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and its contrary have not been differentiated, what could be the nsa of
the mere vague idea that “ theve is something (the cause of diversity) P

106-107.  Would pain result from Saecrifice, &c., or pleasure from
Slaughter and the like? And from what sorts of Action, what sort of
effects—Heaven, children, &o,—would vesult 7’

Until one has a definite idea as to these facts, he is mever led to
tnke up any action. What is here sought after is the root (mmsa) of such
knowledge as forms part of such activity.

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

109,  And when the special Means has been recogunised, even the
cognition of the Means in gencral, which is included in the former, wounld
be got at through the Veda; and hence (Arthapatti) cannot he the means
(of knowing even the generic form of the Means).

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

and the same man could not be both rvich and poor, oven at different periods of his
life ; for his nature would remain the same all along. For this reason, he offers another
roply, the sense of which is that “Apparent Inconsistency” wonld only prove thab
there must be some unseen cause for the diversity; but unless the character of the
nngeen caunge—either ag Duby or otherwise—is ascertained, the mere knowledge of the
fach of there being such a caunse of diversity conld not serve any pnrpose; and cerfainly,
“ Apperent Incongistenoy ™ could give ns no clue as to the nature of the cause; and ag
such, it conld never be the means of knowing Duty,

107 The -knowledge which forms an integral part of activity ia based npon the
Veda ; and hence ““ Apparent Inconsistency’ cannot have any application in this case,

108 * Apparent Inconsistency” only serves to prove that the aforesaid diversity
has an anseen canse.

109 This Kiriki anticipates the following objection: *Tnasmuch as f Apparenk
Inconsistency ’ brings about the idea of the cause in general, and the Veda that of Lhe
specific cause;—we should say that the means of knowing Daty consists in ¢ Apparent
Inconsistency and the Veda, combined; and not in the Veda alone.” The sense of
the reply is that * Apparent Inconsistency” proving the general, is unable to give any
idea of the particular; whereas the Veda proving the particular would apply to the
general also; because an idea of the former includea that of the latter.

110 Some people urge that the argnment contained in the above objection is not
an instance of * Apparent Inconsistency,” but one of ordinary Inference, per modus
pollens, bused upon the invariable concomitance of the cause in general, with the effect
in general; and thus the Veda too comes to be nothing bub a part of Inference. The
Kiariki meauns that thesa people have also been refuted by the above refutation of
“ Apparent Inconsistenoy.”

Some commentators constrne ‘ nanuminopaméshyaté” as *“na anwmanam ishyaté,
na wpamdinam ishyaté ;" bubt this construction is not right ; in as much as the oppoﬁenb
aleo 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 Kdgikd.
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Seriptuve j—~then (we reply that) in that case, the claracter of Pramana
would belong to this (latter) (and not to the Inference),

111. The assertion,—that the ‘Linga’' (and other factors of Infer-
gnce) are not perceptible by the organs of Sense, because of the undefined
character (of Sense-perception) "’—is not correct; because we hold Sense-
perception to be applicable to well-defined (concrete) cognitions also, as
helping the comprehension of the form of the object.

112. First of all, there is a cognition in the shape of mere observation

~in the abstract, which is undefined,~—similar to the cognition of the infant
or the daumb, arisivg purely out of the object by itself (without any
qualifications),

113. And at that time neither any specification nor a generalisation is
recognised ; what i8 cognised is only the object, the snbstratum of these
(generalisation and specification),

114-116,  Others (the Vedantists) lay down a “ Summum Genus ” in
the shape of “ Being” (Sat), ~which they call “Substance”; and
throngh this, they hold “ 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 Veda
itself, na tho independent cause of the cognition of the general as well as the particular.

1L Tt hag been mrged that there can he no perception of the Linga, &o.; because
" Perception” gonsists of undefined (abstract) cognition, which cannot give rise to any
promiges, as these latter counsist of definite concrete ideas, It is this theory that is
controverted here; 1t is ot an absolute rule that all ‘‘ Sense-perception’’ must always
consist of undefined abstract cognition; as we shall prove later on that we apply the
name “ Sense-perception” algo to the cognition of the form of the object, which is
well-defived and concrete, and is bronght about by the action' of the Bense-orgona,
following closely upon the undefined abstract coguition, in connection with the same
objsct; and it is quite reasonable to assert the precedence of such concrete cognition,
to *“Inference” and the rost.

13 Some peopls deny abstract cognition, altogether. Their reagoning is this:
“All cogaition is concreto, 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 meansg of cognition, only for the
sako 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 it subtlest form,
&0, &o.”

1% These theorists hold that there is only oue generality, in the shape of “ Being,'—
all others being only specifications of this; what is known as a4 * generality” is that
which is common to many individaals; and what is known ag “dpecific’” i8 that which
is restricted to g single individual ; and ib is the great generality that forms the object
of Abstract Cognition, the rest being amenable to concrete perception. Because, if
such epecific characters wers not rocognised, as being common to certain objects, and
a8 not existing in others,—~by what means could there bo any disorimination between
the perceptions of diffevent objects ?



88 CHOKAVARTIRA,

(ie., the nndefined abstract cognition) ; the “speclﬁaatums bmng cognimsd-
by moaus of well-defined conerete cognitions. Some of these specific.
charpcters again ave peculiar to each individnal, while some are common

to many, And without such vesognition of these (specific characters),
through specification and generalisation, there wonld be no dlﬁmenco
between the pelcephou of the cow and that of the horse. -

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

118, Hven in the case of an undefined absbrach cogmtmn, there is
a perception of the object, in its two fold aspect (general and specific). |

118-119. And this cognition (of the double aapect of an object) on.ly.-

serves o point omt its veal character; by the cogniser, however, it iy
perceived in its pure (nngualified) form only. 1t i3 nob cognised as

anything special, becanse there is no exclusion of others (objects); nor is

it cogmised as general, because l;hero i8 no definite idea as to the mc}uawn

of other special objects.
120, And it is only after some time that tho ohject comes o be
characterised by such specificatious as the * class "’ and the rest; and the

W1 If the great gemus * Boing’' aloue were the object of Abstract Cognition, then
we wonld have exactly the same cognition (s0 long as it remains undefined), with regard
to all objects. But, as & matter of fact, such is not the case; sinmce we fiud that the
abstract cognition with regard to one object differs from that with regard to another.
Though this differsnce cannot verywell be expressed in words, yet this non-expressibi-
lity cannot prove its noun-esistence.

118 That is to say, ib i8 not only the geneml aspecb of an action Lhat is eognised
by Abstract Perception.

H8.L9 Po this view, of Abstract cognition relahmg fo the double aspeot of an.
ob]ect, it is objeotad that, in the conrse of snoh abstraot sognition, thers is no ldoa '_ .
o

gounds much hka a conbradwuon. of facta, Tha reply is that we do nob ntaan that m‘_

the course of abstract coguition, there is any comprohension of either the inclusion
or the exclusion of different objects, in or from the object cognised; all that we mean
by mentioning the “ twofold aspech of the object” is, to state the charaster of the
object: that the object of Abstract Cognition is such ag has a twofold aspect. What
iz comprehended by the cogniser i the objoef, pare and simple, withont any qualifica-
tions, &o. ; and, in abstract cognition, this objact is not cognised as anything particular ;
becanse Abstract Cognition does not serve to ezclude other objects; nor is it perceived
as anything genoral 3 becanse Abstract cognition does nobt include other objects.
Therefore what is comprehended by means of Abstract Cognition is only the object,
pure and gimple; and this object is sach as has the twofold character of the, generdd
and the particular ; and this is all that we mean.

180 Abstract Uognition 15 followed by a cngmtmn which serves to specify the
object, with reference, to ‘‘clags”  "“action” and ““property’’ and this definite
coguifion is also held by us to be included in * Sense-perception ” and this name thus
comos to apply both to Absgtract and Concrete cognitions,
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cognition, by means of which such specifications ave arvived af, is also
included in Sense-preception, _ _

121. And the reason for this is that the means of this latber ecogni-
tion is the sense-organ; though the cognition is not actually located in it;
For this reason, the fact of the sense-organ buing incapable of remembrance
¢au not preclude well-defined (concrete) cogunition (from Sense-preception).

122. Because the cognition is located in the sonl ; and it ix this (the
sonl) 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 contact of the object with the seuse-organ
is present, the person,—thongh specifying the object, through Memory, by
means of its owa characteristics,—comes (o have the sensuous perception
of that object. |

124. And this (pevception) being dependent upon tho Senses, is
vightly attributed to them (we, called * Sense-perception’); and that
which is produced without the contact of the seuses is not called * Sense-
perception.’ _

125, All coguition, that follows from frequent spocifications of this
sort, is swid to be ** Sense-perception,” in accordance with their conneotion
contact or with the orghns of Sense.

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

121 It is urged that “it hae already been decluvdd that sense-perception is the
oognition brought about by the action of the sende-organs ; the specifications however
ate arrvived at throughk the vemembrance of the class and action, &o., of the objact ;
but the sense-organs have no capacity of remembering ; hence a corisrete cognition can
never be senswous” In rveply to thig, it is said that this objection would apply to u#
i we held that the seuse-organs serve to specify the objeots, after having rémembered
the class, &c. Ae a matter of fact, however, we do not hold any guch view § in faot,
tho sense-organs arve only the means of cogiition ; and the cognition and ita/ memory in<
here in the Sowl. Therefore our theory is not open to the objettion baded upon thé
incapability, of the senses, to remember.

183 A man happens to see n certain objest belonging to one class; and after some
tima when he happens to see another object of the same kind, he remembers the fact
of his having previovsly seen the former objdet; and then he comes to recognise thd
two objeots aa belonging to the same oldss. And the latter object beiug still before
his eyes, be comes to have a well.-defined and specified “ Sense-percepfion” of thé
object ; in as much ag the operation of the senss-orgin continues dll along.

13 Thas is to say, even though it is-aided by Remembernnce; the causul efiviency
belongs to the genses thomselves.

135 Thongh there may be many such specifications, yet, so long as thoy are brodght
sbout in accordunce with Sense-contact, they cannot but be included in tho name
¢ Souse-perception.”’

185 That is to say, the nanie * Sense-perception” is not reésfricted to such percep-
tiong alone as are prodaced immediately aftor the opsration of the Bense-organs.

12
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127. And just as in this case, the persoms, 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 ono
come to have a definite cognition) of the specific properties (class, &0 ),
of the object (after having had an undefined idea of these).

128, If, after having observed an object (in the ahstlact), 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
coguitions, as are not connected with the Ssnse-orgaus; therefore the only
reason, why concrete cognitions are attvibuted to the Senses, lies in the
fact that the Sense-organ alone 18 a means tlmt brmga about only such
cognition as is connected with the senses.

130, 1In the undefined abstract cogmuon also, the Seunse is not the

137 Iu the instance cited, thongh, at first, the person perceives only the somblance
of the two objects, yet, subsequently, he comes to have a definibe pempbinn of the
objects themselves; but this too is brought about by taeans of the eyes alove. In the
game manner, in the case of definite concrete cognition, though the first contact of the.
gense would only give rise to an undefined abstract cognition, yet, subsequently—-the
contact of the Sense-organ continuing all the tima—the person wounld come to have &
well-defined perception of the various specific propertius——genus, property, &o.-—of the
objects; and it is this that constitutes conerete cognition. And us the Sense-contaot
has ail along continned to operate, such cognition cannot but be called ““Sense-percep~
tion”

133 Because the closing of the eye has cut off the Sense-contact.

189 This Kirikd anticipates the following objection: “The Means of Cnncreta
Cognition are manifold,~—such as the Soul and the rest ; in thabt cage, why should ench
cognition be specifically attributed to the organs of Sense, and be called sensuous f”  The
sense of the reply is that names are given to nbjects, in accordance with such an agpeot
of it, as belongs exclusively to the object in qnestion. In the present instance the
agency of the senses alons is such as belongs exclusively to Conerete Cognition, the
agency of the Soml, &c.; belonging #lso to other kinds of cognition—such as the
Inferential, Verbal, &o., and ns such it is only right that it shonld be called sensuous.

180 The first half of this Kirikd implies that the objection poiuted 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 ity cause, and cannot be attric
buted to the genses,”—then, we reply that even then, inasmuch ag it is brought about,
through the intervention of Abstract Cognition, by means of the senses alone, it can
be called ** Bensuous.,”” This wonld be quite compatible with ordinary usages;—e.g.,
the name “ pankaja” (clay-born) that is given to the lolus, cannot belong to it literaliy ;
gince the lotus is produced directly, not from the mud, but from the bulbous yoot ; yeb
all the game, the name does apply to the lotus, simply on the ground of ity being
prodaced from the mud, throngh the intervention of the bulbous root. The assertion
that—* we would conventionally restriet the name Sense-perception to Conerets Cognis
tion "~—implies that if we did not call in the aid of conventional usage, the argnmant,
based upon the fact of its being intermediately produced by the senses, would apply to
Inference also, which too would come o be culled Sense:perception, as being produced
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only cause. Or, the name « Sonse-perception’ might be said to apply, by
conventional usage, to that which is produced intermediately thereby (z.e.,
by sensuous perception),—as in the case of the word * Pankaja.”

131. Or, this conventional usags too may not apply to the ocase of
such concrele cognition as is of itself (naturally) known to be sensuous,
whieh is not the case with abstract cognition. ]

132, For us all meanings of words, are comprehended, through the
nsage of old (experienced) people. And the sense in which a word has
been used by these (old people), cannob be separated from if. .

133. It is only the observation (and classification) of established
facts, that ought to be done by enquirers ; and a certain fmet which 18
known to all men as established, cannot be set aside by (newly-devised)
definitions.

134. Again, how can dependence on Sense-organ be gaid to apply to
the Self-recognition of the cognition ? Tf it be urged that * the mind
would gerve as the requisiste Sense-organ, in thab cage,”’—~then the same
would also apply to the case of (such specifications of ‘class,’ &c., ag) the
class ** cow”’ und the like.

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

136. And again, as the sensuous character of pleasure pain, &e.,
is due to the fact of the mind being a Sense-organ, 80, in the same mauner,

by the senses intermediately, What the anthor means is that the word ““ Sense-percep-
tion”’ is “yogaridha.”

188 This anticipates the objection that wo find people using the name ‘‘Sense-
perception” with regard to Concrete Cognition, and yet we find that the correct
definition of the name does not apply to such Cognition. ;

186 If Concrete Jognition is mot accepted to he sensuous,—how can the Bnddhish
say that the cognition of the cognition, by itself, is dune to the aotion of the senses?
For suoh Self-recognition cannot proceed directly, from any Sense-organ.

185  Only meant to be, §o.”—because the mind, being an internal organ, could not
apply to esternal objects; but the Salf-recognition of Coguition is a purely internal
process, and as such, conld be offected by the internal organ of the mind, The senss
of the reply is that paople accept the applicability of the miud even to the perception
of eaternal objocts—like the class “oow'’ and the like.

“ We must have recourss, &c.’—The sensunna character of Self-recognibtion being
thus denied, it is only Conorete Cognition that can be gensuous. And if it be nrged
that—"inasmuaoh aa the mind is an internal organ, and Concrete Cogniticn doss not
follow directly from Sense-contact, saoh Cognition cannot be gensuous,’—we reply that
sinocs we have already proved the sensuous charnoter of Conorete Cognition, if you
do nét find it to be directly amensble to the fanction of any of the eleven organs of
sense, yon must bave recourse to technicality, or conventional usage, on which would be
based the faot of Concrete Cognition being included in ‘* Sense-perception ;" sinpe the
sensuous charactor of such Uognition cannot, in any oase, be denied.

139 The opponent also acospts Pleanre and Pain to be sansuous,

L
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would the sensuous character of the specification of olass, &o., also be due to
the same canse. \ : : ' e
.187. Apd, as in your case, even when the faot of depending upon
the mind is the same (in the case of all cognitions), you specify it as
“undefined abstract cognition,” and thus aceept only certain parts thereof
to be sensnons,—so, the same conld be done in our case also. il (st

188. On account of the absence of the * Lingn’ (middle term), this
(eoncrete coguition) eannob be said to be Inferential, &o. And on aceount
of there being no notion of any econtradiction, it eannot be eaid to be
unauthoritative. : '

139. And again, on aegonnt of its not having been perceived before,
it ocannot be ¢ Remembranee.” Therefore it must be' Semsuous’; such
is algo the common usage and belief, AL (S b

140. * Olass, &o., being objects foreign to the object perceived,
the notion thereof in connection with the object, which is mot identiocal
with them (Class, &e.), ean only be a ease of false attribution ; and as such
it is similar to the ordinary miscongeptions of the mirage and the like.”

141, Tt is not so; because it is not possible that the eognitions of a
horse and other objects, should always be cases of false abtr bption-, specially

151 Like Abstract Coguition, Conerets Cognition is' brought aboat by the mind;
and yeot the Buddhist definos semswous perception, ad wndafined aud absirast; and
therghy confines sensuousness 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 the fact of being produced by the mind is common to Sense-porception, Inferenae,
Analogy, &e., we could restrics the name to the coguition of gnch objects as arve nob
removed from the Sense-organs, That ia to sny, as the other party restricts the name, to
oio olass of Oognition, dogmationlly, without any reasonable grounds for so doing,~-we
sould also do the same, The Kiriki refers to tha objection that—'* if the mere faot of
bevng produced by the sense of mind be the sole eriterion of Sense-perception, then
Inference, &o., would also become included in it 'T'he sense of the veply is that as
tho Buddhist dogmatically cxelades all other eoguitions, excupt the Abstraoct, from
“ Sense-perception,” we wonld also dog matically exclude Infevence, &o. :

188 As Qonorete Cognition cannot be eithor Inferential, or Verbal, or based npon
Analogy ; nor can it be gaid to be sltogether untrusbworthy; it must be aeccepted as
* Qense-perception’” there being no ground for enr denying such ascceptanse.

180 This Kirika embodies the Vedantiv ebjection : “ We graat that Concrete Cogni-
tion cannoh be Inferential, &o.; but we eannet agree to its being always authovitative.
Becanse Ooucrete Cognition’ consists in the attribatian of Olass, Aetion, &o., to an
altogether different objeot (viz., the individaal objeck of parveption ); and as such, it
Gunnob but be false.” GRS b ; : i

181 Says the Nydyaratrakera: “Class, &e., are nob altogether different from
the Individaal; Tt iz & fact of common experience that the individual ‘ocow’
is recogaised as suoh, enly when it is found to be identical with the Class ‘cow’
{without whioh it could never be known as gow'). “This conld not be, if the -Indivis
Qual were totally “different’ from” the Olase. Sach recoguition of the ideubity of the
Individual with the Class is theé only means of kaowing the Class; hence there must
be an identity betweén tlie Tudividual snd the Class.” o0 0 orag o .
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as weo hold that the Olass (dekion and Property) nre not totally different
from the Individual (object of percepbion).

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

143. The perception, of the colour of shellac jn a pioce of rock-
erystal, helongs only to the ignorant, and is false (mistaken),~—for the
wige, there is_a recogunition of difference (between the real form of the
orystal, and the reflected one of shellac).

144. Whereas the individual object has never been seen as separated
from Olass, &c,; nor have these latbter been ever seen apari from the
individnal,—us is the case with the rock-erystal and the shellas. -

145, Tu the oase of the erystal and shellace too, if the difference were
never perceived by anybody,—-whereby could the apparent correctness of
the perception of the red colour (in the rock-crystel) be ever set aside P

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

147. Such being the case, there is no grouud for postulatmg a

148 ¢ Qualification "'—Clags, Action and Property. ‘ Qualified’—the Individnal
ohject. 1f the Class were something other than the Individaal, then the idea of the
latter conld not be invariably concomitant with that of the former.

148 The Vedinti urges that if Sende-perception” wers always authoritative, then
the notion of redness in the orysinl wounld also be trne. 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 wvice vered.
Therefors tho ingtance of the erystal and lag cannot apply to the present case,

146 If the orystal were always nccompanied by the lag, and if it were inseparably
connected with it, then the perception of redness in the orystal conld not but be
soceptod ag true,

148 The Vaicsshikas hold that Olass, Action, &o., are entirely different from the
Individual; and they are found fo be invariably concomitant with the latter, simply
because they ara inséparably related to it, by the permanent rolation of ‘Samaviya’
(Inherence). The Sense of the objection to this theory is that no relation can snbsish
between any two objects, that ara not alveady known to be established entities; and
thag, if either member of the relation be accepted as being an established entity, prior
fo the asgertion of the relation, then the ipseparability ceases. Hence no relation
between inseparnbla objects heing possible, theres can be no euch thing as “ Samaviya."

141 “ Such being the cage, §o'—There being no inseparability, there is no reason-to
aggers any such relgtion as the “ SBamaviya.” And thus no relation being perceptible,
we ¢ould not recognise eicher the Individual or the Class. And there being no ground
for relation, thare could be no relation among the oategories-—among which the ouly
relation: held by the Vaicdshika to subsist is that of “Samaviys,” which has been
broved to be non est.

@,
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velation (between the Class and the Individual) ; nor gould 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 be related by Samavaya) ; and if the existence
of those were certain, then there would be no limib ;  because of its being
accompanied by another, and so on, ad infinitun. S

149. 1f it is nurged that the * Samavaya being identical with the
form (of the objects themselves), no assumption of any other velation is
necessary,”—then on account of this identity, the Samaviya may be only &
particular form of the qualification and the qualified (Class and Individual).

150. Becanse if it (Samavaya) is diffevent from them (the objects
Olass and Tudividual), then it cannot subsist as a relation (between these
two); if, ou the other hand, it be identical with these two, then they
cannot be different (from one another).

151, “But the object—such as the ‘cow’ £ i~-nob 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).” ] iy

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
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148 The question is—"Is the Samavdya itself velated to the objects among whom
it is said to subsist, or is it mot?’ IF it is not, then there can be no Samavdya with
rogard to the objects. And if it is, then this relation of Samaviya with the objects
would stand in noed of another relation, and so on, there heing no end of Samavayas.

149 The objection is that Samaviya ia nobhing more or less than the forms of the
objects themselves. The reply is that in that case, the Vaicéshike drifts towards our
theory; inasmuch ad Wwe also assert that the objects—ilie qualification * Olags’ and the
qualified ‘ Individual, botween which you agsert the relation of Samaviya—are identi-
oal; and you also hold that the relation between them is that of identity, which comes
to the same thing.

16l The meaning of the objection Is thab the object iz not fonnd to differ from itd

properties; it is only an agglomeration of the properties; jnst as the forest is only the
collection of treesin it; and farther, we have ouly five senses ; and all these have their
purpose only in spprehending five sots of properties. Consequently, a8 there is no
gixth senge, wo can never perceive anything besides these propetties,

163 The sonse of the reply to the last Kirika is that the properties—colour, f£i—
have the character of appearing and disappearing—e.g. the greenness of the fruit dis-
appeard, and yellowness appears; thorefore it is that which conforms with both these
properties (the one going and the other coming), which is the objeot, the frait; and
ihis must bo different from both greenness and yellowness; inssmuch as while the
formor has disappeared, and the laster hag appeared, the fruit itself has all along con=
tioued the same ; and it is possible to have a cognition, (bhough only undefined and in
the abatract) of the frait, as apart from its proporties.

168 This sams up the authoritative oharacter of Conorete Cognition. * Does not
becoms, &c."—this refors to the Vedantic objection bronght forward in Kaviki 140.



APHORISM 1V, o 95

of Class, &e. (i e., as specified by these)— does not, by this fact, become of
another form; and heuce it cannot be untrustworthy.

154. That object, whose difference from its propertics is clearly
defined, —even of this, the identity (with the properties) being permanent,
there can be no falsity (or nntrustworthiness) of its concrete cognition,

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

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

157. If it be nrged that *“ in this case the senses of all person would
be of the same ¢lass, and as such in a way identical,”’-—then we could have
(the same in the other case also-—~the non-difference being based upon)
the sameness of the class “ Sense-organ.” The class * Being ” too, is not
diverse, because of its cognifion being alwnys the same (even though it
is. cognisable by all the five Sense-organs). ' '

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

168 Thig 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 the forms of the
object comprehended, thon there would be no difference bebween emell and colour, &e.
If it be urged that the class ¢ Being’ is perceived by means of all the five songes,—we
deny this; because no such class oan be perceived by the five senses. And if you assert
a commixture of the fense-organs, then it would be superfiious to postulate more
than one Sense-organ-—~that of Touch, for instance; and the funoctions of all the other
senses mighti be accepted us congregating in this alone.,” The sense of the reply ia
that the mere fact of being cognised by more amenses than one does not consbitate
sufficient ground for postalating a diversity in its forms, For if that fact were the
sole ground for diversity, then even the object perceived by means of a single sense,
would have to be taken as diverse ; inasmuch as the object ia cognised by many persons,
and as such there is & diversity in the comprehending sense~this diversity being that
of the senses as belonging to various persons,

16T The objector says that though the one sense—of Tonch, f.i,,~may belong to
different persons, yet everyone of these is the “* Hense of Tonch’; and as such theore
is no real diversity in the comprehending organ, The meaning of the reply is that
though the Sense of Tonch muy differ from the Sense of Sight, yet hoth eqaally are
“Sense;” and ag such, in our case too, there is no real diversity, Though the class
‘Being’ is cognisable by all the senses, yet it cognition being of ‘the same form, in all
cases, it cannot be said to have many forms.

163 In the same manner, colour, taste, &c., cannot be gaid to he identical 5 because
all of therx are cognised to be of the same charncter, We can however call thess
“single,” taking them as forning parts of the class “ Being,”’ and many " or “ diverse,”
When they are taken in their respective individual forms of colour, taste, &,

5
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manifoidnss of these may be explaived as being due respectively, to their
being considered collectively as ‘‘ Being,” or individually, a8 “ Colonr,”
“ Tagte,” * Qdoury® &e. e A BT
159, In some cases, there being a cothmixture of variong Sense-
functions, we conclude that the Sense-organ functioning is not one ; becanss
in certain cases we have a definite idea as to the respective importance of
the varions Sense-functions, based upon the comparative sirength and
woakness of the Sense-organs. Ll
160-161. As for instance, in the ease of the Mind, we find that with
regard to Colour, &a., it functions in conjunction with the eye, and the
other Sense-organs; while with regard to pleasure, paim, &oi; we find
it functioning independently by itself, The absence of commixbure in
one case does nob necessitate its absence in every case; mor does the
pereeption of commixbure in one ease necessitate its presence in another
AT ) : i

(1
3}

162. Because we find that theve is a remembrance of sound, even ou
the destrvction of the ear; and alse becanse we find that on sueh destruc
tion, there is no perception of mny preseut sound ;--we conclude that
there is o definite standard (regulating the relative importance of the
senses ). i - ]

189 This Kirika refutes the objection of the superfluonsnees of postulating more
than one sense. The meawing is thet, bocause two functions of two senses become
mixed np in the cognition of & single object, ib doss nok follow that there ig only one
Sense-organ ; since as & matter of fact, we find that one, whose senge of vision is
strong, and that of audition weak, sees distant objects, but does not hear distans soands,
snd vics versd. Buch adjustment of the Sense-functions could not be possible, if the
Hense-organ were one only. Therefore, even though uny two Seuse-furctions mey
become mixed up in the cognition of an objeot, get the two Sense-organs yemain
disfinob: -

160.61 These Kirikis have in view the objection that * Coming seross & epmmix-
tnre of Sense-funckions, in the case of the cognition of Substance, we might alao infer
¢he commixture to belong to the cases of Colour-perception and the vest!’ The dense
of the reply is that, that which has been seen to exist in one case, eannot nocessarily
be smid bo exist in every other case. As for instance, we find that, in the cuse of the
cognition of colour, &o., we find the mind functioning with thoe help of the externad
organs, the eye and the rest, whereas in the cases of Remembrance; Pleasure, and the
like, the mind ia found to function by itsslf alons. In the same manner, of tha
external organs, the oye, &c., also, there would be « commixtare in the oase of the
sognition of substance, while in the tases of the perception of colour, sound, &o., each
of theso organs would be fanctioning, each by itself.

168 This Kirikd explains how we come to infer the fisity of the application of the
mind, functioning as stated in the last Kariki. Inasmuch se we flad that oney whd
in totally deaf, remembers sounds, and feels pleasure, &o.,~~we infor that, for remembers
mg and feeling pleasure, &o., the mind fanctions independently of the exbernal Henge-
organd. On tho other hand, we find thet the deaf areincapable of perceiving any
sonnds at the prosent time; and thonce we conclude that in the perception of snch
gounds, &o., the mind stands in need of the external Senge-organs, -
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163, 1f the Saﬁse-orgau ware only one, in all cases, then either every-
thing or nothing would be perccived. If it be nrged that we postulate

differont ocapacities (or functions) of the same Sense-organ,~then, these

capgeities themselves could be said to be so many distinet organs of senso,

164. A deaf person would also hear sounds, if (in the perception of
sound) there wera a commiztnre with the eye, &c.; 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 gole cause of memory; or (if you assert his remembrance to be
spoutaneous, and not due to any cause, then), like remembrance, he would
also have n cognition of the present sound (which is not possible).

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

167. Tf the person were not dependent upon the Sense-organs,
then he would have o simultancous cognition of all things at once;
because by himself, he consists of pure conscionsness.

168, Therefore in some places, we must accept exolnsive fixity, ag well

163 The postulating of five different functions for nny one Sense.organ, is the same
a8 postulating five distinot Sense-organs. _

184 Jf there were comminture alone, there conld be no restriction. “If the mind,
§e.”’—Beeause thongh the deaf haye no ears, yeb they have their minds intact,

196 Thin Kariki anticipates the following objection: *The cognition of sound
could be explained ag being due golely to the ear ; why call in the aid of the mind ? '
The gense of the reply is that, thove could not be a remembrancs of any particnlar
sonnd, if the mind had nothing to do with its previous perception. And farther, wo
find that an absent-minded person, though with his eyes all right and quite open, is
unable to see anything., And ngain, after a cortain ohject—sound, f.i-~has bean
perceived, one does nof, by that means, remember all other objects, colour, and the
rest. Therefors we conclade that the mind, the organ of remembrance, hag got
something to do with the perception of objects. Beecanse if wo were to acoept the
agenoy of the mind with regard to memory, withonb admitting the fact of itg having
something fo do with the object at the time of its being pereeived by the' Sense-organ,
then we wonld be landing onrselves on an absurdity,—that of the werception of one

object bringiug 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,
181 A goion of the Vedinti asserts that the Self itself congists of pure consgciong-
nees ; and as such, all cognition is only natural to it; whence theve is no necessity of

having either external or internal organs of perception. The Kirika means to say

that if such were the cass, then all sorts of cognitions, of all things in the wopld
would be crowding upon the person, all at once, ;
163 Through the character of their effect; in the shape of coguition, wo infer the
capabilities of the cogniser and the cognised ; and from these, we infer that, in certain
oases,~as in that of colour~<there ig no comminture ; while in others—ag in that of
subsiance—we have a comminture,

13
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a8 pommixtare, in accordance with the charvacter 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 the
ghape of the resultant cognition. ' T it b

169. The divisions, of the eye, &e., as well ag colour, &e., are limited
to five only. Thercfore though there are many such subdivisions as the
Blue, Red, &o., yet there is no necessity of postulating innumerable organs
(for the perception of each of these). i 1o

170.  Fov this veason, we conclnde that it is by means of all the five
orgnus of sense that we have the cognition of the class * Being "’ and the
clags * Quality "; of the * Substance " and the * Shape *' (of objects), the
cognition is caused by fwo (Sight and Touch) ; and of Colowr and the vest,
by only one (the eye, &c. ¢cne by one). _

171, (Obj.). * Thongh identical with the Class, de., yet the iden (of
an object) would be false, on account of its being brought about, through
identification with the word ;——as is the ease with the idena of Colowr and
the rest.” ' et

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

1793, (Obj.). “But the idea of the form of the cow, in the shape of
the class cow, §e., never appears, until there has been a recognition of the
relation subsisting botwoen the word ‘cow’ and the object (it denotes).”

189 Ag we. have the restricted applieations of the Sense-organs, to snch ohjects as
Taste, Qolonr, &o.,—i.e,, the cognition of colour is restricted to the eye and go on;
therefore we aceept these as five distinet organg; bub in the casa of Blue, Red, &o .
there ig no such restriction,—all colour being equally pereeptible by the eve alone,—
therefore these are not accepted as separate subdivisions. § \ ;

170 This gums up the conclusions arrived at. e

1l The sense of the objeation embodied in the Kirika is this : “ The object being
identical with Class, Action and Property, we grant the trustworthiness of the cognition
of such identity ; but the word, in which this idea is expressed, is something quite
different (from the object, and the Class, &ec.); therefore the idea, as identified with
(i, expressed in) the words, cannot but bo false. Such words as ‘ Cow’ and the like
denote the Class, Action snd Property; and as such, specify such class as being
specific forms of themselves; and thon subsequently, they determine the particalar
individual object, as specified by such Class, &e. Thus then thongh there is no falsity
attaching to the object as identified with the Qlass, &o., yet the identification of ii;a
.Class, &o., with the Words cannot be true. The proper name of differsnt objects too
sorve. to represent such objects as identical with the names; and this identifiation
‘of objects with words cannot but be false.” S
‘ “The idea of eolour, §'e.—i.e, just as the identification of the colour blue, with the

word “ blue is false, ; : -
1’3 That is to say, the idea that we have of ebjeots is not in the form of words; e,
‘onr cognition of an object is not always Aecompanied by a verbal expression of the same-



174 “Andif that (which appears in the particular ¢ cow’) were the
form of the Qlass, &e., then even one who does not know the word ‘ eow’
would recognise the animal (as belonging to such and such a class,
which is an absurdity), Thus then, both by Affirmative and Negative
premises we conclude that the object is identical with the Word.”

175. (Rep.). Just as Colour, Taste, &c., are recognised, in their own
form, as differont from one another, even before their expression in words,—
8o would it also be 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 nob been specifiod by words, = Therefore even he, who does not know
the word, can recognise the class ‘ Cow,’ &e.

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

178, 1t is ouly in the ascertainment of ono property of an object
with innumerable properties, that the word serves as the means ; and it
could in no case, be the cause of the imposition of its own identity (upon
the object), i :

179, Nor is it possible for the form of the means to be imposed upon

(]
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1% The afirmative Premiss is: “The idea of the class (‘cow’) ig brought about
only whon the relation between the word (‘cow’)and the object (the Olass) has been
duly ascertained " ; and the Negative Premiss is: *“ One who does not know the word
oan have no idea of the object, as bolonging to any particular’class.” _ :

175 Just as we have the coguition of Colowr, Taste, &oc., in the abstract,  even
befors the cognition of any relation between the word aud the object,—so, in the same
manuer, weo could also bave the cognition of Clasy, &c., even before they come to be
oxpressed in words, ia their own specifioc forms, and not in the form of the words
(sabsequently recognised as denoting them). One who knows the words is able to
remember the names of the cluss, &o., as gomething over and above the specific forms
of the words; aud thereby he comes to give expression to thom in words. ' g

V18 1t has been argued in the “ Vikynpadiya * that “ one who does not know the
word caunot have any idea of the cluss, becuuse uo expression in words is possible for
him ; and there can be no such idea, in the absence of a corresponding verbal oxpres.
sion.” It has also been declared thet “In the world there is mo idea which is not
expressed in words ; all idea is cognised only as expressed in words,” The Kiriki
objects to this theory., = L8 :

171 Even in the case of a cognition accompanied by Words, there is no notion of
an identity between the Word and the Object ; becausge the object is perceived by the
Eyeo, while the Word is cognised by the Ear; aud as such, the cognitions of these
being radically different, they can never be identical,

B% Words have their use ouly in defining or singling out one out of the many
properties of an object; in no case do they lead to any notion of their identity with
the object.



its object ; for it cammotb in any way be held that the form of the lamp ov
of the Sense (of sight), is imposed upon the Colour perceived,

180, If the class * Cow ' be always cognised in the form of the word,—
then, inasmuch as no other form is cognised, how conld there be any
difference between them, or any attribution of the f.¢m of the ono to
the other ?

181.  Aud again, if there be non-difference, in reality, there can be no
falsity (in the identity); and if there he any difference in their forms,
then there could be no chance of the suid imposition ; and the assumption
of such imposition would only be erroncous. :

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 one who
would describe either the object or the word, or the Idea, the only expres-
sion that he 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). fliss

184. Though the canse of error is the spme (in both cases) it is the
cognition and awudibion that are known as imposed upon the object, and not
the object upon those.

185, As o wmatter of fact however, the idea of the cow (the object)
is in the form of *an animal with dewlaps, &o.'; of the ¢ word” (Go) is in
the form of the letters ‘Ga,’ &o.; and that of the *ides’ of these two
is without any (external) shape,

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

GLOKAVARTIKA

180 If the Individual and the Class were both cognised in the form of the Word
alone; then the Olass and the Word, both being eternal, there would be an absolute
non-difference between the two; and thereby there could be no attribution of the form
of the Word on the Object or Class, That is to say, the Class being cognised in the
form of the Word, and in no other form, it would becomnie non-different from it,

181 * Imposition "'~ which has been noted and denied in 179,

152 That is to say, the Object, the Word, and the Idea of the object, can all be
deseribed by the expression “the cow "5 the Word only serves as the meang of
doscribing to others what one hag seen. And it is from this fuct that arises the
erroneous notion that the word is (dentical with the object,

18 The hearer reasons thus: “ Becanse the speaker usés the same expression in
the case of all the three, therefore ho must aleo, necessarily, have the same ides With
regard to them, &c., &o."

18 That is to say, the aforceaid imposition is only un ervor; as & matter of fact,
the form of the idea is different in ench onse.

136 Some people hold that the Word cnly serves to demote its own form ; and
they declure that there is an imposition of this form upou the individual Object.
The Kirika objects to this view, on the ground that, it the object denoted by the
Word were identical with the Word, then we would have the absurdity of there being
no difference between such objects ug the playing dice, the treo Terminalia belerica and
other objects, that are all expressed by the same word * Aksha " ; for the word remaining
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the word,—then in the case of such words as ‘ Aksha” (and others with
geveral 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 never recognised hefore the use of the word, IE it
be urged that * the same may be the case with the class cow, &c.,” we
deny this; because in this latter case we always see only ono form.

188, In the case of the plant ferminalia belerica and the other two
(denotations of the word Alksha), there is no conformity of any one property ;
the only common factor being the denotability by the word ‘Aksha’; and
thus it is different from words denoting o class (in which there is con
formity of properties among the vavious individuals constituting the Class).

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

190, 1f it he urged that “the word ‘Aksha’ may be different (in
each case) "—wo deny this; because as a matter of fact whenever this
word is used, there is always a doubt as to its present signification, which
would not be possible, unless the word remained the same (in the case of
all its significations) ; and secondly, we also actually find that the form of
the word is precisely the same (in all cases).

191, In the case of such words as “bhavati” and the like,~where

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

15T The objection in the first half bolonge to the Banddha theory that the function
of o Word lies only in the ewclusion of everything other than the object deunoted by it;
and as such the meaning of the word  Aksha” would only bo the ‘‘ negation of all
that is not-Akena ™ ; and in thig form, there cannot but be non-difference among the
objects denoted hy the Word. The Author replies that we do not recognise any guch
identity, prior to the use of the Word ; and without the recognition of such a relation
(which according to the Buddhist ia npecessary in the denotation of the Word), the
Word cannot have suy meaning, The objection raised in the second Lalf of the
Kiriki means that  the Mimansaka also holds the Class ‘Cow’ to be one only; and
az such, Lo will also have to face the absurdity of the non-difference among thousanda
of individual cows.” The reply to this is that, for the Mimansaks, there is no such
absardity, inasmuch as all the individaal cows are actaally found to be identical (similar)
to vne ancther, in their wain shape, (the ouly difference being in the minor details),

199 Whenever a word with gsveral meanings is used, there is always a donbt as
to its trae sigoification, which would not be possible, if the word did not remain the
same in all cases. The theory here refuted is thut the Word does not really consiss
of the letters, but of the * sphota,” which is held to be peculiar to each word, and on
which depends the signification of the word.

191 “ Bhavati”—(1) the Locative of ‘ Bhavin’ {you), and algo (2) the form in the

Present Tense, Third Person, Singular of the root ““bhit” (to be),

Cr,



there is a difference based upon (the word in one case being) a Pronoun,
and (in another case) o Verb,~the form remains the same; and as sueh,
if there were amy imposition (of the form of the word upon the object),
we would have non-d1&erenee in the two meanmga (uf the word taken as
a Prououn, and as a Verb).

192. The formation of the word being precisely the same in both eases
(bhavati, as o Prououn, and as a Verb), how ean the verbal expression
be said to have the character of something fo be accomplished 2 Or again,
how could the shapeless (immaterial) wmd have a shaped (eorporeal or
material) signification ? :

193. 1If the words ‘cow,’ *horse’ n,nd wlnte were independent of
the form of the objects denoted, how could there be arny restriction as to
the denotations of these, as vesting in ‘class’ “quality,” &e. ?

194. The difference between the words * Tree aud *'I'he Fig-tree”
being exactly the same as (that) between (these and) the words Jar,”
&c.,—how could there be in the case of the former couple, any relation
of the general and the particular, if we did not take into consideration
the forms of the objects (independently of the words) ? e

195, Nor conld there be any co-substrateness (of the object denoted
and the Idea produced by the word), as (there is none) in the case of the
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198 Ag iu the case of the pronoun, so also in that of tlie Verb, the Word is equally
complete and accomplished. And then if the form of the Word wore imposed upon
(and identionl with) that of the Meaning, how could the meaning of the Verb be
gaid to be in the course of completion? For the verb ‘pnc.‘wn does not mgmfy the
completion of the action of cooking; it only signifies that the ‘action of cooking
is in progress.) Some people, again, hold the object to be a particnlar modification of
the Word; and this is refuted by the latter sentence of the Text. The meaning of the
Karikd is that a material modification can belong only to  material primory. In the
oase in question, however, the word being dmmaterial, connot have material modifica-
tions in the shape of the jar, &e.
© 198 If it was the mere form of the Word that was imposed upon the object denoted,—
withont any idea of the class, &c.,~how could we say that *such and such a word
donoted the class, and another denotes the properey.”

19 You say that tie form of the object signified by the Word is identical with the
form of the Word itself. Bub yon see that the difference between the words “Tree”
and Y Fig” would, in that case, be exactly the same as that botween the words * Jar"
‘and “Treo”; and then what does this lead to? It cannot but lead to the conclusion
that the relation that subsists betweeon the two objects Tree and Fiy is exactly the same
a8 that which subsists between the T'ree¢ and the jar; which would mean that there
i no relation between the generic term “ Tree " and the particular term * Fig.”

195 In such instances as the “blue lotus’ (where there is a co-substrateuness
botween the properiy blueness and the class lotus), as there is no co-substruteness
hetween the Word and the Idea, there would be noue between the Ides and the Object
denoted ; becauss, according t you, it is the Word itself that is denoted; and as there
are two words in the compound “ blue lotus,” the object denvted by it cannot be one;
and as the objects are two, there can be 1o co-substrateness between the econcept * hlne

lotus? and the objects denoted by the two words, 1f it be urged that “a8 in the vase
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word and the Idea. Nor oan two distinet Ideas cohere in one undefined
(abstract) cognition, :

196. If it be nrged that ‘the cohevence is in the Substance (in
general) '—then, all such words, as ‘cow,’ horge,” &e., wounld come to
have one and the same meaning; because all these words siguify a
substance. : ok

187. The expression ‘blne lotas' too ig not nsed with reference to a
particular case of non-difference (between bluencss and lotus) ; for if it
were %0, then the expression could not be nsed elsewhere (i.c., in the case
of another blue lotas) ; whereas we see that such nse is desirable.

198. Nor do you accept the object * blue lobus” to be one only, (and
reasonably 0),~because (in the compound ‘blue lotus’ ) we recognise &

of the theory of the denotation of Class, &o., by the Word, the words ‘blue lotua’
give rise to only one comeceplion in the abstract, (i.e., tho abstract Idea of the Blua
Lotug), 8o, in onr ease too, we could assert that theve 18 co-substrateness between the
concept ‘blue lotus,” and the aforesaid abstract Iden,'’~—to this we reply that in yonr
cage, there is nofhing to regnlate the abstract signification of the words ‘blns® and
‘intng) In our case, we assort tho word “ blue” 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 qualified subsisting between the two ; and thereby we make “lotua
the chief member of the componnd, which fact serves to restrict the abetract Idea to
the lotus and nob to the biveness. While according to you, both worda signifying their
abstract Ideas, there would be nothing to restrict the abstrnct denotation of the com-
pound to anyone of the two objects, Says the Ragiki: “Two ideas are said to be
co-gubstrate only when they are found to inhere in the same substrate, In accordance
with the Imposition Theory, where can they cohere? For they eannot do so in the
gpecific Abstract Property (* Swalakshana,”); becanss this is not definable. In ounr
theory however, there can be such co-inherence, innamunch s we assert that a portion
of the denoted object enters into the Abstract Idea produced by the Wood,”

198 Tt has been ghown above that there can be no co-inherence in the ‘ swalakshana !
of the signifieation of the componnd “blue-lobus.” Under the cirenmatances, if the
co-inherence he held to be in the substance in general—ie., if the co-substratenecss of
‘Jotua’ and ‘blue’ be held to be located in their genervic character of ‘Subatance '——
then inasmuch as thig latter ig the sawe in the case of all significant words, ali objects
denoted hy words wonld become co-substrates with one another,

197 If the expression “blue lotus™ were held to be restricted to one such lotns
in partionlar, then there would be no use of the expression in the eage of any other
guch lotus; and this is notb dezivable.

198 You do not admit of any such elass as “blue lotus”—which would include
many individnal blue lotases; and as such, you cannot base the use of the componnd
upon any #uch class, which is the only way of applying one name to many objecta,
And farther, you do not even admit any single object, as blue lotus; which you could
very reasonably acoept, in accordance with your theory that the objects are identical
with the words denoting them. Though snch aceeptance wounld not be right, inasmuch
as “blae” and “lotus” are two distinet words, and as such they form the two members
of a compound, and accordingly they have two distinct forms, whence they must be
taken to signify two distinct abjects ; for thie simple reagon that the imposition of the
forms of two distinot words cannot result in the denotation of a gingle ohject.
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difference, of words and meanings, based upon the (two) members (of the
compound). ' bl :

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 “blue lotns.”

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 objeet), what sort of object would be
cognised ? '

201. Beeanse at that time it is not possible for the form of the word
to be imposed upon that of the object ; nor is the velation (of the word),
comprehended in referenceto the particular object spoken of,

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

19 If in the oase of “blue-lotns,” yon assert the co-substrateness to consist in
the fact of the two words being used in olese proximity, then in cases where two
gynonyms are pronounced together, when the meaning of & certain word is being
oxplained to others—eg., “ Utpalam Kamalam™—you would have to admit a co-sub-
gtrateness of these words also, which is an absardity.

200 Snys the Kagikd : “ A word is not able to signify an object, unless its relation to
{t has been ascertained; and, no such relation can be ascerfained, nuless the vhject has
been perceived. Therefore it would be a hard nuat to erack, for the npholder of the
Imposition Theory, to explain what sort of object is perceiverd at the time of the com-
prehension of the said relation.” 'The guestion implies that the ohject cannot be
cognised in any way-—in accordance with the Imposition Theory. The next Karika
explains why there can be no such cognition of the object. _

201 ¢ Because, §'¢.”—i.c,, becanse it is only after the relation has been agcertained
{hab there is a conception of the identity of the word with the object. The Kagika
adds: “The objnct being, according to you, of the same form as the word, it cannob
bring about any idea of such form, unless it bas itself been fully comprehended before:
hand. Thus then the comprehension of the relation would depend upou the imposition,
and this imposition too wouald depend upon a fall comprehension of the relation; and
we wonld have the fuult of mutaal Tnter-dependence,” '

“ Nor is the comprehension, §¢.”—The relation of the word with its denotation is
not comprehended with reference to any oue particalar object—£.i., the individual cow
for if it weve so, then the word (the name *“gow ") could not be nsed with refersnce
to any other individual of the same class (“cow”); inasmuch as the relation is, as
held i)_v you, restricted to the former individval. And thus we would have to postulate
ondless relations—in fact, as many as there may be individuals that we come across.

803 That is to say, this would give rise to the absurdity that the meaning of a
word would be fally comprehended, even by one who hears it for the firat time, just
as woell as any other person, who may have kuown it for ever so long. If the imposi-
tion of the form of the word on the object were independent of any comprehension
of the relation subsisting between the word and the objech, then one who hears the
word “ocow’’ prononnced for the first time wonld also nnderstand that it signifies a
certain animal with dewlaps, &c.,~which is an absurdity.
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903. Wor us, howover, no remembrance of the object denoted results
on the first utterance of the word, because the person does nob yeb know
the object (it denotes). Whereas according to you the form of the object
wonld be perceived in that of the words.

204. Just as with regard to objects, that form the denotations of
anknown words, there is no idea of these (words as 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 beon heard.

205. Thus then, the denotations (i.e., the objects) do mot depend
entirely upon words; on the other hand, since words bave the function of
recalling the (pre-cognised) object, therefore we come to recognise the
dependence of these (words upon objects, and not bhat of objects upon words).

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

207, Wa do not in any wiy cognise the identity of the word, in the
idea, that is produced by the word, either in the oase of activity, or in that
of cessation from activity. !

208, 1f we accepted the theory of the imposition (of the form of
words upon the objects they denote), then we wounld comprehend different
meanings from the (synonymons) words— kara,” * hasia,” ete. ; becanse
thiere is a difference in the 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

%08 The above objection doos not apply to onr theory ; becanse we hold that the
comprehension of the meaning of a word dopenda npon & certain relavion that sabsists
between the word and the object it denotes; and in the case of the bearing of a word
for the first timo, as the hearer is unable to recognise tho relation that subsists between
that word and ite denoted objeot, he can derive no conception from this word. This
argament however doss not serve the Imposition Theory ; hecanse according to this,
the form of the objeot is identical with that of the word; and hence as scon ss the
word is bheard (even though it be for the first time), there must follow the cotiception
of the ohject, which is absurd,

06 * Supp-essed "==changed ; that iz to say, when the word is nsed, the form of
the object does not beocomo changed iutq that of the word, as held by the Imposition
Theory.

%07 Ard henoo there can be no *“iwmposition’ of the form of the word wpon the
object.

99.310 We find that there is an “ imposicion ' of the identity of silver in the shell
on the ground of their similarity. There is also an imposition (or attribution) ot:
identity in the case of the redness of the rose avd the crysfal, on fhe gronnd of the
redness being reflected in the crystal. But in the case of the allaged’ident-ir,y of f.ljn
formz of the word and the object, we find none of the aforesaid gronnds for iuapuaibiol
Therefore we conclude that there is no such identity in this last case, x

14
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do not find in the word, any similavity with the ohject ; nor can there be
any reflection of the word (on the object) which is at a distance from if;
uor could any reflection from a distance be possible in the case of an object
which has no (bodily) shape. .

211. . And if the proximity (of the word) to the object were said
to be due to the all-pervading character of words,—then every objech
would come to be reflected npon by every word.

212.  And again, anything that is perceptible by a different Sense-
organ canuot be the reflector of an object ; for the perception of the rock
erystal, even when having the reflection of shellae, is not brought about by
the Senses of Touch, ote.

213. If we accepted “ Impowition,” then Inference and Verbal Testi-
mony would both become false; and because of the falsity of all specifica~
tion, there would also follow a negation of all things (throngh falsity).

214, If the opponent were bo say “let it be so,"—~then his own words
also becoming untrustworthy (for the same reason), how could he make
any true declaration? For certainly, no truth is coguised throngh false
(natrustworthy ) assertions. ,

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

216, Therefore, even before the use of the word, those objects that
are cognised by the ideas of distinctness, oneness, ebe.,—of such objects, the
existence is ever real.

217. Even in the case of such objects (Virtue, ete.), as are known
only by words, thongh there can be no idea of the object, in the absence of
the word,~yet the form of the objest is not totally destroyed (ie., 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
bas been destroyed (und does not exist). o

219, The relation (between the word and the object) being eternal, it

S8 The reflected and that which is reflected upon must both be perceived by the
same Sense-organ,

'8 1f all concrate cognition be said o be false,~as it must be in accordance with
the lmposition Theory—-, thei all the Means of Right Notion, Inference and the rest,
wonld become false ; since every ene of these is based upon well-defined (concrete)
cognivions. “ Everything "¢, all worldly affairs.

A6 After the use of the word, the couception of the object is always in keeping
with somoe foregoing perception. Ryen in tho case of objects, whose names are not
known to us, we have such notions, as that of its being differant from other objects,
being only one in aumber, and 8o fortl ; consequently the existence of such objecta cun
never be denied. )

39 This Karikd has the following objection in view : “ Wo grant that the form of
the object is differont from that of the word; then Lhe case will be this, that in the com-
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cammot. be said that the object is never perceived in the form of the word
(which is held to be imposed upon it); because all men do nof, at one
and the same time, perceive the object in another form (i.e., in a form
diffevent from that of the word).

220. If it be urged that “tho same (argument) would apply to the
oase 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 incapablo of heing denoted by that
word, or the cogniser himself is incapable of comprehending the significa-
tion of the word P '

221-22. The negation and affiemation (of the denotability by the
word) in the object, cannot both be possible; becanse of the two being
mutually contradictory ; whereas it is quite reasonahle to lay down douoba-
tiveness and non-denotativeness (of the word), in accordance with the
difference (in the capabilities) of the cognising persons ;—ns in the case of
the blind and the non-blind, with regard to the (perception of) colonr
(presented) before them. For these reasons the cognition, in the object,
of the form of the word (.., the denotability of the object by that word),

prehension of the relation of the word and the object, the object wonld not ba peresived
in the form of the word; and it wounld be only aftor such comprehension of the rala-
fion, that the object would be cognised in the form of the word; and this would
ultimately mean that the object, which hus not the form of the word, would come to b
cognised as having the form of the word ; wsnd this idea eannot bub be wrong,”! The
nonge of the roply is bhat the relation batwoen the word and its denctation being eternal,
this relation, even before its comprahension, subsiats all the same; and the objoct all
along has the capability of being denoted by that word; and it is only this capability
that becomes manifested, after the dne comprehension of the aforesaid relation: and
‘again it {a this eapability that is meant, when we suy that “ the object has the form of
the word,"—which statement doss nob meaa that the forms of the word and tho object
are identioal. ‘' But how do you know that this ecapebility is eternal 2 TFor the
simple reason that, from the mere fact of one man not knowing the relation snbsisting
betwecen the word and 6he objeck, we cnnnot conclude that the relation is not known
to any person iu the world ; and hence we cannot assert that all men, at one and the
enme time, are jgnorant of the denotability of the object by the word. That ig to say,
thongh one may not know the object cow by the name ' Cow,” yat there are surs to be
others who will know it by that name; and thus we find that the denotability of the
object by the word eannot be entirely denied at nny time.

220 The sense of the objection is that, as has been said in the sase of the denot-
ability of the object,—that all men do not all at once recognise the object by a partienlar
‘name—, 0 may it also ba asserted that ‘all men do not, all at onos, coms to recognise
the denotability of an object by a pacticnlar Word.! It is said in raply that the reason-
ing might truly apply to both cases; but if a littls consideration is given to the point
a8 to which of the two alternatives is the more remssonable,~—(1) either that the object
iteell is not denotable by the word, becanse one man does not know it by that name,
or (2) that snch individoal non.recognition ouly implies & certain incapacity in the
man himseli-—, it would appear whick is more acceptable and compatible with well-
pecoriained facts,
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belongs only to one who knows the word (as tienotmn that spec‘ml ob;ect)
and to none else,

223. (Obj.). “In guch words (proper names) as ‘ Davadatta’ amdit.h_e
like, we find a beginning of the assertion of the relation (subsisting
between the name and the person); and thevefore the objeet being (in this
case) non-eternal, its conformity to the word (denotability) would also be
non-eternal.”

224, (Rep.). To such cases also (i.e, in proper names) we accapt
the eternal character of the power of producing a coguition 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 nmame fo a
particalar object that can be non-eternal (having a beginning in time).

225. Prior to such conventional application, no one ever coguises the
denotability (by the word, of the particular individual); and hence somg
people nccept the falsity of (these), in accordance with the theory of

Inposition.
226. The denotativeness of bhe word ig held to be true, whenever the

word serves as the means of bringing about the idea of an individual object,
exactly as it had been perceived before the word had been heard.
227, O, granted that it is only after such conventional application,

9% Tn the case of proper names, the object and (hence) the relation being hoth
transient, the denotability of the object by the name wonld also be transiont; and
hence it cannot be denied that the form of the word (which is not that of the object)
ia falsely attributed to the object. 'That is to say, the denctability of the object by
its name is not always eteroal ; and as such, she wrgument baged upon the sternality
of such relations falls to the ground.

@4 The word ‘* Davadatta,’” by ita natural denotalive power, signifies the benedic-
tion : may the gods give him to us ; and in this sense, the name ‘' Devadatta too, like
tho word * cow,’”’ would have an eternal rel«tion with its denotution, the aforesaid
benediotion ; and hence even in this case there would be no false attribution of the
denotability of the object by any particular word. It is only the application of these
proper vames to partionlar persons or things, which has & beginning in time, and ls.
congequently, transient,

96 The douvotability of the individunl by the namse doea not really exist; it ornly
comes fo be cognised by conveuntiona! application,~prior to which, sach denotability
does not exish; and for the matter of that, it cannot exiah, in reality, after the conven-
tion either; and as such, all proper names ire onges of false attribution.

88 The last Karika states tle reply to the objection, according to a cevtain seotion
of those theorists who hold the Imposition theory. The present Kivika offers a reply
from the aathor's own standpoint. As & matter of fact, there is no imposition; all
that the word does is to remind the hearer, of a particular individnal, exactly as this
had been perceived at the time of the comprehension of the relation of the word and
tho objsot. In no case does the word impose ita own form upon the object.

237 This Karikd antioipates the following objaction : *' Such names as Dittha and the
like have never been used, before they were conventionally attaohed to certain objects ;
and aa such, these words cannot be said to remind one of an object.”” The gense of the
reply is that the capability of an object, of being remembsred by means of a certain
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that the word comes to indicate the demotability of the object therehy ;
even theu, this conld not establish an identity of the object with the word.

228, Conventional restriction is put upon the case of the objsct which
i denotable by all forms (of words), as also upon the case of the word
which is eapable of denoting all forms of objects.

220-30. In the case of the cogniser, who vemembors (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 accepled as Sense-perception.

230-31, (Even in this case) the objects, geverally amenable to
Memory and Sense-perception, are distinctly discriminated: what are
remembered are the word 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 af the present time is tainted
by memory, yet it is perceived as clearly distinct from the previons concep-
tion, both in individnality and in the time (of perception) ; and hevein
lies the occasion for the right notion (to be got at exclusively through the
Senses).

name, is permsnent, and as such, must be accepted aa belonging to the object, even
before the name has been fixed by convention; and all that convention helps in doing
ie to manifest thie aver-oxigling denotability ; and in no case can it serve to tdentify the
object with the word.

38 Says the Kigikd : “To the objeut iteelf belongs the capability of being denoted
by all words; and hence whichsoever word may happen to be applied to it by con-
vention, it comes to be accepted us being specially axpressive of that object. Conversely,
8 word is also naturally capabls of expressing all objects; and it comes to be restricted to
8 particalar object, by mere convention. Thus far the author has set aside all chance
of an identity of the object with the word,

#9.3) With this begins the refutation of the theory that “verbal cognition is nob
trastworthy, because it is mixed up with memory.” When a person gecd w particuinr
eow, he at once remembors the cow he had seen before, and then remembers the relation
which that partiouar cow at that time had with the word * cow,"” und then, lnstly,
Comes to recognise the object before him to be a “cow.” Though memory enters
into the eloment of sach verba! Lognition, yet ne the cognition is that of an object
before the person’s eyes, the fe of its being 4 perception (aud as such nuthoritative)
cannob he denied,

.81« I'he mere fact, §0.”—Bocanse these conceptions are not ““Perception,” it
does not necessarily follow that the cognition of the object too is not * Perception.”

358.8% That is, the cow, that is seen ab present, is perceived, not as being the anme
that was perceived in childhood (at which time it was pointed out to the person, for the
first time),—but as something quite distinot from it individually (though belonging to
the same class); and it i@ this individuality of the object that forms the subject of
Bense-percaption, which thus comes to be true,
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233-34.  That portion of Sense-perception, which had heen perceived
before, (i.e, the notions of the word and ils relation), cannot be said
to be perceived (exclusively by meaus 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 cognifion 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 ig the function of Sense-organs, after remembrance,
precluded by any valid reason; and therefore this (fact of its follow-
ing after remembrance) alone cannob make it (the function of the Bense-
organs) faulty.

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

237-289. 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-
worthiness) of the perception of the object, by anothsr person who can
distinetly recognise it (rightly), even if it be 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 Vedic, such as
the Shadja, Rshabha, &e.; and those who have not been so instructed
koow all notes merely as music ; but the non-recognition by these latter
cannot lead to the conclusion that the recognition of discriminating
persons is false. _

241-42. For these (discriminating persons) correctly recognize
the differences (between the different notes of music), even when the names
(Shadja), &c., ave not mentioned.

CLOKAVARTIKA,

288,84 This Kiriki seems to distinguish the part amenable to Memory from that
amennble to present Sense.perception, ]

234.85 That is to gay, we could accept such an apparently absurd assertion, oaly if
either a king commanded its acceptance, or if it was directly laid down in the Veda.

331.89 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
sufficient ground for concluding that the conceptions of such men as ave attentive, and
capable of detecting t.hg minntest differences among objeots, would alao be wrong.

84148 Kven when the singer doos not name the different notes of the music, people
knowing music aud haviug trained ears, con easily detect the subtlest differences nmong

them,
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24243, Bo in the case of such objects as the class “cow” and
the like,—those that are not practised in the uses of words recognise the
object only indistinctly ; whereas these that are well posted up in (mean-
ings of) words cognise it distinetly,

243-44.  Just asin the case of objects endowed with Colonr, Taste, &e.,
a man cognises only those factors (from among colour and the rest),
whereof he is endowed with the corresponding Sense-ovgan; he can
cognise nothing else, because he is without the requisite meens (in the
shape of the Seuse),

244-45.  Similarly among the means of diserimination (words), which-
soever he comprehends,—of the denotation of such (a word) alone has he
any cognition, through the help thereof.

245-46. Therefore so long as the person has not found the means
of diserimination (words), his cognition remains undefined. _

246-47. For (his reason, too, itisonly when an object is recognised in
the character of some other object, thai there can be any falsity of the
means of cognition; and not when the object is recoguised in its own
character,

247-48, Thus it is proved that the charvacter of sensuousness (per-
ceptibility by Sense-organs) belongs to Class, (i.e, the differeni factors of
Iuference in general) as also to the Relation (asserted in the premisses) ;
and hence it is only when preceded by Sense-perception, that Inforence, &e.,
can be rightly accomplished.

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

249-50.  (Obj.). *If such be the case, then, like the cognitions of
the class CUow and the like (properties, actions, &c.), we would have to
assert the character of Perception to belong to such cases as the idea of
the warmih of fire when seen at a distance.”

845 ¢ Rocognise indistinctly "—i.e., have only a confused idea of it. * Distinct! gy Ve
i.e,; as belonging to a partionlar class, and having definite properiics, actions, name, &o., &o,

8.4 In the case of snch an object as has both taste and eolour—f.i,, the mango—
the blind cau perceive only the faste, becanse he is devoid of the organ of Colour-
perception.

346.4% So long as one does not remember the word, related to the objeot before
him, his cognition can only he undefined and indistinet.

248.47 That is, when an object is recognised as something else,—f.i., the piece of
ghell known as silver,

24980 The sense of the objection is this: *“If you declare the character of Rense-
perception to belong to all the conceptions that one wmay have, during the time of
Sense.contact,—then, in that case, when we see fire at a distance, and have gimul-
taneously an idea of ita heat, this Iatter idea of heat would also come under the eate-
gory of Bense-perception, na the object remains all along in contact with the Sense
of Sight,"”
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250-51, (Rep.). In the case of the (cognition of the) class < Cow,’ we
do not accept, ag Pevception, any other cognition which could be in closer
contact (with the Sense-organ, the mind, and the Soul, than the Cow itself) ;
therefore we cannob accept any other idea as percepbion, except that of the
Cow.

(LOKAVARTIEA,

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

‘ 252-53. It is only when there is contact with the Sense of Touch,
that the cognition of warmth can be said fo have the character of * Sense-
perception ;' and hence it can ouly be non-sensuous, when the fire is
perceived (atb a distance) by the eye alone. ' !

253-51.  Therefore the Sense-organ having been ascertained to appre-
hend a cerbain oliject, — it is only when there is contact with this Sense-
organ, that the cognition (of that particular object) can be 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 sensuousness can
belong only to that case where the cognition follows from actual Sense-
contact, Aud such ig * Sense-perception” known fo be, in the world (i.e.,
among ordinary people), independently of any elaborate definitions thereof.

Thus ends the Varéike on the 4th Aplorism
Treating of Seuse-perception,

26061 T'ha Sense of tho roply i that in the care of the idea of the heat of the fire at
n digtance, wo have a preceding coguition of the fire itself, which we accept a« sensuous ;
and from, the existonce of fire-——cognised by the eye——we come to infer its heab; aud
thus the foregoing motion is in closer contact with the soul, &o., than the sabsequent
one of heat. On the other hand, in the case of the perception of the elass * Cow.” we
do not find any other preceding cognition with regard to it, which could be in closer
contact with the sonl, and from which the iden of the Cow conld be infsrrsa. And it
is on accornt of this closest possible proximity that we accept the cognition of the
class “Cow” to be “ Sense-perception.”

a62.63 “ Non-sensuous "—(in the present cage) Inferential.

285 That is, even those psople, that are ignorant of the elaborate definitions of
" Sgngg.pel‘cﬁptim‘l." know that the wuawme can balong Oilly to anch onguftiom as follow
dirvectly from Sense-contact.
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APHORISM V.

“Constant is the relation between the Word and its
Denotation ; and the means of knowing it is the ¢ Upadéca
(Injunction), (which is) incapable of contradiction; it is
~ authoritative with regard to the object not perceived (before),
because it is independent,—so says Badariyana.” I-i-5.

Suerion (1).

1-3 (Obj.). * Though Sense-perception and the rest have been sot
aside, yet Duty and non-Duty (Virtue and Vice) could be rightly dis-
cerned, throngh ordinary usage,—Ilike the distinction of the Brihmana aud
the like. (1) As those that give pleasure (to others) are known as
* Dhirmika’ (Virtuous), and those that give pain (to others) are known
as ‘ Adhdrmika’ (Vicious). So says the son of Paridara (Vyasa) with
regard to this subject : ‘ That this is Virtue and that is Vice—these two ex-
pressions are well known among men—down to the lowermost Candila ; and
hence there is not much uge of the Seripture (on this point).’”

4. (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 snch source or foundation. '

13 After having set aside the applicability of Sense-perception, laferencs, &o.,
to the case of Dnty, the Bhishya, in introducing the preseat Aphorism, says—
" abhdvo 'pi ndsti """ Even Negation is wot"; and these three Kirikis embody the
objections against this introdnotory semtence of the Bhishya. Tho sense of the
objection is that there could be a doubt of the applicability of Abhiva, only after all
sources of positive cognition had been exbausted. As a matter of faot, however, we
have yet one rescurce left, in the shape of * ordinary usage’— to which we can
rightly attribate the character of the source of all notivns with regard to Duty and
its conbrary.

% The sense of the reply is that Ussge must have some basis; and it is this
basis whigh ie enquired into: Is the use of the word ‘ Daty’ baseless P Or ia it
based upon Sense-perception ? Or is it based upon the Vedn? Now then Sense.
perception, Iuference, Anulogy aund Apparent Inconsistency having been discarded,
only two are left to be considered : Qabda (Veds) and Abhiva (Negation). Hence
it is only propsr that the acoeptance of the applicability of Cabda ghould be in-
troduced by the denial of Abhiava.

15
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4.5. Sense-perception and the rest, have been set nside (as not
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 slawghter’ to be * deliverance
Jrom the shacldes of the world”) Slanghter is accepted as Virtwe; and
they hold ‘ Penance’ to be a Viee. And inasmuch as there is this divergity
(of opinion) among the Mlecchas and the Aryas, Duty ca.nno-t be said
to be ordinarily known (and based upon nsage). !

7. Nor can there be any special point (in favour) of the Aryas, until the
Soripture has been resorted to; and the Usage (or well known character) of
an object can be said to be baged upon the Secripture, only after the
authority of the Seripture itself has been established. :

8. Therefore if “Injunction” were not able to rescueg * Virtue”
(or Duty) and “Vice” from the month of Negation, then in our very
sight, would these become swallowed ap by it.

9. ‘The Judna thereof becomes the Upadépa’—such is the constraction
(of the Bhashya). “Jniéna” heve is that by which it ¥s known, because ib
is spoken of as being co-extensive (syonymons) with ¢ Upadéga.’

10. The mention of the word * Constant” removes all discrepancies of
the Means (* Word ”=Veda); “ Avyatiigka " implies its uondeniability .
and thence follows its Self-anthoritative character.

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

8.6 As there i3 1o consensus of opinion among differont people, the notion of Duty
cannotb be gaid to be based npon Usage.

T When there is a diversity of opinion, we cannot sccept either the one or the
other, without sufficient grounds. The view of the Aryns—that slanghter ig sinful-——
cannot be avcepted until we have recourse to the Scriptare. :

8 The meaning of the Karika is that if the notion of Daty be not baged upon
the Veds, then no notion thereof is in amy way possible, and it would altogether
Beize to exist.

# The passage of the Bhiishya here referred to is * Autpattikastu Gabdasyirthéna
Sambandhah tasydgnihotradilakshopasya dharmasya nimittam katham ?  Upad@ea W se
bhavati?  And a question is raised as to the construoction of the latter sentence, which
is explnined in the Kiriki. 1t implies that untrustworthiness based upon the fact of
its being unkown cannot apply to the present ease. In “Juina’ we have the nominal
affix tyut.

10 The first half implies that untrustworthiness based wpon diserepancy in the
means cannot belong to the notion of Duty. Aud the second half means that it is
incontrovertible.

It The ides of an object that has alrendy been, at some past period of time,
peroeived by other means, can only be due to Memory, Therefore the ant.horlty of all
Means of Right Notion is restricted to objects never perceived before, 4.¢., percmved for
the first time by the Means in queation, The second half is added in anticipation of
the objection that what the author sought to-establish was the authoritativeness of
Codand, while what be is here driving at is that of Upadéga,
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otherwise it is only a case of Memory. * Codand” ¢ Upndéga’ and ‘ Vidhi’
are all synonymous terms.

12-13. (Obj.). *“ When any ordinary sentence could serye our purpose,
why should we have recourse to Injunctien ? Specially as the relation of
cause and effect is signified equally by all verbs; aud since every sentence
has a verb, all the requirements of the student would be fulfilled (by any
ordinary sentence), And as for activity, it is due to desire, while cessa-
tion from activity is dae to direct prohibition.”

14. If Injunction is not resorted to, then the ‘end of man’ would nob
come to be the object to be accomplished ; and thon, Heaven and the rest,
that ave 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 resorbed to, then this (meaning

12.18 The meaning of the objection is that when an ordinary sentence—' He sacri-
fices'—would be able to signify the periormability of sacrifices, why should we restrict
the notion of the Veda only to * Injunctions~-suok as ‘ One ought to sacrifice’? Duty
is the means Of prosperity ; suoch means of prosperity is got at through the Bhiivani; and
thig Bhivani is present in every verb; and a verb exists in every sentence. Thus then
all requirements of the investigator into Duaty having been falfilled by the ordinary
sontence-~‘ He gacrifices’—, he would naturally conclude that the performance of saori-
fioes brings abont the desired resull ; and hence that this is Duty ; and he would thos
come to recoguise the camsal relution between Sacrifice and Heaven, Under the
eironwatances it wounld be needloss to have recourss to a divect Injunction, As for the
aotivity of people towards the perfermance of Saorvifices, it can be due to a desire for
oertain desirable ends—Heaven for instance—on the part of the agent. An Injunction
ton only serves to point ont that the performance of Bacrifices leada to Heaven ; whence
the agont desiree to ‘ Reach Heaven by menns of Sacrifices.” This ie exactly what is
done by the ordinary sentence—* He Sacrifices and goes to Heaven,! Why then shonld
the notion of Duty be restricted to Injunctions exclusively ?

1% If there were no Injunotion, then it would he the meaning of the verb that
wounld fall in with the Bhiveni; becanse both of these—the Bhiavani (Bhavayti) and
the meaning-of the verb would form parh of the denotabion of the same word—'Sacri-
fices'; and tho sentence ‘He Bacrifices’ wonld signify that one showld seek to attain
Saerifice by the Sacrifice; and this Bhavani could have no connection with Heaven
which i8 at a digtance from it. And the sentence could not convey the notion that the
performance of the Sacrifice leads to a desicable end in the shape of Heaven. In the
case of Injunction, on the other hand the Injunctive afix (in Yajéta) which deunotes the
Bhavaud, is also accepted as wrging the person towards activity ; and thus the Bhivani
falls in completaly with this wrging (which is more nearly related to the Bhivand than
the denotation of the verb which is something other than the affix); and hence this
urging of the person makes Heaven, oto., (i.e., ends desired by the agent towarda whioh
alone he could be urged) the objects of the Bhivani; consequently the Sacrifice alao
comes to be recoguised as being the means of attaining such desirable ends, as Heaven
and the like.

. 15 Thig Kiziki explaing the word * Anap8kshatvit’ in the Aphorism ; the meaning
being that inaamnuch as Injunction does not stand in need of corrohorations, either
from one's own cognition or from that of others, it cananot but be authoritative.
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of Ihe verb) is passed over, and Heaven, &c., come to be recognised as
the objects to be accomplished. And it is ouly when such is the case, that
the means of reaching Hoaven, &o., come to have the character of Duby.
16. In the case of the assertions of untrmstworthy persons, one
needs (the corroboration of) another cognition of his own, In the case
of the assertions of frustworthy persons boo, (snch as the Smritis), one
needs (the corroboration of) another (i, the Veda). Ta the case of
“Injunction” however, no exterior corroboration is needed. !

[Thus ends the Vartika (proper) on Subra V.]

Seerion (2).

Tae view OF TAE VERITTI.

17. The word ‘Adi’ has ‘M’ at ite end ; for if there were a deletion
thereof (of ¢ M'), the connection (of the word ‘ Adi’ with the rest of the
sontence) would be too strained. The negative (‘na ') is anpphed in the
Aphorism, from without.

17-18. It is on account of the commixture (of right and wrong) that
the objection is raised: * (There must be) investigation (info the means
of Knowing Duty), becanse of misconceptions arising from an ignorauce
of the means of knowing it, and their correct definitions.”

18. With the expression * that is not Sense-parception,” the theory of.
the unnecessary character of the investigation has been summed up.

19-20, Falsity attaches to something else, while Sense-perception

17 Kirikis 17 to 26 expound the view of the author of the Vritti (Bhavadiaa).

This refers to the Bhishya possage: * Vrittkarastwanyathémam grantham
varpayincakdra tasya nimttaparvishtiriityéoamadin,”

* The megative, §e."==The Vritti explaing Aph, 3, ag ‘na nimittam parikshitavyam’
and this is only possible, if an additional ‘ na ' is supplied from withonb, ~

17.18 This refers to the Bhishyn pnassage: * Nanw Vyabhizdrit parikshitavyam
nimittam, &o., §¢." The dense of this objection is that in the absence of a well-
defined and &oourate definition of Sense.perception, people would have mistaken
notiond with regard to it: for example, they would accept the cognition of silver in
tho shell ag correct Bense-perception, Therefors innsmmuch s correct ideas of these
Meonns of Right Notion are mixed up with incorrect ones, it is necessary that we
ghould investigate the means of knowing Duty, and hence the Bitra as interpreted
in the Vritti, becomes objoctionable,

18 To the above objection the BhEshya replias thua 1 *“ Thab whioch is Sense-percep-
tion is never mistaken, aud that which is mistaken ig not Senss-perception.” Aund it is
to this that the Kariké refers,

19.8% When one object (the shell) is cognised as another (silver), then it is the
cognition of this latter that is false; but no falsity attaches to the perception of an
object that happena to be before one’s eyes. And it is only such cognition thak is
denoted by the word * Bense-pecception,’-—the full definition of which is that it is a
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itsell vemnins intact and true. Becanse Sense-pevception is leld to follow
only when there is contact (of the sense) with the object that ds perceived.
This is the full definition (of Sense-perception), whercin the words fat and
saf (of Aph. 4) have to be transposed.

20, The wovd ‘ 8at ' would (in this case) mean ‘right” Or we may
take the Aphorism to be elliptieal.

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 Karika).

21.22. The idea of negation cannot be got at without the demial of

cognition that resnlts from the contact of the Bense-organs with the ohject as conceived
by the perceiver. This definition is arrived at by construing the fourth Aphorism as—
* Tatsamprayogé purushasyéndriyfndm buddhijenme sat pratyakeham? And when the
cognition tallies exactly with the object before the eyes-—i.e., when the rope is cognised
na the rope-—it can never be gaid t) be wrong. 16 has already beeu explained that the
fourth Aphorism a8 it stands cannot be taken as a definition of Sense-perception ;
becanse as it standa the Aphorism would apply equally to correct as well aa incorrect
porception ; for the Aphorism only signifiea that  Bense-perception ” is that eognition
which is prodaced by the contact of the sense with some object exiating in the present ;
sod this would also include the case of the cognition of silver in the shell; becanse
this Istter too would be a cognition prodoced by the comtact of the eye with an
object. But if we transpose the words 7t and Sat then the meaning of the Aphorism
would be this: ‘The idea produced by the contnct of the semse with that (ie, with
the objeot as conceived), is crrrect Sense-perception,” and this would exclude all incorrect
pereaptions,

% ¢ Elliptical '—that is to eny, supplying the word ‘ GrEhya’ (=that whick is per-
ceived) between the words Sat and Protyksham,~thereby gotting at the same meaning
that is obtained by the aforesaid transposition, :

L Arthapatli'-~when correct Senso-porception is defined aa that which is produced
by the contact of the Sense-organ with the object ae concoived, then all others—those
cognitiona that arve not produced by such contact—naturally come to be known as
‘ false (semblances of ) Sense-perception’ P

$1.88 ¢ How Jdo yon know that a certein cognition is not prodneed by such contact P
The Bhishya replies: We come to know of this by finding that the cognition is negatived
by a subsequent cognition. On this point the question is raised : * What apecial gronnds
have we for accepting the denial of the preceding cognition by the subsequent one, and
wvice versa'? The reply to this is that it is not possible for ws to have any subse.
quent cognition to the contrary natil the preceding cognition has been negatived; and
since in the present case of the shell and the silver we do have & eubsequent comirary
cognition, therefore we conclude that it is the preceding cognition that mnst be
negatived by the subsequent one. ' Butin that case, you would have a Reciprocity,—
the negativing of the preceding cognition being due to its falsity, and the falsity being
dae to the fact of its being so negatived.! The answer to this is that the subsequent
cognition only serves to indieate the faleity of the preceding one; it does not ereate
any such falsity. And as such there can be no reciprocity ; specially as the falsity of
the preceding cognition is due to certain discrepancies in tho meoans that gave rise to it.
‘ But why shoanld we not accept the preceding vognition as negativing the subseqnent
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 the present case, where
the preceding cognition is set aside by the following coguition)., Aund
there being only an indieation (of falsify), there can be no “ Recipro-
city.” While, on the other band, the true form of the preceding cognition
in got at without any denial of the (subsoquent) cognition, which has not
yet appeared. !

93 Tven where there is no rejection (by means of any subsequent
notion of the cogniser himself to the contrary), the recoguition of some
discrepancy in the cause (of the cognifion, would establish the falsity
thereof). Nay, even in such & case, we have the contrary notions of other
persons (that would lead us to reject the cognition ).

94, That cognition,—whereof all persons, at all times, have the same
idea,—can never be rejected. Because in that case, the conviction of any
discrepancy in the canse is not strong enongh.

95, Tn g case where the idea of “eclass, efc.,” has been produced,
and subsequently, on acconnts of its impossibility, comes to be rejected by
means of arguments,—in such a case * Reciprocity’ is patent.

96, And in this case (of the notion of ‘ class’), there is a definite (trme)
cognition based upon the self-anthoritative character (of the idea), through
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gubgequent one does not yet exist, to be negatived ; and as soon a8 the subsequent
cognition appears, in its very appearance it negatives the preceding one. And thus this
latter being at once rojected could not negative the former,

88 If it is absolutely necessary to have some contrary ides, for the purpose of
rejecting a certain misconception, then the correct cognitions of one person wonld
be set aside by the contrary cognitions of other persons, But as a matter of fact,
thia ig only an assumption ; the real cause of falsity lying iu the discrepancies in the
means bringing about tha conception.

%4 This is in anticipation of the objection that—even in the abgence of any direct
cognition to the contrary if any notion could be rejected, then the motion of * clags’
would also come to be rejected. The sense of the reply is that ounly that notion is
rajected which is found to be contradicted by well-ascertained facts. The notion of
‘olasas’ however is never found to be so contradicted, hence it cannot he rejected.
Becanse any idea of the discropancy in its ocause, even if existant, cannot be atrong
enough to reject it.

85 ¢ Reciprocity '—the appearance of the idea of rejection being due to the falsity
of the notion of * clags, and this falsity being due to the idea of rejection.’

86 The Karika anticipates the following objection : “ Hven if the notion of ‘ class’
be not false there is the same Reciprocity: the non-falsity being based npon the
absence of contrary notions, and this absence heing based upon the non-falsity.” The
gongo of the reply is that in the case of the olass,’ & certain idea is rightly brought
about ; and inssmuch as this idea is self-authoritative, it non-falsity is based upon rea-
souing, and as such, does not atand in need of any absence of contrary notions; and
when this non-alsity hus been definitely ascortained, there is no ohance of the
appearance of any contrary notions ; specially as in the ease in question, the idea of
the existence of the ‘class’ is nob controverted ; becanse even those that deny the
existonce of the ‘olass’ admit the fact of everyone having an idea of such class; and
thus then there is no reciprocity spoken of,




ATHORISM V. 119

the indication of its existence; becanse even those that deny the existence
of a “class,’ admit an idea of it, all the same,

[ Thus ends the expounding of the view of the Vritti.]

Secrion (3).

Tare NIgAnAMpaNA-VADA,
(Idealism.)

1-3. Authoritativeness and Non-anthoritativeness,— Virtue and Vice
and the effscts thereof,~—the agssumptions of the objects of Injunctions,
Bulogistic passages, Mantras, snd 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 means 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 be
groundless (unreasonable), if Ideas (or coguitions) were devoid of (corres-
ponding) objects (in the External World).

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

5. “Even if only the ‘ Idea’ (or sensation) is acoepted (to be a real
entity), all this (that is ordinarily kuown as the ® Esternal World’) may
be explaived as ¢ Samvriti Reality *; and as such it is usless for you to
persist in holding the reality of the (external) object.”

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

1.5 The Bhishya: *Nanu sarva &va wirdlambanah swapnavat pratyayah, &e.”
An objection is raised in the Kiriki to the necessity of the dizcussion raiged in the
Bhishya. The Kirikiis are meant to show that if all cognitions were without corress
ponding objects in the external world (as held by the Bauddha-Idealist), then all the
doctrives and subjects treated of in the Mimdnsi would be baseless, and a treatment
of these altogether unroasonable ; since there wonld be no realities corresponding to
gach words and phrases ss: “ authority of the Veda,” ““Incapability of the Sense-
perception, &o., to give any ides of Daty,” Daty in the form of the Agnihotra,”
“Vice in the shape of slaughter,” “Duty leading to prosperity,” * Vice leading to
Hell,” ** Urging as the object of Injunctions,” * Aftrecting the object of the eulo-
gistic pussages,” * Manifestation of Action the object of the Mantras,” * Significa-
tion of materials, &c,, the object of Names,” ““ the differentintion of Actiong into the
Primacy and the Subsidiary, in accordance with, Direot Revelation, Power, Sentence,
Context, Position and Name, " &o., &c., and go forth,

§ The Banddhas hold that there are two kinds of Reality : False and the True ;
and they attribnte only a false reality to the External World,

L,
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such how can it be a form of reality ? If it isa re&liby, how can it be
‘Samyriti ' ?  1f it is false, how can it be real ?

7. Nor can ‘reality ’ belong, in common, to objects, false as well as
real ; becanse the two are contradictory; for certainly the character of
the ** tree ” caunot belong in common to a tree as well as to u lion.

8.9. Thas then the words ** Samvriti ”’ and ¢ Mxhhyﬁ. ” (false) being
gynonymous, the assumption (of * Samvriti Reality ) is only meant to
hood-wink ordinary men, just like the word “ Vaktrdsava” (mouth-
wine) as used with referemce to the saliva;—with a view to remove
the stain of atheism (from the Bauddba doctrine). And so is also their
theory of the assumed reality (of external objects) ; because there can be
no assumption of the indivisible (‘ conscionsness which alone is real, for the
Bauddha) in the void (1., the external world, whose existence is denied
by the Bauddha).

10, Therefore it must be admitted that that which does nob 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.

11. There is a theory current (among the Bauddhas) that the experi-
ences (of Heaven, &e.), 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 the performance of Duty. Dream coming to a man spontane-
ously, during sleep, the learned would only lie down quietly, instead of
performing sacrifices, &o., when desirous of obtaining real results. For
these reasons, we must try our best, by arguments, to establish (the
truth of) the conception of external objects (as realities).

14-16. (Among the Banddhas) the Yogaciras hold that *Tdeas’ are
without corresponding realities (in the external world) ; and those that
hold the Madhyamika doctrine deny the reality of the Idea also, In
both of these theories however the denial of the external ebject is com-
mou. Because it is only after setting aside the reality of the object that
they lay down the * Sameriti' (falsity) of the ‘Idea.’ Therefore on
account of this (denmial of the veality of external objects) heing common
(to both), and on account of (the denial of the reality of the * Idea’) being
based wupon the aforesaid denial of the external object,—the aunthor
of the Bhashya has undertaken to examine the reahty or unreality of the

external object.
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8.9 They hold that the external objects have an assumed reality. But this too
in only meant to deceive poople.

1318 If the plensares.of Heaven were only hke dreams, then these would come to
people, spontaseocusly, and would need no efforts of the person ; and people would no
gtand in need of the performance of elaborate sacrifices, &o.

1418 The Madhyamikas hold that, inasmuch as the extornal object is nureal, no
cognibion based upon it can be real.
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17-18. The deuial of the exlernal object is of two kinds: one is
based upon an examiuation of the object itself, and another is bused upon
reasoning. Of these, that which 1is based upon & cousideration of
the object may be laid aside for the present; that which is based upon
reasoning, and as such is the root (of the theory), is what is here
oxamined.

18-19. Hoere too the denial has been introduced in two ways: ab fist
through Inference, and then, after an examination of the applicability of
Sense-perception, through its inapplicability (to external objects), Aud it
is the Toferential argument that is urged (in the Bhishya): * Nanw
&e.” And this has a counection (with what has gone before, in the
Bhaghya).

2022, Okj: “(1). It has been declared that ¢ Seuse-perception’ is
only thai which is produced by a contact (of the sense) with the particular
object ; but there is no relation between the objects aud the Sense-organ,
in reality ; while, as for an assumed contact, this is present in o dyream
also; thevefore it is not possible to have any such differontiation (in
roahty) as that into (cogmtlonu) produced by such contact, and (those) not
o produced. (2) And again, it bas been said that falsity is ouly of two
kinds, and not more ; but bere it is added that all (cognition) is fulse ; why
then shiould there be any such specification ¢ ”

23. “The cognition of a pole ig false, because it is a cognition ; be-
cause whatever is a cognition has always been found to be false,— f.i. the
coguitions iu a dream.”

1718 ¥ Based upon an ezamination of the object sigelf "~Sny tho Bauddhas ; “ Neither
atoms, nor an congicmeration of atoms, are amenable to the sensos, as the aggregato
too con have no oxistenco apart from the atoms themselves, Nor can the embodied
aubstance be sensed 3 because this has no existence apart from the constituenb atoms
which are beyond the reach of Lho senses, For these ressons, we conelude that thero
ig nothing in the External World that eould be perceived by means of the sensea.”
The Bhishya does nob take up this aspect of the question; because this isonly o
deduetion from the eardinal doctrine of the Banddbas ; and heunce it is only this latter
that is examived. Kirikis 17.10 may be taken a8 un introduction to ithe Pirvapaksha
passage of the Bhishya : ¢ Nanu, &o.’

1319 % Qonnegtion ” ag explained belpﬂ', in two ways—uide Kirikas 20.27,

0.9 Karikis 20-27 explain the Pirvapaksha passego of the Bhishys, which ruus thus ;
“ Naiie sarva éva nivdlembanah svapnmavat gratyayal pratyayesydpi Nivalambanatds-
vabhdve  upalakshitah. svapné; Jagraio'pi stambha i vé Kudya iti v@ profyays éva
bhavati ; tasmit so'pi Nivdlambanah.” The fivst connection of this Pirvapaksha is that
it objects to the definition of Beuse- perception, a8 embodied in the Aphorism. The
second connection ig this i The Vritti hes snid that therve are only two kinds of false
notion—uiz ¢ (1) That of which the origin is faunlty, and (2) That which is contradicted
by a subsequent stronger coguition ; it is to the latter that the Purvapaksba objecls, on
the ground of all coguitions being equally false.

W This Kirika formulates the iuferentinl srgnment contained in the Pirvapaksha.

16
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24-25. “Inorder to avoid partial ‘Redundancy’ (Proving of the
proved), ‘the absence of the instance,” and * the uselessness of the word
eva ' ——(which would be irremediable) if the argument were urged with a
view to prove the falsity of all cognitions—* Sarve dva’ must be taken to
signify only waking conscionsness.

And further, becaunse of the acceptance (by the Bauddhas) of the
reality of the idea of the cognition itself, what is herve denied is only
the reality of the external objects of perception.”

26,  ‘* Pratyayasya, &c., sorves to point oub the ingtance of the Hata
(Middle term—Pratyayatedt) as concomitant with a portion of the Major
Term ; the sentence Jagrato'pi, &e., serving to point out the Hélu, by means

of an * Upanaya’, "
27, * Bince there is no case of the negation of the Major term (tke

Juct of being without a corresponding abjeot), therefore the negative argument

2485 If ‘all cognitions’ were declared to be withont om'raspondmg ~objective
renlities, then ¢ dream-cognition ' wounld also be included in the same category, And
then, inssmuch as the Miminsaka also admits the absence of a corresponding reality,
in the case 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 which ¢onld gerve as the instance, in the aforesaid argument. Thirdly, the
word “@va’ would become redundant ; because this word only serves to differentiate
the objoct in question from its counter-relative or contradictory ; and as such the
moaning of tho sentence wonld be that—* it is not only waking cognition that is so,
bubt all cognition, &e.''-—which is not the meaning desired to be conveyed: becauss
“all cognition * would also include the cognition af the cognition itself, which is held
by the Bauddhas {6 be real, as having a corresponding reality,

$8 This Kiriki anticipates the objection that the argument as laid down in the
Bhishya has no Middle Term; and as such, no Instance is necessary. '‘ Upanaya®
moans the application of the Hétw (Middle Term), as qualified in the Major Premiss
or in the Instance, to the cage in question (1.e., to the Major Term); hence the Kirika
musb be taken to mean this: “In the sentence, pratyayasys ..,... svapné,—which is
meant to serve as the Instance in the syllogism—the character of being a cognition
has been shown to be invariably concomitant with the character of being without a
torresmonding reality in the objective world, and then the sentence gdgrato’pi, &c., ... ..
bhaveti,—wich is mornt to serve as the Minor Premiss of the syllogism-—serves the
purpose of applying the Middle Term, Character of being a cognition, to waking cognition,
the Minor Term."”  The syllogism, then, should be stated thus: *“All coguitions are
withoub corvesponding realities—e.g., Dream-cognition ; Waking-cognition is cogni-
tion 3 tlierefore, Waking cognition is without a corresponding reality.

87 ¢ Negative argument,’—That which is withoub a corresponding reality is not a
cognifion,’ The second half of the Karvika anticipates the objection that in tha
argament - waking coguition is without a corresponding reality because it iz a cog~
nition'=—the middle term (cogaition) would form a part of the conclusion. The sense
of the roply is that the ldealist accepts no cognition t0 be free from the character of
being withont a corresponding reality ; and as such, the middle term' (character of
cognition) conld not exist apart from the Major term; hence the statement of the
negative argament wounld Le snperfluous,
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it not stated. The Hatn being a Universal one, it would not. be open to the
fault of forming a part of the Minor term.”

[Here ends the ewplanation of the Bhishya Parvapaksha.)

O )

28.29, In waking cognition there is (you say) a distinctive feas
ture—that it is certain and well-defined. Bat the connection with the
extarnal object (whereby you seek to prove the well-defined character of
waking cognition) is not accepted by your opponent (the Banddha). And
hence, the reply that is given by the anthor of the Bhishya comes to be
either ¢ Vikalpasama' (doubtful) or ‘Vaidbharmyasama' (contradic-
‘ tory)‘iP

30. Some people admit the Reply to be a faulty one, on the
ground that the Parvapaksha itself is fanlty ; others however explain it ng
pointing out the fact of the Pirvapaksha conclusion being oontmry to

well-asertained directly visible facts.
81. When we shall be able to clearly reject the self-cognisability
(of cognitions), then your theory would simply come to be a pure denial

of everything that is cognisable.

82, The object of Sense-perception, &c. then, cannot but have an
existonce in the external world; and hence one who would deny this
(external objeet) wounld have his theory contradicted by these (Sense-

perception, &o.).

%499 With this K@riki beging the explanation of the Siddbinta Bhishya, which
rans thus:—°Stambha i Jagrato buddhih supernigeitd katham viparyéshyati! und
Kirikis 28.29 raise objections to this passage. ' Fikalpasama’—among cognitions some
would be well-defined and have corresponding realitics while others would not be go,
on account of there being cognitions, like dream-coguition; thence the reply given,
which is based upon the fact of waking-cognition being well-defined, would become
doubtful. * Vaidharmyasama’~the fact of waking-cognition being a cognition, like
dream-cogunition, would prove it t9 be without o correspouding reality, while the fact
of its being well-defined would prove it to bave a corregponding reality, thonce tha
reply would be contradictory. For technical definivions of Vikalpasama and Vaidhar-
myasama, Fide Nydyasutri V—2-4,

89 The second half expreseos the Aunthor's view.

8l That is to say when it shall be proved, (and yon will not be able to deny it)
that the cognition eannot be cognised by itself, then in that case your denial of the
roality of the external objects of perception would come to be a pare denial of all
things coguisable ; and as such your theory would be open to contradiction by the
direct perception of cognisable objects. The contradiction of direct perception may
algo be explained thus ;—~whoen self-cognisability has been rejected, itis only an exter.
pal object that could bo the object of direct perception, henca the denial of such an
objeet wounld be contradicting direct perception itself,

8 ¢ Then'—~That ia when Sense-cognisability has been rojected,
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32, The exprossion “woll-defined  serves fo point oul the grealor
atrength of these (Sense-perception, &o.), based upon the fack that in the
absence of any cognitions to the coutrary, they cannot but have real
authority or trastworthiness. i ' wlbe S

34, Tt is only the demial of an object, comprehended by means of
a fanlty cognition, that can be correct. If there be a denial of every con-
ception, then your own theory too cannot be established. i e

35. The Predicate and the Sabject (the Major and Minor feyms of
your Syllogism) being (according to yon) incapable of being cognised
(i, being no real objects of comprehension),~~you would be open to the
charge of having both the Sobjeet and the Predicate, or only one of them,
snch as hag never been known. i

96, 1f the cognition, of the Subject and Predicate, as belonging to
the speaker and the hearer, were without corresponding realities, then
both of them would stand self-contradicted. | _ _

87. Nor would any differentiation be possible, betwoen the Subject
and the Predicate. For these reasons the declaration of your conclusion,
cannot be right.

38, “Bubt we do not admib of any sueh entity, as the Character
of having no real corresponding object; therefore it is mot right to raise
any fuestions ag to the absence or otherwise of such entities.” _

39. If the cognition is not a real entity, then in what way do you
wish to explain it to us #  Or, how do you yourself comprehend it ?

30-40, Tf it be urged that *“ wo assume ite existence and then seek
to prove it,"~—then (we reply). how can there be an aggumption of some-
thing that does mot exist ? And even if it is assumed, it comes (by the
mere fact of this assumption) to be an entity. If it be asked— How
do you (Mimansakas) apply coguisability to Negation (which is a non-
entity) P 7,—(we reply), that we hold Negation to bo o real entity. '

88 The superiority of Sense-perception over the inferential argument broaght
forward by the Pirvapaksha, lies in the fact that the former must always conbinue to
bo o trustworthy meavs of right votion, so long 4§ thero are no cognitions, equally
strong, that contradict them.

3% {# every conception is denied, then the objector’s theory too being & conception
wonld ba denied, ;

85 When nobhing can be known, the snbject and the predicate of the Piryapaksha
conld never have been known; nnd an inferential argnment with an unknown Subject
and Prodicate can never be expected to be valid,

3 One who wonld deny the reality of his own Subject and Predicate wonld be
pourting Self-contradiction,

87 Sinco no snch explanation is possible, until the Subject and Predicate have been
actnally recognised as distinet from one another,

88 The sense of the objoction js that tha foregoing Kiirikis only serve to point fo
Uhis objection +—' Does tha oharacter of having no real corresponding object belong to
suoh and sdach & cognition, or does ib not'? Baut in as much as guch charactor is not
@u enbity, it is not right to question its absence or preseuce,
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41, Then again, is the word * Pratyaya ” (made up of) an accusative
affix, or a nominal one ? If the labter, then there would be self.confra-
“dietion ; and if the formar, then the syllogism would not serve any useful
purpose. '

42. Becanse we also accept the fact of the cognitable objects—
Colour and the rest~-being without substrates in the external world;
in asmuch as (according to uw) these objects are not mere Ideas ; and as
gnch they do not stand in nesd of any external snbstratum.

43. If either the mominative or the iustrumental effix (be accep-
ted), then the words (‘ Pratyayah’ and ‘ Nirdlanbanah’) too wonld them-
selves become (included in) the Minor term (of your syllogism). Aud
whon these become devoid of a substratum, your Minor term itself
censes to exist. .

44, Without a distinct objoct of cognition, no nominative (or in-
strumental) is possible; henee if yon mean the word “ Pratynya” to
signify those, there is a contradiction of your own assertion (Vide
note 41).

45. T1f however, you hold the word * Pratyaya” to have a con-
ventional signification (and not one based upon the meaning of the root
and aflix constituting the word),~then, in that case, we would say that
by usage (or convention) the word *Pratyaya’is proved to be a real
entity comprehending another real oljeci—exactly as held by us.

#1 Karikis 41~48 ombody the pbjections against tho validity of the Bubject of the
syllogism contained in the Pirvapaksha. The word ‘ Pratysya’ with an Accnsative
aflix gignifiea that which is cognised, i.e, the ohject; with a Nominal aflix, it wounld
mean cognition ; with a Nominative affix it would mean that which cognises ; and with
an Instrumental affix, it wonld mean that by which anything ia cognised, that is, the
Bense-organ, * Contradiction’—if the word Pratyaya be held to end in the Nominal
affix, then tha very name ‘ Pratyaya’ (cognition) wonld indicate an gbject which would
be comprehended by the cognition ; and henco to assort that sngh cognition has no
corvesponding reality in the external world wonld be a self-eontradiction. If on the
other hand the word be held to end in the Acousative affix, then your counclusion would
simply mean that the object of cognition, tho Jar and the like, is withont a substratnm
in the external world; and this we do not deny; hence your reasoning hecomes
- superfloons. And as for the cogniser (signified by the Nominative uflix) or the
means of cognition ( signified by the Instrnmental affix), none of them is possible in the
absence of a cognisable ohjoct,

43 Becauso words are not only the instruments; buf also the nominatives, oi’ cog.
nitions; ¢.¢., in the nssertion, * The word cow prodncea the cognition of the cow ;"
and heuce a denial of the gnbatratum of these would mean the denial of the subséira-
tom of the two terma of your ayllogism, And again the fact of these words having
no eabstratum would mean that they haye no significance; and as guch, cannot be
ussd iu any sentence, which means that yonr syllogism ceases te exiat.

e 45 The usage of the word lends no support to your theory, By nesage, tho cogni-
“dion and the corresponding exbernal ohject, ure proved fo be relative to one another,
“ Another object "—i.0., the cognition does not coguise itsel/, as held by the Bauddha.
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46. And if you seek toargue (as you do) after having acvepted
this (nsage), then your own accepted (nsage) becomes contradicted (by
your avgument)., And your argument becomes one that has an unnarecog:
nised Subject (Pratyaya). While this fanlt would apply to us, only when
you have for your Minor term (a “ coguition ') 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
argumont, has the same fault (of having the Subject unknown). Nor is
there any such thing us simple *cognition™ (without objects, &o.),
because such cannot be recognised or specified. '

48, Though theve is for others (Mimansakag) a specification in the
shape of the mere signification of a word,—yet such cannot be the case with
you s for you do mob accept any difference between the word and its
gigunification, :

49. Tf you seek to prove the fact of being devoid of a substratum, a8
Universal,—then you are open to the faults of having your predicate
unvacognised, and that of the absence of an instance. -

50. If (on the other hand) you assert the fact of being devoid of
substratum, ouly partially, we also admit the cognition of faste to be
devoid of colour, and Jour argument becomes superfluous.

OLOKAVARTIKA,

&7 11 the “ cognition ” of your ayllogism means a property of the soul, as you hold
it to be, thon, inagmuch as sach a cognition is mever recognised by you, the yery
gubject of your gyllogism-becomes such as is not recognised ; and thig renders your
argnment fallacions, If, on the other hand, you hold that ** cognition meaus cog-
nition by itself (i.e, without the notion of the cogniser and the cognised) ; then, we
add, that such a cognition is not recognised by us; and this also makes your argnment
fallacions ; inasmuch as the minor term of a syllogism must be such as is accepted by
both parties. ;

A8 Thig Kirikil anticipates tho following objection: *“ The sort of fallaciousness
urged above would apply to all arguments, For example, the Miminsaka argnes that
sound is eternal. The Banddha might retort: Is sound a property of the Akdgs, or
that of Air? If the former, we do not nccept it as such ; if the latter, the Miminsaka
doee not admit it. The Miminsaks might say that by sound, he means only that which
is signified by the word sound; but the Banddha would add that the word Pratyayc
only moans that which is signified by the word Pratyaya’’ The sense of the reply as
embodied in the Kirikd is that the Bauddha does nob accept anything denoted, apart
from tho word itself ; and hence, he has not the sawe facilities, &s the Mimansakao, for
gailing clear of the above fallacics. _

49 Becauge the Predicate—* Nirilambanah "—would also come to be devoid of a
gubstratum ; and as such, incapable of heing recognised. Nor oould you have any
corroborating instance; as, even in a dream, there is not a total absence of all
qubstratum ; since during dreswms, there are distinot notions of place, time, &eo., which
are all real,—the only unreality in the dream lying iu the particular connections in
which the time and place, &o., are cognised.

%0 Because weo do not hold any cognition to have for its substratum, everything
in the world,
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1. And again, if you seck to reject only such gubstratum as the
Jorm 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-coutradiction.

52. If by the absence of external sabstratum 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, &e.,
your argument becomes superfluons.

63, And if you 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.

54, If yon urge that “the same wonld be 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.

65. For us, on the other hand, the reality or the unreality of a
cognition is based npon the contact of the Senge with the object ;—and it
is on the strength of this that we accopt the cognised object, as real or
unreal,

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

57. Bince yon recognise no externality, how do you seek to prove
thereby (ie., on the ground of externality) the theory of the abgence of
any real substratum (for the cognition) ¥ For under such eirenmstances
(i.e., if you deny the externality of objects), which is the adjunct of
your minor term, the minor term itself cannot be recognised.

s The senso of the objection is that on preseing the eye with a finger, yon per-
ceive the moon to be duplicate; and then if you say that the moon is one only, this
ssgertion of yonrs contradicts a fact nacertained by means of your own eyes, The
meaning of the reply is that we deny the duality of the moon, because such duality is
beyond the rench of the seuses; and it is for this reason that we deolare the idea of
the daplicate moon to be without a real objective subsbratum ;—this idea being dae
to au extraneous discrepancy temporarily imposed upon the eye. We do not base our
denial of the duality upon the denial of all objective sabstratum for the coguition
itself,

8% Where the sense is in contact with the object, just as it is cognised, the coygni-
tion and the object are both real ; where it is not 8o, they are both anreal.

%8 Becanse spoh denial would mesu the denial of the cognition iteelf. (The
Bauddhas deny the reality of the sense-organs),

87 1T you mean to nssert that you only @eny the fact of any external object being
the substratum of cognition,—then we would say that, since you do not recoguise the
reslity of any external objeot, how could you have such & minor ferm as " a coguition
which appears to be external,”




58. Just as when there is no vecognition of the qualification (or
adjunch), the minor term (or the conclusion) is not acertained; ou soconnt
of the incapability (of snch o term) of rightly expressing an ides; so
for the same reason, would theré'be a aon-agcertainment of the conclusion,
if the adjunct of the adjunet too were not recognised.

59.  For, so long us the meaning of the word has mot been fully
recognised, the meaning of the sentence canuot be ascertained.  And we
shall prove later on that the minor term really consists of the significa-
tion of the sentence, because it follows from such recognition (of the
meanmg of the sentence).

- (By saying that “ cognition is devoid of i any cubatratam apart
from xtaelf " you may mean) either the exclusion or the negation of all
extrancous objects ; any way, the whole world being (a.ccordmg tous also)
nou-different, through predicability, your argument becomes superflnons.

6l. And again, if you assert * the absence of substratnm” with
roference to (s substratum) totally different (from the cognition) (then
too, yoar argument becomes superflaous). If, on the other hand (you
agsert it) with reference to (a substratum) only purtially differént (from
tho cognition), then your conclusion would oontmdwt your pt‘e?ion.sly
postulated (difference).

GLOEAVARTIRA.

b This anticipates the following objection : ¥ It is only the nou.-recoguition of &the
adjungt of the minor torm that vitiates an inferential argument, In the present oase,
however, what is not recognised is only the externality of the objects qualifying the
muinor term ; and this is only the non-recognition of the gualification of the adjunct ;
and ns such it does not vitiate the argument.” The sense of the reply is that, in both

casos, the faulty charactor of the Inferential argnment is based upon the fact of the
torm being incapable of giving any sense, in the cage of its necessary ud;uuot.: uot
being recognised.

b0 Your minor term is necossarily mixed up with the signification of guch words
us *“oxternal,” &o.; and again, it is by the siguifications of such sentences—as ‘‘the
cognitions have nu external subsiratum —that the minor term is constituted, And
ag such, the mindr term can not be recoganised, until the significations of the consti-
susnt words have bheen fully ascertained.

# If vou mean to esclude extraneous objects, yonr conclusion would bonf gomoe
guch form as : “ Cognition has for its substratum, something that is not extrauneons to
it.” While if yon mean to deny it, the conclusion would be in the form : * Cognition
has no extrancous substratum.” Any way your conclasion would not go against our
theory ; inasmuch as we also hold all things to be identical, on the ground of all
things having the common character of predieability ; and héuce, according to us algo,
nothing being extrancous to anything, the substratum of the cogniton cannot be
giid to be extrancous to the cognition. Thus then your argament loses its force,
aund hecomes superfluons.

61 “ Becomes superfluous "—because we also hold that the cognised object is not
totally extraneous to the coguition. * If on the other hand, ., §'¢.”—If your concla-
gion mean that *Coguitivn is devoid of nuny substratum that even partiully differs
from it,”—then you also admit a slight dilforence, though only assumed, between
the object of cogunition and the coguition.
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62. And on aceount of its appearving 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 assert the non-difference (of the
cognised object) from the Cognition, then that would go agninst the
(theory of) distinot faculties (of the cognised Object nnd Cognition).

63. 1f 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 b the monent of production)
to be devoid of any external object of perception.

64. You, however, do not aceepb its correvtness or reality at any time ;
as this too has its eud iu itself, like the idous of the mirage and
the like.

65-86. If such coguitions as that of Caitra and the like weve to
. have the fact of being devoid of any real substratum as their nocessary
character, &o., then they could never be compreliended by cognitions
arising ont of inferential arguments. And hence, on account of there
being & multifariousness of objects, and also on account of the form (of
snch cognitions ag those of Caitra, &e.,)—how could the correct notion
of cognitions having real substrata be dispensed with,~—when it is not

actually set aside by any contradicbory of itself P
67. 1f you take the word ‘ pratyaya’ to be the cognition, (thus forming

#3 1t is in the generic character of “Cognition,” that an Idea has an extornal
objeet for its substratum, When, however, ¢his happens to be in the form of an
inanimate object—the jar, f.4. i-—, then it is accepted by us ulso to have no subgtra-
tnm as such.

68 We hold that in every perception, there is a threefold process: (1) at the
first moment, there is a production of the cognition ; (2) ab the second, the referriug of
the cognition to a concreto fact ; and (8) at the third, the full comprehengion of the
coguition, And as such we nlso hold the cognition to be devoid of an external substra-
tum, at the first moment, And hence your argnment becomas superflnous,

6 ©“ Correctness "=—i.e., the fack of its having » corresponding object in the external
world. We hold the cognition to bo without a covresponding reality, only at the
moment of its production; but what we assert is that subsequently, at the eecond
moment, this cognition comes to be referred to a concrete object, Thus then, it ia only
alter the moment of prodaction that we part company with yon, who assert that af no
time is the Cognition able to have any such corresponding roality ; and that at all times
it hag an ond in itaelf, and is, like miragic perceptions, always falae,

8 You hold all Coguition to end in itself, without referring to any corresponding
olject extraneous to it, But then, the Coguition or Idena, nrising ouf of the argument
you urged against us, could never rightly comprehend one fact of the absence of any real
substratum as belonging to cognitions in general ; and hence there heing multifarious
objects of Cognilion,—when the existence of the substratum is not directly denied by
auy counter-notion of tho abesnce of such substratnm,—how could one totally
deny the existence of the eubstralum, specially when we are examining the form and
character of such cognitions as those of Caltra and the like?

87 If the opponent were to inferpret the word “ Pratysya” as the means of
Enowledge, then it would come to siguify the werd “ Pratyaya’ @ wnd in accordance with

17
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the minor term of your syllogism),~and thence if you seek fo seb aside
tho faat of the cognition (of this word) having any substratun (in the
post and other external objects) ;—then your avgnment becomes superfuous.

68. If again, (by your argument) you seek to set aside the capobility
(of the word cognition) to bring about a coxception (or Idea), then your
major term becomes ineapable of being ascertainad ; becsuse the argument
itself soald not be brought forward in the abseuce of sach capabiliby
of producing coneeptions. - il

60.71. There is no denofation without connection ; and this (connec-
tion) is not possible without some difference (betwoen tho word and ibs
denotation). Nor is this difference possible in the absence of an dea
expressing such difference; and this ddeq too 8 not possible nunless the
questioner distinetly comprehends the sentence aud also the several
members of the syllogism, such as the minor term, the middle term, the
Instance, and the twe members of the discussion, If yon bring forward
your argument after accepting all this (ie., the fact of the above-men-
tioned cognitions baying real substrata), then this conclusion would
militate against your previous assertion. ] : -

9.73. Withont the difference hetween Viirtuwe and Viee, and that
between the Diseiple and the Teacher himself, being ascertaimed in its
veality, there could be uo instructions with regard to Duaty, &e., specially
as we comne across the actnal performance of duty, (we conclude that) the.
ditference of the idea (of Duty from Daty itself) is accepted (even by
your Teacher Buddha) (and as such in denying the reality of external
objects of perception, you contradict your own Teacher).

73, And since we find that the Buddba has avcopted (such differences)
in other Sutras (the *Saddharma” fi.); there would be a contradiction
of your own seriptures too (if you were to totally deny thie reality of the
external world). A

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

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

this, if he wero to interpret his argument as proving thay * such object as the post
and the like cannot be the substratum of the word ‘ Pratyaya’, "—then we would reply
that we do not deny this conclusion ; and as guch your argnment loses all its force.

% If by the proposition * Pratyaya is nivilambana,” you mean that the word
‘ Pratyaya’ is incapable of having any denotation, then your minor term (the denota-
tion of this svord * Pratyaya’) being uurecognized, your conclusion eannot be proved,

69.71 The argument eaunot be brought forward unless thero is & distinct idea of
the words employed in the argument, and their signifientions, de., and until sgnch ideas
have been duly recognized to have corresponding realitios, And if yon aceept these,
you contradiet yonr owun assertion of all gognitione being devoid of corresponding
realities. Thus then yon sre placed npon the two horns of a dialomma,

7.3 Yon held all cognition to be false. And in accordance with this, the
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no real substratum), then there would be a universal nogation : aud the
deficioncy of the minor term, &e., conld also be nrged (ngainst your argu-
ment). And, if (in order to avoid these) yon were to Lold these (eogni«
tions of your minor term, &o.), to bave real substrata, then on the gronnd
of such coguitions themselves, the middie term (of yonr syllogism and
hence the major premiss also) would become non-conclusive or doubtful,

76-77.  If you urge thab your conclusion has for its subject ‘ cogni-
tions other than those of the factors of the syllogism~then (we say that)
the idea of this distinetness (i.e., the notion that such and such engnitions
are other than such other cognitions) would be false. And when this
happens to be false, all that las gone before becomes incapable of being
ascertained, Nor would, then, there be any difference between the eogni-
tion of the post (you employ as an instance) and that of the argument
(yon arge against ug). '

77-78. As your conclusion goes on signifying (the falsity) of cogni-
tions other than those of your argument,—there wounld be falsity of all the
vest; and benco 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
argumenb,

79-80. (Because) in opposition to all the alternatives (open to you)
wo would bring forward this counter-argument :—* Cognittons have real
substrata in the external world ; and this notion (of cogmition having a real
substratom) is correct ; becanse it is a notion free from coutradiction ;-
like the notion of the falsity of dream-cognition.”

#ignifieations of all argnmentative assertions would be false; and hence yonr argrment
comes to be a denial of the truth of all arguments, Or agiiu, any and every fault—
in the shape of the deficiency of the various fuotors of your syllogism (the idea of all
of which you declare to be false)— could be urged against your argument. * Non-con.
clusive” : The middle term of the syllogism is " Protyatwit ” (“Bocause it is a gounition,
therefore they bave ne real substratum.”)  Bat if you admita single coguition to
have a real snbstratnm, the said middle Term becomes doubtful, and ag such vitiates
the argument.

18.71 Becanse you accept only the reality of the cognitions of the varions mom-
bers of your syllogisin.  * Ceases to be ascertained "—becanse the idea of such distinot
ness being false, the conclusion of your syliogism becomes fuulty in its subject : and
hence the wiwole argument falls to the gromd. “Nor would then §'c.”"—~Bacause when
all notion of distinotness is false, there can be no differenca between two such cogni-
tiona, as those of the pust and yowr argument,~ a palpable absnrdity.

71-18 If in order to avoid the dificalties urged above, you have ‘for the subject
of your conclusion, swch cagnitions as are other than that of such distinctness,—ihen all
obher cognitions would come to be false ; whence all that has gone before—aven your
own previous argament becomes false, Thus you will have to bring forward arguments
ad infinitum ; and then too you will never come to an end ; because each argnment
will negative ull that may have gone before it, Thus then sither your own argnment
will have to be admitted to be fallacious, or (if you avoid this) your conelugion
will be contiary to the Premises,
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80-81. And if you nrge that this nolion (of the falgity of dream~
cognition) is also fulse ; then dream-cognition would nover be (contradicted
and hence) false; and consequently i¢ could not supply the instance (of
falsity) in the argument you have brought forward againgt us. il

81-82. And in the same manner, if yon were to accept the correct~
ness of the notions of the momentary character, distinetnoss and existence
of eognitions, then your argument (i.e., the middle term) would become
non-conclusive or doubtful ; while if you accept the falsity of guch notions,
you contradict your own theory. i b

83. And agaiv, there could be no guch distinction as that into the
“hound ™ and * liherated,”; and hence you swonld have the absurdity of
the frintlessness of any attempt towards Libevation. L B

84-85. 1f you urge that yon accept as false, only such notionw of the
existence, &c, of cognition, as appear in conerete (well-defined) forms -
then (we say that) in this case, we do nob find the application of any other
menng of right notion ; and thus, there being no such means, the existence,
&e.,, of cognition can be scarcely ageertainable. R B

85-87. Thus then all our cognitions would come to he false, on
account of their being (concretely) well-defined ; and it would be scarcely
possible to get at (the ideas of) prowimity and remoteness, reality and
unveality, &e. And (thus) the falsity of cognitions being common to all,
systems of philosophy, it is not proper to veject the Sankhya, &o., and
be partial to the Bauddha philosophy alone.

80.31 This Kirikit puts the opponent in a fix: If he acoopb the falsity of dream.
cognition, he can have nothing fo say ngainst the counter-argument nrged in K,
79-80; and he completely loses his ground. If, in order to avoid thig, he do not
admit the falsity of dream-cognition ; then bhe contradicts himself; in ag much ad he
has brought forward * dream-cognition” as an instance (of false cognition), in vhe
inferential nrgument he has wrged againgt the Mimiansaka. This argnment, in the
absence of a corroborating instance, would fall to the ground,

8 If you deny ihe distinctness of cognitions, you land yourself npon the Veodan-
tio theory of the “unity of knowledge ” ; and in that case, the notion of Bo'ndago_ would
be idantical with that of Deliverance,

84.58 1t may bo argued that you accept only the falsity of conorete cognitions;
and that, cognitions can have their existence, &o., in their abstract forms.  But this is
not right ; becanse such notions, as—" the world is only an idea,” “ all cognitions are
nomentary entities’” and the like—are not comprehended by any person, in their
abstract forms, As a matter of fact, it is only by meana of Inference, &e., that euch
notions are agcertained ; and a8 such, they cannot but ba concrete, and hence (accord.
ing to yon) false, Consequently, the notions of the oxistence of cognitions, and their
momentary character, &e,, cannot be got at.

The Kagikd adds that if the Banddha admits the reality of abstract cognitions, gnch
reality would belong ailso to the abstract notions of the past, &e., and this wouald
eatablish the reality of the external world, _ ;

887 If all cogintions were false, there could be no idea of the comparabive reality
or unreality of objects, as dae to the prowimity or remoteness of objects, in regard to
the Sensge-organ concerned.
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97.88, Tf a cognition be false, would it not be liable to rejection ?
1f it were to be false even without being rejected, then thers would be no
vestriction (as to the reality or unreality of a cognition).

88-589. For ng, dream-cognition would certainly be falsified by the
perception of a waking cognition contradicting it; while for you, what
would constitute the difference (between the veality of waking-cognition
and that of dream-conscionsness, both of which are lwld by yon to be
equally false) ?

89-90. Of waking eognition as such, there is mo proper (correct)
contradictory cognition,—the perception whereof would establish the fulsibty
of such (waking) cognitions as those of the post and the like.

90-91, The fact of waking coguitions heing the contradictory of dream-
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),

9193, Obj.: “Of such waking coguitions ag those of the post, &o.,
invalidating cognitions do avige in the shape of those of the true Yogis
(who know all things worldly to be false); and thisa would cerfainly
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 eognltlon is not found to belong to any per-
gon in this life; and as for those who have reached the Yogic state,
we know not what happens to them,

94-95. Our Yogis too could have only such invalidating cognitions
a8 would be either subversive of or contrary to your assertion,

87.83 Tho sense of the Karikd is that if even waking cognitions were false, they
too, like dream cognitions, would be liablo to rejection by subsequent cognitions; bub
guch is not the case.

80.81 Waking cognition, as distingnished from Dream-cognition, is known equally to
all men ; while Dream-cognition is confined to only particular individuals, under the
{nflaence of sleep, Therefore, just as, in the case of s cognition rejecting a certain
foregoing dream-cogunition, the former is recognised ap contradictory of the dream-
cognition,~#0, in the game manuer, 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 eomparison with such waking coguitions that dream-cognitions are said to
be falsa.

91-%8 The sense of the objection is that, though Waking cognitionaare not mvnhdateﬂ
by ordinary coguitions, yet they do become invalidated by the contrary cognitions of
Yogis,

94.95 As you urge the cognition of your Bauddha Yogi against onr theory, so could
we also bring forward the cognitions of our own Yogis, as invalidating your theory,
% Gubversive”—snch as the recognition of the true charvacter of the ghell, after it hag
been mistaken for gilver, * Uontrary "—e.g., the idea that © this i8 not gilver’, as dia-
tinguished from the iden that © this is a shell)
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95.96, And further, you can have mno instance to prove that the
coguition of the Yogi is such as you assert it to be. As a cdz'rb'boiative'
ingtance of our asgertion we have the coguition, as ovdinarily perceived.

96-97. If you were to argue that “sucli cognitions as that of the
post and the like, have got counter-coguitions wluch invalidate them,
m*nply because they are co‘rmtmns,v-»hke the cogmtxons of the m*zmgs,_
& ;M-

97.98. (We reply) we do not deny the fact of waking cognitions
having counter-cognitions, in the shape of the cognitions of the marage
and the like; and in that form, they alto become capable of being invali-
dated, as algo through their cognisable object; and your reasoning 18
also incompatible, with (the cognitions of Yogis, which you hold to be
correct, and ag suech) the invalidating agent ; and if yon qualify the pre-
miss by the phrase “ other than that”, then as before, (there would be'
gevoral discrepancies in your argument).

09-100. TFor according to you, to dream-cognitions would belong the
character of being the connter-cognitions of false cognitions (in the shape
of such waking cognitions as those of the post, &c ) ; and (in the case of
Yogic cognitions) such peculimiitics as you may attribute—f.i., the fact
of its being comprehonded throngh the suppréssion of passion and

5.9 You are not to understand that your case is exactly similar to ours; becanse
your arguament has no corroborative insbance ; while our assertion, of Yogic cogmtmna
having real substrata in the external world, is based upon an Inference supported by
the case of any ordinary cognition : Even at the present day, we find that the cognis
tions of all men are based npon external realities ; and this would rightly lead to the
conclusion that the cognition of the Yogi should also have a real snbstratun.

97.98 It is true that waking cognitions have counnter-cognitions in the shape of
wrong conceptions. And just as false cognitions and their objeots are invalidated by
the fuct of there being connter-cognitions, so, in the same manner, correct cognitions
too, having (like false ecognitions) the character of cognition—, and their objects too
having (like the objects of false cognitions) the character of object—, and having too,
in common with false cognitions, their counter-cognitions,~would be capable of being
invalidated. We do not deny this faot ; and 8o your argument becomes superfluouns,
But, inasmach as right cognitions are vapable of being invalidated, the coguitions
of Yogis too counld nob be free from this capabilibty ; and w¢ it is these Yogic cognitions
that you hold to be the invalidators of ordinary cognitions, your ressoning becomes
inconclusive and doubtfal. If yon argue that all cognitions, save those of the Yogi,
are capable of being invalidated, then too, you would be open to all the objections
urged in Kavikis 70 et-aeq.

9100 You find that Dream-cognition has for its counter-sognition, the waking
cognition ; and the cognitions of Yogis, which are both false ; consequently the wak-
ing cognitions too would be invalidated only by such Yogic cognitions ad arve false.
Thas then the Yogic cognition invalidating the waking cognitions having bceome
false, you will have to reject all such exceptional characterestics of Yogic cognition,
ng the fact of its proceeding from the suppression of passions, &o., from which you
conclade such cognitions to be correct. And in this way your reasoning becomes
gelf-contradictory.
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meditation, &e.,~—~wonld also become rejected ; and thence your argument
would become self-contradictory. p '

100-101.  There being no rejection (of waking cognitions), by great
nien, these would be like the Yogic cognition which youn accept as invali-
dating present cognitions; and thence we would either nrge the rejection
of your inferential argnment, or bring forward a counter-argument,
aud recall the diserepancies in your previous argument.

101-.102. And your previous argnment is also open to the fault of
having the middle term unrecoguised by both parties, because it is non-
different from the major term (or conclusion), aud is (hence) unmention-
able (as the middle term),

102-203.  As for the * elass cognition ’ in general, yon do not accept it as
being both different and non-different (from the individual cognitions) ;
and as for its being totally different (from the individuals), there is no
such ‘eclags ' nceepted by us.

103-104. That there is neithor similarity nor the exclusion of others,

100-1¢L We can bring forward the following counter-argument : “ Waking cogni-
tions are correct, because at present they are nob rejected by able men,~like your
Yogic cognition.” Then if this argument of ours is equal in strength to that whereby
you seek to invalidate all waking cognitions, then ours is only a counter-argament.
Jf, on the other hand, onr argument ig stronger than yours, then your argament falls
through. Any way, our argament oloses the way of you'r argament., ‘‘ Previous argus
ment : 7 4.e., the argument whereby you seek to prove the absence of any real substra.
tum in the external world, for cognitions, v

L0L.1%% Qver and above the discrepancies in yonr argnment, pointed out above, thera
is yet another point against it: yoar middle term “ Pratyaya’” is not one that is
recognised by both parties; inasmoch as the “fact of being a cognition” cannob be
made the middle term; because it forms part of your conclnsion, and ag such, ig not
accepted by your opponent, Your conclusion is that “ all cognitions are devoid of snb-
stratum "’ ; and for your middle term, too, you have “cognition”; by which yon pre-
suppose the fact of cognitions being deveid of substratum--thus incurriog the fallaocy
of Petitio Principii, 'Thus then your argument becomes devoid of a proper middle
term, which must always be such as is alveady accepted by both parbies.

103.105 You may urge that you will have, for your middle term, “ Cognition” in
general, what forms part of the conclusion being ouly a particulor kind of cognibion,
thereby sailing olear of tlio objuctionable identity of the conclusior with the Miuor
term. Bui in reply to this, it is ndded, that the conception of such a generie entity too
i not common to both of us. If you deny the identity of the Olass with the Tudividual,
then you have only two alternatives left: (1) either that'it be both different and non.
different, (2) or that it be entirely different, from it. Apparently, yon do not accept tho
first alternative; because you do not admit the Class to be identioal with the Individual ;
and as for the second, we do nob accept it. So even now your middle term remains
such as is not accepted by both parties.

108.19% It may .be urged that “by class we do not mean a category including many
individaals ; but by S#manya (class) we only mean similarity (so cognition in general
meaniug cognitions that are similar) and exclusion of others (cognition in general then
meaning cverything that is not non-cognition); and it is this latter that is technically
called Apoha, the npholders of which declare that the word cow denotes neither the



