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we shall prove la tor on. Tims then, there is no general middle term wlue.fi 
is common to both (of us).

104-105. Nor can the character of the middle term belong to the two 
particular cognitions (waking and dream cognitions), as they constitute 
respectively the Minor term and the Instance of your syllogism; and 
because tlio former is incapable of syntactical relation ( with the Minor 
term), while the latter cannot in any way belong to (or qualify) it.

.105-106. Nor can the “ cognition ”  devoid of its object be the middle 
term ; as it baa been, already explained that on account of the non-recogni 
tion of the subject, there follows the fault of having tho substratum 
undefined.

106- 107. Thus then your middle term too comes to be contrad ictory • 
and the Instance becomes devoid of the predicate of the conclusion— both 
of these (faults) being indicated by the alternatives that were brought 
forward (above) for the (avoidance of the non-recognition of the 
predicate,

107- 109. Even in dream-cognition the external substratum is not 
altogether absent. In all cases there is n real subs ini turn, though (in 
dreams) appearing under diverse conditions of place and time. As a

class n or th e  individual, b u t  only  the exclusion of all that is not cotv. A l l  th is  w ill b o  
r e fu te d  la te r  o n .

104.106 T h e  tw o  p a rticu la r  c o g n itio n s- -w a k in g  a n d  d rea m  C og n itio n s— c a n n o t b e  

a cce p ted  a s  th o  m id d le 't e r m ; b ecau se  o a e  o f  th e se  (w a k in g  c o g n i t i o n s , / . f )  fo r m s  th e  
M in or te r m  o f  y o u r  s y l lo g is m ;  arid if th e  sa m e  w o re  m a d e  th o  m id d le  te r m , y o u r  
M in o r  P r e m iss  w o u ld  b e c o m e  a b su rd  ; as it  w o u ld  -bo— “  w a k in g  c o g n i t i o n  is  w a k in g  
c o g n itio n .”  A n d  as fo r  d r e a m -c o g n itio n , it  fo r m s  th o  c o rro b o ra tiv e  in s ta n c e  o f  y o u r  
sy llo g is m , a n d  d o es n ot b e lo n g  to  th e  M in o r  te rm  * h en ce e v e n  in  th is  c a se , n o  p ro p e r  
M in o r  P rem ise  w o u ld  b e  p o ssib le ,

106.106 T h e  B a u d d h a  u rg e s  th a t  b y  “ c o g n it io n ”  as th eir  m in d la  te r m , t h e y  m e n u  

“  cognition pure and simple independently of the object cognised ” , T h e  o b je c tio n  to  th is , 
h o w e v e r , i s  th a t  a  M in o r  P re m iss , w h ic h  is d e v o id  o f  o b je c tiv e  r e a lity , c a n n o t le a d  to  
a n y  c o rrec t con clu sio n  ; sp e c ia lly  as in su ch  c a se s  th o  m id d le  te r m  b e c o m e s d e v o id  o f  
a n y  s u b s tr a t u m ; nud a s  s u c h , it, b ecom es a m e n a b le  to  th e  s a m e  fa u lts  th a t  w e  
h a v e  U rged a g a in s t  th e  M in o r  te r m  th a t  h a s  its  s u b je c t  u n defin ed ,

106.101 “  Above” — Vide K S r ik a  t JiTirManibCmata Geha S'arvatha Tadi Sudhyafe,
#-C„ w h e r e  i t  h a s  b een  sh ow n , b y  m e a n s  o f a lte rn a tiv e s , th a t  an  a b so lu te

ab sen ce o f s u b s tr a tu m  is  n e v e r  m et w i t h ;  a n d  from  th e  n e g a tio n  o f  su ch  a b se n c e  o f  

su b stra tu m , w e  co n c lu d e  th a t  e v e n  in  d r e a m -c o g n it io n , th e r e  is  n o  su ch  a b se n c e .

T h u s  th e n  y o u r  In s ta n c e  ( D r e a m -c o g n it io n )  b e c o m e s devoid  o f  th e  p re d ic a te  o f  y o u r  
con cln sio n  (w h ic h  is  absence of substratum). A n d  w a k in g  c o g n itio n s  too , b e in g , for  
tho sam . r e a so n , not. w ith ou t re a l s u b s tr a tu m , th e  m id d le  term  b e c o m e s  c o n tr a d ic to r y  

to  th e con clu sio n  } in a sm u ch  a s  n o  “  c o g n itio n  ”  is ever  fo u n d  to  b o  w ith o u t a  real 
su b stra tu m .

i .i.ioo W e  d rea m  o n ly  o f  su ch  ex ren tal o b je c ts  a s  we h a v e  p r e v io u s ly  p e r c e iv e d .

T h e  cu ly  d iffe re n ce  lies in th e  d iso rd er  o f  th e  t im e  an d  p la c e  o f  th e p e rc e p tio n .

H en ce  d re a m s too  can n o t be s a id  to bo to ta lly  devoid  o f  re a l su b stra tu m  in  th e  
ex te rn a l w o rld .
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matter of fact too, what is comprehended by dream-cognition is (some 
real external object that lias been perceived) either during the present 
life, or in some past life, or at any other time, and which comes to bo 
cognised in dreams, either in connection with the same time and place, 
o ' under different circumstances.

1 0 9 - 1 1 3 .  The cause of misconception in the notion of the “ fire-brand- 
circle” is the fire-brand whirled with extreme rapidity ;—iv that of 
“ imaginary cities,” tho particular shape of the clouds, as also some precon
ceived houses, & c.;— in that of tho “ Mirage,” preconceived water, or sand 
heated by and reflecting the rays of the sun. And of tho notion of “ the 
hare’s horns ” the cause would be either the horn of other animals, or 
the peculiar character of the hare itself. And of the negation of the hare’s 
horns, the cause is the baldness of its head the absence of protu
berances). Of the notion of emptiness in the object, the cause is (the place) 
untouched by any other object. And in the case of improbable utterances 
(snob as “ Hundreds of elephants on the tip of one’s finger” ) the cause 
lies i- the objects themselves (as under the influence of extreme proximity 
giving rise to such misconceptions).

113- 114. Even such objects as are never perceived (such as the 
Sankhya ‘ Praknti ’ ) , are found to be comprehended by cognitions; and 
the origin of theso cognitions lies in (its constituent elements) the 
earth, &c.

114- 115, It. is a peculiarity of “ Sense-perception” alone that it 
comprehends only such objects as exist at tho present time, and also that 
it functions over objects in contact (with the senses); such restrictions do 
not apply to other kinds of cognition (Inference, A c.)

115- 116. (I f  you ask) “ How could an object, not existing, bring* 
about a cognition?”— (wo reply) whence do you conclude the incapacity 
of non-existing objects to produco cognitions ?

116- 117. The point at issue between ns rests in the fact of 
(cognitions having) external substrata; and hence, even if there be no

109.U& T h e  e x te r n a l c a n so  o f d r e a m s  h a s  b een  e x p la in e d . T h e s e  K n n k a s  e x p la in  
t h e  e x te r n a l cau ses  o f  th e  o rd in a ry  m is c o n c e p tio n s  o f  th e  s e n s e s . A n d  i t  is  sh o  w n  
th a t  e v e n  m isc o n c e p tio n s  a re  n o t  to ta lly  d e v o id  o f  e x te r n a l r e a li t ie s , to  s a y  n o th in g  

o f  c o r r e c t  P e rc e p tio n s .
IIS .14 i t  ig o n ly  t h e  e le m e n ts -  E a r th , W a te r , & c . ,— in t h e ir  s u b tle s t  fo r m s , th a t  

are c o lle d  11 P r a k r it !.”
114.16 T h e  n otion  o f  “  P r a k r lt i ”  is gob a t b y  m o a n s  o f  In fe r e n c e , w h e re in  i t  ia  nob  

n e c e s s a r y  th a t  th e  c o n d itio n s  sp e cified  sh o u ld  a p p ly . H e n c e  th o  o b je c tio n  b a s e d  u p o n  
th o  im p e r c e p tib le  c h a r a c te r  o f  P ra k i j^j lo s e s  i t s  fo r c e .

r e .  16 T h a t  w h ic h  d o es  n o t e x is t  a t  th e  p r e s e n t  t im e  c a n n o t  p e rfo rm  a n y  a c t io n ,

&c. ■ h u t  th is  dona n ot m e n u  t h a t  it  can n ot b r in g  a b o u t c o g n it io n s ; as w e  h a v e  c o g n i 

t io n s  o f  m a n y  p a st  a n d  fu tu r e  o b je c ts .

118.i l  B eca u se  th o  a b se n c e  o f p r o x im ity  d o e s  n o t im p ly  th e  a b se n c e  o f  th e  e x t e r 
n a l s u b s tr a tu m  o f  c o g n itio n s ,

18
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proximity of the object (with the Svmo-organ), how could that affect our 
theory r

117-119. Therefore it is only that (cognition), which comprehends an 
object otherwise than in tho form it exists in, that can be said to ha 
“ devoid of substratum; ” and that Cognition which has e negation*-for its 
object, is, in fact, one that has a real substratum; because this 1 negation ’ 
too is not an independent, entity by itself; for it is not so comprehended.
For you, however, both of these ( ‘ absence of substratum ’ and ‘ negat ion 
us the substratum ’) together with their causes, can never bo ascertained.

119- 20, And like the discrepancies of your conclusion, the contra
dictory character of your middle term too would be chargeable (to your 
argument) ;— inasmuch as it leads to the subversion of the forms of the 
predicate, subject, <Sre.— taken severally as well as collectively (in the 
promises).

120- 21. The discrepancies of the instance too become chargeable to 
you ; inasmuch as in any single object, it is not possible to have the con
ception of parts of the major term and the middle term, and also that of 
invariable concomitance (of these two).

121- 22. (Some people urge against you the objection that in your 
argument you do not mention any instance of dissimilarity. If you urge 
that “ it is not mentioned because there is no such instance” ; then 
(they would reply) you have not got here the opportunity (for making 
such an assertion, as) such an assertion could only bo made in the case of 
the conclusion being an affirmative one.

1I/U19 By "cognition without a substratum” is meant a wrong cognition or miscon
ception,—-aiul not one that cognises itself, A in l the notion— "  this is not a j a r h a s  
also a real substratum ; inasmuch as this negative conception is nothing more than 
a positive cognition, having for its object, tho absence of the properties of tho Jar 
in the particular object For tho Bauddha, on the other hand, there can be no cogni
tion devoid of real substratum; because the cognition, according to them, cognises 
•itself.

119.20 Your conclusion has boon pointed out to be such as has its subject not 
known, &o., &o. In the same manner, wo are going to show that your middle term is 
contradictory. Your middle term would prove tie falsity of all cognitions; and as 
such, it would also prove the falsity of the cognitions tho Subject and Predicate of 
your oonolnsion j and as such it would establish the contradictories of your con
clusion.

120.21 The Instance, “ Dream-Cognition,” is such as is devoid of your Major term,
«< Absence of substratum” ; it is also devoid of the middle term, “ the character of 
cognition ” ; it is devoid of the combination of those two ; and lastly it is also devoid 
of the concomitance of those. “ la a single object, $”c. n—i.e., in  cognition, a ken by 
itself, independently of any substratum. ^

Ul.8» “ Instance of Dissimilarity ” : * whore there la no abamoe of substratum,
there is no cognition.’ "It is not mentioned, $'c. ” : The sense of this is that when 
the conclusion is an affirmative one, its negation is its contradictory, and when it is 
a negative one, then, its negation being a non-entity, the middle term could not 
apply t0 it. Bence it is not necessary to an instance of dissimilarity, in the cast:

I®  <SL
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123- 24. The citation (of the instance of dissimilarity) i$jj possible,
even in the case of the contradictory (of the major form ) being a noga- 
tiv,. one “ that which is not transient is not an effect, as ‘ Sky-
flowers,’ Ac.,” an assertion which is quite reasonable.

124- 25. In the case of your argument, however, we have a negative 
major term (or conclusion) (“  devoid of substratum *’) ;  and hence its con
tradictory (presence of substratum) is positive; and as snch it is necessary 
that the contradictory of yonr major term should have beta, supported by 
an Instance.

125- 26. And if you wo re to mention any such, the double negation 
would signify only an affirmation; and no affirmation could be made if 
the object were hon-existing.

126- 27. Under the circumstances, in the case of the negation of the 
omniscience (of Buddha) we would have the following form of reasoning : 
“ There is an incapability of His sense-perception, Ac,, (to apply to all 
things), like our own (sense-perception, Ac.).”

of our argument. The meaning of the Author is that tho Bauddhas do not make 
this assertion with reference to tho argument in question ; because for them there is 
no enso of affirmative sense-perception; ns according to them, there can be no Joint 
cognition of the middle term accoinpaiued by tho major term (i e., of tho major 
premiss). It is for this reason, that they always base the applicability of their 
middle term upon its capacity to preclude the contradictory of the conclusion ; con
sequently, in the absence of an Instance of Dissimilarity, there can be no preclu
sion of the said contradictory j therefore, in the Bauddha theory, it is always neces
sary to cite Instances of Dissimilarity. Their Major terra—“ absence of substratum’’
—however, is a negative one; and hence its contradictory cannot but bo positive — 

a real substratum ; and it is quite possible that the middle term should rosido in this 
latter, positive entity; so in order to deny this possibility, it was necessary to cite 
an Instance of Dissimilarity.

iSS.a* Even in the case of an affirmative conclusion, As a matter of fact, the 
citing of an instance of dissimilarity is not necessary ; but such citing is not impossible ; 
because even when the contradictory is a negation one, such instances are always 
possible; hence those that are clever at inferential reasonings must always be able to 
cite such instances, the omission of which would be a serious mistake. An example 
of such an Instance is given : In the argument, “  sound is transient, because if, is 
mused,” we can cite an instance of dissimilarity, such as “ that which is not transient 
is not caused, as Sky-flowers ”

it.aa j f  y0n wore to cite snch an instance, it could bo only in the farm— “ That 
which is not devoid of substratum is not a Cognition,” and the double negation—“ that 
which is not devoid of ’ ’—would mean “ that which is endowed with ; ”  and ti ls affir
mation could not he mado, if there were no real substratum.

1307 The Bauddha would retort that these discrepancies could be oharged against 
all negative arguments,—even to that argument by which you seek to deny the omni
science of Buddha, In order to avoid this charge, the Author says that the form of our 
argument against wuoh omniscience would be this: “ Buddha’s perception cannot
apply to i nch objects as exist in the future Ac.,—because it is sense-perception,__liko
our ordinary sense-perception,—/.» , words ” ; and thus we sail clear of the above 
charges : as the citation of the Instance of Dissimilarity—"  That which comprehends 
Ac, ” •— is quite correct.
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127- 28. Iu ft case ’where no contradictory (of the major term) is 
possible, other theorists declare that this (non-citation of the instance of 
dissimilarity) is no fau lt; inasmuch as even without such citation the 
reasoning is conclusive.

128- 29. Then again, it is only those who admit of real means (of 
argument) that can engage in a discussion ; and the punyav&di is not 
entitled (to any discussion), because he accepts no means to be real.

129- 30. (Obj.). “ But all the arguments that we have brought for
ward are such as are accepted by you (to be real, though not by ns) ; 
and as such, wherefore should you have brought forward so many objec
tions— by means of alternatives—, in order to invalidate the argument 
as such ? ”

130- 31. You who are versed in logical rules— why should yon argue 
thus, with a view to deceive us, as it were ? Have you not heard that an 
argument (to be effective) must be such as is accepted by both parties ?

J 31-83. In the caso of an argument which is not accepted by your 
opponent, and which is brought forward as recognised by yourself alone—  
you have a remedy at hand; but in the case of an argument which (as 
you say) is not recognised by yourself, what procedure can you adopt? 
Because if you were to establish (such an argument) you would be con
tradicting your own previous convictions (such as the denial of the truth 
of the original argument); while if you left it nn-established, your oppo
nent could not be convinced of the truth of your conclusions,

133-34. (Obj.). “ That which is not recognised by the opponent
can never convince limn ; and hence it is only reasonable that the real 
character of an argument should not belong to such. But that which is

1 S1 .2 S Having expounded the view of “ some people” , the Author propounds 
another theory ; The Instance of Dissimilarity is cited only with a view to avoid the 
chance of the middle term being either to o  wide or too  narrow, and thereby mahiug 
the reasoning inconclusive. In cases, however, where the contradictory of tho 
Major term docs not exist, there is no ohanoe of such a contingency; and hence there 
is no necessity for siting the said Instance, But by this wo do not admit your argu
ment as conclusive; in face of the numerous object ions urged above.

j88.29 Only those who accept the various factors of an argument to be real, 
can carry on any discussion. The (j’linyavadi denies the reality of all these factors ; 
and as such, ho cannot bo admitted into the discussion.

189.80 The (Jlunyavadi says: “ Though we do not accept the reality of any factor 
of the argument, yet we bring forward arguments, in order to convince yon of the 
truth of our theory ; and as these arguments are in due accordance with your own 
tenets, it is not proper for you to attempt to invalidate i t ; as by invalidating my 
argument, you will he only invalidating your own tenets, upon which my arguments 
are all based.”

130.91 “ Have you not, $ c. ”—As ta u g h t  b y  y ou r ow n  te a c h e r  D in n s g a .
161.33 i f  an argument is accepted by you, and not by your opponent, then what 

y o u  have to do is to bring forward other arguments in support of your original argu
ment, and thereby oonviuoo your adversary. But there is no course open to yon, if 
you do not accept, as real, the argument that you yourself bring forward.



|(1): <sl
AfH&tliaM F : NirftJambana Vdtla. ' H I

not recognised by myself—-what can that matter ? The fact of the 
necessity of the middle term being such as is recognised by both 
parties is not mentioned with a view to any transcendental result, (that 
we shall accept it upon any verbal authority). Any person would become 
convinced of a fact only through reasoning recognised by himself.

135-36. “ If you urge— ‘ How can you assert what you do not recog
nise P (we reply) what is even that to you ? I may assert the conclu
sion or the argument either recognised or not recognised by me ; do you 
not come to ascertain it (through my argument) to be true ? ”

t3 (. “ It is where the conclusion (a certain notion) depends solely
upon a person (his Utterance), that the question is raised— ‘ whence did 
fills man know it Such a question, however, does not arise in the present 
case (which is one of inferential argument)” .

b>8. Fg! if it Were so (and the conclusion dopended upon my 
assertion) in the present case, then tiio mere assertion of the conclusion 
would lead to your conviction, solely through the non-recognition of any 

■ discrepancy (in my argument). ”

139. “ But because this (conclusion) stands in need of argumenta
tive reasoning, therefore it is to this (reasoning) that authoritativeness 
belongs, and the use of the verbal utterance lies only in the recalling of 
the reasoning to the mind (of the questioner).” °

140. “ Therefore just as one who would fee convinced of the eon- 
elusion only through a recognition of the middle term as concomitant 
m U  the major term ( le „  of the major premiss), does not stand in need of 
( mowing the character of) the speaker, so would you also be convinced 
of our conclusion without wanting to know what we ourselves believe.”

' t1ie ca9e oP suc{» cognitions of yours, as Sense-perception,
. ’ is there, m the case of these,any reasoning or conclusion that is recog- 

nised by us,--that you should persist upon such (being accepted by me) 
m the ease of my present (inferential argument) P ”

-U2. “ For these reasons, it is not befitting of learned people to 
assert m reply that -since the reasoning is not recognised by yourself 
therefore it cannot convince me. ’ ”

143. (Rep.). All this would have been quite true, if the only result 
(sought after by your reasoning) were my conviction alone; in that case 
the reasoning would be enough for me, even if it were not recognised by you

144. But when the case is such that yon, holding that the idea alone
is a real entity, are asked by one— “ what are your reasons P ”__then it
is not possible (that you should say something which yon yourself do 
not recognise).

145. And certainly you could not have been convinced of your 
theory, through any reasonings, that are not accepted by you, but by me.

14m And no argument ia brought forward against a questioner save 
that which states the grounds of the speaker’s own conviction.

147-48. And again, how do you know that such and such an argument

' 6cw \
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is'recognised by us ? How could there be any desire on your part, for 
assorting (an argument), when you do not recognise the meaning (of 
the argument) which you knowingly bring forward for me, when I 
present myself only as an enquirer (and not as your opponent) P It 
was with a full recognisance of this fact that your teachers asserted the 
necessi ty of the reasoning being accepted by both parties.

149. Hence, just as by means of your argument you seek to instil 
into me a recognition of your conclusion, so by means of objections to your 
argument, I shall seek to instil into yon the non-acceptance or negation 
(•hereof).

150-52. Just as yon, having asserted a conclusion, and not recognis
ing any argument in support of that conclusion, become deprived of 
any conviction (with .regard to such a conclusion) ; so would also your 
questioner, desiring to understand such a conclusion, and then becoming 
conscious of the discrepancies of the reasoning (in favour of such a conoln- 
elusion), fail to be convinced of the correctness of that conclusion ; and if 
he knows the reasoning to be true, then the reality of the reasoning being 
firmly established, your conclusion itself becomes impossible; and so he 
naturally does not become convinced of its truth.

153. Therefore you should entertain no such hope as that ‘ even when 
the reasoning is asserted by me unknowingly (i.e., when not recognised 
by me as such), the other party would become convinced of the correct
ness of my conclusion by the direct acceptance of my argument. ’

154. The contradiction between your reasoning (the major premiss) 
and the conclusion is clear, as declared by Gautama. And it was without 
a recognition of this fact that others (the Bauddhas) declared such con
tradiction to be no fault.

155. ( O bj.). “ But it is just possible that I may have been previously
convinced of the conclusion by means of reasonings recognised by ordinary 
people; though this (reasoning) may have no existence in reality."

156. (Rep.). That which is now known to be non-existent in reality,—  
how could that have been a reality before ? And if it was not a reality, 
how could it have been accepted as sound reasoning ?

157-58. If it is a correct reasoning, it could not but have a real 
existence. Because no reality can be proved by an unreality ; for we have 
never know n such notions as that of the “ hare’s horns ” to lead to any 
correct notion ; and the notion of the existence of fire, based upon the idea 
of the existence of fog ( which is not smoke), cannot but bo false.

159. Therefore your idea of reality, originating in an untrue reason
ing, cannot but be unreal; because nothing real can be indicated by that 
which is itself false

100. Tho different marks, &c.,— which are taken to indicate the

160.6! Since your conclusion denies tho reality of the substratum of all cogni
tions, therefore an establishment, of the reality of the object of your premisses ren
ders your own conclusion impossible.
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alphabetical letters,— these, too, in their own forms (of marks) are not 
devoid of reality.

161. If you urge that these (marks) are not real as letters,— ( we reply 
that) such is the case with all entities: nothing is accepted to he real
i n  th e  f o r m  o f  s o m e th in g  else.

162. When the natural form of the object itself is manifest, then the 
form appears as such (and hence is real); when, however, such form of the 
object is not ascertained, then it is neither real nor unreal.

163. Your reasoning, fyo.,— (he., the middle term and the major term)—  
however are unreal in their own forms ; therefore their agency (towards 
producing notions) is similar to that of the fog (producing an idea of fire), 
and not to that of letter-marks.

16b, (Obj.). “ The form of the means has, for us, only the character
of a * Saruvritl ’ (falsity) ; aod in that form they are accepted to ho real;  
and thus how can they be said to be false in their natural forms ?

165. (Hep.). The character of ‘ Samvrifci’ exists only in word,--and
as such it can never be the cause of true reality.

166. You have got no ground for distinguishing between true and 
o r d in a r y  w o r ld ly  1 reality *; and as such how could true r e a l  t y  belong to 
a thing which is amenable to worldly means (t.a., that whereto you attri
bute -the character of ‘ Saravriti ’ ) ?

167-68. (O b j.). “ But even in the absence of the external object,
only by means of the ‘ Idea! in the mind, would (all worldly activity) 
be accomplished,— through the differentiations of specifications based upon 

Impressions' and ‘ W ord s’ . The followers of the Nyava too have de
clared that ‘ it is only when the predicate, &c. (of the propositions forming 
an argument) have become the object® of ‘ Idea’, that all functioning of 
inference and the rest become accomplished,— and not when these (predi
cate, A c .) exist in the external world.’ ”

169. (Hep.). True, there is such an assertion of theirs ; but just ex
amine it for a moment— how could there be any differentiation of that which 
is a nonentity, through any representation either in Idea or in W ords ?

170. And again, how could there be any specification of Words or 
Idea, with regard to that which has no veal existence ? Even specifica
tion by word there can be none, because you deny (the reality of) the 
word itself.

171-72. And if even such specifications as do not exist, and are

187.8s! Inference, Analogy, Ac., could be explained an based upon the ideas of tho 
subjects and predicates of the constituent prepositions; and these ideas do not stand 
in need of tho external reality of objects. Through differences in Impressions and 
Words wo could have tho differentiations into the false and the real factors of an 
argument, &o., &c. “  Followers of Nj Uya, ”  i e., Dinnaga and others,

lt'J “ Hare’s horns " can have no differentiation, based upon any specification of 
either words or ideas,

m.7? if mere existence in idea were the sole tost of the reality of a proposition,
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only brought about by an Idea (t.e., have no existence save in Idea), were 
to bring about the action of the major, middle and minor terras;— then, 
even with regard to your argument, all the faults that we urge against 
it may be such as have real corresponding ideas,— and as such your argu
ment would become subject to all these faults.

173. The mystic incantation that you have urged,— viz,, ‘ that 
Inference, dse., are accomplished, only when the subject, &c., have appeared 
in idea, and that there is no need of any external object, ’— would also apply 
to the fallaciousness, &c. (of your argument), urged, by me.

174-75, For you, who base all usage upon representations in Idea, 
the objections urged by ua would also have to be accepted as established; 
but not so the argument brought forward by yon. Because we base all- 
usage upon external objects ; and as such, for us, even when the Idea has 
appeared, we cannot in any way have any usage devoid of the external object .

176, (Obj.). “  But just, as wo do not accept the reality of the rea
soning, so we wou ld not accept the objections (against it) j and bonce, in 
the absence of any objections, my argument remains uusallied.”

177. (Rep ). Then in that case there is no need of objections,— when 
by the mere denial of (the truth of) your reasoning, you have accepted the 
non-conelusiveness of your argument, which is ah that we seek to prove.

178-79. Again, there can be no specification by the Yasana (Impres
sion or Tendency), because of the impossibility of any cause (for such speci
fication), for yon. If  you urge that ‘ the difference of Idea (or Cognition) 
would be the c a u s e ’— then, whence the difference of this (Idea)? If  
it bo urged that this latter is based upon ilia difference of Yasana, then 
you land upon ‘ Reciprocity.’ And of the pure form of Idea, by itself, 
you can have no differentiation.

180-81. A n d  further there is no evidence either for the existence of

th e n , in a sm u c h  aa w e  h av e  v e ry  d is t in c t  id eas o f th e  d isc rep a n c ies  in  y o u r  a rg u m e n ts , 

y o u  c a n n o t d e n y  th e  r e a lity  o f th e s e  d isc re p a n c ie s .
176, Y o n  h a s e  u sa g e  upon m e r e  I d e a ;  h e n c e  y o n  c a n n o t v e r y  w e ll  d en y  th e  

O b jectio n s w o  h a v e  n r g e d  a g a in st  y o u . W e , o n  t h e  o th e r  h an d , h o ld  to  th e  n ece ssity  
o f  a rea l s u b s tr a tu m  fo r  th e  Id e a  ; a n d  h e n c e  v o n r  a r g u m e n t  c a n n o t b e  b in d in g  u p o n  
u s, as it  is d e v o id  o f  a  r e a l su b stra tu m  i|  th e  e x te r n a l w o r ld .

113.79, VVith th is  C o m m e n c e s  t h e  re fu ta tio n  o f  t h e  B an d d h a  th e o r y  o f  “  V a a a n a ”

113.19. “  And of the p ,tre, § ‘c .” — T h is  a n tic ip a te s  th e  th eo ry  th a t  th e  Id ea  b e in g

s e lf -d iffe r e n t ia te d , th e r e  is no R e c ip r o c ity ,
180.31. T h is  a n tic ip a te s  th e  o b je c t io n  th a t  th e  sa id  R e c ip ro c ity  b e in g  e te rn a l, 

lik e  th e  re la tio n  b e tw e e n  th e  seed a n d  th e  sp ro u t, c a n n o t  bo fa u lty . T h e  se n se  o f  th e  
r e p ly  is th a t  th e  fa c t  o f th e  m u tu a l d e p e n d en c e  o f  t h e  send a n d  t h e  sp r o u t is w e ll-  
k n o w n  ; and as su ch  th e m u tu a l d e p e n d e n c e  in  th is  c a se  is c o n s id e r e d  to  b e  f a u lt y  
w h e r e a s  in  th e  c a s e  o f  th e  B a n d d h a  " Y a s a n a ,”  th e r e  is  n o  such  t e s t im o n y  o f g e n e ra l  

a c c e p ta n c e . E v e n  i f  th e  ex iste n ce  o f  tlio  Im p r e s s io n s  b e  g ra n te d , th e s e  cou ld  o n ly  
t e n d  to  recall p r e c o n c e iv e d  p e rc e p tio n s , and would, iu  n o  case , be a b le  to  b r in g  a b o u t  

t h e  o b je c ts  o f p e r c e p t io n , su ch  a s  R ed , Blue,, Sfc. "  Because, &'c. Im p r e s s io n s  le ft  

u p o n  th e  m in d  b y  past- c o g n itio n s , te n d  to  b r in g  a b o u t  a  re m e m b ra n c e  th e r e o f .
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fbo Vasona, or for the differentiation (thereof)j (ami even granting its 
existence) the VfcsanS would only bring about (.ho differentiation of the 
«  Appreheadet”  (the Idea or Cognition); and then, by what would the 
differentiation of the ‘ •Apprehended” (object of perception) be brought 
about ? Because appearing in consciousness alone the Vaaana could only 
bring about a remembrance.

181- 82, (1) Ideas being momentary (transient), and (2) their des
truction being total (Ut. without leaving behind its least trace), and (3) 
there being no association of the impressed and the imptesscr ( U , since 
the two do not in any case appear together),——there can be no Vasatia.

182- 83. And again, the next moment having not yet appeared, cannot 
be impressed by (he foregoing n otnent; and the following moment having 
been destroyed (as soon as it appears), there can be no impression, 
thereby, of the foregoing; and even if the two moments appeared to
gether, they could have no relation (between them) ; and hence there can 
be no ‘ Vasana or Impression?

184-85. Both (the preceding and the following moments) being 
momentary, they cannot operate upon one another: how can that which is 
in the course of destruction be impressed by another which too is under
going destruction f  It is only the permanent entities fi'.e,, those that last 
for some moments) that can be impressed upon by other entitle^ which 
are also permanent.

165-86. (GHj.). “ If the subsequent cognition, which is permanent,
did not differ from the preceding one, then there could be no Vasana;

188.18, B y  “  m o m e n t ”  h e r e  is  m ea n t th e  cognition a p p e a rin g  a t th e  m o m e n t , 
f l i e  B n n ddh as h o ld  a ll co g n itio n  to  bo m o m e n ta ry , b ein g  d e s tr o y e d  a s  soon  a s  p r o 

d u c e d  ; and h e a oo , according' to th e m , no tw o c o g n itio n s  can e x ist  at, th e  sa m e t im e  ; 
a n d  c o n se q u e n tly  o n e  cannot im p ress th e o th e r . T h is  ex p lain s th e  third rea so n  fo r  th e  

d e n ta l o f Vdaani.
184.35, “  Being momentary, $’c. " ' — T h is  ex p lain s th e fir at rea son  fo r  d e n y in g  Vasana.

“  U, is only, exp lain s th e  second reason fo r  d en yin g  Vasana;  th a t  w h ic h  is
to ta lly  d e stro y e d  ca n n o t be im p ressed  upon ; n or  c a n  any im p r e ss io n s  b e  prod u ced  b y  

t h a t  w h ich  h as its e lf  b een  to ta lly  d e stro y ed .
i“M « ,  “  Y o u  h a v e  urged th a t  p erm a n en t e n titie s  are im p ressed  u pon  b y  o th e r s .

B u t  th is  is w r o n g : b ecau se th at w h ich  is p erm a n en t m use be accep ted  as h avin g  th e  suras  
fo r m  a t  a ll t im e s , p ast, p resen t a n d  fu tu re  ; and h en o e  th e fo rm  o f  th e c og n itio n  than  
a p p eared  b e fo re  w o u ld  be id e n tic a l w ith  th a t  w h ich  w ou ld  ap p ear su b seq u en tly  , a n d  
th u s  o n  acco u n t o f  th is  id e n tity , th e r e  cou ld  b e  no im p ression . W h ile  i f  c o g n itio n s  
a re  held to lie u n d ergoin g  m o m e n ta ry  ch an g es, th e n , th e t im e  o f th e  su b se q u e n t  
cogn ition  b ein g  d iffe re n t fro m  th a t  o f  th e previou s o n e , and y e t  th ere  b ein g  a  s im ila r ity  
b etw e en  th e  tw o  co g n itio n s , w e cou ld  h av e  a  Vasand, w hich  w ou ld  s o le ly  con sist  in th e  
fa c t  o f  the subsequent Idea appearing in the form of the previous Idea, T h e r e fo r e  it  is o n ly  
w h e n  th e  p rev iou s cogn ition  im p resses  its  fo r m  u p on  th e su b seq u en t cog n itio n , th a t  
th e  fo rm er is  sa id  to  -impress th e  la tte r  ; and ns s u c h , th ere  is  no n e e d  o f  a n y  operation, 
w h ic h  w ould n ot be possib le  in  th e  m om e n ta ry  c o g n itio n s. A n d  fu rth e r , th e re la tio n  

su b sistin g  b etw e en  the tw o  w ou ld  be that o f th e  cau se  and e i lo c t ; a n d  th us a ll y o u r  
o b je c tio n s  a g a in st o u r  Fesawd fa ll to  th e  g ro u n d .'1

I ^
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becausA of tbe absence of any d ifforence between tbe two, W hen boWerer 
these are transient, then there can be a VSsanS, based upon similarity 
and difference (between the two cognitions

187-88. (Reply). But for you, who accept the momentary character* 
of cognitions, there can be no each similarity. And again, the preceding 
cognition can bring about no effect, until it lias itself appeared j nor (can 
it bring about effects) when it baa (itself) been destroyed ; and in its accom
plished state, it baa no continuance even for one moment. Therefore 
(according to you) tbe cognition being destroyed as soon as produced, 
there can be no moment which would allow for its bringing about its 
effects.

189*90, Then again, since the cognition is destroyed totally (without 
leaving any trace behind), whence can there he any such similarity ? As, 
in tbe subsequent cogni tion, there exists no such property as belonged to the 
preceding cognition; and barring the samenm of 'properties, no other 
‘ similarity’ is possible.

190-91, And if the Yasauii were due solely to similarity, then 
in the case of an idea of the Elephant following upon that of the 
Cow, there could be no Vasaua, because the two are entirely different.
And then (there being no Vasana in keeping with the idea of the cow) 
after that, there would never be any idea of the cotv, because of the 
absence of its cause (which you hold to be none other than the aforesaid 
Vasana). And, in fact, no other idea would proceed from another which 
is dissimilar to it.

192-93. And again, there being an absence of all help from any 
external object, and hence not being influenced by any extraneous ctrcm in
stances, and having the peculiarity of being totally destroyed,— how 
could the Impressions (Vasanfis) bring about any effects in anything like 
a serial order ?

l8t.S3. Therefore your assertion,‘ --that “  the relation of cause and effect subsists 
between the two Ideas ”—is wrong.

!89.?0, i f  the property of the previous cognition persist in the subsequent cogni
tion, the former cannot be said to have been destroyed totally,

1 9 2 . In our case, as wo admit of external objects, the Impressions are held 
to reside in the soul, which i- permanent; and hence whenever one object is found to 
he similar to another perceived before, this similarity serves to rouse tbe dormant 
soul-impression into activity, and it brings about its effect; and this effect we hold 
to be nothing else, save the remembrance of the object. Brit, in tbe case of the 
Bauddbas, as they admit of the existence of nothing but Ideas, their Impressions can
not have any aids, on which would depend their activity, or in the absence of which 
they oonld not operate. Hence their theory will be open to the absurdity of all the 
impressions,—all eqnally independent of external aids—functioning at one and the 
same time ; and there would be no order in our cognitions ; and at one stroke, we would 
come to have Universal Consciousness. But this too would disappear, the very next 
moment, leaving us devoid of all cognitions, which you hold to disappear so completely 
as not to leave any trace behind them.
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193-95, It is only on the destruction of the cause— and not other- 
v is e - that tho effect is held (by you) to appear. And hence the destruc
tion of a single Idea, would bring about the destruction of all impressions 
(based thereupon). And then, the Universal Idea, that had been broilght 
about by all these (Impressions), would all in a single moment, dis
appear.

195- 96. If even or the destruction of the substratum (Idea), yon 
hold its potentiality (in the shape of Impressions) to subsist, then its mo
mentary character disappears; and there would be no bringing about of 
the effect consequent upon such character.

196- 97. If again you hold the flow of Impressions to he like the flow 
of Ideas (i.e„ uninterrupted and continuous),— then (both being indepen
dent) no Impressions could be produced from Ideas \ nor would any Ideas 
be brought about by Impressions.

197- 98. In that case each (Idea and Impression) would bring about 
effects similar to itself; and one could not bring about the other, Nor is 
there (in your doctrine) any such peculiar cause (besides these two) as 
would lead to the production of dissimilar effects.

198- 99. Therefore this (your) “ Impression ” must have been assumed 
only ns a “ false reidity” (samvriti-satya), and not as a true reality. But 
thou, no effect can ever he produced by such (false) entities.

199- 200, He, for whom there is a permanent comprehender (in tho 
shape of the “ Soul ” ), can quite reasonably have this Soul as the sub
stratum of Impressions— this (the Soul) becoming so through repeated 
cognitions. Or this (Soul) itself may be said to be the “ Impression" itself.

200- 201. In a case where the Laksha water is sprinkled on the

19?.95, “  Would bring about, §~c. ” —bocau.se you accept no other cause of tho 
Impressions, besides Ideas.

196.95. "There, would be, f c .” —been use you bold that the effect ia produced, only 
upon tho destruction of tho Cause ; end in the present cnso, your cause, the particular 
Idea, is held to pc, swi ; and hence there could not appear any effects, in the shape of 
Impressions.

1ST-99. ideas would produce Ideas, and Impressions would produce Impressions :
** Dissimilar affects"—i.e., inasmuch as you accept no other causa besides Ideas and 
Impressions, you can assert no reason for the fact of an Idea producing an Impression,
Or vice-versd.

199.*09. ['he Impressed Idea does not differ entirely from the original cognition ; nor 
is it indefinite, like the original abstract perception. Hence the Jrepression cannot be 
said to be either different from its cause, or identical with it. And the fact of the ap
pearance of another condition does not militate against its permanent character; 
specially as people recognise the t wo states of the same Idea to be contiguous. If the 
concision and the conditioned Were held to be identical, then the Soul itself, ns endowed 
with the Impression of the original cognition, would be the Impression; while if the 
conditioned be held to differ from t he rendition, then the said Soul would only be the 
sib to turn of the Impression ; aid the Impression would be located in the Soul.

SOO.SOl. “ Lskslm ” is a kind of red dye produced out of a certain species of 
eoclunoal. If this dye is sprinkled over a leraon-blossom, the fruit becomes red.
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lemon -blossom, it is only the colour (of the L alkali a) that is transferred 
to the fruit. For these reasons (detailed above) there can he no such thing
as Vila an a.

202. An n matter of fact, this denial of (the reality of external) 
objects, - following upon the assumption of such an “ Impression-theory,”
Which is incorrect and devoid of reason,— was declared by the Buddha, 
with the sole object of alienating the affections (of men from such worldly 
objects) ; and somehow or other, some people (the socalled followers of 
Bniiddha) fell into a mistake (and accepted it to its utmost extent, as the 
denial of all external substratum of cognitions).

Tints ends the Nir&hunbanavada.

[ The llefuiatioa o f Buddhistic Idealism.']

T he £tfN*Ayij>A.

h  The discs cpayii ies of the inferential argument having been pointed 
out, on the strength of the (nature of) cognitions,—*-anotliei* (scion of 
the Bauddha) comes forward with an argument based upon the incapa
bility of the effect of cognitions (to gite rise to any notions of external 
objects).

2 , “ You stick to Sense-perception, and the contradiction thereof 
yon. Urge as an objection against oar argument; now just consider the 
following points.”

8 . “  la it a fact that a cognition is able to function, only when such
Objects, as the post and the like, have an existence in the external world ? \
Or is it that the cognition rests only iu itself as the object cognised, and 
not in any extraneous object ? ”

4. “ If it is only the external object that is perceived by the cogna
tion, then the objections urged by you are right enough ; but if it is the 
cognition itself which is cognised, then each and everyone of them falls to 
the ground,”

5. “ Here then, it must be admitted that all living creatures are 
cognisant of the well-established fact that cogmsability belongs to objects 
in the shape of blue, yellow, long, sh od, Ac., Ac,”

6. “ And we do not perceive any difference in the shape of the 
cognition and the cognised; uor do we have any clear idea of such and 
such properties as belong either to the one or to the other. ”

7. “ Only that which is cognised can be said to have an existence ; 
there can be no existence for that which is not cognised; inasmuch ae such 
a thing cannot but be unreliable. Therefore it must be admitted that

Wh Buddha himself never meant to entirely deny external objects. By such, 
denial he only meant to impress upon the minds of his disciples that worldly objects 
Were n o t worth striving after thus only echoing the Vedautie denial of the external 
world.

ItM d i f M tt v t l t &!■;; I

|® | <SL
V C ^ ---- V /  ■ ■ . . 1
■ • .: .;■ ■ . 1 ■; ■; .. , -v ■:, ; v .  v . ;,/



® | 'SL
APHORISM Y. 14ft

there does exist an object ■with a shape, inasmuch as it is found to  have the 
character of cognisabtlity**

8 . "  Therefore to those who are thus investigating the matter, if 
the Cognition itself appear as having a shape ; then the trustworthiness 
(of the existence of the form) would rest solely in the Cognition j and 
there would be no ground for postulating an extraneous object.”

9. “ If however, the shape belonged to the external object, then 
each an object would have to be accepted as existing, on the sole ground 
of its being cognised ; and for the accomplishment of (this perception) we 
would also have to accept the existence of the cognition. '

10. “ Now then, which (of the two alternatives) is correct ? It must 
bo the cognition itself which has the form (as perceived). Why F Because 
v. e have found that it is one and the same object which has the shape, 
and is cognised as such.”

1 1 . “ And hence if, what has the form were held to be some ext ranc
or, object, then its cognisability not being otherwise possible, we would 
have to postulate something else as the cogniser."

1 2 . "A n d  in this, over and above the well-defined and ascertained 
cognisable object having a form, we would be postulating a groundless 
c o g n i s e r , which would be formless and something altogether foreign to the 
cognisable object.”

“ 13, ** And if, in order to avoid the postulating of such a groundless
entity, yon were to attribute the character of the cogniser to the object 
itself,— then the difference between us would be one of names only, as both 
of us would be holding the existence of only one entity.”

14. “ In any case, all that we do is to assert the identity of tho 
cogniser (Cognition) and the cognised (object of cognition) ; the assumption 
of either externality or mternality we hold to be utterly groundless.”

15-17, “ In my theory, though tho real character of Cognition is 
naturally pure, yet in this begunihiglem world, there is an agglomeration 
of diverse dispositions (or impressions) born of foregoing cognitions j and 
through these, the cognition comes to appear in the various shapes 
of blue, Ac., tinged with the character of the cognised and the cogniser, which 
latter, however, appear as if they were something quite apart (from the 
Cognition itself) ; ami as such, the cognition does not stand in need of any 
extraneous object. The reciprocal causality of the Cognition and its 
faculty (in the shape of dispositions) is without a beginning (and as such, 
not faulty).”

18. “ The assumption of one is certainly better than the assumption

1®. Yon would be bolding the external object to be both the cogniser and the 
cognised ; while we hold Cognition itself to be both.

lS-il. Not faulty ” —Just as the reciprocal causality of the teed and th e  tr e e  is not 
considered faulty.

IS. We accept only one entity, tho Cognition alone ; and you accept two, the Cog
nition and the Object. Though we also postulate a faculty of cognition, in the shape
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of m any* and tlien again, tiie assumption of a diversity in the faculty 
(of an object) is more acceptable than tliat of a diversity in the objects 
themselves."

19-20, “ For these reasons, inasmuch as it is accepted by both of us,
it is far more reasonable to postulate the form to belong to the Cognition 
itself j for you however, such postulating would be possible only after yon 
have postulated an (extraneous) object; because so long as this object has 
not been established, the Cognition can have no function (itself being 
without a substratum); and hence there would be a certain degree of 
remoteness (between the Cognition and the forms, blue and the rest). 
Whereas in my case, the Cognised would be such as is in close proximity 
and connection (with 'the Cognition).'’'

21. “ For tlie following reason too, it is the Cognition which must 
be held to have the form ; because being self-lnruinous, it is accepted, even 
by you, to be the means of illuminating the external object, which in itself 
is devoid of any luminosity."

22. *■ And so long as the factor of Cognition Isas not been compre
hended there can be no definite idea of the object apprehended thereby; 
because such apprehension depends upon the Cognition, like the jar under 
the light of a lamp.”

23. “  Even when the objects have appeared, there is no cognition of 
these, cither because there is no illumination (of Consciousness), or 
because there is some impediment (to their cognition).”

24). “  For tin Cognition however, when it has onoe appeared, there
can be no impediment; nor is it ever non-luminous ; hence it cannot bat 
bo comprehended,”

25. “ Even prior to the comprehension of the object, you accept the
appearance of the Cognition; as such, we would have the comprehension 
of the Cognition (even prior to  that of the object). And if (even in the 
absence of any impediments) such comprehension were denied, then we 
could as re a son ab ly  deny its comprehension at all times (*.<?., even after the 
comprehension of the object).”

26: “ Because, what is that which would accrue to the Cognition,
subsequently (hr. after the compreb nsion of the object),— which did not 
belong to it before,— and accompanied by which it has never been really 
comprehended, but only comes to be known subsequently as ‘ compre
hended ' ? ”

27. “  The luminosity (i.e., the appearance of Cognition) too does not
stand in nerd of the appearance of another Cognition ; for if it were so 
then the comprehension of one cognition would require that of another, 
and so on ad infinitum;  and there would be no resting ground for any 
Cognition."

of Impressions, yet the postulating of properties i» simpler than that of the objects 
themselves.
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£8*29. “  We find that, even in the absence of external objects, we 
have a reminiscence of the forms of such objects, following upon mere 
ideas thereof j and how could these reminiscences be possible, if, as you 
assert, the Cognition were not to appear as embracing the form of the object, 
and if, even in the past, the object were not comprehended only as pre
ceded by such Cognition ? ”

30. “  Even with regard to the cognitions of objects existing at the 
present time, we find people asserting-—‘ this object is blue, because with 
regard to it I have such a notion.’ ”

31. “ Therefore it is only when cognitions have been previously 
comprehended, that there is a comprehension of objects. Nor is any 
comprehension possible when the Cognitions are devoid of any definite 
forms.”

32. “  Because there is an absence of any discrimination (between 
the objective form and the Cognition), and because it is only such objects as 
have forms that are capable of being comprehended,— therefore it is 
Cognition alone (and not any extraneous object),-that can ever be compre
hended as having that form.”

33. “ No such assumption is possible as that— * in the beginning it is 
only a formless idea that is comprehended, and then latterly is compre
hended the object endowed with a form ”

34*. “  Because such an assertion could be made only after the differ
ence between pure Cognition and the Cognition as endowed with a form 
has been only recognised. And prior to the comprehension of the Cogni
tion, there can be no comprehension of the object,— as we have already 
proved.”

35. “ Nor can the form of the ob ject be comprehended as superimposed 
upon the Cognition j because such a form cannot enter into the inner (cog
nition) ; nor is it able to suppress the object (as it would have to do, if 
the form were to be imposed upon the Cognition).”

36. “ Nor could any evidence be brought forward in favour of such 
character (of the form of the object). For this vory reason, we do not 
accept the position that the form is reflected upon the Cognition (as held 
by the Sautrantikas) .”

37. “ It is only the man who has seen the surface of water, during 
the day, as without any reflection of the Moon,— that, seeing at night, 
the moon in the sky, can recognise its reflection in the water.”

38. “  Whereas in the case of Cognition, it has never before been seen 
without a form ; nor has there been any idea (in the absence of Cognition) 
of the external object being endowed with a form ; and hence in this case, 
there can be no such notion of reflection.”

39. “ And again, what sort of reflection could there be, in the case 
of (incorpox*eal objects like) sound, odour, taste, Ac. ? And how could 
there be any notion of the form belonging to the object, when it is 
distinctly comprehended as belonging to the Cognition p ”
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40. “ Being, as they o.re, located (separately) m the external world* 
and inside (the man),— there can be no mutual cuntact between the object 
JWid the Oognitfott J and hence no amount of stupidity could give rise to 
any notion, of the identity (of the form of the object aud the Cogni
tion).”

41. “  Since we do not find any person who is not so deceived, there 
can be no such assumption of stupidity (as held by you). And even if 
each deception could bo assumed, it would apply equally to both (Cognition 
and Object).”

42. “ And for this reason, it is not proper to assert that the 
* form * is a property of the contact (of the Cognition with the Object) : 
there can be no such contact, because of the difference ot their positions, 
and because of the Cognition being immaterial (and incorporeal) and the 
Object being material (and corporeal).”

43. “ Such contact cannot be said to consist of emtemporednity or 
(coovalifcy) ; because that would apply to the whole Universe. Nor is 
there any such position of the object as is face to face with the Cognition.”

44. **■ If such contact bo held to be universal, thou taste, <fco., would 
Come to be perceived even by mean* of the eye ; and of ail entities, the 
atomic forms therein encased would also come to be perceived.”

45. “ Nor can it be held that the mere existence of the object, -as an 
object of cognition, constitutes the said contact] because of what sort 
would tfao character of the object be, prior to the comprehension of its 
forms ? ”

46. “ Because no entity can be said to be an object of cognition, unless 
it has been recognised. Then, the fact of its having such and such a form 
would depend upon its character of being the object of cognition ; and the 
fact of its being such an object would depend upon the fact of its having 
such a form (and thus there would be the fault of ‘ mutual inter-depend
ence').”

47. “  The assertion of the existence of the two (Cognition and the 
Object) as free from all form, and also that of their contact, and the like, 
would be possible only when the (Cognition and the Object) have been 
rightly discriminated in their real forms.”

48-49. “  But n the present case the existence of the object is nob

*0 The Object exists la the external world, while the Cognition is within the 
man’s mind j therefore no one could mistake the one for the other. This is aimed at 
the theory that the form really belongs to the object, while, through close proximity, 
it is mistaken to belong to the Cognition.

■45 Because Cognitions have no face.
*+ If the cognition of the j a r  were held to be in contact with the j a r ,  in all its 

forms, then the ta ste  of the j a r , as well as its atomic molecules would be perceived, on 
the presentation of the jar to the eye,— which is an absurdity.

+S„*9 “ Or after " —because according to tho Bauddha, the Cognition ia no sooner 
produced than destroyed. For this reason, unless the two are perceived together, and
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comprehended either prior to or after (the comprehension of the Cognition h 
And it has already teen asserted that the cognisable object does not exist 
a part from the form. Therefore yonr theory of the contact of Cognition 
with the Object is without any foundation.”

49- 50. “ Nov can the assumption of the object be said to be for the
sake of the diversity of Cognitions. Because where have we found such 
diversity to he due to objects, that we will have such an assumption ? ”

50- 51. “ And again, how can there bo any production, of Diversity 
and Form by means of something (*.#., contact) that is itself formless ? Nor 
is it possible that the form of the Cognition should originate in an object 
which is itself form less. Thus then your position becomes very precarious.”

51- 52. “ It is only bv moans of Memory and Dream-Cognition that 
you could support (your theory of) formlessness; for in these, there is no
contact with an object; mere 1 Impressions' being held to he the cause 
(of the forms of such Cognitions) ; therefore it is (the agency of) these 
Impressions alone that could apply to waking Cognition also.

58-54, “ Tims thou both by affirmative and negative inference, wo
get at fliu fact of the form belonging to the Idea. Nor Is there any ins- 
tamo to show tho existence of an external object, independently of the 
Idea,— as we have of the Idea, independently of the external object. There
fore your 1 Contact-theory ’ could be tenable, only with reference to Impres
sions, oven if the Idea were accepted to be formless.

55. “ Nor is there any reason to suppose that ‘ both (Idea and 
Object) have one and the same form ’ ; (1) because of the difference in 
their positions, ( 2 ) because of the absence of any contact, and (•>) because 
of the absence of any definite notions of the two as distinct,”

56. “ Thus, for the same reason, (inasmuch as the two are not 
recognised as such) it cannot be held that ‘ the non-discrimination ot. tho 
one from the other is due to the extreme likeness of the two,; because it 
is only when the difference has been recognised, that there can be any 
notion of likeness, — which could not be possible if such difference were not 
already recognised; for in that case, it would bo as unreal as sky
flowers.'” If

57. “  Similarly in the case of such misconceptions as the 1 duplicate 
moon ’ and the like* the real state of objects is other than what is perceived ;

their respective forms have been rightly discriminated, there can b© uo aucu notions 
as those referred to in the Karlkii,

60- H Yon hold that before the contact, the Cognition and the object are both 
formless. Under the circumstances, how could mere Contact, which is itself formless, 
give rise to the form of Cognition and its diversity ? Nor is it possible for the object, 
which you hold to be formless, to impart a form to the Goguition. Your theory thus 
beoomes untenable.

61- 62 The forms of Dream-cognition, &c., coaid not be explained, except through 
I m p r e s s i o n s  T h e r e f o r e  wo coaid also attribute the forms of present (waking) Cogni- 
tions to the same agency of Impressions, which are without beginning, without end,

20 .
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and hence the form that the Idea would take in such cases, could not be 
said. to depend upon any extraneous object.”

58- 59. “ In the case of the use o f .such word:- as ‘ Nakshatra ’ (Neuter)
4 Taraka * {Feminine), and * Tisliya' (Masculine), and * Darah ’ (Masculine 
Plural)— it is not possible for contradictory genders, Ac., to apply to one and 
the same object. And similarly (with regard to the single object, a .fair 
woman, f  t.) there could not be such diverse notions as that of n. corpse, 
Ac., belonging respectively lo an ascetic, a licentious person and a. dog.”

59- 60. 44 W ith regard to one and the same object we have the notions
of its being long and short, in comparison with different, objects; and with 
regal'd to the Same object, jvrr, f.i. wo have the notions of its being ajar ,  
being earthy, being a substance, and being ■predicable ;— all these notions 
simultaneously appear in the observer; ar.d this could never be the case, 
if there really existed any such single object (as they nr).”

61. “  For in one and the same object, the application of contradictory
forms is not possible. As for Ideas, they arc different in each ease, and 
as such adjustable to the (diversity in the) force (of Impressions).”

69, ‘ That form which the Idea lakes, independently (of any extra
neous entities),— in that form, yon might postulate the object; but in no 
case, is any Idea brought about, in keeping with (or in accordance with) 
any external object.”

63. “ Thus then, in ns much as the form of the object depends upon
the Idea, how can any one assume (the existence of the external) object ? 
And as for the Idea, so long as no form has been imposed upon it, it could 
certainly rest in itself.”

(Thus ends the expounding of the ('im yavada):

(N O W  BEGINS THE REFUTATION OF THE fhlNYAVlDA).

6 4  It is not so. Because you hold one arid the same thing (Idea) 
to bo both the cogniser and the cognised ; whereas you cannot have any 
instance to show that such duplicate character belongs to any single object.

65, Because Fire, Ac., that are known to be illuminators (of the

E3.69 The words, " Nnkehatra,” 41 TaiTt,”  “ Tisliya,’ ’ nil signify stars; and so if the 
object star had any real existence in the external world, then names of such contra
dictory genders could not be applied to it. In the same manner, the word "  Bara ” is 
always used in the Masculine Plural, -which could not be the case, if any such thing as. 
theimurm (signified by the word), really existed in the external world. And again, in 
the otwo of a fair woman, the ascetic looks upon her aa disgusting corpse, the licentious 
man looks upon her as an object of enjoyment, while the dog looks upon it a» an article 
of food, which diversity would not, be possible if the woman had a real existence.

r9.(5,0 One finger appears long in comparison with one, while shorter in comparison 
with another finger.

6* The form of the Idea may be taken to formulate the form of the object ; not 
vies versd.
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jar, <feo.)» cannofc bo sai l to be themselves iliuminable, because they do not 
Stand, in need of any other illuminator,

66-07. And whenever they come to be cognised, it is only a Sense- 
organ that could be their cogniser ; while in the cognising of the Sense- 
organ, the character of the cogniser would belong to the Idea, And when 
this Idea itself conies to be cognised, wo shall have another Idea for its 
cogniser; and in no case can the same object be both (cogniser and the 
cognised },

67, “  But even you hold the 1 Self ’ (Atma) to have the character of
both, cogniaer and cognised.”

68-69. (Though the Self is really one, yet) being somehow or other, 
taken as diverse, in the shape of its diverse properties,— we attribute the 
character of the cogniser to (the Self in the character of) the Idea, and the 
character of the cognised to (the Self in the character of) substance and the 
rest. If it he urged that 1 then, (even in your own theory) there is no 
absolute difference (between the cogniser and the cognised),’— (we reply) 
where have you found me accepting (or holding) such absolute difference ?
The fact of the word 41 ’ applying only to the Pratyagatman is based 
upon the extreme proximity (of the cognising ‘ I ’ with the cognised 
‘ object ’).

70. As matter of fact, the notion, intermixed with the use of the 
word 41 ’, is applicable to the nominative ( kart ft) of the cognition ;—-though 
in reality it is really restricted to the agency of the Self only.

71. Nor is there any comprehension of the forms of the Means of 
Cognition, (re.-, the Sense), the Cognition itself and the Cogniser (Self) 
and consequently no eoguinability can belong to the Idea, as before (in 
the case of the Self),— even though it is really non-different (from the 
other factors),

72. If the cognition of one form were to fee accepted to have 
another form for its object,— then, why could not. the cognition of an 
object be held to have the form of the Idea P

73. And when it is held that the cognising and cognisable entities are 
identical, then the comprehension of any one of these would bring about 
a comprehension of both.

74. At the time when such cognisable forms as the Hue, &c., are

6S-A9 1 The fact of the i.i'ord, ,)*«.’ —Tins anticipates the following objection ; “  Even 
■ u jour theory, if there be a difference between the eogniser arid the cognised, bow 
could the Bhashya assert t hat the word * I ’ applies only to the PratyagStina, the 
Hutnftn S on l?" The sense of the reply is that the idea by itself is not the cogniser ; 
the character whereof belongs only to the Human Soul at. endowed with this idea; and 
again, it. is this very Hainan Soul which, in tho shape of substance, &o., cornea to 
ho the object of cognition, wnile substance &o,, by themselves can never be the 
object cognised, therefore though in the two cases there is a difference among the 
accessories, yet the substratum of those accessories.—v i z , , the Human Soal—-beingonly 
one, it is only right to hold the word ‘ I ’ to be applicable to the Human Soul.
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comprehended, we do not come across any Idea which lias the form of the 
cognising (cognition).

75. And if there were a non-difference, we would have an idea of 
this (cognising entity) also; or else there might be no cognition of the 
cognised object either, just as there is none of the cognising factor,

76. In the same manner, the comprehension of the cognising factor 
would always lead to that of die cognised object as well; the more so, as 
the Bauddhas hold the Cognising factor (i.e., Cognition or Idea) to be 
pure and formless.

77. But no such (pure) Idea would be possible, if it were to he non 
different from the cognised Object (which has a form) ; or elec (i.e., if the 
cognised Object were not to bo comprehended), the Cognising factor too 
would not be comprehended, just as the cognised Object is not comprehended 
(because the two are held to be naff-different).

78. And again, as the comprehension of the cognisable Object would 
not lead to that of the cognising Idea,— and as the comprehension of the 
cognising Idea would not lead to that of the cognisable Object,— there 
would he non-com prehension of both of these (because they are held to he 
nou-different).

79. The clause (in the Bhashya), “ it (cognition) is connected with 
the external world,”  serves to point out the fact that there is a comprehen
sion of the cognisable Object, even without any idea of the Cognising Idea.

80. But inasmuch as the fact has to be proved to an opponent, we 
cannot have the fact of its relation to the external world, as a sound arg u
ment for proving the form of external objects, (because the opponent 
does not admit of the reality of an external world).

81. Therefore the sense of the Bhashyn is that the word “ external ” 
denotes the cognisable objects, blue, yellow, Ac., as apart from the Cognising 
Ideas (or means of cognition), Sense-perception and the rest.

82. This will be explained in the passage (of the Bkashya) “ Cog
nition is not comprehended beforehand/' In some places again, it is only 
the comprehension of the Cognising ( ‘ Idea ’) that is indicated :

83. (e.<p), ‘ I do not remember if any object had been comprehended
by me at that time,’— in such eases, people remember the appearance of 
the Cognising Idea, independently of the form of the cognised Object.

84. Thus then, if there were no difference (between the cogniser and 
the cognised), the remembrance of the one would have brought about the 
remembrance of the other; whereas as a matter of fact, we find that 
there is, in the instance cited, a remembrance only of the Cognising Idea ; 
hence it must be concluded that it is the Cognising Idea alone that is 
comprehended (in the case referred to).

8* The Biiaahya passage here referred to is this : u It is true that the idea is |
originated beforehand} bat it is not so comprehended ; inasmuch as sometimes ms 
come across cases where au object that has been known is spoken of as unknown."
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85. And the same conclusion also follows from tins absolute invariable 
concomitance of tlie Cognising Idea with the cognised Object; and the 
reminiscence of the two does not appear in one and the same form. 
Therefore from both affirmative and negative concomitance we find that 
the two are entirely different.

86. (obj:) “ Inasmuch as it is a part of the Cognised Object that is 
comprehended by means of a part of the Cognising Idea, it cannot be 
rightly urged that4 the; Cognising Idea would also be comprehended because 
there is no other cogniser (that would comprehend the former Idea). ”

87. “ And it is not possible that the Idea should be comprehended 
by means of the cognised O b je c tb e c a u se  this latter has not the faculty 
(bn1 such corn prehension). And if the Object were to be the cogniser, then 
the duplicate form of the Idea would entirely disappear.”

88. “ And further, if the cogniser were also made the cognded, then 
we would have only the cognised, all in all. And hence the absence of the 
form of any one of the two would lead to the negation of both.”

89-91, “ And again it is only by appearance (predominance) and
disappearance (suppression) that we get at the comprehension of cogni- 
sability and non-eogni.mbility (respectively) : e g,, of the lamp-light, &<■., we. 
perceive (at night) only the form (and not the heat, Ac.,) ; while during 
the day, those that are close to the fire, comprehend only the touch 
(warmth) ;  and when there is proximity of an odoriferous substance, 
there is perception of the odour alone. And just as in all these cases the 
absence of the perception of other qualities is due to suppression,— so in 
the e rne of the Cognising Idea and the cognised Object, there would be no 
comprehension of any other form (save the one that is not suppressed).”

92. “ It may be that certain things, though they are 'non different

If the object were made the cogniser of the idea, then both the idea and the 
object would possess the character of the cogniser ; whereas the Mimniiaaka holds 
that an idea has two forms that of the object cognised at tl that. Of the cognising idea.

88 You would have no cogniser proper, every thing becoming the cognised,
“ Hence the absence, #V.” If the cognising idea and the cognised object he held to be 
identical, then, according to you, the two being dependent upon each oilier, if the one 
ceased m. exist the other would also do the same ; and hence the cognising Idea would 
become devoid of any form ; this would be equal to a total denial of the existence of 
the cognising Idea.

83-Vl At night the brightness of the lamp predominates over its other properties ; 
while during the day it is the heat of the fore that predominates over its other eharac- 
terisrics, and so forth; whence we find that comprehension is due to predominance 
For this reason too, iu the case of the Idea and the Object we have the comprehension 
of the form of the one or the other according as one or the other haopens to he the predo- 
minuting element. That is to any, vve have a comprehension of the form of the idea 
when the i lea predominates over the object; while the reverse is the case when the 
object predominates over the Idea.

“  Thia a d ip a te s  the following objection : “  Colour, Ac., being comprehended as 
different m i*  one another, it i- possible that one may predominate over the other
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from the cognised Object, may not be cognised ( when the Objedt n, cog
nised) ; just as, ovou when sound is perceived, snob properties as its per- 
malienee or transitoriness <fcc., may not be comprehended at all

93. “ Or if you urge this objection, on the ground of non-difference 
(of the Cognising Idea and the cognised Object),— then (we ask)- -when one 
portion of it has been comprehended, how Is it that the other portion is not 
comprehended also, ?”

94. “ For these reasons, we conclude the fact to he that there is a 
comprehension of that alone which is capable of being comprehended at the 
tim e; and a, for both— as urged by you,— they cannot be so comprehended, 
simply because they arc not capable of being so.”

95. (Reply.) When the object is held to be absolutely single, whence 
should there bo any possibility of its capability or incapability F Anti 
again, how could you assume the appearance or suppression of the single 
object itself F

90. And further, the suppression of one part of your object would 
also lead to the suppression of its other p art; and thus the whole object 
being suppressed,— its comprehensibility would be impossible.

97 . Tn the same manner, the incapability of an object too could only 
be based upon an assumption. As for the instances that have been cited 
(by the objector), in as much as there is a diversity of form, &c amongst 
them, such “ appearance” and “ suppression,”  <Ssc*, could be brought 
forward to support our view also.

but how can this be possible in the ease of the cogniser and the cognised, which are 
both identical ? ”  The Sense of the reply is that we do not comprehend any cognising 
Idea, to be non-difforonfc from the cognised object; and hence it is quite possible that 
oven when there is a comprehi ision of the (mo, there may be no idea of the other, 
Though the properties of permanence, &c., are such as are not comprehended apart from 
the objects themselves, yet that is not the case with such properties as Colour and the 
rest, which are perceived even apart from the objects to which they belong

*> Objection’ ’—noted in note 92. If there be non-difference between the two, 
the comprehension of one must lend to the comprehension of the other ; and hence 
there can bo no such non-comprehension as has been urged against its.

9* “ Capable: -That which has appeared as predominating over others is
“ capable.” It has been urged above, (K. 8f> et seq,) by the Mimansakn, that if the 
Qunyavnda theory were accepted, then, out of the two—the cognising Idea and the 
cognised object—, if one were comprehended, both would be comprehendedi and if 
ono were not comprehended, none woukl be comprehended. The present Kiirika objects 
to this view, and says the both of them caiiuot be comprehended at the same time, 
for the simple reason that at one and the same time, both of them canid not have the 
aforesaid " capability j ” specially as the form of the on© is bound to predominate over 
and suppress that of the other.

96 [With this Khflka,begins the refutation of the arguments brought forward by 
the yfingnvada, in K&rikns SO to 94j. Because two contradictory properties belonging 
to the same object would split the object into two parts.

97 As before, so now, if mcapalnlily belonged to one part, the other part would nlso 
become incapable, on account of the said identity j ami thence there would ho no com
prehensibility. “  Instances of the Lamp, &c; as shown in K. 89-90.



I  98. Hr on if among Form and the rest, there wore no absolute diffcr-
I enee, there would he various diverse developments of the form of the 
I substance itself,
I 99-100. You have asserted (in K. 92) that ** though there is non.
I difference yet it is not comprehensible ; ” and (on tins we ask)— when 
I there is a difference between the notions of such properties as n<m~eternality
I and the like (apart from those of the objects possessing such properties),
I how can there be such a non-difference F For, without doubt, excepting 
I the distinctness of the idea, there is no other ground for differentiatin''-
I ;t comprehensible object (from others).
I 100. Nor is the difference restricted to (difference in) time and form
I only.

1 0 1 . It is the relation of the causes with the effects that is called 
* non-eternality ' (the fact of being caused) ; while in certain cases, it is the 
disjunction of the constituent parts that is known as “ non-eternality.”

102 In the case of such immaterial entities, as the Intellect and the 
like, deerructibility (or non-eternality) consists in their existence m tho 
pare form of the Self. By “ Bterhalify ” is only meant everlasting exist
ence (permanence) ; and it is this (existence) that is called £i Entity.”

103. Relation wit)) tho Means of Right Notion and Knowledge are 
called Bred inability and Knowabilitv (respectively). In all these cases, 
these is a difference in some form or other,

104. Therefore, just as in the case of Colour &e., even in the absence 
of any difference of time, <fco., there is a diversity, based upon a difference 
of ideas (or notions), so, in the same manner, you should accept in the 
present case also.

Though Substance being one, its properties o f Coloar&o;, as identical there
with. would also be one, and as such the difference among them would not be absolute 
yet there is always an instrinsio difference among them, as regards their form, Ac., and 
Substance too, though in itself only one, becomes diverse, in accordance with the 
diversity of the various forms of its properties,

99.100 ]t lias been urged in K. 92, that, the properties of elernotify, Ac., are mm- 
different from the object “  Sound,”  yet we do not comprehend such properties. This 
Karikh refutes that assertion.

100 There being many other grounds of difference, chiefly the distinctness of t|10 
notion.

101 This KarikS shows that wo have a notion of non-eternality apart from none 
enteri al substances, whence the assertion in B. 92 becomes false.

m  VVhen tbe Self attains tho state of purity, all its accessories, in the shape of 
the intellect and the rest, cense to exist; and in this lies the non-permanenf character of 
thorn latter. “ This ’’ - th a t  is, existence without the pemmner.ee Is what is called 
* entity.’

M  Difference “ - o f  such properties as entornality and its contrary, from such 
objects as Sound and the like.

104 Yoa 9hoQ,d not * strict all difference to time and place only.

m
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105. Absolute difference, we do not. accept in the case of any object; 
becnos. Objects, in the form of “ entities,”  do not differ from one another.

106. All (such properties as) ‘ non-etomality ’ and the like are com
prehended in reference to action, cause, &c ; and when there is no cogni- 
tion of these action, <£•<:., then they (non eternality, <fec.), are not cognised, 
notwithstanding their (supposed) non-difference (from the objects possess
ing' such properties •).

107. In a Cognitf.n, however, there is no such difference; nor docs it 
stand in need of anything else. If it be urged (hat there is a mutual 
necif (, between the cognition  and the n o g n i s d l — ( we reply that ) the two are 
always close to each other (and as such there can be no such need).

H-'i (O bj.). l‘ Tn the case of the cognition of blue, Arc., there is no 
stndi idea as that 4 this is the cognition ’ and ‘'that the cognised ’ ; and as 
such, how can you assert mutual need ? ”

10D. There may not be such a need ; but even then, the conception 
would have a duplicate form. For if there were no such conception, how 
could the dnplieacy of form belong to the Cognition ?

HO. The conception of tho form of the cognising Cognition, that.is 
assumed through the peculiarities of ooguitious one after t he o t h e r ,  is 
only inferred from remembrance.

111-112. If the Cognition in the first be assumed to have only one 
form, then nil other conceptions in connection therewith cannot but be of

l0“ Since all. objects, as objects or entities, are' identical, therefore we cannot 
accept any absolute difference among them.

1<n Though the MTmansaka dors not admit of any such mutual requirement, ntt 
assent'd in the first half,—yet even if it bo necessary to accept such requirement, when 
one is in close proximity to the other there can bo no requirement that is not already 
HUpplicd.

109 « Duplicate form ” —that is ns cognition mid tho cognised object. Though cogni
tion is in reality one only, yet it consists of the character of both the cognition and 
the cognised ; and as such, even when it is perceived in its single form, there is a 
conception of its duplicate character; inasmuch as it includes the characteristics 
of both.

[110.11 i These Ktirlkas embody the view of the opponent in the mouth of the 
Mimnnaaka],

U0 “ Assumed, A w —A cognition when produced lias the form of the cognised 
object; and subsequently it appears in the form of the cognising cognition. Thus then, 
owing to the peculiarities of one cognition after the other, there is a remembrance 
that what now appears as ccc/nixr is the same that had appeared as the cognised object; 
and hence it is inferred that the cognition appears in a duplicate form.

lil.lU If the first cognition of the Jar were in tho form of the Jar alone, then 
the Second cognition in connection therewith-namely, the notion, that ‘ I know the 
Jar ’ -w ould al«o be of the same form ; and as such we could not assert any difference 
among the series of cognitions in connection with any particular object. If however 
the first cognition were of the form of the cognUcr and the cognised, then alone, there 
bmng an accumulation of different forms, there would be a difference among the 
cognitions themselves. *
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tho iam<s form. And it is for tills reason that the difference between the 
cognition  o f  the j a r  andthe cognition  o f  that (cog n ition ) U  not tally esi b 
lished. It is only in tho conception of the form of the cognising cognition 
that there can bo any accumulation of forms.

113-114. Where the first conception appears in a duplicate form, and 
this is followed by a third conception (such as “ I have that conception ” ),— 
in that case, this third conception as well as the former two are both 
manifested ; and thus, there being an augmentation of forum, the following 
ones would differ from the preceding ones. And again, since there is a 
subsequent remembrance of the conception in the form of the compre
hended object, the comprehending conception must have been cognised 
before, as such,

115. But as a matter of fact, we donot como across any such accumu
lations of forms; nor can tho conception be defined, without mentioning 
the object (of cognition).

116. Therefore Cognition by itself being only one, it is established 
that the difference in the conceptions is due to a diversity among the objects 
uf cognition; and as such what business have we to postulate another 
form (for the cognition itself) ?

117. Just as between corporeal objects there is a natural difference, 
so too, in the present case, though two conceptions may have the simi
larity of being incorporeal, yet, could not these too have a natural 
difference between themselves ?

118. It is a false assertion that after remembrance, (the Conception 
is inferred to be duplicate). Because its cognition is at that time brought 
about by “ Apparent Inconsistency ” only.

119. Ton have asserted that!< since both the conception and the com
prehended object are identical in form therefore when one is compre
hended, the other is also comprehended j ” but it is not so ; and certainly, you 
have not been questioned by me simply to afford you occasion for making 
any wild assertions you like.

120. No one recognises the character of both the Com prebender

lit With this commences the refutation of the arguments urged in FC. 110-114.
The meaning of the Karika is that the cognition or conception is by itself pure ; and 
ns object ia an externa! one, which however does not assume the form of the cogni
tion. Tho reason, why the object is named in expressing a cognition, is that without 
the mention of the object tho cognition could not he defined.

H6 “ Another form ” — that is, the duplicate form, partaking of the character of 
the cogniser and the cognised.

II8 In fact there is no remembrance in the case of introspection—“ The Jar has 
been known by ine." The fact is that when we remember a Jar, finding the 
remembrance to he apparently inexplicable, we assert, it to be due to Conception 
And it is only with reference to this conception that we use such language hb «  j  t now 
the Jar."

180 T h e  B auddha h old s a ll cognition s to  b e  sesolvod into  perception * h en ce h e can

21
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arid the Comprehended, with regard to one single object. Nor can such 
duplicate character be got at by means of Inference; specially when all 
conceptions are held to be only forms of Sense-Perception.

121. It is only one form that is comprehended; and yet yon assume a 
second; why then ran not you assume a thousand such forms, to be included 
in that single conception ?

122. “ But there is a natural difference between the Com pro bender 
and the Comprehended.’’ Thai will only strengthen our theory. “ But 
not so; because they are still identical in their common character of 
4 conception.’ ”

128. But, then, how is it that of one and the same object, you 
assume both difference and non-difference ? In so doing yon accept the 
doctrine of the Sfthkhya, having renounced the teachings of Buddha 
himself.

124. For if the Comprehends and the Comprehended be one 
(as held by Buddha), whence this assertion of difference (between the 
tw )) ? And if they are different, how could yon. assert them to be
one ?

125. The Comprehender and the Comprehended being both identical, 
and consisting in one and the same conception,--there could be a concep
tion of only one form,—be it either in that of the Comprehender (alone), 
or In that of the Comprehended (alone).

126. And thou again, if ono of the two (Comprehender or the 
Comprehended) were suppressed, the other would also be suppressed (since 
both are identical); and thus then there would be an absence of both 
the constituent parts of a conception, which would thereby lose its 
character altogether ; thence there would be an absolute negation of it.

127. Or again, on account of its non-difference from two mutually 
different entities (the Comprehender and the Comprehended), the character 
of conception too would come to be different,—like its own self. And. thus 
would be established a double entity (the Comprehended object apart

newer have recourse to inference, &c.; while by perception alone, no one can ever 
recognise the said duplicate character.

jia rj Saufrantikas and tho Yaibhasikas hold that the two are different in them- 
eelvos, while both are non-different from Conception; and in this much, tho two may 
be said to be identical.

“ Assert them to be one ’’—as you must do, in accordance with. Banddha’a 
teachings.

18® The Kafikd thus expresses the reasoning in the syllogistic form: “ The Com
prehended and the Comprehender, have only one character, because both arc identical 
with Conception, which is uniform ; and thus both being of only one form, the Concep
tion too would be in tho form of the Comprehended alone, or in that of the Comprehen
der only,”  .

1ST “  like its otvn self"—le., just as it has tho character of the Comprehended,
it  must be different from  the Comprehender.
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from the Conception comprehending it, whioh you sought to disprove, 
ami which is all that we seek to establish).

128. If, however, it be only as a matter of convention that you name 
these entities **■ Juana’’ ; then that may be so. Or the word ‘ Juana/ 
when applied to the object, may be explained as “ that which is known ”
[the affix having an objective force] ; and when applied to Cognition, the 
affix may bo explained as either the Nominal or the Instrumental (in the 
former case, the meaning being s knowledge,’ in the latter, 1 that by 
which anything is cognised’).

129. In any case, the duality of existence (in the shape of Compre
hension and the Comprehended) has been established; and such being the 
case, you may make use of whatever words you like; and we have got 
nothing to say against the word.

130. If it is urged that—“ though there is a difference (between the 
Oomprekmder and the Comprehended) yet the Comprehended may only be 
in the form of another conception (and not any external object as you take 
it),”—then, we ask, what is the ground for holding the Comprehended 
Cognition to bo a Cognition at ail ? If for such grounds you urge only 
those that have been explained above (in K. 128), then wo also accept 
them.

131. There is however no such character as “ Juana ” (Conception 
or Cognition) that extends over both (the Comprehender and the C o m p re 

hended) ; and as for any such distinct class as “ Juana,” you do not 
accept any (class apart from the individuals).

132. And even if there were any such class as “ Jnana’’ distinct 
cm both (the Comprehender and the Com prehended),—then (in that

case) to these two, the character of Juana could never belong. And tb us 
there being a total absence of the form (or character) thereof (of 
Jnana), there would result an absolute negation of Juana .

133. Then again, (in the case of Jnana being something distinct 
from the Comprehender and the Comprehended), it could be related to each 
of these, either one by one, or as pervading over each in its entirety j in any 
case, it would be open to the fault of being made up of constituent parts— 
a fault that is urged against the Vaî eslnkas.

134. The objections that have been urged by the Bauddhas against 
the Class-theory, would also apply to the theory that the Class “ Concep
tion ” bears a definite relation to two mutually different conceptions (one 
following after the other).

135. If again the class “ Conception ” be said to bo identical with

m  If you accept any of these explanations we have nothing to say against you. 
lu If the class * Jnana’ were distinct from both the Comprehender and the 

i Comprehended, then those two could not have the character of Jnana j hence the
application of this name to them would only be a misnomer.

111 Is the class related to the whole of each Individual, or doos the one clan
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these two, then the aforesaid (Karika 127) difference would apply to 
your case. And as for the theories of “ Similarity ” (between the Indivi
dual and the Class) and “ Ap5b.a ” (negation of the contradictory), these
will ha met and refuted later on,

136. But as there is no other substance (than conception), even an 
“ Apoha ” can not be possible for you. Because for the Idealist, there is no 
such thing as “ non-idea ” (or non-Conception) that could be said to bo 
negatived (by the “ Apoha”),

137. Then again, the negation of a negative factor is in no way 
possible. (Granted that it is so, even then) this negative factor would be a 
substance other (than the Idea) ; as the character of a substance would 
doubtless belong to it on account of its being an object of negation.

138. Thus then, if an Idea (or Conception) were held to be the 
negation of non-idea, you would have a new substance other (than 
the Idea), If you urge that “ the negation would he only an assumed 
One (and so no new substance would have to be accepted),” we deny this, 
because there can bo no assumption of that which can never exist.

139. Your assumed “ non-Idca” too would only be an “ Idea’ 
partaking of the character of “ non-Cognition” and hence it would 
be “ Idea” alone that would be held to be the object of negation.

140. And certainly, in any theory of “ Class,” there can be no 
negation of the object (or class) by itself. For never can there be a 
negation of a tree by the tree itself.

141. If the Idea itself were to bo negatived, then you could not 
establish your own “ Idea.” For the character of a tree cannot belong 
to other objects, such as the jar and the like, which are negatived by the 
“  tree.”

142. Thus then, it would be a “ non-idea ” (or non-Conception) alone 
that would be a real entity ; and thence would there be an Identity (of 
the Comprehended with the Com prehender). And what substratum 
would this notion of “ non-Conception ” have ?

143. For you cannot admit of any such object of comprehension as 
I* non-Conception,” free from all touch of “ Conception ”  (or Idea) itself. 
Objection ; “ But, since it is only a substance (other than the Idea) that we

permeate through all the individuals ? If the first, then there is a difference between 
the individuals and the class; while in the second case, it would bo necessary for 
the clast, to have pnrts, in absence whereof it could not permeate through ail 
individuals.

1*1 If Ideas are negatived by Ideas, the character of “ Idea” could not belong 
to the Idea,—an absurdity.

iS!! You do not admit of any entity save that of ‘ 'Id ea ” ; and certainly, this
could not be the substratum'of non-Conccption.

H? lu the second half, the Buddhist urges that be does not deny Negation, but 
only all Sttlsfances other than the Idea.
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deny, why coaid not we comprehend the negation of the aubstanea 
denied P ”

144. (We reply). One who does not comprehend positive entities 
(like the kill, & o.), what can be said of him with regal’d to (the Compre
hension of) negations ? And as for the fact of having an end in itself, it 
is equally common to both (the Conception of a positive and that of a

■ negative entity).
145. Therefor© (in any Idea) the object of comprehension could be 

either another “ Idea,1 or the self of the same Idea ; and. how could we 
ever recognise a contradictory entity (such as non-Conception) to be the 
object of the comprehension (of a Conception) p

146. Just an in the case of “ heat,” there can be no conception of 
“ non-heat,” so too there can be no conception of “ non-Conception ” with 
regard to a “ Conception. For these reasons, if there were no other 
substance than the Idea, there could be no object of negation.

147. For these reasons, then, we conclude that the character of the 
“ Idea ” cannot belong equally to the Comprehended and the Comprehender ; 
and hence it must be held to belong to one of them only.

148- 49. Then too, we hold this character (of Idea) to belong to the 
Comprehender only; since this is admitted by both of as. And when 
the duality of objects has been proved, names may he given to them in 
accordance with one’s choice; Both may be called “ Idea,” or both may 
be called “ Object,” or even the Object may be called the “ Compre- 
hender.”

149- 50. Since Ideas do not appear simultaneously, therefore two 
Ideas cannot have between themselves the relation of the “ Conceived ”  
(object) and the “ means o f Conception ”  (as held by the Idealist)—•this is 
what has been asserted (by the B has by a) in the passage referred to: “ It 
(Idea) is momentary, &c.” Therefore the object (of Cognition) must be 
something other (than tho Idea itself.)

150- 51. Even when tho two Ideas appear simultaneously, in as 
:nuch as they are independent of each other, there is an absence of am 
such relation (between the two Ideas) as that between the “ Conceived ”  
(object) and the “ means o f Conception; ” because both (Ideas) are equally 
devoid of action and instrumentality.

144 The Bauddka denies positive entities, such as the Mountain, the Kiver and 
tho like, which, however, are comprehensible by all men. Under the circumstauroB 
how can ho comprehend a Negation P If the Banddha urges that his Conception has 
an end in itself, and as such, there is nothing impossible in the comprehension of a 
Negation,—we reply, that this io equally applicable to the comprehension of positive 
entities { why then, should yon deny these latter ?

UI*M " Admitted by both of ns " : the Banddha attributes the character of “  Idea”  to 
the Comprehended as well as to the Comprehender; and it is to the former alone that 
such Character is attributed by the MImauska. Thus then in the matter of the Com. 
prehei’dfd, there is an agreement.
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1*3i -52, Ifc is thd ConjancVlop (or relation) of the Object and tho 
Idea with regard to a Conception—t$ d  is known as the “  relation of 
cause and effect " ; and w© do not come across sucli (causal relation) any* 
where else.

152- 53. And again, in the case of the right and left horns of an 
animal (two objects appearing simultaneously), there can be no such, fixed 
rule as that ‘ this is the effect, and that the cause 1 j nor can both be 
both, because that would lead to the fault of 11 reciprocity,

153- 51. And people knowing the real character of the causal rela
tion, do not define it as mere concomitance, independently of all notion of 
Sequence.

154- 55, (Conversely also) wo hud that though, at times, tho cow 
w ould follow the horse, this mere Sequence could not constitute causal 
relation. Just as in the case of two moments (of Cognition), when 
appearing in different series of Cognitions, though occurring simultane
o u sly ,—and also in the case of the different properties of the jar (though 
occurring simultaneously),—-(there can be no causal relation.)

155- 56. For these reasons, an entity can be said to be the effect of 
another, only when the former is such that it can come about- only when 
the latter has already existed.

156- 57. You have brought forward the case of the lamp and the light 
omitted by it, as the instance of thu simultaneity of the cause and the effect.
But in this case also, there is a minute point of time (intervening between 
the appearance of the lamp and that of the light ) ; though this is impercep
tible 3 just as is the case with the piercing (with a needle) of the hundred 
petals of the lotus.

158. The same refutation would also apply, even if you assert the 
simultaneity of the two parts (of Cognition, he., the Comprehended and the 
Comprehender,)

158*53. Nor can it he urged that “ by means of a transference of 
potentialities, the siibstratifieation would be gradual ” ; because in that, case, 
the object of Comprehension would have passed away, and ifc would be 
unreasonable to assert (its) identity (with the present notion).

ltfc.W That is, wheu there is a necessary and iuvaiiablo sequence between the two.
The reasons that havo lieeu urged, ia the refutation of the definition of move 

simultaneity constituting the causal relation,
111.19 The sense of tho objection is this: “  Granted that there is no simultaneity 

between tho Oomprthender and the Comprehended; it may be that they may appear, 
one after the other; and thus the one that goes before may bo the Comprehended 
object of that which follows; and though by the time that the latter appears, the 
former will have passed away, yet it will enrely have left traces of its potentialities 
upon the latter. The latter Conception is brought about Ivy means of the impressions 
left Inr the former Conception, which thus comes to be Comprehended by it.’’ The 
sense of the reply is that that which has passed away can never be Comprehended as 
« present 5 ”  and honco, no Comprehension of a foregone .Conception is possible,
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159-61, What is comprehended by Memory, too, is only tho Com
prehended Object, as intermixed with its past character ; and the same “could 
bo said in the present case also (if things were to bo as you assert them to 
be). In a dream however, it can never be so ; because dream-conscious- 
noss is always false; as in a dream that which is not present is cognised 
as present j and this must be a mistaken notion, because it is always set 
aside by a contradictory Cognition (in the waking state). But t here is no 
such mistake in the present case (of ordinary Conception).

161-62. Therefore, of all ideas of Sense-perception, the past cannot 
be said to be the object; simply because it is past; exactly like the opera
tions of these (Ideas) in past lives, Or tho fact of these ‘ not being Cog
nised as such (as past) * may bo laid down as the Reason; the instance (in 
this case) being “  future entities.”

163. Even if it bo the p a st, what proof have you got for the asser
tion that ‘ it is not an Object bub a C o n c e p t io n  ’?

163-64 Tho past Conception that you have assumed to be the 
object of Comprehension (by tho present Conception),— is it of the form of 
he Oomprehender, or of that of the Comprehended, or of both P If it be 

<>£ the form of the Comprehended alone, then it comes to bo a pure Object 
for you, only in a different, name,

1 bo-66. And in as much as it is not cognised at any time except its 
own (in the p a st), there could not be any transference of energy (or 
potentiality). Just as there can be no such transference from a Conception 
that has not yet appeared, or from one occurring in another series, L  in 
ihe same manner, there can be no transference from a Conception which 
is not strongly realised, and which disappears as soon as it is produced.

166- 67. If (secondly), the past Cognition were in the form of the 
Comprehender alone, then it could never have the character of tho Com ore- 
hended; and then in comparison with (and with reference to) what would 
it be the Comprehender ?

167- 68. As for the duplicate form of Conception, it has already 
been refuted (K . 64 et. seep) And (if a, Conception were to have such

ite.M. The objector urges that in a dream, past events are Cognised as prt)Hent. 
and is met by the argument thqjb Dream-Cognition is always mistaken; and as ’Huoh* 
cannot be admitted as an instance of Right Notion. ’

13I-6J The reasoning is pat into the syllogistic form, «• Past lives'": just as DM* 
lives are not objects of Cognition in the present birth. Tho second syllogistic argument 
is this : "  Ideas of Sense-perception do not. comprehend past objects" because t) « 
are not cognised as such; like future objects." ’

1#M6 Tbere iB aT10lhf'r discrepancy in this alternative: An Impression is otolr-mft 
as has comprehended its object; and the former Conception is solely in the f0rm of ' 
object of Comprehension. Consequently, prior to the appearance of the latter Cone ^  
tior. fof which alone the former could be-tho object), the former could in no J * *  
be Cognised. And ns such, it could not transfer its potentialities, in the shl Z  % 
impressions; and in tho absence of this transference, we could not Imre tl X  
conception comprehending the former, 1 - liter
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a “ duplicate character) ifc would also be ordinarily recognised as snob 
(which is not the case); and even if such wore the case, the latter Con
ception would net stand in need of another (foregoing Conception as the 
Comprehended object), for its full cognisance,

168-69. If you hold that a Conception has the duplicate form (of 
the Comprehender and the Comprehended), then all right notions would end 
in the Conception itself (as you declare that the Conception cognises 
itself) ; and hence, the past could never be an object of the Conception. If 
(the latter Conception were) of the same form as the former (Conception 
which you assort to be the) object of C om p rehen s ion , then (of th e  latter 
Conception) the very character of the Comprehender would disappear.

370. And if it were solely in the form of the Comprehender, then 
there would be no object (of Comprehension) ; because there is no simi arlty 
between the two. And as for the transference of potentialities (urged by 
you), we never come across any such transference.

171. And the absence of any such transference of potentialities, in 
accordance with your theory (of Momentary Ideas), has been proved (by 
ns, in the Section on “ Niriilambana-V ada. ')

171- 72. In the case of Ideas occurring in the same aeries, we must 
deny the relation (between them) of Cause and .Ejject, as also the relation 
of the Impressor and the Impressed,—because they are Ideas, just like 
Ideas occuring in different series (of Cognitions).

172- 74. Therefore that which is the Comprehender (of colour f . i .) must 
he different from its object, (colour),—because the conception of one is not 
always accompanied by that of the other;—as f . i  the CompreUnders of 
task, Ac. Similarly the Comprehended object is different from the Compre
hending (Idea)because one who conceives of the one does not necessarily 
conceive'of the other;—/.!, the Gomprehenders of taste Sue.

174 75. Thus then, the two factors (the Comprehender and the Compre
hended) must be concluded to be different,—like taste, Ac,because they 
are never conceived as identical;—as, f.i., the conceptions occurring in
another series. . , ,

175-76, Again, an Idea can not comprehend any portion of itself;—be
cause of its originating in an Idea ;--Hke its own potentiality (i.e., VUsana) ;
(and for the same reason) there is a denial of the comprehensibility of an

170. If the latter conception were solely in the form of the Compehender, then the 
former could not be its object; because the two would be dissimilar—one being the 
Comprehender, and the other being the Compehendcd; and all Objectivity is based upon 
Similarity. “  P rocess-s in ce  no wach process is possible for an Idea or Conception, 
which the Bauddha holds to be a non-entity.

m .li. Now follows a series of syllogisms.
Uii.'iS. The Bauddha holds that an Idea originates from an immediately preceding 

Idea- and it is an admitted fact that that which originates in an Idea cannot Compre 
lieud'itself; as for instance, the Impressions produced by an Idea, which are never 
oapable of being Comprehended by themselves.

* .
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Idea (by itself); because Impressions are not equipped with a duplicate 
character (that of the Oomprehender and the (Jomprehtmded).

.176-77. Caitra’s conception oauuot bo the means of the cognition 
of the comprehensible part of the conception occurring in the same 
series;— because it ia a conception j-r-juat as a conception occurring in 
another body (of another man), cannot be the Comprehends thereof,
( i.e . ,  of Caitra’s conception).

177-79, In the same manner is to be explained the refutation of the 
duplicate capability of conceptions. W e admit of a multiplicity of facul
ties elsewhere (e g., in Atma), because each is proved by other means of 
right notion. Whereas in the present case (of conception) there is no 
ground for asserting such multiplicity of capabilities, And for these 
reasons we do not accept, as valid, the fact of -your theory being simpler 
and acceptable to both us (which you have urged in support of the theory 
of the form belonging to the Idea, and not to any external object).

179- 80. There is another reason too—that since conception is the 
means of comprehending the object, therefore it (conception) must be 
itself comprehended before the comprehension of the object; but this 
reasoning is unsound, because the case of the sense-organs—the eye, &o.— 
affords an instance to the contrary.

180- 81, Then again, it has been urged that since the concept ion is 
not repressed, it must be comprehended as soon as it is produced. But, 
on this, we urge that the Conception could not be comprehended by itself 
(for rea sons urged above); and none other (that would comprehend it), 
has till then been produced; hence, in the absence of any means o f Com
prehension, it could not be comprehended (as urged).

182, If there wore no 4 Idea/ then we could not, in any other way, 
explain the existence of objects; hence it ia that after (the object has 
been perceived), we form an idea (of the Idea) as the means of a right 
notion (of the perceived object).

188. The mere fact of n a n - re p p re s s iq n  by something else cannot lead 
to the Comprehension of anything. An a matter of fact, in the absence

m.79 “  in the same manner, ” —i.e,, "  A conception cannot have a do able faculty, 
because it originates ia a conception,*—-like impressions,” “ Simplicity” ,—we part 
company from you when yon sacrifice evidence to simplicity ; and certainly “  Gaarava ”  
is no fault, when supported bv proofs: “  Pramatiavantyadrishtani kalpydni tuba* 
hmyapi.”

The eye ia the means of cognising colour ; and certainly, the Eye, as an organ, is 
not necessarily Comprehended, always, before the Comprehension of colour. Therefore 
the more fact of the Idea being a means jot Comprehension cannot afford sufficient 
ground for holding its own prior Comprehension.

i8* The Author explains how the Comprehension of the "  Idea” is got at. He 
means to say that, if there were no Idea, we could not explain objects as we see them. 
Consequently, it is through "Apparent inconsistency,”  that we assume the existence 
of Ideas.

22
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of a fully efficient, cause, oven a (solid) object is nob perceived (or com 
pro he niled),

184. While functioning towards the Comprehension of the Object, 
the Idea does not approach, itself {i.e., does not render itself compre
hensible). Hence, though the Idea is the illuminator (or the means of the 
Comprehension of other things), yet for its own Comprehension, it stands 
in need of something else.

185. Or, the illuminative character (of the Idea) may be said to 
consist only of the Comprehension of the object; and there is .n o  Compre
hension (by itself) of (the Idea) itself; hence it cannot be its own 
illuminator (or nmnifester).

186- 87. As in the case of the Eye, &c., we find that, though endowed 
with an illuminative character, they have their illuminativeness restricted 
to (their specific objects) colour, form, &c.,--so, we would have the same 
restriction in the present case also: viz.: the illnminativeness (of the 
Idea) would affect the external object, and not (the Idea) itself; for 
the simple reason that it is incapable of doing so ( i . e of manifesting 
itself or leading to its own Comprehension.)

187- 88, “  If one (Idea) were to be comprehended by another (Idea),
then there would he no end of (such Ideas—one comprehending the other). 
Finding that there is remembrance of such and such (Cognitions) we 
must admit that all such Cognitions in a series are definitely compre
hended. If however all these were comprehended by a single Cognition, 
then, the comprehension of ail would be explicable by that alone (and 
it would not be necessary to assume an endless series of Cognitions).”

189. Tour assertion that “  there is a remembrance of each of the 
Cognitions in a Series ” is opposed to ordinary experience. For no ordi
nary person ever remembers any such Series of Cognitions.

190-91. (The ordinary experience is that) when such objects as the 
ja r  and the like, have been Comprehended, soon after this, there follows, 
through Apparent Inconsistency, the frequent recognition of certain concep
tions ; and this recognition goes on until one becomes tired of i t ; and hence 
(subsequently, it would be only so many Cognitions, that would be remem
bered (and not an endless series of them). And as for any remembrance, 
prior to such recognition, of Cognitions, it would be like the remembrance 
of the child of a childless woman fi .e , an impossibility).

192. The notion of remembrance that enters into the element of 
the subsequent Cognitions, is a mistaken one; because it is (really) only 
a remembrance of the object (and not of the Cognition). And it is

13* Being engaged in manifesting the object, it cannot, at the same time, manifest 
itself. Since two independent Functions can never operate simultaneously.

191 ^  j B th e  o b je c t  th a t  is r e m e m b e r e d  ; a n d  as th is  co u ld  n e v e r  b e  e x p lic a b le  

w ith o u t  a  fo r m e r  c .ig n itio n , th e r e fo r e  t h e  la tte r  lias to  b e  a ssu m e d , th r o u g h  “  A p p a re n t. 

In c o n s is te n c y .”

\%>̂ -rr ' . ■ ■. ■
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this (remembrance of the object) that leads to the cognisance of a previ
ous Cognition.

193. The recognition of the Series of Cognitions would continue 
only bo long as one is not i iced of it, even if the preparations for its conti
nuance he on a grand scale. And there is sure to he a break, either 
through fatigue, or predilection, or contact with something else ; just as 
there is in the case of objects.

194. As for “  the remembrance of such and s uch ”  that has been men
tioned (in K 188) ;—if this refers to the first cognition, then there would 
be a Comprehension of that one alone; and as such there would be no 
“  endlessness.”

195. If however the remembrance belonged to every one of the 
Cognitions (in a  Series), then we would have to accept an equal number of 
Comprehensions as well,—and as such, who could get aside the series (even 
though endless) when they would he in due accord with reason f1

196. If it be assumed that “ they (t.e., the endless remembrances) 
have all got the first Cognition for their object,” then the differences, 
among the Cognitions (of the series) coming one after the other, would 
not be possible.

197. For one, who holds that all conceptions have Cognitions for 
their objects, the distinction between the Conception of the ja r  and the 
Cognition of this conception, is scarcely possible.

198. And just ns such a theorist, when remembering a conception, 
remembers it as devoid of any form,—so, when remembering & pre cog
nised object, lie would remember this also as devoid of any form,

199. When the remembrance follows on the wake of a conception, it is 
because the conception (or Idea) is the means of (ascertaining) the exis
tence of the object, and not because the conception is comprehended.

In the case of an object, perceived by the eye, for instance, we find that there 
is a cognition of the object, only so long as the Bye is not tired, or the person himself 
does not desire to withdraw to other objects, or until no other object appears on the 
scene. The same is the case with the Comprehension of cognitions ; and heuco there 
never could be an endless series of cognitions.

19a The expression could apply either to the complete Series, or to the first unit 
alone. The former alternative has been refuted in K. 190-91, et. seq.

19S The series is made up of the first Cognition of the jar, the Cognition of this 
Cognition, and so on ad infi. And certainly there is a certain difference among these. 
No such difference could be possible, if every one of the endless Cognitions, had tha 
same Cognition for its object.

bd The Bauddha ascribes a form to the Conception ; and yet he says that when 
remembering it, he remembers it as devoid of form. So in the case of the Cognition 
of objects also, the reruombrunoe would bo devoid of all form,—which is an absurdity.

W3 ]t hns been urged by the Bauddha that, because Retnemberanue is found to 
follow ou Conception, therefore it is the Conception that is comprehended. The 
K'rikfi refutes this view by declaring that we have Uememberauces following upon 
Conceptions because it is only through such Conceptions that we can have any idea 
of objects.

III
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200. “ Proximity "  and “ Relativity !* (blind, have been urged by t‘h» 
Bauddha as reasons for the Comprehendibi 1 ifcy of the 'Conception bused 
ti i)on its identity with the form of the object) are precluded (from the Con
ception) because of the impossibility of the Comprehensibility (of Concep
tions.) ■ Or the two factors (of Proximity and Relativity) could bo said to 
be baaed on the relationship of the object and subject (subsisting between 
the Object and the Conception); and as such what good would result from 
their non-disjunction of place (i e., identity) f

201. It has been urged (by the Bauddha) that no form of an object 
could be possible in the case of a mistaken Cognition ; but we have already 
proved (in the Section on Niralamhanavnda) t hat in some cases (of mis
taken Cognition) we have only instances of the perversion of time and 
place.

2)2, Even Cognitions other than those of Sense-perception are 
brought about by means of past and future objects,— both during tho 
existence and non-existence of Impressions.

2013. In the case of the object, that has never been, or never will be, 
comprehended,— there being no impressions, how could the Bauddha too, 
have any Cognition ?

2(M. If, even in the absence of Impressions, Cognitions were to 
appear; then that would contradict the causal efficiency of Impressions, 
which is accepted by you.

Ml The Bauddha argues thus i "The object Blue is not different from Its cogni
tion ; because there can be no Cognition of anything that is not identical with the 
Cognition itself. And again, if there be no relation, there can be no Comprehensibility. 
According to as, however, the form of the object is close to, and identical with, cogni
tions; and it >.• on account of this that it is comprehensible." To this the Karika 
offers the reply that both tho Proximity and the Relativity (of the form of the object 
with tho Cognition) become precluded from tho Cognition, simply because this latter can
not be the object of comprehension. Therefore you must accept the comprehension of a 
form of the object, which is neither related to, nor in close proximity with, Cognition.
Or again, Oven in the absence of any such identity, (between the Cognition and the 
form of the object}, we con'd assert the proximity and relativity of these two, to bo 
based upon, tho relation of tho object and subject, which subsists between them,
“  Nmi-distinction of place *’ is identity ; and “ objectivity ” is the character of bearing 
the result of Cognitions ; and this latter is the definition of “ Comprehensibility, ’ of 
which ho other definition is possible.

Ml A wrong Cognition is only one of an object, in a place and at a time other 
than the correct ones; and it can never bo possible for any Cognitions, right or wrong, 
to a Sect such objects, and such regions of time and place, as are not known to the 
agent.

30i Remembrances and Dreams occur only when there are impressions; but Infer
ential Knowledge is attainable, through premises, even in the absence of impres
sions.

203 Because the Bauddha asserts the forms of Cognitions to bo due to tho impres
sions left by previous Cognitions.

20r You hold that cognitions are always due to Impressions; and this theory would 
ba contradicted,

' ̂  _f  A ■
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205. And if tliere be any irapveaaiona in that case also, then, these 
inu^t have been preceded by a cognition (if not in this life, at least in 
some former life) ; and such being the case, the object (to which the 
impressions belong) must have been cognised before at some place or 
other (so that this Cognition, at some distant date, must have given birth 
to the impressions m  question),

206. Thus then, it is not proper ever to assert the absolute non-exis
tence of an object (with reference to a Cognition). And on account of 
the inexplicability (of strange dreams and impressions, without external 
objects), it becomes established that the object (dreamt of) had existed 
(and had been cognised) (at least) in some previous birth,

207. Sometimes it happens that Cognitions appear in an incorrect 
form ; but this is due to certain discrepancies in the cognitions themselves.
In the case of the earth <k:., however, their forms would he cognised 
only through themselves (arid not as based on Cognitions).

208. Barring these (objects like the Earth, &o.), we cannot ascribe 
any form to the objects of cognition. For “  Cognition ”  too cannot attain 
to its character, unless it is possessed by an external object.

209. And again if this (form dreamt of), and ot her forms, were to 
be ascribed to Cognitions alone,— then what would be the distinguishing 
feature in dreams, which marks them as absolutely non est (or unreal) P

210. For these reasons, it must be concluded that, this (dream) is 
a pure misconception, which, while comprehending an object for us, 
comprehends it in a way other than in which it exists ; and it can never 
bo said to exercise any independent function by itself.

211. It is for this reason that the Cognition to the contrary (of any- 
misconceived Cognition) gives rise to such a reasoning as that— “  though 
the object really exists in another form, yet this (false) form is imposed 
upon it by the mind (or Cognition) (under the influence of a certain 
delusion),’1

212-13. The same is the case with such misconceptions as that of the

S0» '< In some previous birth.” This has been added, in order to guard against tt<> 
instances of sttch Dreams, &o., aa are altogether now.to the Agent, and aa such, unlike 
all his experiences in this life.

KOI Objection; “ One can have no impressions of his own head being cut off ; and 
then how can you explain a dream to thar, effect ? ” Reply a man sees another per
son’s head beiug cut off, and by certain misconceptions, common in Dreams, the 
impression left by that event is transferred 10 one’s own head.

*10 By Dreams also, we only comprehend certain objects, the only difference being 
that during a Dream, the object is perceived to bo in a form other than the right, one.
As a matter of fact, Dreams could never have an end in themselves, as laid down by 
the Da add ha, with regard to Cognition, in general,

Sll This is all that a contradictory Cognition does j it does not absolutely nega
tive the existence of an external object.

SLi-lS liefer to the objections nrged in KarikSs 57-58. The first explanation means 
that the difference in the Gender and such application of names to the same object is.

' • V • . ' ' • ‘ '' * .> • . • ,j i . •' r • . * 1
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M double moon and in the same id aimer, in the case of. «ach synonyms 
as “  taraka ” (Fern.) ( “ Nakshatra ” Kent.), Ac , the feminine character, Ac.,
(1 ) would be such as lias been perceived elsewhere (and attributed here 
by mistake) ; or (2 ) they might be somehow explained as being merely 
verbal; or (3 ) lastly they might be explained as being due to such 
perceived agencies as the excess or otherwise of the various attributes o 
Sattwa, Rajas and Tamas, as has been suggested by some,—notably, by 
Patanjaii (in bis Vydkarana-Bha-hya) .214. Thus then, we find that the application of the three genders 
to the game object, is not un-reasonablo. And since the diversity 
is based upon comparative difference (from other objects in the excess 
or deficiency of one or other of the attributes), therefore- there is no 
contradiction^if different genders be attributed to the same object). ^

215. The same is the case with the ideas of a “ dead body,” dxu,
(with reference to a handsome woman), where the same object (the 
woman) being found to be possessed of all the three characters, the 
disposition of the cognising person leads to the recognition of one or the
other definite character. . , .

216. In the case o f objects with many forms, the impression left
after its particular Cognition (at a particular moment) would be the cause

a mistake. But inasmuch as wo have no Cognitions whereby such use would be 
contradicted, and (hence) set aside, wo offer the second explanation. The differences 
may bo only verbal, and not real. But inasmuch as this also is a gratuitous assump
tion, we have a third explanation. Patanjaii holds that the (Sender of objects and 
hence of Words is based upon the excess or deficiency of the several (jrunas; .that 
which abounds in Sattwa is masculine; that which abounds is Rajas is feminine, and 
that abounding in 'famas is Neuter; this excess or otherwise of the Gunas however 
is purely comparative; one and the same object may have an excess of Sattwa, in 
comparison with one object (thus being masculine)> while the same objoot may have 
a deficiency of Sattwa and an excess of Rajas, in comparison with a third object (and 
as such it would bo called Feminine). Thus then, there is nothing unreasonable in 
the use of different Genders with regard to the same object. In the case iu question, 
the brightest stars may be said to be Masculine, the lesser ouos Feminine, and the 
smallest ones called respectively, "  Tishya,” “ TdraM ” and ” Nakshatra ”

*14: This refers to the objection urged in KSrika 59. The Woman Is possessed of 
the three properties of a dead body, a handsome person, and « mass of flesh. The 
Remmoiate recognises her a dead carcase (not fit for touching) j because having 
continually thought of the body without the Self as dead matter, he recognises only 
a dead body in the Woman, A licentious man, accustomed to the company of women, 
recognises, in the handsome woman, an object of enjoyment. And the Dog, accustomed 
t„ flesh eating, recognises in her only a lamp of flesh. The determining cause of each 
of these recognitions is the impression that is engraved upon the mind of each of the 
three Agents. By continuous practice, certain impression* are produced npon indivi
dual minds; and these impressions predispose the mind to one or the other form of

SIS The specific form being that to which, more thau to others, the Agent has 
been accustomed, and of which the impressions u *  stronger and more permanent.
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of determining arty one specific form, and sotting aside, for the time being 
all, other forms.

2L7. Similarly in the case of the notions of “ length ”  (“ shortness,”  
with regard to a single object) and of “  Ghnfcafcwa ” (“  Parthivatwa, ” with 
regard to tho single object “ jar  these will cease to be contradictory,— 
tii© diversity of forms being due to differences based upon comparison (of the 
object with various other objects).

218. And on the mere ground of the Cognition being of multifarious 
forms, it is not right to assert that there can be no form at all ; because 
the diversity of forms may only be duo to the diversity of comprehension 
(iu different Individuals).

219. And on the ground of the comprehension (by different persons 
being diverse), it is quite possible for contradictory forms to belong (to 
one and the same object). There is no such hard and fast, rule laid down 
by God, that “ one object must have one, and only one, form.”

220. We must, mt everything just as it is perceived ; and even 
the singularity (or on.,-,, ss) of an object cannot be held to be absolute.

221. Therefore the forms of objects, consisting of appearance and 
disappearance, would be separately comprehended by means of Cognitions, 
brought about by the peculiarities of place (time), Ac.

222. Among people who simultaneously comprehend (an object, as 
{ ‘jar' ‘earthy’ Ac.,)— he who happens to remember a word denoting a cer
tain form, comprehends the object in that form only.

223. Though the properties of colour, odour Ac., reside separately in

S17 This refers to tho objection urged in Karikh 69-60. The same object may be 
long in comparison with one object, and short in comparison with another,

818 It has been urged in K. 61 that since different persons have different ideas 
with regard to the same object, therefore any one form cannot be said to specifically 
belong to any object. The present Karika meets this by urging that the diversity in the 
form is due to the difference in the comprehensions of different persons, based upon 
individual idiosyncrasies.

819 Because different persona have different comprehensions—this is enough reason 
to lead to the conclusion that it is possible fora single object to be impressed with 
diverse, and oven contradictory, forms.

880 We must accept nn object to be of one or of multifarious forms, according as 
we perceive them ; there can be no other criterion. There is no proof of the object 
being one only. Therefore there is nothing contradictory in one and the same object 
being endowed with various forms,—when such are in accord with the cognitions 
of individual persona.

831. « Appearance and disappearance ’ ’—one form appearing in the cognition of one 
person, and disappearing in that of another. Thos then the object will have one form 
or the other, according as it happens to be cognised by this or that person Snch 
appearance or disappearance may be based upon the differences of time, place ,Vc. 
f.i. a well-armed man in the jungle is reoognised as a huntsman, white in the midst of 
a town, he is only known as a policeman.

891 This refers to K. 30. Even these people do not become cognisant of the form 
of the Conception, prior to that of the form of the object.

' ;Go‘v\  ■ ' ' ■ . •. •
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a / « f  yet— their Cognition ia restricted in accordance with the respective 
functioning of the Eye, the Nose, <fcc.

224. In the same manner, though the characters of ‘ Ghatavm 
Pdrthiatwa’ &a.—hare their existence equally for all persona, yot their 
recognition is con trolled by the remembrance (by different Indi viduals) of 
words expressing the various forms (of the jar).

225. Therefore the character of the object, though existing outside, 
is assumed to bo toe object of Cognition, according as it is approached 
or not approached, by the various organs of sense, the Eye and the rest,

226. Though ordinary people assert that “ the external existence 
of the object is in accordance with the Conception wo have of it,” —yet 
oven these people do not attribute a form to the object by means of 
(and subsequently to) the recognition of the forms of the Idea.

227. It is only as a means of Cognition, that a Conception presents 
to us the Object—as that “  such is the object ” ; because it (Conception) 
is only the means (of recognising the form of the Object).

228. Thus then those who hold, the existence of external objects do 
not admit their non-existence, which you seek to prove by means of Infer
ences ; and passing over the Cognition of the Idea, they become cognisant 
of the form of the external object itself.

229. It is necessary for students of Philosophy to explain things ex
actly according to Cognitions met with in ordinary experience. And (in 
ordinary experience) the external object is never cognised to be of the 
same form as the internal (Idea).

280. “  If at the time of the Cognition of the Object, the Conception 
too were to be cognised as what has already appeared,— what would this fact 
accomplish for the Purvapakshin ? And again, how could he speak of
another object ? ”

281. (The moaning of the objection as urged, in the Bhashya is that) 
the objector asks the upholder of external objects-*-' Bo you not hold that

*28 The cognition of external objects is got at by moans of Sense-perception * ami 
you seek to prove tbo negation of these by moans of Inference. But before your 
Inference has had time to function, the existence of the external object will have been 
recognised by tbo prior functioning of Sense-perception.

289 The object is recognised as “ blue,”  and not ns "  I ”  (which is the real internal 
form).

280 The Bhashya says: "  utpadyaradnaivdsdm Jnajate Jnapayati cdrthdntaram 
pradipamditi yadr/ucyeiia” (an objection urged from the standpoint of the Bauddha) ; 
and the present Karika objects to this as coming from the Bauddha. The fact urged by 
the objector does not in any way help bis position ; in fact it only goes to weaken it, 
inasmuch as he is made to assert “ another object” (Arthdntaram)—which is opposed 
to the purely Idealistic theory.

281 This Karika supports the objection as urged in the Bhirihya. If there is no 
suppression, the objeot. is bound to be comprehended; and as such, if you deny its 
suppression, how can you deny its Comprehension?
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there is no suppression of Conception while it comprehends another 
object P ’ . ‘o'!

23*2. The reply to this question is that wo do not admit of such 
Comprehension, because there is no direct ( sensuous) means of compre
hending (such another object) ; and also because there is no mark { Reason 
or middle term by which such Comprehension could be inferred).

232-33. Or, the objection may be taken ns applying to other theories.
In these other theories, the Idea is said to be cognised at the time of the 
Cognition of the Object ; and in that case, the existence of the Object 
would be struck at its root ; and it is for this reason that wo bring the 
object ion home to them.

23-i. ‘ The passage beginning with * NamT is irrelevant (as coming 
from the Bauddha) ; because it urges what is desirable for his opponent; 
and secondly, the mention of sequence contradicts what has boon assorted 
before.”

235, “ And if it he urged that ‘ both (Idea and Object) bei ng momen
tary, the Cognition urged in the objection is quite proper, and that the 
fact of the objoot being eognusd subsequently is mentioned only as a past 
event (by means of the past participle affix in JnyStah),— there would lie a 
useless repetition of what has already been said before,”

a8* This TCYirika explains the passage of the Bhashyn, embodying the reply to the 
objection raised by the Bauddha in the pas an go referred to above. Though there is no 
suppression there may bo no means of comprehending the object; nor is (boro air, 
spell characteristic of it os would load to the acceptance of its Comprehension.

532.53 This Karikii interprets th e  o b jectio n  u rg ed  in th e  Bhiisbya, in  a, d ifferen t w a v ,  
as d irected  against th e Vai^eshika dootritio  th a t  th e Id e a  is c o m p re h e n d e d  sirn n lta n e .

6mdy with the Object, In that case, no external object could be proved to have a real 
existence; boor.ime the Couiprobe ;sion of the Idea is nob possible without that of the 
form; and when the form has once been cognised in connection with the Idea, there 
w o u ld  be no room left for the interception o f the external object itself.

a®*| The Bhiisbya lays down another Bauddl. t argument: “ Utpanndydmeva buddhau 
artho j myate, Sfc., —a passage which ends with the assertion that “ at first there 
is tut appearance of the Idea, and then follows the cognition of the object.” The 
Karikh says that this is not opposed to the Mlminsa theory, which also holds, that the 
Object is cognised only on the manifestation of tho Idea; and, to tho contrary, the 
mention of tho. Cognition of the Object is directly against the pUnyamiiln tenets; and 
lastly, it has been urged above that the cognition of the Idoa is simultaneous with that 
of the Object; and this is contradicted by the present assertion, that the cognition 
of the Idea isfollmeed by that of the Object.

SS6 The contradiction urged above is met by the assertion that in the second 
objection also, wo have only the aforesaidsimullansily in view. With regard to the Idea 
it has been said lhafc it is being manifested (In tho present tapse), while, the object has 
been said to have been cognised (in the Past), And for tho Bauddha, there cannot bo 
any other alternative save that of simultaneity; because all things being momentary 
any object that lias once appeared and given rise to an Idea, could not wait for another 
moment, to be cognised by itself separately.

f i t  m a y  h o w ev er  be noted that if th is  ex p lan a tion  is a c c e p ted , th e  secon d  o b je c tio n  
b e c o m e s  th e  sa m e as th e  fir s t .)
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23G. Here too, fclie Bauddha does not speak koui hia own stepdpoiBt 
tke fact being that through the assertion o£ bis opponent he is Toisfeiken 
as to the theory of his antagonist and (while under this misapprehension) 
he has pat the question (urged in objection 2). ^

23,7.40. “  The simuttanity of the manifestaticm and Comprehen
sion of the Idea being absolutely established,~we ask if these come before 
the Comprehension of the Object, or after it, or simultaneously with it f 
This theorist (the Mimansaka) asserts the Comprehension of the Idea to 
follow after that of the O bject; and then (iu accordance with this theory) 
the Idea would be produced also after (the Object). But tins is not 
possible ; hence we declare the production (or manifestation of the Idea) 
to precede the cognition of the Object ; and thus at the same time we would 

also hare the Comprehension of the Idea (and hence the Comprehension of 
the Idea would also precede that of the Object). And the prior Compre
hension of the Idea being thus established, there can be no proper 
discrimination between the external (Object) and the internal (Idea)
[and ns such by priority we infer the form to belong to the Idea and 
not to any external Object].” Anri it is in view of these reasonings that 
the objector has brought forward the aforesaid objections.

241, Even if the Comprehensions of the Object and the Idea were 
simultaneous (as mentioned in Qbj. l ) , -w n  could not recognise any 
form as belonging to the Object (because the form will have been cog
nised as being confined to the Idea). And it is for this reason that the 
MimSnsaka first seeks to prove that the Comprehension of the Object pre
cedes that of the Idea (even though the Idea may have been produced 
before).

SM This Kaiika supports the objection as quite proper, as coming from the 
Baaddha. The Mimanaaka has asserted that, the idea of an object ia cognised before 
the Object itself j but, at the same pine, he has also said that when the Object has been 
cognised, the cognition of the Idea follows by Apparent Inconsistency. And from this 
the Bauddha has concluded the Mimausaka to hold that there is no cognition, of the 
Ideas before that of the Object; and from this he has also concluded him to deny even 
the manifestation of the Idea before the Object. And thus having misunderstood the 
theory of his opponent, the Bancldha a s k s “  But it is only when the Idea has 
appeared,&o.,&o, (Vide Bhsishya, quoted above)” .

8#t.40 These K rikas scit out the process-of. reasoning employed by the Bauddha 
as based upon the aforesaid misconception of the MimanSaka’s standpoint. The 
process shows that the aim of both objections is the same—vr*., the denial of the 
external Object, and the establishing of the fact of the Idea being the sole entity.

8*1 The first half of the Karika shows how the aim of the former objection too cor
se,s only of the denial of the reality of the external Object f and the sense of the second 
half is that if we accept the comprehension of the Idea to he cognised, either prior to„ 
or simultaneously with that of the Object, then we would bo forced to ascribe a form 
to the Idea, and deny the. existence of the Object altogether. For this reason, the 
first business of the Mimar.saka- is to prove that the comprehension of the Object 
precedes that of tho Idea—which latter is got at subsequently by means of Apparent 
inconsistency.
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212. The portion of tlie Bbaahya that follows after this has already 
been explained, above,

242-43. 41 Because the character of the Object comprehended is not 
remembered (a t some future time), just like an unknown object,— that ia 
no direct reason for asserting the previous non-Oomprehension of the Idea., 
Therefore with what, and on what way, ia the previous non-.Comprehen
sion of the Idea connected or role vent to the present discussion ? ”

244. For these reasons the present passage must be explained as 
being a refutation of the theory that “ the form belongs to the Idea, 
because of its prior cognition’ ’—because the notion of the form belonging 
to the Idea is the result of the argument based on its prior Compre
hension.

245, The passage “ Kd>mam buddksh ”  denotes the fact of the Idea 
being dependent on the Object.

246-47. A h a matter of fact apart from the form of the Object, 
there is no recognition of Ideas, And the Idea being recognisable by 
another’s form, it cannot be the object of cognition, because it is like a 
Mirage. Thus than, for you, tlie cognisability of Ideas would be in accord
ance with a comprehensible object, which you hold to be non-est. And 
since the form of the Ideas themselves is a tabula rasa, their cognisability 
could only be assumed to have been caused by the disturbance of Vasana 
(predispositions or tendencies). And as such the Idea itself could not be 
cognisable, in reality.

248, “  The fixity of cause ”  is equally applicable to both the 
theories because the upholders of 4 Idea’ as well as tto  upholders of 
“ external o b je c te q u a lly  take their stand upon the peculiar faculties 
of their substances.

249. “ How is it, that for you too the objects in the shape of threads

34J » The portion of the Bhtiihya," pc —" ear-yam ptlrvam, budilhirutpaAy&te na tv, 
jndyate explained above in Karikas 82-83.

S4S.43 This Karikit takes exception to the Bhashya passage in reply to the above 
objections'. The passage referred to is: "  Bkavati hi JchaJn haddeidetat yajnato’-
pyarthdk tannajndtavadvcyate.” It is often found that Of two objects cognised at on- 
time, only one may bo remembered in the future j consequently it is not right 
to assert that—“ because the Idea is remembered when the object is not, therefore 
there could have been no cognition of the Idea together with the Object,”

34* This la in defence of the Bhiishyu: Though the direct denial of the prior
conception of the Idea is nob quite relevant, yet what we mean by auoh denial ia only 
to strike at the root of the resultant theory t namely that the form belongs to the 
Idea, and not to the Object.

3*5 Bbashya : “ 'KdmamikarSpatvS buddhirtm Ihavaii’*—i. e. Even if the Idea and 
the object were identical, it would be more correct to attribute the form to the Object 
than to the Idea,

**6.*7 Ideas, being naturally plain (according to the Bauddha), could not have any 
forms of their own,

**5 Kiurlk*8 248-52 take exooption to the Bhajhya : “  Api ca niyatanimitta, pc., pc,"
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bring about only such effects as tho cloth ? Wherefore could not these 
(threads) bring about ajar ? Or how 'is it that the cloth is not brought, 
about by lumps of clay”  P

250. If you object to the Ideas of ‘ thread J and ' lump of clay ’ (as 
having the power to bring about ideas of the ‘ cloth’ and the ‘ jar res
pectively), then in the same manner, you would have an objection to 
the objects ( ‘ thread’ and * lumps of clay”  as having the properties whereby 
to bring about the objects 1 cloth* and jar’ ). 1

251. “ If the fixity of the creation' (or causation) of objects were 
said to depend on the restrictions of faculties (or capabilities -such as 
the faculty of causing a cloth is restricted to the- thread alone and so 
forth), then who could deny the same capabilities in the restriction of tho 
causation of Ideas ((,«*,, we would also have the Idea of threads Such as 
having resrioted within itself the power of bringing about the Idea of 
cloth) r ”

252. “ Therefore when the objection is common to both theories 
and when the means of meeting the objection too is similar to both,-— 
such an objection should not be brought forward by one against the other', 
during a discussion over a subject.”

253. But for the upholder of the 1 Object ”  theory, wo ha ve such moans 
(of meeting the objections) as the specialities of time, place and the like, 
which serve to control the capabilities of the causes, in ( tho manifesta
tion of) their particular effects ; (which resource is not open to the Idealist 
who denies space, time, &c., in fact everything besides Ideas).

254. The capabilities of objects too are such as are postulated 
through the “ Apparent Inconsistency ”  of the effects ;~j and as suen 
these are known to bo real, having their application restricted to their 
respective effects.

255. For yon, on the other hand, any such capability, either different 
or non-different from the Idea, is not recognised as real,—apart from its 
assumed (unreal) existence.

256-58, It is VASANi (Disposition) alone that you describe by the

liBi When we find that a certain characteristic in the effect cannot be otherwise 
explained, we postulate a corresponding potentiality in tho cause, to wluch. source we 
relegate the said charaeterestio.

356 To assume that the potentiality has an unreal existence is only a tacit denial 
of the potentiality; and ho nee a restriction of the causal efficiency.

jW.m Yon hold that the operation of tho cause is restricted by Vasaris. That 
any such controlling agency, as that of the Yiisaua, is not. possible, we have shown 
•under tho section of Jtfijrcilambana-Vdda, "Not dependent, $'c.” : For us, the Vasamv 
resides in the Soul, which being, for us, permanent, it may be possible for the opera
tion of tho underlying Yasana towards the restriction of the Causal efficiency to bo 
delayed to a certain extent.. But the Banddha holds the Vosanii to reside in the Idea,
-which is held to be momentary. Under the circumstances, how could Yasana (which
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word M jp'ftkfci ” (capability). Anil the restriction of oausalfcy, that yon base 
upon the VasanSs, becomes impossible, firstly, because such Vasanas cannot 
exist, and secondly, because they cannot be said to serve the purpose of 
any other object. Nor do you accept any such controlling agencies, as 
those of Time, Place, &a. It ia with all this in view, that the author 
o! the Bhgohya lias urged, against his opponent, the argument beginning 
with “ apt ca ” , &c.

258- 59. Therefore it does net meet our objection to your theory, 
merely to assert that “ just as for you, cloth proceeds from threads, so for 
us too, the Idea of cloth would proceed from the idea of threads.”

259- 61, Thus then (we conclude that) the negation of the external 
object is not proved by the first two means of Right Notion (Sense- 
perception and Inference) ; Of Verbal Authority there is no application in 
this case (denial of external object),—in fact it is applicable to the contrary ;
Analogy is not applicable, because you admit of nothing else that would 
be similar to Idea; neither does Apparent Inconsistency serve your 
purpose; because it proves quite the contrary. Hence we conclude that 
such denial of the external object can only be amenable to “  Negation”
{ .rt, the denial is only capable of being denied).

.;.61. Some people, finding that external objects being aggregates
of atoms are incomprehensible, have asserted the Negation (punyata)__ ■
thus proved to bo unamenable to any means of Right Notion—to reside in 
the predieable object itself ;

2t>2. but on account of the impossibility of any comprehensibility 
belonging to au internal (Idea) as shown above,—oven these people will 
have to admit of the comprehensibility of something else. As for atoms, 
neither do we accept them to be comprehensible; and as such, we must 
dcscrAe the aggregates of these (atoms) to be real (and as such, objects 
of comprehension).

too cannot but be momentary) exert any controlling'influence over tlie operation of 
Causes ? In fact the Bauddha’s VfisanS booomes devoid of any substantial substratum.
Nor does the Bauddha admit of any other controlling agency, hence all hi* Causal 
operations would become erratic in the extremeafc degree.

Sia.'ol “  Verbal authority suoh as InjunotionB-laying down sacrifices, .%c., and
f  mch W m g  teatim0Dy to tho rea,ity »f external objects. “ Apparent Inconsistency 
Various forms perceived in the world having boon found to be inexplicable, wo infer 
from Apparent Inconsistency, the reality of the existence of the various object*, in the 
external world. And this goos directly against the gfinyavada. Thus then all these 
Means of Right Notion bomg found to contradict the denial of external objects the 
only remaining Means of Bight Notion is Negation. And a theory that is amenable to 
Neg-iMon alone cannot but be denied in its totality. ° to

Finding that Qinyati is not established by any Pram an a, some people seek 
to rest, it in the PramSya,-their reasoning being this : Atoms are invisible ; therefore 
tho aggregate of atoms must be invisible ; therefore all objects arc invisible and ineom 
prehensile: and therefore they do not exist.”

S63 “  We must describe, Vo.”—ns wo shall prove later on.



182 <?V,0 KAVARTIKA.

203. Thus (lien (the reality of) the external object haying been 
established, there can be no unreality of the Idea (either) ; and for those 
who know the true character of both (the Object and the Id ea ’s  this (the 
Couple, Object and. Idea) is really a fit object for being made the axle of 
the wheel of ** Investigation into Duty,”'

Thus ends the Giinynvada.

(SECTION 5.)
I n f e r e n c e ,

3. Since “  Soase-porception”  has boon proved to be not a mis taken 
process, therefore, for the same reason, there can be no question as to the 
validity of Inference and the rest, as defined below,

2. The epithet “  known— relation”  either belongs to the cognising 
agen t; or it refers to 'ft substrate of the middle term; or the com
pound may be explained as a Kimnadharai/a —the words “  one-substrate ” 
referring to each of the two members of the relation (postulated in the 
Premiss).

3. Or the epithet may refer mutually to both members o f the relation 
itself,— the words 1 one substrate (or part) ’ in that case, signifying 
(severally) the two members themsel ves.

4. The “  relation ” meant here is that of invariable concomitance of

m  Just as a pair of horses is fit for pulling a car, so these two—the Object and 
the Idea-are fit for supporting and carrying through an Investigation into Duty, for 
those who know the real character of the Object and the Idea (S.e., the M'imimsafeas).

i Because Inference and the rest are all based upon Sense-perception.
% The Bhashya passage hero referred to is this: “ Anum.inam Jndiasamland-

hasya, $V., $*c.. ” If the compound “ Juatasambandha”  be explained as an Accusative
Bahuvrihi_■■< g 0 by whom the relation is cognised”— then the meaning of the
definition would bo that "  Inference is the cognition of that 'person who has previously 
recognised the relation, &o. &c.” If however, the compound be explained as a Gone- 
tive B a h u v r i h i That whereof the relation has been cognised ’— then, the definition 
would mean that “  Inference is the cognition, in another substrate (Fire), brought 
about by the perception (in the mountain, of smoke) which la a part of the relation, 
o f concomitance with Fire, perceived in such substrates ns the culinary hearth, the 
relation whereof with the smoke has been previously recognised ” Thirdly, the com

pound may be explained as a Karmadbaraya- n relation j”  in that case the defi
nition would mean that “ Inference is the cognition, in another member of the relation, 
brought about by the perception of the smoko, which is another member of the known 
relation,”

9 Taking the compound to be a Bahuvrihi, there can he yet another explanation :
That whereof the relation is known belongs to both members of the Minor Premiss 
taken together ; and "one part”  of this m .y be each of these taken severally,

* In the stock example, “  There is fire, because there is smoke,”  amok* is the 
means of the cognition of fire-; and certainly it occupies iess space, and is aeon lee* 
often, than the /he.

L M  (S1.
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the character of the Middle term with the Major term. To the ‘ Per
vaded (Middle term): belongs the function of bringing about the 
conception (of the Major term), and the ; Pervader’ (the Major term)
m held to be the subject of the conception (arrived at through the Infer
ence ).

5. Because the 1 Pervaded 7 is that which, in space and time, is either 
the equal or less in comparison with another; and that which is equal 
or more is the * Pervader ’ ;

6. therefore it is only after the ‘ Pervaded’ has been recognised, 
that its ‘ Pervader ' can be cognised ; otherwise there would he no snob 
relation between them as that of the 1 * Pervader and the Pervaded ’ ( i,e.. 
that of Invariable Concomitance),

7. Though it is a fact that the 1 Pervaded ' is (sometimes) cog
nised as the 1 Pervader ; yet even if its greater extension (in time and 
space) may not be contradictory, it could not (in that particular form) 
bring about the conception of the ‘ Pervaded.'

8. This is found to be the case in the instance of the ‘ cow ’ (pervaded) 
ami. the ‘ horned animal' (Pervader)) j where the ‘ cow ’ being the

Pervaded ’ gives nee to the conception of the ‘ Pervader’ ‘ horned 
an im a l. ’

9. Therefore even in such cases, where both members may ia certain 
cases be accepted as the 4 Pervader ’ and the < Pervaded, ’ it is the char
acter of the 4 Pervaded ’ alone, aud never that of the 1 Pervader,’ that 
tonus part (as the cause) of cognition.

10-11.^ Thus then that form of the 4 Pervaded ’ which brings about 
tue conception of the 4 3 Pervader ’ is precisely that alone which has at some 
previous time been perceived, at a definite time and place, as located in 
one substrate, and which is subsequently perceived, exactly in the same 
form, in another substrate.

12-13. The Invariable Concomitance of two general objects is recog
nised through a repeated cognizance (of their concomitance), and through 
the removal of all doubt as to their difference (non-concomitance). At 
times (there is an .invariable concomitance) of particular objects also ; as for 
instance, the perception of the appearance of the constellation of 
“  Krittika ” gives rise to the notion of the proximity of (its neighbour)
“  Rohini”  '

7 As ia the co.se of the argument—'' non-eternal, because, caused ’ ’--a  case where
both are equally co-extensive, and both may be the 14 pervader”  or the “ Pervaded •”
Even if wn admit the greater extensiveness of any one of these, though this will not
bo contradictory, yet any such member of greater extensiveness could not always give
rise to the conception of another of lesser extensiveness ; because the former can exist
even in the absence of the latter.

I3'U The smoke has previously been perceived to co-exist with Fire, in the culinary
hearth ; and subsequently, It is perceived in the mountain,—and instantly gives rise to 
the idea of the Fire existing in the mountain.
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18.15 In the cognition .of an Invariable Concomitance the cause 
is a certain property, with regard to which there is such a notion  ̂is that 
- it is only token this exists that smh and such a thing can exist’ ; ( proper
ties) other than this only tend to add support to concomitances brought 
about by other means. And we do not admit of any ascertainment of 
concomitance on the perception of only snob properties as these latter.

15- 16. Those that employ such (secondary properties) for the accom
plishment of their conclusions are frequently led away by the discre
pancies of oounter-argnmerits,■that crop up quite easily in them way.

16- 17. Those persons are alsb open to the faults of ‘ contradiction of the 
scriptures,’ ‘ na& contradiction of their own ends’ ‘ (self-contradiction), ’
‘ unheard of argumentations and such illogical argumentations should be 
avoided by all reasonable men. .

17- 18. Animal-slaughter is sinful, simply because it is prohibited.
In the absence of such prohibition, the mere fact of its being ‘ animal
slaughter’ could not prove it to be sinful.

18- 19. The falsity of all ideas if? based on two causes (the discre
pancy in the means of arriving at the idea, and the subsequent cognition 
of some idea setting aside the former) ; and the arguments asserting the 
facta of an Idea being an idea, and of having an origin, are of no use
( in  proving the falsity of any Idea). ' „

19- 20 The capacity of leading to Heaven belongs to sacrifice, Aw.:,, 
when performed by the first three castes ; and hence it cannot bo ascribed 
to those that are" performed by the (ludras, on the sole ground of these 
latter being performed by human beings, just like the former, ones. IS * * * 19

IS 16 The objection, that.'the KarikS is meant to meet is that “ if the pervaded Ua 
admitted to lead’ to the inference of the pervader, then the more fact of its being « 

woold lend to the inference that the slaughter of animals to the sacrifices W 
sinful • because there is a concomitance between Sinfulness and Slaughter, m the case 
of Brahmana—slaughter and the like.’ ’ The sense of the reply is that such concomitance 
is not admissible; because we have no such general proposition, ns that whenever 
there is gin there is daughter” The property that must be admitted as the basis <A 
concomitance, in the case in question, must bo the character of being prohibited ; because 
T o r n  ran deny the truth of the assertion that “ whenever there is « » ,  there is also 

wohibited in the scriptures.”  The basis of concomitance, in all 
«  nmst U such J  is capable by itself of being directly connected with the Major 
Term. Such however is not the case with Slaughter, because even m its absence, we
enme across sinfulness—e.g-, in wi ne-drinking, Ao.

16.11 §  Contradiction of scripture in the case of the alleged sinfulness of
animal sacrifice in the “ Aguisht-ma.”

17.13 This cites an example of the “  contradiction ofycriptures.
13.19 This gives an example of 11 Self-contradiction.
19 80 gome people might urge the argument that “  sacrifices performed by yudras 

mad them to Heaven, because they are performed by human agents, like the sacrifices 
performed by the higher castes.”  Besides being fallacious in itself, such an argumcn 
wl-mld be directly cont radictory to facts laid down in the scriptures,
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20- 21. Ucstructibiiifcy is based on the facts of having a beginning 
in time, and on that of being made up of certain constituent parts ; and it 
can never be based upon a nek facts as that of being cognised after a certain 
effort on the part of the agent.

21- 22, In the same manner the facts of belonging to a class, and being 
sensual (belonging to a certain organ of Sense) are common to all existing 
things (eternal as well as non-eternal) ; and hence, who else, except the 
Naiyayika, could bring forward those, as arguments for proving the non- 
cternaiity of Sound (or W ord) ?

22- 23. Therefore that, which by its very capability has been found 
to he the means of proving the existence of another, can be said to bo the 
means of bringing about its conception—and not that which conies to be 
related to it by mere chance.

23, By means of tho double mention of the words * one member * is 
mentioned the Minor term which forms one. of the members of the relation,

21. If ‘ sm oko,1 Ac., were not related to others (the Major and Minor 
terms) they could, by themselves, be * a member ’ (of the relation) 
and it is the ‘ Paksha ’ (Minor term) alone that contains both members (of 
the relation) partaking of the character of both tho conceived (tho Per- 
vador) and the means of (another) being conceived (i.e., the Pervaded).

25. With regard to the unascertained factor (Fire, f.i.) the Minor 
term (Mountain) forms the object to bo conceived ; while in relation to 
the ascertained ( ‘.smoko’) it is the means of the conception (of another); 
and it may be mentioned either separately or identically, according to the 
•wish of the speaker :

20. As an instance of the mention of the Minor term in a form 
Co-extensive with its correlatives, we have “ non-eternal, because it is 
originated”  and “ the smoky is fiery "; and as an instance of the Minor 
term mentioned in a form separate from them, wo havo “  there is fire in 
tho mountain, which is smoky.”

27. It is the Minor term as qualified by the Major term that forms 
the object of Inference. Independently of it (the Major term), the Minor 
term can never be the object of Inference,

28. The qualifying (Major term) by itself cannot form the object of

20.SI The fact of being cognised is urged as a proof of the destructibility of 
“  Words”  ; and tho Karika moots this argument.

S3.25 That is to say, that aloue could bo regarded as such means, with regard to 
which we have such a notion as that—“ when this exists, that must exist” —e.g., in tho 
case of “  being prohibited,” and “ sinfulness,”  where we have a definite general 
proposition •. “  Whatever is prohibited is sinful.”

** Consisting of both, it inust partake of the nature of both.
86 i'iro ” (in the mountain) is not known by any other means save that of Infer-

I
once; while the ‘ smoke’ is seen by tho eye. “ separately ” i.e., apart from the two mem
bers. ,f Identically”—i.e,, in a form co-extensive with them.

88 AH the members of tho syllogism are already known ; mid it Is only tho definite 
relation between the Major and Minor terms that forms the object of Inference.


