho first half belongs to the Bauddha theory that the function 
of a Word lies only in the exclusion of everything other than the object denoted by i t ; 
and as such the meaning of the word “  Aksha ”  would only bo the " negation of all 
that is Hoi-Akfliu" ;  and in this form, there cannot but bo non-difference among the 
objects denoted by the Word. The Author replies that we do not recognise any each 
identity, prior to the use of the Word; and without the recognition of such a relation 
(which according to the Buddhist is necessary in the denotation of tho Word), the 
Word cannot have any meaning. Tho objection raised ini tho second half of the 
Kirika means that “ the Mimansaka also holds the Class 1 Gow ’ to be one only j and 
as such, he will also have to face tho absurdity of the non-difference among thousands 
of individual cows.” The reply to this ia that, for tho Mimansaka, there is no such 
absurdity, inasmuch as all tho individual cows are actually found to be identical (similar) 
to one another, in their main shape, (the only difference being in the minor details),

190 Whenever a word with several meanings is used, there is always a doubt as 
to its true signification, which would not bo possible, if the word did not remain the 
satnu in alt cases. Tho theory here refuted is that the Word does not ready consist 
of tbe tellers, but of the "  sphotu,” which is held to bo peculiar to each word, and on 
which depends tho signification of the word.

i 19t “  Bhaiati "—; .1) the Locative of ‘ Bhnvun5 (you), and also (2) the form in the
I'reeent Tense, Thirst ferson, Biugclar of tho root “ him * (to be).

---<V\
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tliere is a difference based upon (the word in one case being) a Pronoun, 
and (in another ease) a Verb,— the form remains the same; and as sue?:, 
if there were any imposition (of the form of the word upon the object), 
wo would have non-difference in the two meanings (of the word taken as 
a Pronoun, and as a Verb).

192. The formation of tho word being precisely the same in both cases 
(Iharati, as a Pronoun, and as a Verb), how can the verbal expression 
bo said to have the character of something to be accomplished ? Or again, 
how could the shapeless (immaterial) word have a shaped (corporeal or 
material) signification?

192. I f  the words ‘ cow / ‘ horse* and ‘ white’ were independent of 
the form of the objects denoted, how could there be any restriction as to 
the denotations of these, as resting in ‘ class ’ ‘ quality,’ &c. ?

194. The difference between the- words “ T ree” and “ The P ig-tree" 
being exactly the same as (that) between (these and) the words “ Jar,”
<fcc.,— how could there be in the case of the former couple, any relation 
of tho general and the particular if we did not take into consideration 
tho forms of the objects (independently of tho words) ?

195. Nor could there be any co-substrateness (of the object denoted 
and tho Idea produced by the word), as (there is none) in the case of the

m  As in the case of the pronoun, so also in that of the Verb, the Word is equally 
complete and accomplished. And then if the form of the Word were imposed upon 
(and identical with) that of the Meaning, how could the moaning of the Verb be 
said to be in this course of completion ? For the verb ‘ pachati’ does not signify tlio 
completion of the action of cooking j it only signifies that the ‘ action of cooking 
is in progress ’ Some people, again, bold the object to be a particular modification of 
the Word; and this is refated by the latter sentence of tho Text. The meaning of the 
fearlki is that a material modification can belong only to ft material primary. In the 
Case in question, however, the word being immaterial, oanuot have material modifica
tions in the shape of the jar, Ac.

198 If it was the mere form of the Word that was imposed upon the object denoted,— 
without an/ idea of tho class, Ac.,— how could we say that “ such and such a word 
denotes the class, and another denotes the property,”

194 You say that the form of tho object signified by the Word is identical with the 
form of tho Word itself. But you see (hut the difference between the words “ Tree” 
and “  F ig”  would, in that case, be exactly the same as that between the words “  Jar ” 
and “  Tree ”  ; and then what does this lead to P It cannot but lead to the conclusion 
that the relation that subsists between the two objects Tree and Fig is exactly the same 
as that which subsists between the Tree and the jar; which would mean that there 
is no relation between the generic term “ Tree” and the particular term “ Fig.”

196 In tuch instances as the “ blue lotus” (where there is a co-subsfcrateuess 
between tho properly" blueness and the class lotus), as there is no ca-subslratouess 
between tho Word and the Idea, there would be none between the Idea and the Object 
denoted ; because, according to you, it is tho Word itself that is denoted; and as there 
aro two words in tho compound “ bltto lotus,” the object denoted by it cannot be one ; 
and as the objects are two, there can be no co-substrateness between the concept “ blue 
lotus" and tho objects denoted by the two words. If it be urged that “ as in the case

®  <SL
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m rd  and the Uea, Nor can two distinct Ideas cohere in one undefined 
(abstract) cognition,

196. If it be urged that ‘ the coherence is in the Substauco (in
general) ..then, all such words, as ‘ cow,’ * horse,’ &c., would come to
have one ami the same meaning; because all those words signify a 
substance.

197. The expression ‘ blue lotus’ too is not used with reference to a 
particular case of non-difference (between blueness and lotus) ; for if it 
were so, then the expression could not bo used elsewhere (ie ., in the case 
of another blue lotus) ; whereas we see that such use is desirable.

198. Nor do yon accept the object “  blue lotus ”  to be one only, (and 
reasonably so),— because (in the compound ‘ blue lotus ’ ) we recognise a

of the theory of the denotation of Class, So,, by fcho Word, the words ‘ blue lotus’1 
give rise to only ono conception in tho abstract, (i.e., tho abstract. Idea of the Bine 
Lotus), so, in oar case too, wo could assort that there is eo-snbetrateness between tho 
concept ‘ blue lotas,’ and the aforesaid abstract Idea,” —to this we reply that in yonr 
case, there is nothin" to regulate tho abstract signification of the words 'b in e ’ and 
‘ iotas.’ In our ease, we assort, fcho word “  bine ” to denote a property and * lotus ’ to 
denote an individual of the class “ lotus;”  and hence we find the relation of the 
qualification and the qualifed subsisting between the two ; and thereby we make “ lotus” 
the chief member of the compound, which fact serves $0 restrict the abstract Idea to 
the l >tus and not to tho blueness. While according to yon, both words signifying their 
abstract Ideas, there would be nothing to restrict the abstract denotation of the com
pound to anyone of the two objoota, Sava tho Kaciki ; “ Two ideas are said to bo 
co-substrate only when they are found to inhere in the same substrate. In accordance 
with, the Imposition Theory, where can they cohere? For they cannot do so in the 
specific Abstract Property (“  Sivalakshana,”) ; because this is not definable. In our 
theory however, there can be such co-inherence, inasmuch as we assert, that a portion 
of the denoted object enters into the Abstract Idea produced by the Wood,”

It has beou shown above that there can be no co-inherence in the ' nc ilakshana1 
of the signification of the compound “ blue-lotus.” Dnder tho circumstances, if the 
co-inherence be held to be in the substance in general~i,e., if the co-substrateness of
‘ lotus ’ and ‘ blue ’ bo held to be located in their generic character of ' .Substance' ’__
than nasnmch as this latter is the same in the case of all significant words, ali objects 
denoted by words would become oc substrates with ono another.

191 If the expression “ blue lotus”  were held to be restricted to one snch lotus 
in particular, then there would be no use of the expression in the case of any other 
such lotus; and this is not desirable.

MS You do not admit of any such class as “ blue lotus” —which would include 
many individual blue lotuses>. and as end. you cannot huso the n».o of the compound 
npor. any sneh class, which is the only way of applying one name to many objects.
And farther, you do no* even admit any s ingle object, as blue lotus - which you could 
very reasonably accept, in accor.c nee with your theory that the objects are identical 
with the words denoting them. Though such acceptance would not be right, inasm uch  

; as “ blue”  and “ lotus”  are two distinct words, and as such they torn, the two members
of a compound, and accordingly they have two distinct forms, whence they must be 
teken to signify two distinct objects; for the simple reaeon that th e  imposition of the 
forms of two distinct words cajunot result in the denotation of a single object.

<SL
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difference, of words and meanings, based upon the (two) members (of the
compound),

199. We also come across cases of the imposition of two words (upon 
the same object) ; e.g., in the case of synonyms; and in such cases, these 
too would become co-substrate, like the expression 14 blue lotiu-.”

200. A  word is never used with reference to any object that has not 
been perceived before; and then, at the time of the comprehension of the 
relation (between the word and the object), what sort of object would be 
cognised P

201 Because at that time it is not possible for the form of the -word 
to be imposed upon that of the object; nor is the relation (of t lie word), 
Comprehended in refcrence-to the particular object spoken of.

202, And if the power of imposing its own form belonged to the 
icord, independently of the comprehension of the relation,— Alien, we would 
have such imposition, of forms, even in the case of a word that is heard 
for the first time.

199 If in the ease of “ blue-lotus," yon assert the co-fmbstraieness to consist in 
the fact of the two words being used in close proximity, then in cases where two 
synonyms are pronounced together, when the meaning of a certain word is being 
explained to others - c.?., “ Utpalam Kamalam ” you would have to admit a co-sub" 
strateness of these words also, which is an absurdity.

200 Says the Kd$ik&: “ A word is not able to signify an object, unless its relation to 
it has been ascertained.; and, no snob relation can be ascertained, unless the object has 
been perceived. Therefore it would be a hard nut to crook, for the upholder of the 
Imposition Theory, to explain what sorb of object is perceived at the time of the com
prehension of the said relation.” The question implies that the object cannot be 
cognised in any w ay-in  accordance with the Imposition Theory. The next Karikfi 
explains why there can be no such cognition of the object.

set “ Because, beeanse it is only after the relation has been ascertained
t hat there is a conception of the identity of the word with the object. The Eiiijikti 
adds “ The object being, according to you, of the same form as the word, it cannot 
bring about any idea of snoh form, unless it has itself been fully comprehended before
hand. Thus then the comprehension of the relation would depend upou the imposition, 
and this imposition too would depend npon a full comprehension of the relation; an.I 
wo would have the fault of mutual tutor-dependence.’’

it yor the comprehension, u.”—The relation of the word with its denotation is 
not comprehended with reference to any one particular object—f.i., the individual cow ; 
for if it were so, then the word (the uame “  cow” ) could not be used with reference 
to any other individual of the same class (“ cow” ) ;  inasmuch as the relation is, as 
hold by you, restricted to the former individual. And thus we would have to postulate 
endless relations—in fact, as many as there may be individuals that we come across.

S02 That is to say, this would give rise to the absurdity that tlio meaning of a 
word would bo fully comprehended, even by cue who hears it for the first t’me, just 
as well as any other person, who may have known it for ever so long. If the imposi
tion o f the fo rm  o f  the word on the object were independent o f an y  comprehension 
of the relation subsisting between the word and the object, then one who hears the 
word “ cow”  pronounced for the first time would also understand that it signifies a 
certain animal with dewlaps, Ac.,—which is m  absurdity.

® )  <3L
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203. For hr, however, no remembrance of t;ho object denoted results 
on the first utterance of the word, because the person does not yet know 
the object (it denotes). Whereas according to you the form of the object
would be perceived in that of the words.

204. Jest as with regard to objects, that form the denotations oi 
unknown words, there is no idea of these (words nr denoting such objects); 
so similarly, in the case of words whose denotations are not known, (there 
is no idea of the object as denoted by such words), even when the word 
has been heard.

205. Tims then, the denotations the objects) do not depend
entirely upon words ; on the other hand, since words have the function of 
recalling the (pre-cognised) object, therefore we come to recognise the 
dependence of these {words upon objects, and not that of objects upon words).

206. For these reasons, we conclude that it is only the form of tho 
object, cognised at the time of the comprehension of the relation (between 
wo> is and their denotations), that is cognised through the. word also; and 
the (original) form of the object is in no case totally suppressed.

207. W e  do not in any w y cognise the identity of the word, in the 
idea, that is produced by the word, either in the case of activity, or in that 
of cessation from activity.

208. if  we accepted the theory of the imposition (of the form of 
w o rd s  upon the objects they denote), then we would comprehend different 
meanings from the (synonymous) words— ** him ,"  “ kasta,”  etc.; because 
tl; ‘re is a difference in tho forms of: these words.

209-210. The imposition of the identity of anything is found fo be 
due either to similarity or to reflection. In the present case, however, we

4rt& The above objection docs not apply to onr theory ; because we hoM that the 
comprehension of the meaning of a word depends upon a certain relation that subsists 
between the word and the object it denotes; and in the case of the bearing of a word 
for the first time, as the hearer is unable to recognise tho relation that subsists between 
thaf word and its denoted object, he cun derive no conception from this word. This 
argument however does not serve the Imposition Theory; because according to this, 
the form of tho object is identical with that of the word; and hence as goon us the 
word is heard (even though it be for the first time), there must follow the conception 
of the object, which is absurd.

306 “ Sapp tested ’ ’assebanged} that in to say, when the word is used, the form o f 
th* object does not become changed iutcj that of the word, ns held by the imposition 
Theory.

to? And hence there can bo no "  imposition ’ * of the form of tire word upon the 
object.

819.310 We find that there is an '* imposition ” of tho identity of silver in the shell, 
on t he ground of their similarity. Then; is also an imposition (or attribution) o f 
identity in the case of tho redness of the rose arid the crystal, on the ground of the 
redness being reflected itt the crystal. But in the case of the alleged*identity of the 
forms of the word and tho object, wo find none of the aforesaid grounds for imposition. 
Therefore we conclude that there is uo such identity in this last o.tas,

U
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do not find m the word, any .similarity with the object; nor can there be 
any reflection of the word (on the object) which is at a distance from it j 
nor could any reflection from a distance be possible in the case of an object 
■which has no (bodily) shape.

2 1 1 . And if the proximity (of the word) to the object were said 
to bo due to the all-pervading character of words,— then every object 
would come to bo reflected upon by every word.

2 12 . And again, anything that is perceptible by a different Sense- 
organ cannot be the reflector of an object; for the perception of the rock 
crystal, even when having the reflection of shellac, is not brought about by
tho Senses of Touch, etc.

21d. If we accepted “ Imposition,” then Inference and Verbal Testi
mony would both become false; and because of the falsity of all specifica
tion, therQ would also follow a negation of all things (through falsity),

2 1 If the °PP°«enfc were to say “ let it bo so,” — then his own words 
also becoming untrustworthy (for the same reason), how could he make 
any true declaration ? For certainly, no truth is cognised through false 
( untrustworthy) assertions.

215. Also from the arguments (we shall bring forward later on) 
against the (hmyavada, we infer the functions of the Cognition and Word to 
be true ; but the form of the object can never be dependent upon the word.

2 1b, Therefore, even before the use of the ward, those objects that 
are cognised by tho ideas of distinctness, oneness, etc.,— of such objects, the 
existence is ever real.

2 1 / .  Even in the ease of such objects (Virtue, etc.), as are known 
only by words, though there can be no idea of the object, iu the absence of
the won*,—yet tho form of the object is not totally destroyed (he., cannot 
be denied),

218. (As for instance) in the absence of the eye, tho form of colour is 
not perceived; but from this we do not conclude that tho form of colour 
has been destroyed (and does not exist),

2 ii). the relation (between the word and the object) being eternal, it

iV1 The f̂leeted and that which is reflected upon must both bo perceived by the 
same Sense-organ,

*’* l f  n1! oon<?rate bo *aid to he false.—as it must bo in accordance with
the Imposition Theory—, then all tho Means of Right Notion, Inference and the rest, 
would become false ; since every ene of these is based upon well-defined (concrete) 
cognitions. "  Everything nil worldly affairs.

*l° After the use of the word, tho conception of the object is always in keeping 
with some foregoing perception, Even in the case of objects, whoso names are not 
known to us, we have such notions, as that of its being different from other objects, 
hem,! only one m number, and so forth ; consequently the existence of such objects can 
never bo denied

*19 KSrika tins the following objection in view : *' We grant that the form of 
the object is different from that of the word; then the case will be this, that in the com-

I
i
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t;nimot.be HftfiJ that the object is never perceived in the form of the word 
(which is held to be imposed upon it); because all men do not, at one 
ami the same time, perceive the object in another form (i.e., iu a form 
different from that of the word).

220. If it be urged that “ the same (argument;) would apply to the 
ruse of (the cognition of the object as) being of the same form (as the 
word),”— then (we reply that) when both of these cases are true, just 
consider whether the object itself is incapable of being denoted by that 
word, or the cogniser himself is incapable of comprehending the significa
tion of the word F

221-22. 1  he negation and affirmation (of the denotability by the
word) in the object, mm not both be possible; because of the two being 
mutually contradictory ; whereas it is quite reasonable to lay down denota
tiveness and non-denotativeness (of the word), in accordance with the 
difference (in the capabilities) of tho cognising persons ;-~as in the case of 
the blind and the non-blind, with regard to the (perception of) colour 
(presented) before them. For these reasons the cognition, in the object, 
of the form of the word (i.e,, the denotability of the object by that word),

prehension of tho relation of the word and the object, tho object would not he perceived 
in the form of the word j and it would ho only after such comprehension of the i da
tum, that the object would ho cognised- in tho form of the word; and this would 
ultimately mean that the object, which h~ts not (he form qf the word, would come to be 
cognised « r having the form qf the word; and this idea cannot hut bo wrong,”  The 
sense of the reply is that the relation between the word and its denotation being eternal, 
this relation, even before its comprehension, subsists all the same; and the object all 
along bos the capability of being denoted by that, word; and it is only this capability 
that becomes manifested, after tho due comprehension of the aforesaid relation; and 
again it is this capability that is mount, when we say that “ the object lias the form of 
the word,"—which statement does not mean that the forms of the word and tho object 
sro identical. “  Bat how do you know that this capability is eternal ? ”  For the 
simple reason that, from the more fact of one man not knowing the relation subsisting 
between the word and tho objeot, we cannot conclude that the relation is not known, 
to any person in tho work!; and honse we cannot assert that all men, at one and the 
same time, are ignorant of the denotability of the object by the word. That is to say, 
though one may not know the object cow by the name “ flow," yet there are suro to bo 
others who will know it by that name; and thus we find that the denotability of the 
object by the word cannot be entirely denied at any time.

2S) The sense of the objection is that, as has been said in the case of the denot
ability of the object,—that all nten do not all at once recognise tho object by a particular 
name—, so may it also bo asserted that ‘ all men do not, all at once, cot: to recognise
the denotability of an object by a particular Word.’ It ie said in reply that tho reason
ing might truly apply to both cases; but if a little consideration is given to the point 
as to which of the two alternatives is the more reasonable,—(1) either that the objeot 
itself is not denotable by tho word, because one man does not know it by that name, 
or U>; that such individual non-recognition only implies «  certain incapacity in the 
man himself—, it would appear which is more acceptable and compatible with well- 
aaeorwwued fact*.
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belongs only to on# who knows the word (as denoting that special object), 
and to none else,

223. (Obj.), “ In such words (proper names) as * Devadatta ’ and the 
like, we find a beginning of the assertion of the relation (subsisting 
between the name and the person) ; and therefore the object being (in this 
ease) non-eternal, its conformity to the word (denotabiiity) would also be 
non-eternal.”

224. (Rep,). Tn such oases also (i.e., in proper names) we accept 
tho eternal character of the power of producing a cognition of the form of 
the word (with regard to the object), as belonging to the signified object 
and the signifying word; it is only the application of the name to a 
particular object that can be non-eternal (having a beginning in time).

225. Prior to such con ventional application, no one ever cognises the 
denotabiiity (by the word, of the particular individual); and hence some, 
people accept the falsify of (these), in accordance with the theory of 
Imposition.

226. dire denotarivefiess of tho word is held to be true, whenever the 
word serves as the means of bringing about the idea of an individual object, 
exactly as it bad been perceived before the word bad been heard.

227. Or, granted that it is only after such conventional application,

SSB In ttie case of proper names, tho object and (hence) the relation being both 
transient, the denotabiiity of tho object by tho name would also be transient; and 
hence it cannot be denied that the form of tho word (which is not that of the object) 
is falsely attributed to the object. That ib to say, tho denotabiiity of the object by 
its name is not always eternal; and as such, the argument baaed upon the eternality 
of such relations falls to the ground,

ss* The word “ Dthadatta,” by its natural denotative power, signifies the benedic
tion : may the gods gire him to us ; and in this sense, the name “ Devadatta”  too, like 
the word cow,”  would have an eternal relation with its denotation, the aforesaid 
benediction ; and hence even in this case there would bo no false attribution of the 
denotabiiity of the object by any particular word. It, is only the a plication of these 
proper names to particular persons or things, which has a beginning in time, and is, 
consequently, transient, j

**& The denotabiiity of the individual by the name does not really exist; it only 
comes to be cognised by conventional application,—prior to which, Bach denotabiiity 
does not exist ; and for the matter of that, it cannot exist, in reality, after the conven
tion either; and as such, all proper names are cases of false attribution,

Tho last Kan kS states the reply to the objection, according to a certain section 
of those theorists who hold the Imposition theorv. The present Karikh offers a reply 
from the author’s own standpoint. As a matter of fact, there is no imposition; all 
that the word does is to remind the hearer, of a particular individual, exactly as this 
had been perceived at the time of the comprehension of the relation of the word and 
tho object. In no case does the word impose its own form upon the object.

*M This Kariki anticipates the foil ■ring objection: “ Sooh names as Ditfha and the 
like have never been used, before they were conventionally attached to certain objects ; 
and as such, these words cannot be said to remind one of an object.”  The sense of the 
reply is that the capability of uu object, of being remembered by means of a certain
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that the word comes to indicate the denotability of the object thereby; 
even then this could not establish an identity of the object with the w o r d .

228, Conventional restriction is pat upon the case of the object which 
is denotable by all forms (of words), as also upon the case of the word 
which is capable of denoting all forma of objects.

229- 30. In the case of tho cognise**, who remembers (at the time of 
comprehending an object by means of a word) the relation between the 
word and the object,— the Idea that is produced, by the remembrance of a 
formerly perceived object, with reference to the object before his eyes, 
cannot but be accepted as Souse-perception.

230- 81. (Even in this case) the objects, severally amenable to 
Memory and Sense-perception, arc distinctly discriminated : what are 
remembered are tho ivord and the relation (of this word with the object 
seen before), -and the character of Sense-perception may not belong to 
(the cognition of) these ; but the mere fact of the non-sensuous character 
of these does not preclude Sense-perception from applying to the cognition 
of the object (before the eye).

232-33. Though the perception of the Cow at the present time is tainted 
by memory, yet it is perceived as clearly distinct from the previous concep
tion, both in individuality and in the time (of perception) ; and herein 
1ms the occasion for the right notion (to be got at exclusively through tho 
Senses).

mum , is permanent, and as such, must be accepted as belonging to the object, even 
before tho name has been fixed by convention; and all that convention helps in doing 
is to manifest this ever-existing dim usability ; and in no case can it serve to identify the 
object with the word

Says tho Kdqika : “ To the object itself belongs the Capability of being denoted 
by all words; and hence whichsoever word may happen to be applied to it by con
vention, it oomes to be accepted as being specially expressive of that object. Conversely, 
a word is also naturally capable of expressing all objects; and iteomos to be restricted to 
a particular object, by mere convention. Thus far tho author lias set aside all chance 
of an identity of the object with the word.

rn.M With this begins the refutation of the theory that “ verbal cognition is not 
trustworthy, bemuse it is mixed up with memory.’' When a person sens a particular 
«*>• h® at OUC0 remembers the cow he had seen before, nod then remembers tho rid; ion 
which that partionar cow at that tiiuo had with the word “ cow," and then, lastly, 
comes to recognise the object before him to bo a “ cow." Though memory enters 
into the element of such verbs! ognition, yet as the cognition is that of an object 
Itjote the person’s eyes, the ft of its being a perception (and as such authoritative) 
cannot be denied.

iM.Si « £ he mere fad, $*c,” —Because these conceptions are not “  Perception,’ ’ it 
does not necessarily follow that the cognition of the object too is not “ Perception.'’ ’

m 'Zi That >'*. th« °°w> that is seen at present, ia perceived, not aa being the mme 
V'at '™  perceived in childhood (at which time it was pointed out to the person, for the 
first time 1,—but as something quite distinct from it individually (though belonging to 
fh« same d s « ) ;  and it ia this individuality of the object that form? the snbioet of 
Sense-perception, which thus comes to be true.
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231*84. That portion of Senbc-perceplion, which had been perceived 
before, (i.e., the notions of the word and its relation), cannot be Haiti 
to be perceived (exclusively by means of the Senses) ; but the 'present 
existence (of the individual object) is not got at by any previous con
ception .

234-35. That “  it is only such cognition as is prior to remembrance 
that is called Sense perception ”— there is no such command either of a, 
king, or of the Veda.

235 36. Nor is the function of Sense-organs, after remembrance, 
precluded by any valid reason ; and therefore this (fact of its follow
ing after remembrance) alone cannot make it (the function of the Sense- 
organs) faulty.

236- 37. For those reasons we must accept, as “ Sense-perception,” 
every conception that is produced by the contact of the Sense-organs with 
the objects toE perception), — whether it appears before or after remem
brance (it does not affect the fact of Sense-born conceptions being “ Sense-
perception

237 - 239. Just as those that are absent-minded do not recognise 
objects oven in contact with their Senses, so also those that are deluded 
by similarity, &c. But this does not imply the falsity (or untrust- 
worfchmess) of the perception of the object., by another person who can 
distinctly recognise it (tightly), even if it bo of an extremely subtile 
character, by rightly discriminating it from other objects that may be 
similar to it.

239-41. Just as one who has been well instructed in music, is able to 
discriminate between its different notes, both ordinary and Vedie, finch as 
the Shadja, Rshubhn, «&c. ; and those who have not been so instructed 
know all notes merely as music ; hut the non-recognition by these latter 
cannot lead to the conolusiou that the recognition of discriminating 
persons is false.

24L-42. For these (discriminating persons) correctly recognise 
the differences (between the different notes of music), even when the names 
(Shadja), <Sce., are not mentioned.

883.St This Kiu-Ikii seems to distinguish fclie part amenable to Memory from that 
nmennble to present Sense perception.

S3*.36 Tbat is to say, we could accept such an apparently absurd assertion, only if 
either a king commanded its acceptance, or it’ it was directly laid down in the Veda.

H31.S9 If one man, either through absent-mindedness, or being deceived by the 
similarity of objects, should fail to recognise an object correctly,—this alone cannot be 
suffloieufc ground for concluding that the conceptions of such men aa are attentive, and 
capable of detecting the minutest differences among objects, would also be wrong,

£*l.*i Even when tiui singer does not name the different notes of the music, people 
knowing music aud having trained oars, can easily detect the subtlest differences among 
them,
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242 i '. So in the ease of such objects as the class " c o w "  and 
the like,— those that are not practised in the uses of words recognise the 
object only indistinctly ; whereas those that are well posted up in (mean
ings of) words cognise it distinctly.

243-44. Just as in the case of objects endowed with Colour, Taste, &C , 
a man cognises only those factors (from among colour and the rest)* 
whereof lie is endowed with the corresponding Sense-organ; he can 
cognise nothing else, because he is without the requisite means (in the 
shape of the Sense).

2 14-45. Similarly among the means of discrimination (words), which
soever ho comprehends,— of the denotation of such (a word) alone has ho 
any cognition, through the help thereof.

245- 46. Therefore go long as the person lias not found the means 
of discrimination (words), his cognition remains undefined.

246- 47. For this reason, too, it is only when an object is recognised in 
tie* character of some other object, that there can be any falsity of the 
means of cognition ; and not when the object is recognised in its own 
character.

247- 48. Thus it is proved that the character of sensuousness (per
ceptibility by Sense-organs) belongs to Clans, (*.<?, the different factors of 
Inference in general) as also to the Itelafion (asserted in the premisses) ; 
and hence it is only when preceded by Sense-perception, that Inference, &e., 
can be rightly accomplished.

248- 49. If Sense-perception were always accepted to be undefined 
(abstract), then wo could not have Inference, &o.,— this wo shall prove in 
the section on Inference.

240-50. (Obj.). 11 If such be the case, then, like the cognitions of
the class Goto and the like (properties, actions, &c.), we would havo to 
assert the character of Perception to belong to such cases as the idea of 
the warmth of fire when seen at a distance.”

S*2-*i « Recognise indistinctly ”—|.o., have only a confused idea of it. “ Distinctly ”__
i.e., as belonging to a particular class, a»<l having definite properties, actions, name, &c Ac.

In the case of suck an object as lias both taste and colour—f.i., tho mango__
the blind can perceive only the taste, because ho is devoid of tho organ of G’olour- 
porccption,

tiS.M So long as one does not remember tho word, related to the object before 
him, his cognition can only ho undefined and indistinct.

S«-Vf That is, when an object is recognised as something else,*—f.i., the pieco of 
shell known as silver,

2*9.60 The mnm of the objection is this; “ If you declare the character of Sense- 
perception to belong to all the conceptions that ono may have, during tho time of 
h* mso-cont tab, then, in that case, when wo son fire at a distance, and have simul
taneously an idea of its heat, this latter idea of heat would also come under tho cate
gory of Sense-perception, as the object remains oil along in contact with the Sense 
of .Sight,”
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250- 51. (Rep.), In the ca.se of (.he (cognition of the) class * Cow,’ we
do not aeoepfc, as Perception, any other cognition which could be in closer 
contact (with the Sense-organ, the mind, and the Soul, than the Cow itself) > 
therefore vve cannot accept any other idea as perception, except that of tlio 
Goto.

251- 52. There too, when the cognition belongs to one who is not 
conscious of the contact (of the object with the organs of sense,) wo do 
not accept, it as “ Sense-perception.”

252- 53. It is only when there ta contact with the Sense of Touch, 
that the cognition of warmth can be said to have the character of “ Sense- 
perception ; ”  ami lienee it can only be non-sensuous, when the fire is 
perceived (at a distance) by the eye alone.

253- 5&. Therefore the Sense-organ having been ascertained to appre
hend a certain object, — it is enlj when there is contact with this Sense- 
organ, that the cognition (of that particular object) can bo accepted as 
“ Sense-perception ” ; in no other way could “ Sensuousness ” belong to 
the cognition of that object.

255. Though the method of specification is similar (in the cases of 
the class ‘ Cow ’ and the heat of fire), yet the character of sensuous tie:;* can 
belong only to that case whore the cognition follows from actual Sense- 
contact. And such is “ Sense-perception” known to be, in the world (i.e., 
among ordinary people), independently of any elaborate definitions thereof.

Thus ends the Vartika on the 4th Aphorism 
Treating of Sense-perception,

sm.61 The Sense of the reply la that id the case of the id. a of the heat of the fire at 
a distance, we have a preceding cognition of the fire itself, which we accept, as sensuous'! 
and from, the existence of fire—cognised by the eye— we come to infer its heat} and 
thus the foregoing notion is in closer eon tact with the soul, &c., than the subsequent 
one of heat. On the other hand, in the case of the perception of the class " Cow,” we 
do not find any other preceding cognition with regard to it, which could be in closer 
contact with the son I, and from which the idea of the Cote could be inferred. And it 
is on account of this closest possible proximity that wo accept the cognition of the 
class “ Cow ” to be “  Sense-perception."

a&i.63 •' Non-sen*’tous” —(in the present case) Inferential.
2M That is, even those people, that art* ignorant of the elaborate definitions of 

“ Sense-perception,”  know that the inne can belong only to such cognitions as follow 
directly from Sense-contact.
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“  Constant is the relation between tlie Word and its 
Denotation ; and the means of knowing it is the “  Up ad eg a ”
{ Injunction), (which is) incapable of contradiction; it is 
authoritative with regard to the object not perceived (before), 
because it is independent,— so says Badaniyana.” l-i-5.

S ection (1).

1-3  (O b j.), “ Though Sen so-perception and the rest hare been sot
aside, yet Daty and oon-Duty (Virtue and Vice) could be rightly dis
cerned, through ordinary usage,— like the distinction of the Brahman a and 
the like, ( l )  As those that give pleasure (to others) are known as 

DhSrmika' (Virtuous), and those that give pain (to others) are known 
as ‘ Adharmika ' (Vicious), So says the son of Paragara (Vy&sa) with 
regard to this subject * That this is Virtue and that u  Vice— these two ex
pressions are well known among m ou-dow n to the lowermost, Candida; and 
hence there is not much use of the Scripture (ou this point).” '

(Rep.). On account of the impossibility of this Usage being 
without a foundation; it is examined here, by means of proofs with re
gard to such source or foundation.

1 ' After having set aside the applicability of Sense-perception, Inference, &c.,
to the case of Duty, the JJhiishya, in introducing the present Aphorism, says_
“ abhd VO 'pi ndsti ” — “ Even Negation is n o t" ; and these three Karikfia ernbod / the 
objections against this introductory sentence of the Ithashya. The sense of the 
objection is that, there could bo a doubt of the applicability of Abhava, only after nil 
sources of positive cognition had boon exhausted. As a matter of fact, however, we 
have yet one resource left, in the shape of ordinary usage to which we can 
rightly attribute tho character of the source of all notions with regard bo Duty and 
ita contrary.

* The sense of tho reply is that Usage must have some basis j and it is this 
basis which is enquired into; Is the use of the word ‘ Duty ’ baseless ? Or is it 
based upon Sense-perception ? Or ia it based upon the Veda ? Now then Sense- 
perception, Inference, Analogy and Apparent Inconsistency having been discarded, 
os ly two are left to be considered: pabda (Veda) and Abhava ( Negation). Hence 
if is only proper that tho acceptance of the applicability of flabda should be in 
reduced by the denial of Abhava,

15
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4 - .>, Sense-perception and the rest, have been set aside (as riot 
applicable to the case of Duty) ; and people do not accept any proofs, apart
from these.

5- 6. For the Atheists (lit. those that hold ‘ slaughter ’ to be *deliverance 
from the shacMes of the world ’ ) Slaughter is accepted as Virtue;  and 
they hold ‘ Penance to be a Vice. And inasmuch as there is this diversity 
(of opinion) among the Mlecchasr and the Aryas, Duty cannot he saul 
to be ordinarily known (and based upon usage ),

7. Nor can there be any special point ( in favour) of the Aryas, Tin til the 
Scripture has been resorted to ; and the Usage (or well known character) of 
an object can he said to bo based upon the Scripture, only after tire 
authority of the Scripture itself has been established.

8 . Therefore if “ Injunction” were not able to rescue “ V irtue”
(or Duty) and “ V ice” from the month of Negation, then in our very 
sight, would these become swallowed up by it.

9. '‘ The Jn&na thereof becomes the UpadSga *— such is the construction 
(of the Bbasliya). “ Jnti.ua” here is that by which it is known, because it 
is spoken of as being Co-extensive (syouj mons) with * Upad&ya.'

10. The mention of the word “ Constant ’ removes ah discrepancies of 
the Means (“  Word ” = V e d a ); “ Avyatir$ka ” implies its undeni&bility . 
and thence follows its Self-authoritative character.

11. A ll (Means ol Right Notion) apply, with effect, to only such 
objects as have not been already perceived (by any other means);

f-O As there ‘h no consensus of opinion among different people, the notion o f Duty 
cannot be said bo be baaed upon Usage.

1 When there is a diversity of opinion, we cannot accept either the one or the 
other, without sufficient grounds. The view of the Aryas—that slaughter is sinful— 
cannot be accepted until we have recourse to the Scripture.

8 The meaning of the Kririka ip that if the notion of Dnty be not based upon 
tho Teda, then no notion thereof is in any way possible, and it would altogether 
seize to exist.

$ The passage of the Bhfiehya hero referred to is “  Aittpaftihastu gabclasyrrfhena 
Bambwndhah tasydgnihfitr&dUnkshu nasya dharmasya nimittam lcatham ? Upadefo hi sa 
bhavati.’’ And a question is raised as to the construction of the latter sentence, which 
is explained in the Kfiriki. It implies that m.trustworthiness based upon the fact of 
its being uokown cannot apply to the present case. In ‘ Juana* we have the nominal 
affix lyut.

to The first half implies that untrustworthiness based upon discrepancy in the 
menus cannot belong to the notion of Duty. And the second half means that it is 
incontrovertible,

it The idea of an object that has already been, at some past, period of time, 
perceived by other moans, can only be due to Memory. Therefore tho authority of ali 
Means of Eight Notion is restricted to objects never perceived before, i.e,, perceived for 
tho first time by the Means in question. The second half is added in anticipation of 
the objection that what the author son get to establish was tho authoritativeness o f 
Collar*.while what he is here driving at is that of Upadera,

1



otherwise it is only a case of Memory, “ Codauft ” ‘ Upade^a ’ and Vidhi ’ 
Are all synonymous terms.

12-13. ( O bj.) “ When any ordinary sentence could serve our purpose,
v, hy should we have recourse to Injunction ? Specially as the relation of 
cause and effect is signified equally by all verbs; and since every sentence 
has a verb, all tho requirements of the student would be fulfilled (by any 
ordinary sentence). And a« for activity, it is due to desire, while cessa
tion from activity is due to direct prohibition.”

34. If Injunction is not resorted to, then the ‘ end of man” would not 
coma to bo the object to be accomplished ; and then, Heaven and the rest, 
that are directly mentioned in the Veda (as desirable objects), would be 
set aside; and any ordinary denotation of the verb (as occurring in an 
ordinary sentence) would come to be the object to be accomplished,

15. If, on the other hand, Injunction is resorted to, then this (moaning

ISS.18 Tho moaning of tho objection ia that when an ordinary sentence-—'‘ Ho Bacri- 
fioes’—would bo able to signify the per unmbility of sacrifices, why should wo restrict 
the notion of the Veda only to * Injunction#;’—suoh as ‘ One ought to sacrifice’ ? Duty 
is the means of prosperity ; suoh moans of prosperity is got at through the Bhavanii; and 
this Bhavana is present in every verb; and a verb exists in every sentence. Thus then 
all requirements of the investigator into Duty having been fulfilled by the ordinary 
sentence—1 He sacrifices'—, he would naturally conclude that the performance of sacri
fices brings about the desired result; and bonce that this is Duty; and he would thus 
come to recognise the causal relation between Sacrifice and Heaven. Under the 
emmtnatftnoes it would be needioas to have recourse to a direct Injunction. As for the 
activity of people towards the performance of Sacrifices, it can bo due to a desire for 
certain desirable ends—Heaven for instance-on the part of the agent. An Injunction 
too only serves to point out that the performance of Sacrifices leads to Heaven; whence 
the agent desires to ' Bench Heaven by means of Sacrifices.' This is exactly what is 
done by the ordinary sentence—1 He Sacrifices and goes to Heaven.1 Why then should 
the notion of Duty be restricted to Injunctions exclusively ?

1* If there were no Injunction, then it would be the meaning of the verb that 
would fall in with the Bhavansi; because both of these—the Bhavana (Bhd ayti) and 
the meaning-of the verb would form part of tho denotation of tho same word—* Sacri
fices ’ ; and tho sentence * He Sacrifices * worild signify that one ehotdd geek to attain 
Sacrifice by the Sacrifice,' and this Bhavani could have no connection with Heaven 
which is at a distance from it. And tho sentence could not convey the notion that the 
performance of the Sacrifice lead# to a desirable end in the Bhape of Heaven, In tho 
case of Injunction, on the other hand the Injunctive affix (in Tajita) which denotes the 
Bhikvaua, is also accepted as urging the persoa towards activity ; and thus the Bhivnnfi 
falls in completely with this urgirg (whioh is more nearly related to the Bhavani than 
the denotation of the verb which is something other than the affix) ; and hence this 
urging of the person makes Heaven, eto., (».#., ends desired by the agent towards which 
alone he could be urged) the objects of the Bhavanii; consequently the Sacrifice also 
comet to be recognised as being the means of attaining such desirable ends, aa Heaven 
and the like.

. This Kariki explains fne word ‘ AnapSkshatvst ’ in the Aphorism; the meaning
being that inasmuch as Injunction does not stand in need of corroborations, cither 
front one’s own cognition or from that of others, it cannot but be authoritative.

APHORISM V. U5
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of the verb) is pnsseJ over, and Heaven, <fco.,' ccmie to be recognised. as 
the objects to fee accomplished. And it is only when such is the case, that 
the means of reaching Heaven, &c., come to have the character of Duty.

16. In the case of the assertions of untrustworthy persons, one 
needs (the corroboration of) another cognition of his own. In the case 
of the assertions of trustworthy persons too, (such as the Smritis), one 
needs (tho corroboration of) another (i.s,, the Veda). Iu the case of 
“ Injunction ”  however, no exterior corroboration is needed.

[Thus ends the Vfirtika ( proper) on Sutra V.j

Section (2).

T h e  v i e w  o p  t h e  V e i t t i .

17. Tlie word ‘ Adi * has * M ’ at its end ; for if there were a deletion 
thereof (of * M. ’ ), the connection (of the word ‘ Adi ’ with the rest of the 
sontenee) would ho too strained. The negative (‘ ua ’) is supplied iu the 
Aphorism, from without.

17-18. It is on account oE the commixture (of right and wrong) that 
the objection is raised: “ (There must be) investigation (into the moans 
of Knowing Duty), because of misconceptions arising from an ignorance 
of tho means of knowing it, and their correct definitions.”

18. W ith the expression “ that is not Sense-perception,”  the theory of 
the unnecessary character of the investigation has been summed up.

39-20. Falsity attaches to something else, while Sense-perception

U Karikla 17 to 28 expound the view of tho author of tho Vrittl (Bhavadasa).
This refers to the Bhashya passage t “ Vritttkdrastivanyathiinam grantham 

varynydneakdra lasya nimttapariehtiriityeeamdditn.'’
“ The negative, $"c."—The Vrittl explains Apt. 3, as ‘ n* nimittam parlkehitavyam* 

and this is only possible, if an additional ‘ na ’ is supplied from without.
W*18 This refers to the Bhishvn passage : “ Ufa tin Vyabhicardt parikshi tm'yam 

nimittam, $rc., i'c.” The sense of this objection is that in the absence of a well- 
defined and accurate definition of Sense-perception, people would have mistaken 
notions with regard to it : for example, they would accept the cognition of silver in 
the shell ns correct Sense-perception. Therefore inasmuch as correct ideas of these 
Means of Sight Notion are mixed tip with incorrect ones, it is necessary that we 
should investigate the means of knowing Duty, and hence the Sutra as interpreted 
in the Vritti, becomes objectionable,

IB To the above objection tho Bhlshva replies thus : “ That which is Svnse-pereep- 
(ion is never mistaken, and that which is mistaken is not Sense-perception." And it is 
to this that the Kiirika refers.

iv.so When one object (the shell) is cognised ns another (silver), then it is the 
cognition of this latter that is false; hot no falsity attaches to the perception of an 
object that happens to he before one’s eyes. And it is only snoh cognition that is 
denoted by the word ‘ Sense-perception,’—the full definition of which is that it is a

ir



a p h o h ism  v . U 7

ils« H remains infcaot and true. Because Sense-perception is held to follow 
only when there is contact (of ho sense) with the object that is perceived.
This is the fall definition (of Sense-perception), wherein the words tat and 
sat (of Aph. 4 )  have to be transposed.

20, The word ‘ S a t ' would (in this case) mean ‘ right,’ Or we may 
take the Aphorism to be elliptical.

21. Through “ Arthapatti ” also, we come to attribute the character 
of the “ False Semblance of Sense-perception ” to all cognitions other than 
those mentioned (in the last Ktirika).

21-22. The idea of negation cannot be got at without the denial of

cognition that results from the contact of the Senso-organa with the object as conceived 
by the peroelfer, This definition is arrived at by construing the fourth Aphorism as—
' T id s a m p r a y o g i  f u r u c  h a t y i h d H y i m m  b u d d h i j e n m a  sa t p r a ty a k s h a m .”  A n d  w h e n  t h e  

cognition tallies exactly with the object before the nyos—i.e., when the ra p e  is cognised 
as the r o p e — it can never be said to be wrong, It has already been explained that the 
fourth Aphorism as it stands cannot bo taken as a definition o f  Sense-perception ; 
because ns it stands the Aphorism would apply equally to correct as well as incorrect 
perception ; for the Aphorism only signifies that “  Sense-perception ”  is that c o g n itio n  
which is produced by the contact of tho sense with some object existing in the present; 
am* this would also Include tho case of the cognition of s i l v e r  in the shell; because 
this latter too would be a C ognition produced by the contact of the e y e  with an 
object. Bat i f  we transpose tho words T a t and Sat then the meaning of tho Aphorism 
would bo this; ‘ The idea produced by the contact of tho sense with th a t ( i . e  , with 
tho object a s  c o n c e iv e d ) , is c o r r e c t  S e n s e -p e r c e p t i o n ,’ and this would exclude all inoorrect 
perceptions.

80 ‘ E ll ip t ic a l  ’—that is to say, supplying the word ‘ Grahya ’ ( m th a t w h ic h  is  p e r 

c e iv e d )  between the words S a t  and P r o ty k x h a m ,—thereby getting at tho same meaning 
that is obtained by tho aforesaid transposition.

91 ‘ A r t h a p a t t i  ’—when correct Senso-porception is defined as that which is produced 
by the contact of the Sense-organ with the o b je c t  a s  c o n c e iv e d , then all others—those 
cognitions tnat are not produced by such contact—naturally come to be known as 
‘ false (semblances of) Sense-perception1 P

81.SB « How do yon know that a certain cognition is not produced by such contact ?’
The Uhiahya replies I We come to know of this by finding that the cognition is negatived 
by n subsequent cognition. On this point the question is raised - * What special grounds 
have we for accepting the denial of the preceding cognition by the subsequent one, and 
v ic e  v e r s a ' ?  Tho reply to this Is that it is not possible for us to have any subse
quent cognition to the contrary until the preceding cognition hi a been negatived; and 
since in tho present case of the s h e ll and the s i l v e r  we do have a subsequent contrary 
cognition, therefore we conclude that it is the preceding cognition that mum be 
negatived by the subsequent one. 1 But in that case, you would have a Reciprocity,— 
the negativing of the preceding cognition being doe to its falsity, and the falsity being 
doe to the fact of its being so negatived.’ Tho answer to this is that the subsequent 
cognition only serves to indicate the falsity of the preceding one; it does not create 
ary such falsity. And as anch there can be no reciprocity s specially as the falsity of 
the pwu ding cognition is due to certain discrepancies in the moans that gave rise to it,
' Bat why should wo not accept the preceding cognition as negativing the subsequent 
one ? The reason is obvious: at the time that the preceding cognition is produced the
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the preceding (cognition); and we have this (in tho present case, wlievd 
the preceding cognition is set aside by the following- cognition). And 
there being only an indication (of falsity), there can be no Recipro
city.”  While, on the other hand, the true form of the preceding cognition 
is got at without any denial of the (subsequent) cognition, which has not 
yet appeared.

2 3 . Even where there is no rejection (by means of any subsequent 
notion of the eogtnser himself to the contrary), the recognition of some 
discrepancy in tho cause (of the cognition, would establish tho falsity 
thereof). Nay, even in such a case, wo have the contrary notions of other 
persons (that would load us to reject the cognition).

24. That cognition,— whereof all persons, at all time have the same
__cjcn never be rejected. Because in that case, the conviction of any

discrepancy in the cause is not strong enough.
25. Jn a case where the idea of “ class, etc ./’ has been produced, 

and subsequently, on accounts of its impossibility, comes to be rejected by 
moans of arguments,-— in such a case ‘ Reciprocity ’ is patent.

2d. And in this case (of the notion of 4 class ’ ), there is a definite (true) 
cognition based npon the self-authoritative character (of the idea), through

su b s e q u e n t  o n e  d o e s  n o t  y e t  e x is t ,  to  b e  n e g a t i v e d ; a n d  a s  s o o n  a s  t h e  s u b s e q u e n t  
c o g n itio n  a p p e a r s , in  i t s  v e ry  a p p e a r a n c e  i t  n e g a t iv e s  th e  p r e c e d in g  o u o . A n d  th u s  t h is  

la t t e r  b e in g  a t  o n o e  r e je c te d  c o u ld  n o t  n e g a t iv e  th o  fo r m e r .
« (  I f  i t  is  a b s o lu t e ly  n e c e s s a r y  to  h a v e  so m e  c o n tr a r y  id e a , fo r  th o  p u r p o s e  o f  

r e je c t in g  a  c e r ta in  m is c o n c e p tio n , th e n  th e  c o r r e c t  c o g n it io n s  o f  o n e  p erson  w o u ld  

In- B6b a s id e  b y  th e  c o n tr a r y  c o g n it io n s  o f  o th e r  p e rs o n s . B u t  a s  a m a t t e r  o f  fa c t ,  

th is  is  o n ly  a n  a s s u m p tio n  ; th e  re a l c a u s e  o f fa ls ity  ly in g  iu  t h e  d is c r e p a n c ie s  in  th o  

m e a n s  b r in g in g  a b o u t  th e  c o n c e p t io n .
s i  T h i s  i s  in  a n tic ip a tio n  o f  th o  o b je c tio n  t h a t — e v e n  in  t h e  a b s e n c e  o f a n y  d ir e c t  

c o g n it io n  to  th o  c o n tr a r y  i f  a n y  n o t io n  c o u ld  b e  r e je c te d , th e n  th o  n o t io n  o f ‘ c la s s  ’  
w o u ld  a ls o  o o m e  t o  b e  r e je c te d . T h e  s e n s e  o f  t h e  re p ly  is th a t  o n ly  th a t  n o tio n  is 
re jected w hich  ta fo o n d  t o  b e  c o n tr a d ic te d  b y  w e ll-a s c e r ta in e d  fa c ts . T h e  n o tio n  o f  

- (.IftBs > h o w e v e r  is n e v e r  fo u n d  t.o b o  so  c o n tr a d ic te d , lien ee  it  c a n n o t  b e  r e je c te d .  

B e c a u s e  a n y  id e a  o f t h e  d is c r e p a n c y  in  its  c a u s e , e v e n  i f  e x is te n t , c a n n o t  bn s tr o n g  

e n o u g h  to  r e je c t  it .
at « Reciprocity ' -  th e  a p p e a r a n c e  o f  th e  id e a  o f  r e je c t io n  b e in g  d u e  to  th e  fa ls ity  

o f  th o  n o tio n  o f  ‘ c la ss , a n d  th is  fa ls i t y  b e in g  d u e  to  t h e  id e a  o f  r e je c t io n .’
8« T h e  K a r ik a  a n t ic ip a te s  th e  fo llo w in g  o b je c tio n  : “  E v e n  i f  t h e  n o tio n  o f  1 c la s s

b e  n o t  fa ls e  th e re  is th e  s a m e  R e c ip r o c it y : th e  n o n -fa ls ity  b e in g  b a s e d  n p o n  t h e  

a b s e n c e  o f  c o n tr a r y  n o tio n s , a n d  t h is  a b s e n c e  b e in g  b a s e d  u p o n  th e  n o n - f a ls i t y .” T h e  
aen so  o f th e  r e p ly  is  th a t  in th e  c a s e  o f  the ' c la s s ,’ a  c e r ta in  id e a  is  r ig h t ly  b ro u gh t, 

a b o u t  ■ a n d  in a s m u c h  a s  th is  id e a  is s e l f -a u t h o r ita t iv e , its  n o n -fa ls i t y  is b ased  u p o n  r e a -  

eo n in g  a n d  a s  s u c h , d o e s  n o t  s ta n d  in  n ee d  o f  a n y  a b se n ce  o f  c o n tr a r y  n o t io n s ; a n d  
w h e n  th is  n o n -fa is ity  b u s b e e n  d e fin ite ly  a s c e r ta in e d , th e r e  is  no c h a n c e  o f th e  

a p p e a r a n c e  o f  a n y  c o n tr a r y  n o tio n s  ; s p e c ia lly  a s  in  th e  case  in  q u e s tio n , th o  id ea  o f  

th e  e x is te n c e  o f  th e  * c la s s  ’ is  n o t c o n t r o v e r t e d ; b e c a u se  ev en  th o se  th a t  d e n y  t h e  
e x is te n c e  o f  t h e ‘ c l a s s ’ a d m it  th e  fa c t  o f  e v e r y o n e  h a v in g  a n  idea of wtch cltt-s; a n d  

th u s  th e n  th e r e  is  no r e c ip r o c ity  s p o k e n  o f .

<SL
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the indication of its existence; because even those that deny the existence 
of a ‘ class,’ admit an idea of it, all the some.

[Thus ends (he expounding of the view oj the Vritli, j

S e c t i o n  ( 3 ) .

T hu NTbalambana-V A da.

( Idealism,)

1 - 3 .  Authoritativeness and Non-authoritativcuess,— Yirtno and Vice 
and the effects thereof,— the assumptions of the objects of Injunctions, 
Eulogistic passages, Mantras, and Names,— in short, the very existence of 
the various Chapters (of the Sutra) based upon the various proofs,— the 
differentiation of the Question from the Reply, by moans of distinctions 
in the style of expression,— the relation between actions and their results 
in this world, as well as beyond this world, &c„— all these would bo 
groundless (unreasonable), if Ideas (or cognitions) were devoid of (corres
ponding) objects (in the External W orld).

4, Therefore those who wish (to know) Duty, should examine the 
question of the existence or non-existence of (external) objects, by means 
of proofs accepted (as such) by people,— for the sake of the (accomplish- 
meat of) Actions.

5, “  Even if only the * Idea ’ (or sensation) is accepted (to be a real 
entity), all this (that is ordinarily known as the ‘ External W orld’) may 
bo explained as * Samvriti Reality ’ ; and as such it is useless for you to 
persist in holding the reality of the (external) object.

6 , But there can be no reality in “  Samvriti ” (Falsity) ; and as

1.8 The Bhftshyft! “ Nanu sarva eva niralamhanah swapnavat pratyayah, fyc. 1 
An objection is raised in the Kurika to tbe necessity of the discussion raised in the 
Ehfishya. The Klrikis are meant to show that if all cognitions were without corres
ponding objects in the external world (as held by the Bandd ha-Idealist), then all the 
doctrines and subjects treated of in the Mimansa would be baseless, and a treatment 
of these altogether unreasonable; since there would be no realities corresponding to 
such words and phrases as: “ authority of tbo Veda, ”  “  Incapability of the Sense- 
perception, Ac.. to give any idea of Duty,”  “ Duty in the form of the Agnihotra,”
“ Vke in the shape of slaughter,” “ Duty leading to prosperity,M “ Vice leading to 
Hell,”  “  U rgin g  as the object of Injunctions,”  “  Attracting the object of the eulo
gistic passages,”  “ Manifestation of Action the object of the Mantras,”  “  Significa
tion of materials, Ac., the object of Names,”  “ the differentiation of Actions into the 
Primary and the Subsidiary, in accordance with, Direct Revelation, Power, Sentence, 
Context, Position and Name,”  Ac., Ac., and so forth.

6 Tbe Banddhas hold that there are two kinds of Reality j False and the True ; 
aud they attribute only a false reality to the External World.
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Hitch liow can it be a form of reality? If it is a reality, how can it be 
1 Samvrifci ’ ? If it is false, how can it bo real ?

7. Nor can * reality ’ belong, in common, to objects, false as well as 
real; because the two are contradictory; for certainly the character of 
the “ tree cannot belong in common to a tree as well as to a lion.

8-9. Thus then the words “ Samyriti ” and “ M ithya” (false) being 
synonymous, the assumption (of “  Samvrifci Beality” ) is only meant to 
hood-wink ordinary men, just like the word “ Vfiktraaava ” (mouth- 
wine) as used with reference ro the saliva;— with a view to remove 
the stain of atheism (from the Bauddha doctrine). And so is also their 
theory of the assumed reality (of external objects) ; because there can be 
no assumption of the indivisible (’• consciousness which alone is real, for the 
Bauddha) in the void (to., the external world, whose existence is denied 
by the Bauddha).

10 . Therefore it must be admitted that that which docs not exist, 
does not exist; and that which really exists is real, while all else is unreal> 
and therefore there can be no assumption of two kinds of reality.

I t .  There is a theory current (among the Bauddhas) that the experi 
ences (of Heaven, Ac ), are similar to the experiences of a dream ; and it 
is for the refutation of this theory that we seek to prove the reality of 
external objects.

12-13. It cannot be for the mere pleasures of a dream that people 
engage in tho performance of Duty. Dream coming to a man spontane
ously, during sleep, the loarued would only lie down quietly, instead of 
performing sacrifices, Ac., when desirous of obtaining real results. For 
these reasons, we must try our best, by arguments, to establish (the 
truth of) tho conception of external objects (as realities).

14*16. (Among the Bauddhas) the Yogacaras hold that ‘ Ideas ’ are 
without corresponding realities (in the external world) ; and those that 
hold the Mftdhyamika doctrine deny the reality of the Idea also. In 
both of these theories however tho denial of the external object is com
mon. Because it is only after sotting aside the reality of the object that 
they lay down the “  Samvriti (falsity) of the ‘ Idea.* Therefore on 
account of this (denial of the reality of external objects) being common 
(to both), and on account of (the denial of tho reality of the ‘ Idea ’ } being 
based upon the aforesaid denial of the external object,— the author 
of the B ias by a has undertaken to examine the reality or unreality of the 
external object.

They hold that the external objects have an assumed reality. But this too 
is oniy meant to deceive people.

l*-t® If the pleasnrea. of Heaven were only like dreams, then these would come to 
people, spontaneously, awl would need no efforts of the person ; and people would not 
stand in need of the performance of elaborate sacrifice#, &o.

U-lfl The MMliyamikas hold that, inasmuch na the external object is uureal, no 
cognition based upon it can be real.

/''v# ' e°̂ X •1 ■■
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17- 18. Tlio duuial of tho external object is of t wo kinds ; one is 
based upon an examination of tbe object itself, and another is based upon 
reasoning, Of these, that which is based upon a consideration of 
the object may bo laid aside for the present; that which is based upon 
reasoning, and as such is the root (of the theory), is what is hero 
examined.

18- 19. Here too the denial has been introduced in t wo ways: at first 
through. Inference, and then, after an examination of the applicability of 
Sense-perception, through its inapplicability (to external objects). And it 
is the Infoi'ential argument that is urged (in the BlnWbyn) ; “ Nauu 
& c”  And this has a connection (with what has gone before, in tlio 
Bhashya).

20-22 . O b J :  “ (1) .  It has boon declared that ‘ Sense-perception ’ is 
only that which is produced by a contact (of the sense) with the particular 
object; but there is no relation between the objects and the Sense-organ,
In reality; while, as for an assumed contact, this is present in a dream 
also; therefore it is not possible to have any such differentiation (in 
reality) as that into (cognitions) produced by such contact, and (tho-c) not 
so produced, (2) A nd again, it has been said that falsity is only of two 
kinds, and not m ore; but hero it is added that all (cognition) is false ; why 
then should there bo any such specification ?

23. “ The cognition of a pole is false, because it is a cognition; be
cause whatever is a cognition has always been found to bo false,—  j'.i, the 
cognitions iu a dream.”

17.IS “ Bated -pun on examination of the object itself’ '—S»y tho Battddhas ; “  Neither 
atoms, nor an conga ineratiou of atoma, are amenable to the senses, as tho aggregate 
too i:;u> have no existence apart from tho atoms themselves. Nor cun tho embodied 
substance ho sensed; because this has no existence apart from tho constituent atoms 
which are beyond the reach of tho senses. For these reasons, we conclude that there 
is nothing in t he External World that could be perceived by means of tho souses.”
Tho lJlmshya does not taka up this aspect of tho question; because this» only 
deduction from the cardinal doctrine of the Batuldbas 3 and I'.once it is only this Jatfcur 
that is examined. Karikas 17*111 may be taken as an introduction to the Ftirvapaksha 
passage of the Bhashya : * JSanu, &aS

ll-W “  Counoction ” as explained below, in two ways—vide Kiaikds 20-27.
*0.23 Karikia 20-27 explain the Furvapakahu passage of theBbsshya, which runs thus :

"  .Va»« term iv* niralambauah svoynuiat yratyayah prabyayalydpi Xiritambmmtds- 
> ibhdea upatakehitak u-aync i Jagndo’pi vtambha Hi vd Kudya iti vi prntyaya era 
bhavati ; taemit no'yi Nii ilamhanaK.” The first connection of this Furvapaksha is that 
it objects to the definition of Sense-perception, as embodied in the Aphorism. Tho 
second connection is this i Tho Vritti has said that there are only two kinds of false 
notion—vi* t (1) That ol which the origin is faulty, and (2) That which is contradicted 
by a subsequent stronger cognition 5 it- is to tlio latter that the Purvapakana objects, on 
the ground of all cognitions being equally false.

** Tills Karika formulates the Inferential argument contained in the Purrapaksba 
16



| I |  (SL
\£2 iplOKAVlKTIgA,

2i-25. “  In order to avoid partial ‘ Redundancy ’ (Proving of tho
proved), ! the absence of the instance/ trad ' fcbe usolesanoss of the word 
>va’ — (which would be irremediable) if the argument were urged with a 
view to prove the falsity of all cognitions— ‘ Savva eva ’ must be taken to
signify only waking consciousness.

And further, because of the acceptance (by the Bauddhas) of the 
reality of the idea of the cognition itself, what is here denied is only 
the reality of the external objects of perception.-’

26, “  Pratyayasya, Ac., serves to point out the instance of the Hein 
(Middle term— PratyayatviU) as Concomitant with a portion of the Major 
Term ; t he sentence Jdgrato’pi, Ac., serving to point out the IJMu, by moans 
of an ‘ Upanaya ”

27. “ Since there is no case of the negation of the Major term ( the 
fact of being ivithout a corresponding object), therefore the negative argument

E4.26 If fail cognitions’ wore declared to bo without corresponding objective 
realities, then ‘ dream-Cognition' wdtfld also be included in the same category. And 
then, inasmuch as the MirnSnsaka also admits the absence of a corresponding reality, 
in the ease of this latter, the argument would become partially redundant. Secondly,
“  Dream'cognition “ having become included in the Major Term, there would be no cogni
tion left whiob could serve as the instance, in the aforesaid argument. Thirdly, the 
word “  Sva”  w ould become redundant; because this word only serves to differentiate 
the object in question from, its oonnter-relutivo or contradictory; and as such the 
meaning of the sentence would be that—“ it is not only waking cognition that is so, 
but all cognition, &o.” *—which is not the meaning desired to bo conveyed: because 
“  all cognition ”  would also include the cognition of the cognition itself, which is held 
by the Bauddhas to bo real, as having a corresponding reality.

*6 This KiirikS Anticipates fhe objection that the argument as laid down in the 
Blnishya has no Middle Term? and as such, no Instance is necessary. “  Upanaya”  
moans the application of the Situ (Middle Term), as qualified in the Major Premiss 
or in tho Instance, to the case in question (t,e., to the Major Term) ■, hence the Kftrika
must bo taken to mean this: “ In the sentence, pratyayanga...... avctpni,— which is
meant to serve as the Instance in the syllogism—tho character of being a cognition 
hns been shown to be invariably concomitant with the character of being without a 
ct>* m ■ oiuling reality in the objective world, and then tho sentence fdgrato'pi, &<?„ ... ... 
hhavtiu,—wr oh Is meant to serve us the Minor Premiss of the syllogism—serves the 
purpose of applying the Middle Term, Character of being a cognition, to waking cognition, 
tho Minor Term.”  The syllogism, then, should be stated thus: ** All cognitions are 
Without corresponding realities—e.g., Dream-cognition; Waking-cognition is cogni
tion ; therefore, Waking cognition is without a corresponding reality,

* negative my men/,,’—'That which is without a corresponding reality isnot a 
cognition.’ The second half of tho Karika anticipates the objection that in the 
argument —‘ waking cognition is without a corresponding reality because it is a cog
nition ’—the middle term (cognition) would form a part of the conclusion. The sense 
of the reply is that the Idealist accepts no cognition to be free from the character of 
being without a eorr :pdmlmg reality • and as such, the middle term (character of 
cognition) c aid not exist apart from the Major term; hence tbc statement of the 
negative argument would be superfluous.
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*P* fiM stated. Tin; Hdtn being a Universal one, it would not bo open to the 
fault of forming a part of the Minor term.”

[■Here finds the explanation of the Bhashja Purvdpaksha.]

28-29. In waking cognition there is (yon say) a distinctive fea
ture— that it is certain and well-defined. But the connection with tho 
.'xtornat object (whereby yon seek to prove the well-defined character of 
waking cognition) in not accepted by your opponent (the Bauddha). And 
bonce, the reply that is given by the author of the Bhashya com os to bo 
either ‘ Vikalpasama’ (doubtful) or ‘ Vaidharmyasama ’ (contradic- 

r torv).”
30. Borne people admit the Beply to bo a faulty one, on the 

ground that the Pnvvapaksha itself is faulty; others however explain it afl 
pointing out tho fact of the Purvapakslm conclusion boing contrary to 
well-asei tained directly visible facts.

31. When we shall bo able to clearly reject tho self-cognlsability 
(of cognitions), then your theory would simpiy como to be a puro denial 
of everything that is cognisable.

32. The object of Sense-perception, *foo. then, cannot but have an 
existence in the external world ; and lienee one who would deny this 
(external object) would have his theory contradicted by these (Sense- 
perception, &c.).

38-S9 With Lliia Kifikii bogiiis tho explanation of the Siddhanta Bhsshya, which 
tons thus:—‘ Stdrnbha iti Jdgrato bu.ddh.ih mperni ĉita kathnm, viparyinhyati * a t 
Rnrikas 28-29 raise objections to this passage. ‘ Vikalpasama ’—among cognitions some 
would bo well-defined and have corresponding realities whilo others would not bo so, 
on account of there being cognition#, liko d ream -cognition; thonco tho reply given, 
which is based upon the fact of waking-cognition being well-defined, would become 
doubtful. 1 Vaidhurmyafama*— the fact of waking-cognition being a cognition, like 
dream-cognition, would prove it to be Without a corresponding reality, while the fact 
o f its being well-defined would prove it to have a corresponding reality, thonco tho 
reply would be contradictory. For technical definitions of Vikalpasama and Vaidltar- 
jxiyasamn, Fide Nyayasutra V—2-4.

SO The second half expresses the Author’s view,
81 That is to say when it shall bo proved, (and you will nob bo able to deny it) 

that tho cognition cannot bo cognised by itself, then in that case jour denial of the 
reality of tho external objects of perception would come to bo a pore denial of all 
things cognisable); and as snob your theory would bo open to contradiction by tho 
direct perception of cognisable objects, Tho contradiction of direct perception may 
also be explained thus :—when self-cognisahility boa been rejected, it is only an exter
na! object that could bo the object of direct perception, hence the denial of such an 
object would be contradicting direct perception itself.

88 * Then ’•—That is when Seusc-eogn inability has been rejected.



33. The expression “ vroli-dofined” serves to point out the greater 
strength of those (Sense-perception, &c.)t based upon the fact that in tho 
absence of any cognitions to the contrary, they cannot but have real 
authority or trustworthiness.

34. It is only the denial of an object, comprehended by means of 
a faulty cognition, that can bo correct. If there be a denial of every con
ception, then your own theory too cannot bo established.

35. Tho Predicate arid the Subject (the Major and Minor terms of 
your Syllogism) being (according to yon) incapable of being cognised

being no real objects of comprehension),— you would be open to the 
charge of having both the Subject and the Predicate, or only one of them, 
such ns has never been known.

36. If the cognition, of tho Subject and Predicate, as belonging to 
tho speaker and the hearer, were without corresponding realities, then 
bot h of them would stand self-contradicted.

37. Nor would any differentiation bo possible, between tho Subject 
and the Predicate. For those reasons tho declaration of your conclusion, 
cannot bo right.

38. “  Bub we do not admit of any such entity, as tho Character 
of having no real corresponding object ; therefore it is not right to raise 
any questions as to the absence or otherwise of such entities.”

39. .if tho cognition is not a real entity, then in what way do you 
vmh to explain it to us ? Or,how do you yourself comprehend it ?

39-40, If it bo urged th a tH wo assume its existence and then seek 
to prove it,’ ’— then (we reply), how can there be an assumption of some
thing that does not exist ? And even if it is assumed, it comes (by tho 
mere fact of this assumption) to be an entity. If it bo asked— How  
do you (Mioiinsafcas) apply oognisability to Negation (which is a non
entity) P ” ,— (wo reply), that we hold Negation to be a real entity.

Hi ahft superiority of Sense-perception over the inferential argument broaghfe 
forward by the Piirvapaksba, lira in the fact that the former must always continue to 
bo a trustworthy means of right notion, so long as there are no cognitions, equally 
strong, that contradict them,

8 a i f  every conooption is denied, then the objector s theory too being a conception 
wonld be denied.

86 When nothing can be known, the subject and tho predicate of the Pervapaksha 
conld never have boon k n o w n ; and an inferential argument with an unknown Subject 
and Predicate can rover be expected to be valid.

36 (>ne who would deny the reality of his own Subject and Predicate would bo
courting Self-contradiction,

37 s ince nc> Bneh explanation is possible, until the Subject and Predicate have boon
actually rscojnissd distinct from one another.

?,8 The sense of tho objection is that the foregoing Karikas only serve to point to 
this objection ’ Does the character of having no real corresponding object belong to 
emoh ami snob a cognition, o r  doe* it not’ ? Bab in as much as such character is not 
au entity, it is not right to question its absence or presence.

J24 (̂ T.OKAVAUTf KA.
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41. Then again, is the word “ Pratyaya ” (tnado up of) an accusative 
affix, or a nominal one ? If the latter, then there would bo self-contra
diction ; and if the former, then the syllogism would not serve any useful 
purpose.

42. Because we also accept the fact of the cognisable objects—
Colour and tho rest—being without substrates in the external world; 
in asmuch as (according to us) these objects are not mere Ideas; and as 
such they do not stand in need of any external substratum.

43. If either the nominative or the instrumental affix (bo accep
ted). then tho words ( ‘ Pratyayali’ and 4 Firalambanah ’) too would them
selves become (included in) the Minor term (of your syllogism). And 
when these bccomo devoid of a substratum, your Minor term itself 
ceases to exist.

44. Without a distinct object of cognition, no nominative (or in
strumental) is possible ; hence if you mean the word “ Pratyaya ” to 
signify those, there is a contradiction of your own assertion ( Vide 
note 41).

45. If however, you hold the word “ Pratyaya ” to have a con
ventional signification (and not one based upon tho meaning of tho root 
and ailix constituting tho word),— then, in that case, we would say that 
by usage (or convention) tho word ‘ Pratyaya ’ is proved to be a real 
entity comprehending another real object— exactly as held by us.

*1 Klrikia ‘11-48 embody tho objections against tho validity of the Subject of tho 
syllogism contained in the Purvapaksha. Tho word * Pratyaya ’ with an Accusative 
affix signifies that which is cognised, i,e., tho object; with a Nominal affix, it would 
moan cognition,; with a Nominative affix it would moan that njhich. cognises ; and with 
an Instrumental affix, it would moan that by which anything is cognised, that is, tho 
Seme-organ, ‘ Contradiction’— h tho word Pratyaya bo held to end in tho Nominal 
affix, thon tho very name * Pratyaya ’ (cognition) would indicate an object which would 
be comprehended by tho cognition; and hence to .assort that such cognition has no 
corresponding reality in tho external world would bo a self-contradiction, If on the 
other hand tho word bo held to end in tho Accusative affix, thon yonr conclusion would 
simply mean that tho object of cognition, tho Jar and the like, is without a substratum 
in the external world; and this we do not deny,* hence yonr reasoning becomes 
superfluous. And as for tho coi/aiser (signified by the Nominative affix) or the 
means of cognition ( signified by the Instrumental affix), nono of them is possible in tho 
absence of a cognisable object.

*3 Because words are not only tho instruments, bir also the nominatives, of cog
nitions ; e.g., In tho assertion, “ Tho word cow produces the cognition of the cow 
and hence ft denial of the substratum of these would moan tho denial of tho substra
tum of tho two terms of yoor syllogism. And again tho fact of these words having 
no substratum would mean that they have no significance; and as such, cannot be 
used in any sentence, which moans that yonr syllogism ceases to exist.

*•> The usage of the Word lends no support to your theory. By usage, the cogni
tion and the Corresponding external object, are proved to be relative to one another.
,{ i<« iher object ”~~i.c tho cognition does not cognise itself, as hold by tho Bauddha,
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46. And if you seek to argue (as you do) after having accepted 
this (usage), then your own accepted (usage) becomes contradicted (by 
your argument), And your argument becomes one that has an unrecog* 
uised Subject (Pratyaya). While this fault would apply to us, only when 
you have for your Minor term (a “ cognition ” ) which is not such (as 
comprehends a real external object).

47. Whether (you have, for your minor term, “ cognition’ '} as 
a property of the soul, or independently by itself,— in any case, your 
argument has the same fault (of having the Subject unknown). Nor is 
there any such thing as simple “ cognition’ (without objects, &e.), 
because such cannot be recognised or specified.

48. Though there is for others (Mlmansakas) a specification in the 
shape of the mere signification of a word,— yet such cannot be the ease with 
you ; for you do not accept any difference between the word and its 
signification,

49. If you sock to prove the fact of being devoid of a substratum, as 
Universal,— then you are open to the faults of having your predicate 
unrecognised, and that of the absence of an instance.

50. I f  (on the other hand) you assert the fact of being devoid of 
substratum, only partially, we also admit the cognition of taste to be 
devoid of colour, and your argument becomes superfluous.

*7 If tho “ cognition ” of yonr syllogism moans a properly of the soul, as you hold 
it to bo, then, inasmuch as such a cognition is never recognised by you, tho very 
subject of your syllogism—becomes such as is not recognised; and this readers your 
argument fallacious. If, on tho other hand, you hold that “ cognition ” means cog- 
nition by itself (t.c., without tho notion of the cogniser and the cognised) ; then, wo 
add, that snch a cognition is not recognised by ns ; and this also makes your argument 
fallacious ; inusniuch as tho minor term of a syllogism must l e such as is accepted by 
both parties.

«8 This Karikii anticipates the following objection: “ Tho sort of fallaciousness 
urged above would apply to all arguments. For example, the Mimaimka argues that 
sound is eternal. The Bauddha might retort: la sound a property of the A !»;:», or 
that of Air P If the former, wo do not accept it as such ; if the latter, the Mimnnsaka 
does not admit it. The Mimansaka might say that by sound, he means only that which 
s.-i signified by the word sound; but tho Bauddha would add that the word Pratyaya 
only moans that which is signified by the word Fratyaya.” Tho sense of the reply aa 
embodied in tho Kftrika is that tho Bauddha does not accept anything denoted, apart 
from the toord itself 5 and hence, he has not tho same facilities, as the Mhnlnsaka, for 
sailing clear of the above fallacies.

49 Because tho Predicate—" Niriilambanah ”—would also come to bo devoid of a 
substratum ; and as such, incapable of being recognised. Nor could you have any 
corroborating instance; as, even in a dream, there is not a total absence o f all 
substratum; stneo during dreams, there are distinct notions of place, time, &c., which 
are all real,— the only unreality in the dream lying in the particular connections in
which the time and place, &c., are cognised. _

60 Because wo do not hold any cognition to have for its substratum, everything
in the world,

<SL
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51. And again, if you sock to reject only such substratum as the 
form  in which the cognition appears; then {we say that) inasmuch as 
you accept the cognition of the cognition itself, such denial {of the form of 
the cognition) would be a self-contradiction.

52. If by the absence of external substratum you mean the 
absence of such ideas as “ this (object) is external (to the cognition,” ) —  
then in that case, there being no such feeling with regard to the pole, &c,, 
your argument becomes superfluous.

53. And if yon mean that the cognition has no such substratum (in 
the external world), as the pole and the like,— then this would contradict 
a visible fact.

5L If you urge that “  the same would bo the case with the per
ception of the duplicate moon,”— we say— no ; because in this latter case, 
we deny the reality of the substratum (duplicate moon), on the ground 
of its being beyond the reach of the Senses, and not on account of the 
absence of the cognition of the object.

55. For us, on the other hand, the reality or the unreality of a 
cognition is based upon the contact of the Sense with the object ;— and it 
is on the strength of this that we accept the cognised object, as real or 
unreal.

56. For you, however, there being no Sense-organs, there can be no 
other ground for holding the fact of the cognition having a real substratum, 
than the cognition itself ; and as such a denial thereof is not reasonable.

57. Since you recognise no externality, how do you seek to provo 
thereby on the ground of externality) the theory of the absence of 
any real substratum (for the cognition) ? For under such circumstances

if you deny the externality of objects), which is the adjunct of 
your minor term, the minor term itself cannot be recognised.

r,i The senso of tho objection is that on pressing the eye wiLh a finger, yon per
ceive tho moon to bo duplicate j and then if you say that the moon is one only, this 
assertion of yours contradicts a fact ascertained by means of your own eyes. The 
wt ning of the reply is that wo deny the duality of the moon, because such duality is 

# beyond iho roach of the senses; and it is for this mason that wo declare the idea of 
the duplicate moon to be without a real objective substratum ;—tbia idea being dno 
to an extraneous discrepancy temporarily imposed upon the eye. We de not base our 
denial of the duality upon the denial of all objective Substratum for tho cognition 
itself.

(,i Where the sense is in contact With the object, just ns it is cognised, the cogni
tion and the object are both real; where it is not so, they arc both unreal.

1 Because such denial would mean tho denial of tho cognition itself. (The 
Hauddhas deny the reality of tho sense-organs).

67 »  * oh Moa#1 to assort that you only ‘deny the fact of any external object boin- 
tie- substratum of cognition,—then wo would say that, since you do not recognise the 
reality of any external object, how could you have such a minor term as “ a cognition 

f which appears to be external.”
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58. Just as when there is no recognition of the qualification (or 
mljuncfc), tho minor term (or tho conclusion) is not aeertainod, ou account 
of tho incapability (of such a term) of rightly expressing an idea , bo 
for1 the same reason, would there be a uon-asoerfcaiument of the conclusion, 
if the adjunct of the adjunct too were not recognised.

59. For, so long as the moaning of the word has not been fully 
recognised, the meaning of the sentence cannot be ascertained. And we 
shall prove later on that tho minor term really consists of tho significa
tion of the sentence, because it follows from such recognition (of tho 
meaning of the sentence).

60. (By saying that “  cognition is devoid of any substratum apart 
from itself "  you may mean) either the exclusion or the negation of all 
extraneous objects ; any way, tho whole world being (according to us also) 
lion-different, through predieahility, your argument becomes superfluous.

61. And again, if you assort “  tho absence of substratum ” with 
reference to (a substratum) totally different (from the cognition) (thou 
too, your argument becomes superfluous). If, on the other hand (you 
assort it) with reference to (a substratum) only partially different (from 
tho cognition), then your conclusion would contradict your previously 
postulated (difference),

6' Tina anticipates the following objection : <f It is only tho non-recognition of the 
adjunct of tho minor term that vitiates an inferential argument. In tho present ease, 
however, what is not recognised is only tho externality of the objects qualifying the 
minor term j and this is only tho non* recognition of the qualification of tho adjunct; 
and as such it does not vitiate the argument.’’ The sense of the reply is that, in both 
cases, the faulty character of tho Inferential argument is based upon the fact of the 
term being incapable of giving any sense, in the case of its necessary adjuncts not 
being recognised.

t® Your minor term is necessarily mixed np with tho signification of such words 
as “  external,”  Ac. ; and again, it is by the significations of such sentences—as “  the 
cognitions have no external subi-ratum ’ ’—that the minor term is constituted, And 
as such, the minor term eon not he recognised, until the significations of the cousin* 
tuonfc words have been fully ascertained.

SO if  you mean to exclude extraneous objects, your conclusion would bo o f some 
such form ns : “ Cognition has for its substratum, something that is not extraneous to 
it,”  While if yon mean to deny it, the conclusion would be in tho form : “ Cognition 
has no extraneous substratum." Any way your conclusion would not go again, i, our 
theory j inasmuch as we uIbo hold all things to bo identical, on the ground of all 
things having tho common Character of pivdicability ; and hence, according to us also, 
nothing being extraneous to anything, tho substratum of the dogniton cannot bo 
said to be extraneous to tho cognition. Thus then your argument loses its force, 
and becomes superfluous.

61 “  Become* eu-fcejlnom ” —because wo also hold that the cognised object is not 
totally extraneous to the cognition. “ If on the other hand, ) ’c , ,  A c .” - I f  your c o n c lu 

sion  mean that “ Cognition is devoid o f any substratum that even partially differs 
from it,” —then you also admit a slight difference, though only assumed, between 
the o b je c t  of cognition ami the cognition.
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62. And on Account of its appearing in the form of the objective, it 
is held (by us) to be devoid of any substratum (and hence your argument 
becomes superfluous). While if you assort the non-difference (of the 
cognised object) from the Cognition, then that would go ageinst the 
(theory of) distinct faculties (of the cognised Object and Cognition).

6vi. If you seek to prove the fact of the absence of any substratum 
for the cognition,, at the moment of its being produced,— then, this being 
an apparent fact, we also accept (the cognition at the monoid of production) 
to be devoid of any external object of perception.

64. You, however, do not accept its correctness or reality at any time ; 
as this too has its end iu itself, like the ideas ot the mirage and 
the like.

65-66. If such cognitions as that of Caitra and the like wore to 
have the fact of being devoid of any real substratum as their necessity 
character, Ac , then they could never bo comprehended by cognitions 
arising out of inferential arguments. And hence, on account t i thoio 
being a inultif.u iousness of objects, and also on account of the form (of 
such cognitions as those of Caitra, Ac.,)— how could the correct, notion 
of cognitions having real substrata be dispensed with,— when it is not 
actually set aside by any contradictory of itself ?

67. If you take the word ‘ pratyaya ’ to be the cognition, (thus forming

63 it jg in the .meric character of “ Cognition,” tlmt an Idea ha; an oxto.roal 
oh Vet for its substratum. When, however, this happens to bo in the form of an 
inanimate object—the jar, f.i. i-----, then it is accepted by us also to have no substra
tum as such.

ss We hold that in every perception, there is a threefold process: (1) at tho 
first mu: (out, there is a production of the cognition ; (2) at the second, tho referring of 
tho cognition to a concrete fact; and (3) at. tho third, tho full comprehension of tho 
Cognition, And as such we also hold tho cognition to be devoid of an external substra
tum at tho first moment. And hence your argument becomes superfluous.

M “ Correctness”—i.e , the fact of its having a corresponding object in tho external 
world. We hold the cognition to be without a corresponding reality, only at the 
moment of its production; but what wo assort is that subseipicntly, at the second 
moment, this cogniCion comes to be referred to a concr to objee... 1 bus then, it is only
after the moment of production that w-e part company with you, who assort that at no 
time is tho Cognition able to have any such corresponding reality ; and that at all times 
it bus an end in itself, and is, like miragio perceptions. Always false.

6$ Yon hold all Cognition to end in itself, without referring to any corresponding 
object extraneous to it. Bat then, tho Cognition or Idea, arising out of the argument 
you urged against us, could never rightly comprehend one fact of the absence of any real 
substratum as belonging to c o g n itio n s  in g e n e r a l ,» and hence there being multifarious 
objects of C ognition ,— whim the existence of the substratum ia not directly denied by 
swy counter-notion of the absence of such substratum,—how could one totally 
deny the existence of the substratum, specially when we are examining the form and 
character of such cognitions as those of Caitra and the like?

47 If the opponent were to interpret the word “ Pratyaya”  as the means of 
bm%K-h'<lge, then it would come to signify the word 1 Pratyaya ’ i and In accordance with 

1 7
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ilio minor term of your syllogism),— and thence if you seek to eref. aside 
the fact of the cognition (of this word) having any substratum (in tbo 
foil and other external objects) 5— then your argument becomes superfluous,

68. If again, {by your argument) you seek to set aside the capability 
(of the word cognition) to bring about a conception (or Idea), then your 
major term becomes incapable of being ascertained ; because the argument 
itself could not be brought forward in the absence of such capability 
of producing conceptions.

60*71. There is no denotation without, connection } and this (connec
tion) is not possible without some difference (between t) 0 word and its 
denotation). Nor is this difference possible in the absence of an idea 
expressing such difference; and this idea too ifi not possible unless the 
questioner distinctly comprehends the sentence and also the several 
members of the syllogism, such as the minor term, the middle term, the 
Instance, and the two members of the discussion. If you bring forward 
your argument after accepting all this ( < -e., the fact of the above-men *- 
tioned cognitions having real substrata), then this conclusion would 
militate against your previous assertion.

72-73, W ithout the difference between Virtue and Vice, and that 
between the Disciple and the Teacher himself, bung ascertained in its 
reality, there could be no instructions with regard to Duty, &e., specially 
as we come across the actual performance of dnty, (we conclude that) the 
difference of the idea (of Duty from Duty itself) is accepted (even by 
your Teacher Buddha) (and as such in denying the reality of external 
©Meets of perception, you contradict your own Teacher).

73. And since we find that the Buddha has accepted (such differences) 
in other Sutras (the “ Sadclhfirma ” f.i.) ; there would be a contradiction 
of your own scriptures too (if you were to totally deny the reality of the 
external world).

74 . And your conclusion on this point is also contradicted (and 
hence rejected) by facts known to all persons (who always recognise 
objects apart from their cognitions).

74. 75 . If you hold the idea of all arguments to be false (as having

this, i f  he Were to interpret Ilia argument as proving that “ such object as the jWfll 
and the like cannot be the substratum of the word ' Pratyayn "—then we would reply 
that we do not deny this conclusion ; and as such your argument loses all its force.

t>4 If by the proposition “ Pratynya is niralnmbanft,” you mean that the word 
‘  P r a t y c t y a ’ is incapable of having any denotation, then your minor term (the denota
tion of this word ‘ P r a t y a y a ’ )  being unrecognised, yonr conclusion cannot be proved.

b9-.?i The argument cannot be brought forward unless there is a distinct idea of 
the words employed in the argument, and their significations, &c., and until such ideas 
bare been duly recognised to have corresponding realities. And if you accept these, 
you contradict your own assertion of alt cognitions being devoid oi corresponding 
realities Thus then yon are placed upon the two horns of a dialomina.

Twit You hold ail cognition to be false. And in accordance with this, tho
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tin m»l substratum), then there would be a universal riogniioti • and the 
deficiency of the minor term, &o., could also be urged (against yonr argu- 
ment). And, if (in order to avoid these) you were to bold these (cogni
tions of your minor term, &e.)> to liavo real substrata, then on the ground 
of suck cognitions themselves, the middle term (of your syllogism and 
hence the major premiss also) would become non-oonclusive or doubtful.

76 - 77. If you urge that your conclusion lias for its subject “ cogni- 
tions other than those of the factors of the syllogism'’ '— then (we say that) 
t he idea of this distinctness (*,<?.,- the notion that such and such cognitions 
ri'-e other than such other cognitions) would be false. And when this 
happens to bo false, *11 that has gone before becomes incapable of being 
usooitained. Nor would, then, there be any deference between the cogni
tion of the post (you employ as au instance) and that of the argument 
(you urge against us).

77- 78, As your conclusion goes on signifying (the falsity) of cogni- 
tines other than those of your argument—  there would be falsity of al! the 
rest; and hence whatever goes before, becomes set aside ; and thus either 
your middle term becomes concomitant with its own contradictory, or 
your conclusion itself comes to be rejected by (your own) inferential 
argument.

V9-80. (Because) in opposition to al! the alternatives (open to you) 
we would bring forward this c o u n te r -a rg u m e n t“ Cognitions have real 
substrata tn the external world; and this notion (of cognition having a real 
Substratum) is correct; because it is a notion free from contradiction 
like the notion of the falsity of dream-cognition.”

significations of ail argumentative assertions would be false; and hence year argument
T T  I  a dCttiftI ° f  the trath 0f ftl1 ar*™ ent8. Or again, any and every fau lt~
>n the shape of the defioionoy of the various factors of your Syllogism (the idea of all
°  Wh,t  ded,ar,0 ky ba could bo urged against your argument. “  Non-con-
chl*w* * lhe »»iddlo term of the ay llogism is " Pratyatwit ” ( 11 Because it is a cognition 
; 'J0r',!Ort' | aVe lm \ Bntetrat.m, » )  But if you admit a single cognition to 
have a real substratum, the said middle Term becomes doubtful, and as such vitiates 
the argument.

WA1 Because you accept only the reality of the cognitions of the various mom- 
her* of your syllogism. *■ Ceases to be ascertained ’ ’-because the idea of sue!, distinct
ness being false, the conclusion of yonr syllogism becomes faulty in its subject • and 
henco the whole argument falls to the ground. “  Nor would then fed ’-B ecause when 
all notion of distinctness is false, there can be no difference between two such co^m- 
turns, as those of the post and your argument,— a palpable absurdity.

If in order to a-oid the difficulties urged above, you have 'fo r  the subject 
of yonr conclusion, such cognitions as are other than that of such distinctness,-then all 
oth,r cognitions would come to be false ; whence all that has gone before-even your 
own previous argument becomes false. Thus you will have to bring forward arguments 
adtnjin^nn ; and then too you will never come to an end; because each argument 
’v‘. " "  ‘  ” *r >'“ ™ s»™  m ore it. Thus tl™  either ?0„r
n  " hi: • * "« • >  *» «»  ' - M W ,  or (if r„  „ TOid

null be contrary to the Premises. * conclusion
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80- 81. A ml if you urge that this notion (of the falsity of dream- 
cognition) is also false ; then dream-cognition would never be (contradicted 
and bonce) false; and consequently it could not supply the instance (of 
falsity) in the argument you have brought forward against ns.

81 - 82. And in the same manner, if yon were to accept the correct
ness of the notions of the momentary character, distinctness and existence 
of cognitions, then your argument (i.e., the middle term) would become 
nou-con elusive or doubtful; while if you accept the falsity of such notions, 
you contradict your own theory.

83. And again, there could bo no such distinction as that into the 
“ bound and “ liberated, ” ; and hence you would have the absurdity of
the friul less ness of any attempt towards Liberation.

81-85. If you urge that you accept as false, only such notions of the 
existence, & c , of cognition, as appear in concrete (weH.-defined) forms 
then (we say that) in this case, we do not find the application of any' other 
means of right notion; and thus, there being no such means, the existence,
Ac., of cognition can he scarcely ascertainable.

8 5 -8 7 . Thus then all our cognitions would come to be false, on 
account of their being (concretely) well-defined; and it would be scarcely 
possible to get at (the ideas of') 'proximity and remoteness, reality and 
unreality, Ac. And (thus) the falsity ol cognitions being common to all 
systems of philosophy, it is not proper to reject the Sankhja, Ac., and 
bo partial to the Bauddha philosophy alone.

80Ji This .Kitrika puts the opponent in a fix : If he a coopt the falsity of dream- 
cognition, ho can have nothing to sny against the counter-argument urged in K. 
79 -80 ;  and ho completely loses his ground. If, in order to avoid this, ho do not 
adroit the falsity of dreanucognition ; then ho contradicts himself; in ns much as ho 
has brought forward *' dream-cognition ” as an instance (of false cognition), in the 
inferential argument he has urged against the Minronaaka. This argument, in the 
absence of a corroborating instance, would fall to the ground.

es If you deny tko distinctness of cognitions, you land yourself upon the Vodan ■ 
tio theory of the “ unity of knowledge ” • and in that case, the notion of Bondage would 
ho identical with that of Boliverauc.o,

84.86 i t  may he argued that y<m accept only the falsity of concrete cognitions ; 
and that, cognitions can have their existence, Ac., in their abstract forms. But this is 
not right; because such notions, as—*' the world is only an idea,”  ” all cognitions arc 
momentary entities”  and the like—are not comprehended by any person, in their 
abstract forms. As a matter of fact, it is only by means of Inference, Ac., that such 
notions are ascertained ; and as such, they cannot but be concrete, and hence (accord
ing to you) false. Consequently, the notions of the existence of cognitions, and their 
momentary character, Ac., cannoo be got at.

The Kaqika adds that if the Bauddha admits the reality of abstract cognitions, such 
reality would belong also to the abstract notions of the past, &o.t and this would 
establish the reality of the external world.

8?>-87 i f  ail cogintions were false, there could be no idea of the comparative reality 
or unreality of objects, as due to the proximity or remoteness of objects, in regard to 
the Sense-organ concerned.
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87- 88. If a cognition bo false, ^on U  it not be liable to rejection ?
If it were to be false oven without being rejected, then there would bo no 
restriction (as to the reality or unreality of a cognition).

88- 89, For us, dream-cognition would certainly bo falsified by the 
perception of a waking cognition contradicting it ; while for you, what 
would constitute the difference (between the reality of waking-cognition 
and that of dream-consciousness, both of which aro hold by you to be 
equally false) ?

89 - 90. Of waking cognition us such, there is no proper (correct) 
contradictory cognition,— the perception whereof would establish the falsity 
of such, (waking) cognitions as those of the post and the like.

90*91. The fact of waking cognitions being the contradictory of drcam- 
cognition is known to all persons, and, as such they differ from dream- 
cognition (which is known only to particular individuals), just like the 
cognition, which serves to reject (a particular dream-cognition).

91-93, O b j.: “ Of such waking cognitions as those of the post, &c.,
invalidating cognitions do arise in the shape of those of the true Yogis 
(who know all things worldly to be false) ; and this would certainly 
make these waking cognitions equal to dream-cognitions (in point of 
falsity). And such invalidating cognitions too (as those of Yogis) would 
belong to all living creatures when they reach the Yogic stage; and 
hence the fact of waking cognitions having invalidating counter-cognitions 
becomes established.”

93- 94. But, such Yogic cognition is not found to belong to any per
son in this life; and as for those who have reached the Yogic state, 
wo know not what happens to them.

94- 95. Oar Yogis too could have only such invalidating cognitions 
as would bo either subversive of or contrary to your assertion.

87.8? TIi<5 8 cm so of the IvanfcK is that if even waking cognitions were false, they 
too, like dream cognitions, would bo liable to rejection by subsequent cognitions; but 
such is not the case.

*0.91 Waking cognition, as distinguished from I) roam-cognition, is known equally to 
all men j while Dream-cognition is confined to only particular individuals, under the 
Influence of sleep. Therefore, just as, in the case of a cognition rejecting a certain 
foregoing dream-cognition, the former is recognised as contradictory of the dream- 
cognition,—so, in the same manner, the character of being the contradictory of dream- 
cognition would belong to all such waking cognitions, as those of the post and the like ; 
and it is in comparison with such waking cognitions that dream-cognitions are said to 
bo false.

91-93 The sense of tho objection is that, though W a k in g  cognitions are not invalidated 
by ordinary cognitions, yet they do become invalidated by the contrary cognitions of 
Yogis.

906  As you urge the cognition of your Bauddha Yogi against onr theory, so conld 
we also bring forward the cognitions of our own Yogis, as invalidating your theory.
'* Subversive ” —such as the recognition of the true character of the shell, after it has 
been mistaken for silver. M Contrary c .p ., the idea that4 this is not silver', as dig. 
tinguished from the idea that ‘ this is a shell.’
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95- 96. And further, you can have no instance to prove that the 
cognition of the Yogi is such, as yon assert it to be. As a corroborative 
instance of our assertion we have the cognition, as ordinarily perceived,

96- 97. I f  yon were to argue that “  such cognitions as that of the 
post and the like, have got counter-cognitions which invalidate them, 
simply because they are cognitions,— like the cognitions of the miraget 
& c .; M-—

97- 98. (W e  reply) we do not deny the fact of waking cognitions 
having counter-cognitions, in the shape of the cognitions of the mirage 
and the like ; and in that form, they also become capable of being invali
dated, as also through their cognisable object; and your reasoning is 
also incompatible, with (the cognitions of Yogis, which you hold to be 
correct, and as suob) the invalidating agen t; and if you qualify the pre
miss by the phrase “ other than th a t” , then as before, (there would be 
several discrepancies in your argument).

99-100. For according to you, to dream-cognitions would belong the 
character of beiug the counter-cognitions of false cognitions (in the shape 
of such waking cognitions as those of the post, <fcc.) ; and (in the case of 
Yogic cognitions) such peculiarities as you may attribute—/ A ,  the fact 
of its being comprehended through the suppression of passion and

Ot.98 Y o n  a r e  n o t  to  u n d e r s ta n d  th a t  y o u r  c a s e  is  e x a c t ly  s im ila r  t o  o u r a ; b e c a u s e  

y o u r  a r g u m e n t  h a s  n o  c o r r o b o r a tiv e  in s ta n c e  ; w h i le  o u r  a s s e r t io n , o f  Y o g io  c o g n it io n s  

h a v in g  r e a l  s u b s tr a t a  in  t h e  e x te r n a l w o r ld , is  b a se d  u p o n  a n  I n fe r e n c e  s u p p o r te d  b y  

t h e  c a s e  o f  a n y  o r d in a r y  c o g n it io n  : E v e n  a t  t h e  p r e s e n t  d a y , w e  fin d  th a t  t h e  c o g n i 

t io n s  o f  a ll  m e n  a re  b a s e d  u p o n  e x te r n a l r e a lit ie s  $ a n d  t h is  w o u ld  r ig h t ly  le a d  t o  t h e  

c o n c lu s io n  t h a t  t h e  c o g n it io n  o f  t h e  Y o g i  s h o u ld  a ls o  h a v e  a  r e a l s u b s tr a tu m .

9 0 8  I t  is  t r u e  t h a t  w a k in g  c o g n it io n s  h a v e  c o u n te r -c o g n it io n s  in  th e  s h a p e  o f  

w r o n g  c o n c e p t io n s . A n d  j u s t  a s  fa ls e  c o g  b i io n s  and th e ir  o b je c t s  aro  in v a lid a te d  b y  

t h e  fa c t  o f  t h e r e  b e in g  c o u n t e r -c o g n it io n s , s o , in  th e  satu e m a n n e r , c o r r e c t  c o g n it io n s  

to o , h a v in g  ( l ik e  fa ls e  c o g n it io n s )  th e  c h a r a c t e r  o f  cognition— , a n d  th e ir  o b je c ts  t o o  

h a v in g  ( l i k e  th e  o b je c ts  o f  fa ls e  c o g n it io n s )  t h e  c h a r a c te r  o f  object™, a n d  h a v in g  t o o ,  

in  c o m m o n  w it h  fa ls e  c o g n it io n s , th e ir  c o u n te r -c o g n it io n s ,-— w o u ld  b e  c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  

in v a lid a te d . W e  d o  n o t  d e n y  th is  f a c t ; a n d  s o  y o u r  a r g u m e n t  b e c o m e s  s u p e r f lu o u s .  

B u t , in a s m u c h  a s  r ig h t  c o g n it io n s  a ro  c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  in v a lid a te d , th e  c o g n it io n s  

o f  Y o g is  to o  co u ld  nob b e  fr e e  fr o m  th is  c a p a b i l i t y  ; a n d  » s  i t  is  t h e s e  Y o g io  c o g n it io n s  

t h a t  y o u  h o ld  to  be t h e  in v a lid a to r s  o f  o r d in a r y  c o g n it io n s , y o u r  re a s o n in g  b e c o m e s  

in c o n c lu s iv e  e n d  d o u b tfu l. I f  y o u  a rg u e  t t ia t  a ll  c o g n it io n s , sane those of the Yogi, 
a re  c a p a b le  o f  b e in g  in v a lid a te d , th e n  to o , y o u  w o u ld  he o p e n  t o  a ll  th e  o b je c t io n s  

u r g e d  in  K u r ik a s  7 0  et-seq.
99-100 Y o u  fin d  t h a t  D r e a m -c o g n it io n  h a s  fo r  i ts  c o u n t e r -c o g n it io n , t h e  w a k in g  

c o g n itio n  ; a n d  t h e  c o g n it io n s  o f  Y o g is , w h ic h  a re  b o th  fa ls e  ; c o n s e q u e n t ly  t h e  w a k 

in g  c o g n it io n s  to o  w o u ld  b e  in v a lid a te d  o n ly  b y  s u c h  Y o g i o  c o g n it io n s  a a  a r e  f a l s e .  

T h u s  t h e u  th e  Y o g ic  c o g n it io n  in v a lid a t in g  t h e  w a k in g  c o g n it io n s  h a v in g  b e c o m e  

fa ls e , y o u  w il l  h a v e  to  r e je c t  a ll  su c h  e x c e p t io n a l  c h a r a c te r e s t ic s  o f  Y o g io  c o g n it io n ,  

a s  th e  fa c t  o f  i t s  p r o c e e d in g  fr o m  th e  s u p p r e s s io n  o f  p a s s io n s , & c ., fr o m  w h ic h  y o u  

c o n c lu d e  s n o b  c o g n it io n s  to  b e  c o r r e c t . A n d  in  th is  w a y  y o u r  r e a s o n in g  b e c o m e s  

s e l f -c o n t r a d ic t o r y .
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meditation, Ac..,— would also bocomo rejected ; and thence your argument 
would become self-contradictory.

100-  101 . There being no rejection (of waking cognitions), by great 
nun, these would be like the Togic cognition which yon accept as invali- 
d iting present cognitions ; and thence we would either urge the rejection 
of your inferential argument, or bring forward a counter-argument, 
and recall the discrepancies in your previous argument.

1 0 1 -  102. And your previous argument is also open to the fault of 
having the middle term unrecognised by both parties, because it is non* 
different from the major term (or conclusion), and is (hence) unmention
able (as the middle term).

102-205, As for the ‘ class cognition ” in general, you do not accept it as 
being both different and no a-different (from the individual cognitions) ; 
and as for its being totally different (from the individuals), there is no 
each 1 class ’ accepted by us.

J03-104. That there is neither similarity nor the exclusion o f others,

100-lCi \ye c a n  b r in g  fo r w a r d  th e  fo llo w in g  c o u n t e r -a r g u m e n t  i “  W a k i n g  c o g n i

t io n s  a r e  c o r r e c t , b e c a u s e  a t  p r e s e n t  t h e y  are  n o t  r e je c te d  b y  a b le  m e n ,— lik e  y o u r  
Y o g i c  c o g n it io n .”  T h o u  i f  th is  a r g u m e n t  o f  o u r s  is e q u a l in  s t r e n g t h  to  t h a t  w h e r e b y  

y ° n  soew  to  in v a lid a te  a ll  w a k in g  C o g n itio n s , chon o u r s  is  o n ly  a  c o u n t e r -a r g u m e n t .

I f ,  o n  t h e  o th e r  h a n d , o u r  a r g u m e n t  is  s t r o n g e r  th a n  y o u r s , th e n  y o u r  a r g u m e n t  f a l l s  

t h r o u g h . A n y  w a y , o u r  a r g u m e n t  c lo s e s  t h e  w a y  o f  y o u r  a r g u m e n t . “ Previous argu
ment ; ”  Y e .,  th e  a r g u m e n t  w h e re b y  y o u  s e e k  to  p r o v e  th e  a b s e n c e  o f  a n y  r e a l  s u b s tr a 

t u m  in  t h e  e x te r n a l w o r ld , fo r  c o g n it io n s .

LOt.n* O v e r  a n d  a b o v e  th e  d is c r e p a n c ie s  in  y o u r  a r g u m e n t , p o in te d  o u t  a b o v e , there- 

is  y e t  a n o th e r  p o in t  a g a in s t  i t :  y o u r  m id d le  te r m  “ P r a t y a y a "  is  n o t  o n e  t h a t  is  

r e c o g n is e d  b y  b o th  p a r t i e s ;  in a s m u c h  a s  t h e  “ f a c t  o f  b e in g  a  c o g n i t i o n ”  c a n n o t  b e  

m a d e  t h e  m id d le  t e r m ;  b e c a u se  i t  f o r m s  p a r t  o f  y o u r  c o n c lu s io n , a n d  a s  s u c h , is n o t  

a c c e p te d  b y  y o u r  o p p o n e n t . Y o u r  c o n c lu s io n  is  t h a t  “ a ll  c o g n it io n s  a re  d e v o id  o f  su b *  

s t r a t u m  "  ; a n d  fo r  y otu - m id d le  te r m , to o , y o u  h a v e  “ c o g n i t i o n ” ; b y  w h ic h  y o n  p r e 

s u p p o s e  th e  fa c t  o f  c o g n it io n s  b e in g  d e v o id  o f  s u b s tr a tu m — th u s  in c u r r in g  t h e  fa l la c y  

o f  Pctitio Principal: T h u s  th e n  y o u r  a r g u m e n t  b e c o m e s  d e v o id  o f  a p r o p e r  m id d le

t e r m , w h ic h  m u s t  a lw a y s  b e  su c h  a s  is  a lr e a d y  a c c e p te d  fay b o t h  p a rtie s .

W3-106 Y o u  m a y  u r g e  t h a t  y o u  w ill  h a v e , fo r  y o u r  m id d le  te r m , “ C o g n i t i o n ”  in 
general, w h a t  fo r m s  p a r t  o f  th e  c o n c lu s io n  b e in g  o n ly  a  particular k in d  o f  c o g n it io n ,  

th e r e b y  s a il in g  c le a r  o f  t h e  o b je c t io n a b le  id e n t ity  o f  th e  c o n c lu s io n  w it h  th e  M in o r  

t e r m . B u t  in  r e p ly  to  t in s ,  it is  >dded, t h a t  th e  c o n c e p tio n  o f  s u c h  a  g e n e r ic  e n t i t y  to o  

is  n o t  c o m m o n  to  b o t h  o f  n s . I f  y o u  d e n y  t h e  id e n t it y  o f  t h e  Glass w ith  t h e  Individual, 
th e n  y o n  h a v e  o n ly  t w o  a lte r n a t iv e s  l e f t : ( 1 )  e ith e r  t h a t  i t  b e  b o t h  d iffe r e n t  a n d  n o n -  

d if fe r e n t , ( 2 )  o r  t h a t  i t  b e  e n t ir e ly  d if fe r e n t , fr o m  it . A p p a r e n t ly ,  y o u  d o  n o t  a c c e p t  th e  

fir st  a l t e r n a t iv e ;  b e c a u s e  y o u  d o  n o t  a d m it  th e  Class t o  b e  id e n tic .t l  w ith  th e  Individual; 
a n d  a s  fo r  th e  s e c o n d , w e  d o  n o t  a c c e p t  i t .  S o  e v e n  n ow  y o n r  m id d le  t e r m  r e m a in s  
su c h  a s  i s  n o t a c c e p te d  b y  b o th  p a r tie s .

J /S jo *  i t  m a y  b e  u r g e d  th a t  “ b y  class w o  d o  n o t  m e a n  a  c a te g o r y  in c lu d in g  m a n y  

i n d i v i d u a ls ;  fe«fc b y  ̂ Sfuunya (class) w e  o n ly  m o a n  similarity ( s o  cognition in general 
m e a n in g  cognitions that are similar) a n d  exclusion of others (cognition, in-general th e n  

m e a n in g  everything that is not non-cognition); a n d  it is  th is  la t t e r  th a t  is  te c h n ic a lly  

c a lle d  Apoha, th e  u p h o ld e r s  o f  w h ic h  d e c la r e  th a t  th e  w o r d  cow d e n o te s  n e i t h e r  t h e


