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we shall prove later on. Thus then, there ig no ganmal mnddle term whu,li

is common to both (of us). -
104-105,  Nor can tho character of the middle teun belong to the two_

particnlar cognitions (waking and dream cognitions), as they econstitute
respectively the Minor term and the Instance of your syllogism ; and
because the former in incopable of syntactical relation (with tho Miwor
term), while the latter cannot in any way belong to (or qualify) it Ay

105-106. Nor can the “ cognition’’ devoid of its object be the middle
term ; as it hiag been already explained that on acconnt of the non-recdgui‘-
tion of the subject, there follows the fault of ha.vmg the suhst.mhtm

undefined.
106-107. = Thus then yonr middle term too comes to be oontrnﬂictor )

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 nf the

prodicate. -

107-109. Even in dream-cognition the external aubsbra.tum 18 not
altogether absent. In all cases there i a real substratum, thoogh (in
dreams) appearing under diverse conditions of place and time, As a

class nor the individual, bt only the exclusion of all that is wnot cow, All thia will be
refutdd later on, i

104.106 The two paviionlar cognitions—waking and dream cognitions—oannot ba
accepted a8 the middie term; becwuse one of these (waking coguitions, f1.) forms the
Minor term of your syllogism; and if the same were made the middie term, ycmr
Minor Promiss would bocome absurd ; as it would be—'' waking cog nition ig w&kmg_
cognition.” And as for dream-cognition, it forms the corroborative instance of your
syllogiam, and does nobt belong to the Minor term ; hence even in this case, no propar
Minor Premise would be possible,

106106 The Baaddha urges that by “ cognifion” as their mindle term, they menn
“eognition pwre and simple independenily of the object sognised . | ''he objedtion to this,
however, is that a Minor Premiss, which is devoid of uhjective reality, earnot lead to
any correct conclusion ; specially as in such cases the middle term hecomes devoid of
any substratum; and as such, it becomes amenable to the same faulie that we
Iave argad against the Minor term that has it€ subject undefined.

05,101« gboys ?—Vide Kirikd: Nivalambanata Céha Sarvatha Yadi Sadhyalé,
§e, &e¢,” where it has been whown, by means of altornatives, that an absolute
absence of substratum is never met with; and from the negation of guch absence of
gubstratum, we conclude thab even in dream-coguition, there is no such abgence.
Thug then your Instance (Dream-cognition) becomes devoid of the predicate of your
conclusion (which ig absence of substratum). And waking cognitions too, being, for
the same reason, nob withoat real substrabum, the middle term becomes contradictory
to the coneclasion ; inasmuch as no “cognition” ig ever found to be without a real
gubatratum,

101109 We dream on}y of anch external objects as we have previously perceived,
The only difference liss it the disorder of the time and plase of the perception,
Henco dreams too caunot be said to be totally devoid of real subsbrutum in the
external world,
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matber of fack too, what is comprehended by dream-cognition is (some
veal external object that has been perceived) oither during the present
life, or in some past life, or at any other time, and which comes to be
cognised in dreams, either in connection with the same time and place,
or under different circumstances. '

109-118. The cause of misconception in the notion of the *five-brand-
civela” is the fire-brand whirled with extreme rapidity;—iv that of
“ imaginary cities,” the particular shape of the clouds, as also some precon-
ceived houses, &c. ;—in that of the “ Mirage,” preconceived water, or sand
heated by and reflecting the rays of the sun. And of the notion of “the
hare's horns " the canse 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 canse is the baldness of its head (ie., the absence of profu-
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
(such as *“ Hundreds of elephants on the tip of one’s finger™) the cause
lies in the objects themselves (as under theinfluence of extreme proximity
giving rise to such misconceptions).

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

114-115, 1t is a peculiarity of * Sense-percepbion” alone that it
comprehiends only such objects as exist at the present time, and also thab
it functions over objects in contact (with the senses); such restrictions do
not apply to other kinds of cognition (Inference, &c.)

115-116. (If you ask) “ How could an object, not existing, bring
about a cognition ? "—(we reply) whence do yon conclude the incapacity
of non-existing objects to produce cognitions ?

116-117. The point at issne between ns vrests in the fact of
(cognitions having) external substrate; and bence, even if there be no

109.U8 The external cause of dreams has been explained. These Karikis explain
the external causes of the ordipavy misconceptions of the senses. And it is shown
that even misconceptions are nob totally devoid of external realities,—to say nothing
of correct Perceptions.

115.1% T¢ ia -on]y the elements—EBarth, Water, &0.,—-in their subtlest formﬁ, that
aro called “ Prakriti.”

114.16 The notion of * Prakriti” iy got at by means of Inference, wherein it iz not
noceasary that the conditiona specified shonld apply. Hence the objection based upon
the imperceptible character of Prakrifj loses its force.

116.18 That which does not exist abt the present time eannot perform any action,
‘&o. ; but this does not mesu that it eannot bring about cognitions; as we bave cogni-
tions of many past and future objects.

H8.17T Because the absenca of proximity does not imply the absence of the exter-
nal gubsiratum of cognitions, ‘

18
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proximity of the object (with the Sense-organ), how could that affect our
theory ? il : i - i
117-119,  Thevefore it ig only that (cognition), which comprchends an
object otherwise than in the form it exists im, thal can be said to be
“ devoid of substratum ;”’ and that Cognition which hag * negation’ for its
object is, in fact, one that has a real substvatum ; becanse this ‘ negation’
too is not an independent entity by itself; for it is 1.10t,-so-doi‘npreheﬁded.'
For you, howeyer, both of these (‘absence of substratum’ and ¢ negation
as the substratum’) together with their causes, can never be ascerfained.
119-20. And like the discrepancies of yonr conclusion, the contra-
dictory character of your middle term too would he chargeable (to your
argnment) j—inasmuch as it leads to the subversion of the forms of the
predicate, subject, &c.—taken severally as well as collectively (in the
premiges). ! j i I A
120-21, The discrepancies of the instance too become chargoable to
you; inasmuch asin any single objoct, it is not possible to have the con<
ception of parts of the major term and the middle term, and also thab of
invarinble concomitance (of fthese two). i ' Fol

121-22. Some paoplel arge againgt yt)u' 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
guch an assertion, as) such an sssertion could on

: b ly bo made in the cage of
the conclusion being an aflirmative one. ) : _

117-19. By “ cognition without o substratum ™ is meant o wrong tognition or miscon.
coption,~and not one that cognises weelf, And the nobion— this is not a jar "-~hag
algo a real substyabum ; inasmach as this negative conception is vothing more than
a positive cognition, having for its object, the ubsence of the properties of the Jar
in the partieniar object, For the Bauddha, on the other hand, there can be mno cogni-
tion devoid of real gubstratum ; becanse the coguition, according to them, cognises
itself. Tt

119.80 Your conclugion has been pointed out to be such as has its subject not
known, &o., &o. In the same menner, we are going to show that your middle term is
conteadictory.  Your middle term wonld prove tle falsity of all cognitions ; and as
guch, it would also prove the falsity of the cognitions the Subject and Predicate of
your conclusion; and as such it wounld esteblish the conteadictories of your con-
olusion. :

13081 The Tnstance, * Dream-Cognition,’” is guch as is devoid of your Major term,
« Absence of substratam *’; it i also devoid of the middle term, * the chamracter of
cognition " ; it is devoid of the combination of these two ; aud lnstly it is also devoid
of the concountance of these. “In a single object, §c.'’—i.e., in cognition, taken by
itsolf, independently of any substratuu. * )

130,88 ¢ Instance of Dissimslarity” : £,  where there ig no absence of gubstratum,
thoie is no cognition.’ Tt is mot mentioned, §e.”: The sense of this is that when
iho conclusion is an afirmative one, its negation is its contradiotory; aud when it is
a negalive one, them, its niegation being 8 non-entity, t_,h.a -Enifidh? taﬂ?t could not
apply to it. Hence it is not nocessary to an instance of dissimilarity, in the case

-
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123.24. The citation (of the instance of dissimilarity) is possible,
even in the case of the contradictory (of the major term) being a nega-
tive one ;—a.g,, *“ that which is not transient is not an effect, as *Sky-
flowers,’ &c.,” an assertion which is gnite reasonable. '

124-25. 1In the case of your argument, however, we have a negative
major term (ov conclusion) (‘* devord of substratum ') ; and hence its con-
tradictory (presence of substratwm) is positive ; and as snch it is necessary
that the contradictory of your major term shonld have been supported by
an Instance.

125.26. And if you were to mention any such, the double negation
would signity only an affirmation ; and no affirmation could be made if
the object were non-existing, _ _ it

126-27. Under the circumstances, in the case of the negation of the
omniscience (of Buddha) we would have the '-‘r-‘ollowing form of reagoning :
“There is an incapability of His sense-perception, &c., (to apply to all
things), like our own (sense-perception, &c.).” '

of our argument. The meaning of the Author ig that the Banddbas do not make
thig assertion with referenca to the argnment in guestion ; besanse for them there ig
no ease of affirmabive sense-perception; na sccording to them, thers can be no joint
cognition of the middle term accompained by the major term (ie, of the major
premiss). It is for this reason, thabt they always base the applicability of their
middle term upon ite capaeity to preclude the contradictory of tho conclusion; eon-
gequently, in the abgence of an Inatance of Dissimilarity, there can be mo precia-
sion of the said contradictory ; therefore, in the Bauddha theory, it is always naces.
sary to cite Ibatances of Disgimilarity. Their Major term-~* absence of substratum
—however, ia & negabive oune; and honce its contradictory cannot but be positive —
* a real substrabnm * ; and it is qunite possible that the middle term should veside in this
latter, positive entifyy : g0 in order to deny this possibility, it was necegsary to cite
an Instance of Dissimilarity. s

138.3 Even in the case of an affirmative conclusion, ag & matter of fact, the
citing of an instance of dissimilarity is not necessary ; but such citing in not impossible s
because even when the contradiotory is a negation one, such instances are alwaya
poszible ; hence thosa that are clever ab inferential reasonings must always he able to
cite sach instances, the omission of which would be a sorions mistake, An example
of' such an Instance is given: Im the argnment, ‘gound is transient, becanse it is
canved,” we enn cite an instance of dissimilarity, sach as “ that which is not transient
ig not cansed, as Sky-flowers.”

1#6.28 If you were to cite snoh an instance, it could be only in the form—< That
which is not devoid of substratum is not a Cognition,” and ths donble negation—* that
which is not devoid of "-—would mean “ that which is endowed with ;' and tlis affie-
mation could not be made, if there were no real substratum,

18.87 The Bauddba would retoxt that these disorepancies could he charged againat
all negative arguments,—oven to that argument by which you meek to deny the omni-
science of Baddba, In order to avoid this charge, the Aunthor says that the form of onp
argument against such omniscience would be this: “ Buddha's perception cannot
apply to wuoh objects as exisk in the future &o.,—becanse it is sanse-percepbion,—like
our ordinary sense-perception,—f.i, words”; and thus we sail clear of the above
charges; a8 the citation of the Ingbance of Dissimilarity —* That which comprehe nds,
&o. "= is quita correct.
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197.28. I o cnse where no conteadictory (of the major term) is
possible, other theorists declare that this (non-citation of the instance of
digsimilarity) is no fault; inasmuch as even without such citation the
reagoning is conclusive. : G I ;

128-29, Then again, it is only those who admit of real means (of
argnment) that can engagein & discussion ; and the Cinyavadi is not
entitled (to any discussion), because he accepts no meaus to be real.

129-30, (Obj.). “Bat all the argumeats that we have brought fox-
ward are such as are accepted by you (to be real, thongh not by us) ;
and as such, wherefore should yon have brought forward so many objec-
tions—by means of alternatives—, in order to invalidate the argument
as sach 77 : st

180-31. You who are versed in logical rules——why should yon argue |
thus, with a view to deceive us, a8 it were ? Have you not heard that an
argument (to be effective) must be such as is accepted by both parties ?

131-33. Tn the caso of an argument which is not accepted by your
opponent, and which is brought forward as recognised by yourself alone—
yon have & remedy at hand; but in the case of an argument which (as
you say) is not recognised by yourself, what procedure can you adopt ?
Becnuse if you were to establish (such an argument) you would be con-
tradicting your own previous convictions (such ag tho denial of the truth
of the original argument) ; while if you left it un-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 mever convince him; and hence it is only reasonable that the real
character of an argument should not belong to such. But that which is

CLOKAYARTIKA,

181.23 Having expounded the view of ‘““some people”, the Aunthor propounds
another theory : The Instance of Dissimilurity is cited only with a view to avoid the
chance of the middle term being sither foo wide or tos marrow, and thereby making
the reasoning inconclusive, In cases, however, where the contradictory of the
Major term does not exist, there is no chanoce of sach a contingency ; and hemce there
{s no neoessity for citing the said Instance, Bub by this we do not admit your argns
ment a8 conclusive; in face of the numerous objections urged above,

189.99 Only those who nsccapt the warions factors of an argument to be real,
can carry on any discassion, The Cunyavadi denies the reality of all these factors 3
and as such, he cannot be admitted into the disonssion, :

1%9.80 The Qanyavadi says: “ Though we do not accept the reality of any factor
of the argument, yel we bring forward arguments, in order to convince you of the
trubh of our theory ; and as these arguments are in dae accordance with your own
tenets, it i8 nob proper for you to atiempt to invalidate ib; as by invalidating my
arguwent, you will be only invalidating your own tenets, upon which my argamenta
are all baged.”’ -

130.31 ¢ Hayve you not, §c. "~~As tanght by your own teacher Dinniga. '

181.83 If an argument is acoepted by you, aud nof by your opponent, then whab
you have to do is to bring forward other argnments in support of your original argn-
ment, and thereby conyince your adversary. But there is no course open to you, if
you do not accept, as real, the argument that you yonrself bring forward,
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not recognised by myself-——what can that matter? The fact of the
necessity of the middle term being such as is recoguised by both
parties is not mentioned with a view to any trangcendental resunlt, (that
we shall accept it upon any verbal anthority). Any person would hecome
convinced of a fact only through reasoning recognised by himself,

135-36. “If you urge—‘How ecan 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 recognisad by me ; do you
not come to ascertain it (through wy argument) to be true P’

137. ‘1Tt is where the conclusion (a certain notion) depends solely
upon & person (his utterance), that the question is raised—* whence did
this man know it P ' SBuch a gquestion, however, does not arise in the present
cage (which is one of inferential argumen b)”’.

138. “For if it were so (and the conclusion depended upon my
assertion) in the present case, then the mere assertion of the conclusion
would lead to your conviction, solely through the non.recognition of any
digerepancy (in my argument),’’

139. “But because this (conclusion) stands in need of argumenta-
tive reasoning, therefore it is to this (reasoning) that anthoritativeness
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 be convinced of the con-
clusion only through a recoguition of the middle term as concomitant
with the major term (i.e., of the major premiss), does not stand in need of
(knowing the character of) the speaker, so would you also be convinoed
of our conclusion without wanting to know what we ourselves believe.”

141. “Inthe case of such cognitions of yours, as Sense-perception,
&c.,—is there, in the case of these,any reasoning or conclnsion that is recog-
nised by ng,~~that you should persist upon such (being accepted by me)
in the case of my present (inferential argument) ¢ {ly

142. “For these reasons, it is not befitting of learned people to
assert in reply that ‘gince the reasoning is not recognised by yourself,
therefore it cannob convince me. ’ S

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

' 144. But when the case is such that you, holding that the ideq alone
is o veal entity, are asked by one-—*what are your reagons P "—then it
i8 not possible (that yon should say something which you yoarself do
not recognise).

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

146. And no argument is 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 snch and such an argument
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is vecognised by us ? How conld thers be any desire on your part, for
asserting (an argument), when you do not recognise the meaning (of
the argument) which you knowingly bring forward for me, when T
present myself only as an enquirer (and mnot as your opponent) ? It
was with a full recognisance of this fact that your teachers asserted the
necesgiby of the reasoning being accepted hy both parties. _ ;

149. Hence, just as by means of your argmment you seek to instil
into me & recognition of your conclusion, so by means of ob‘jectiona"to your
argument, T shall geek to instil into you the non-acceptance or negation
(Lhereof). ' ' :

150-52.  Just as you, having asserted a conclusion, and not recogmis-
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
consoious of the diserepancies of the reasoning (in favour of such a conolu-
eclusion), fail to be eonvinced of the correctness of that conclnsion ; and if
he knows the reasoning to be true, then the reality of the reasoning being
firmly established, yonr conclusion itself becomes impossible ; and 8o he
naturally does not become convinced of its truth.

153. Therefore you shonld entertain nosuch hope as thab ‘ even when
the reasoning is assertod by me unknowingly (i.e., wheh not recoguised
by me ag such), the other party would become convinced of the correch-
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 withont
a recognition of this fact that others (the Bauddhas) declared such con-
tradiction to be no tault. |

155, (Obj.). 't But it is just possible that I may bave been previously
convinced of the conclusion by means of reasonings recognised by ovdinary
people ; though this (reasoning) mny have no existence in reality.’

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

157-58. If it is a correct reasoning, it could not but have a rea
existence. Because no reality can be proved by an unveality ; for we have
never known 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 be false.

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

160. The different marks, &c.,—which are takea to indicate the

150.58 Sinoe your conclusion denies the reality of the substratum of all cogni-
tions, therefors an establishment of the reality of the object of your premigses ren-
ders your own conclnsion impossible,



r,

Avmowisy ¥: Niralambana Vada, 148

alphabetical letters,—these, too, in their own forms (of marks) are not
devoid of reality.

161. If yon urge that these (marks) arve not real as Ietﬁm-a,—-—( we reply
that) such is the case with all entities: nothing is accepted to be real
wn the form of something else. ' :

162. When the naturval form of, the object itself is manifest, thun the
form appears as guch (and heuce is real); when, however, such form of the
object in not ascertained, then it is neither real nor nnreal. _

163. Your» easonmg, §e.,~—(i.e, the middle term and the major tarm)-—
however are uwnreal in thely own faa ms ; therefore their agency (towanrds
producing notions) is similar to that of the fog (pmdumng an idea of fire),
and not to that of letter-marks.

o164, (Ob;. ) “ The form of the means has, for ns, cmly the charactet
of a ¢ Samyriti’ (falsity) ; and io that form they are accepted to he real ;
and thus how can they be said to be false in their natural forms ?

165, (Rap ). The character of Samvriti’ exists only in word,—and

as snch it can never be the cause of true reality.
: 166, You have got no ground for distinguishing between #rue and
ordinary worldly *reality '; and as such how could true reality belong to
a thing which is amenable to worldly means (1.2 ., that whereto you attri-
bute the character of ‘ Samvriti') ?

167-68. (Obj.). “Bat even in the absence of the external object,
ouly by moans of the ¢Idea’ in the mind, would (all worldly activity)
be accomplished,~~through the differentiations of specifications based upon
‘ Impressions’ and ‘ Words’. The followers of the Nydya too have de-
clarved that ‘it is only when the predicate, &ec. (of the propositions forming
an argument) have hecome the objects of ¢ Idea’, that all functioning of
inference and the rest become accomplished,—and not when these (predi-
cate, &c.) exist in the external world.” "

169. (Rep.). True, there is such an assertion of theirs; bnt just ex-
amine it for a momeut—how could there be any differentiation of that which
is & nonentity, through any representation either in Idea or in Words ?

170. And again, how could theve be any specification of Words or
Tdea, with regard to that which has no real existence ? Even gpecifico-
tion by word there can be none, becaunse you deny (the reality of) the
word itself. ¢

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

167.83 Inference, Analogy, &c., could be explained aa based upon the ideas of the
sabjects and predicates of the constituent propositions ; and these ideas do not stand
in need of the external reality of objects. Through differeénces in Dnpressions and
Words we could have the differentianiions into the false and theveal factorsof an
acgument, &e., &o. * Followers of Nyiya,” ie., Dihniga and others.

169 ' Hare’s horns " can have uo differentiation, based upon any specification of
eitlier words or ideas.

1778 If mere existonce i idea were the sole test of the reality of a proposition,
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only brought about by an Idea (i.e., have no existence save in Idea), were |
to bring about the action of the major, middle and minor terms;—then,
even with regard to your argumeut, 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,~—wviz, ‘that
Inference, &o., arn accomplisbed only when the subject, &o., have appeared
in idea, and that there is no need of any external object, "—would also apply
to the fallaciousness, &e. (of your argument), urged by me.

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

176, (Obj.). “ But just as we do not accept the reality of the rea-
poning, so we would not accept the objections (agaiust it); and hence, in
the absence of any objections, my argument remains unsallied.” A

177. (Rep.). Theu in that cage there is noneed of objections,—when
by the mere denial of (the truth of) your reasoning, you have accepted the
non-conclusiveness of your argument, which is all that we seck to prove.

178-79. Again, there can be no epecification by the Vasanid (Impres-
gion or Tendency ), because of the impossibility of any eause (for such speci-
fication), for you. If you nrge that *the difference of Tdea (or Cognition)
would bhe the cause’—~then, whence the difference of this (ldea) ? Tf
it be wiged that this latter is based upon the difference of Visand, then
you land upon ‘Reciprocity. And of the pure form of Idea, by itself,
you ean have no differentiation.

180-81. And further there is no evidence either for the existence of

thon, inagmuch as we have very distinct ideas of the disorepancies in your argaments,
you cannot deny the reality of these disorepancies,

176, You base usage upon mere Idea; hence you cannot very well deny the
objoctions we have urged against you. We, on the other hand, hold to the necessity
of u real gnbstratum for the Idea ; and hence yonr argument cannot be binding upon
ug, as it i3 devoid of a real gnbstratum in the external world. by

173.79,  With this Commences the refutation of the Banddha theory of ** Vasana.

178.19,  “ And of the pure, §'¢.)'—This anticipates the theory that the Idea being
gelf-differontiated, thero ia no Reciprocity.

180.81, Thig aunticipates the objection that the said Reciprocity beiug eternal,
like the relation between the seed and the spront, cannot o fanlty. The sonse of the
veply is that the fact of the mutual dependence of the seed and the sprout is well-
kuown; and as zuch the mutual dependence in this case is considered to be faulty
wheteas in the oase of the Bauddha ¢ Vasand,” there is no such testimony of general
aceeptance, Even if the cxistence of the Impressions be granted, these could only
tend to recall preconceived perceptions, and would, in no case, be able to bring aboub
the objects of perception, such as Red, Blue, §¢. “ Because, &c, ’—Impressions left
upon the mind by past cogunitions, bend to bring about a remembrance thereof,
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tho Viasans, or for the diffeventintion (thereof); (and even granbing its
existonce) the Vasand would only bring abont the differentiation of the
“ Apprehender” (the Idea or Coguition); and then, by what would the
differsntiation of the * Apprehended” (object of perception) be brought
about ¢ Docanse appearing im cousciousness alone the Visand could only

bring about a remembrance,

181-82. (1) Ideas being momentary (transient), and (2) their des-
truction being total (lit. without leaving behind its least trace), and (3)
there being no association of vhe impressed and the impresser (i.c, since
the two do not in any case appear together),~—there can be no Vasana.

182-83. And again, the next moment haviug not yet appeared, cannot
be impressed by the foregoing momenty and the following moment having
been destroyed (us soom as it appears), there can be mno 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 * Vasava or Impression.’ | ' :

184.85. Both (the preceding and the following moments) being
mowientary, they cannot operate npon one another: how can that which is
in the course of destruction be impressed by another which too is under-
?aing destrnction ¥ 1t is only the permanent entities (i.c., those that last
or some momeuts) that can be impressed upon by other entitics, which

are also permanent.
18586, (Obj.). “If the subsequent cognition, which is permanent,
did not differ from the preceding one, then there could be no Visand ;

12.95, By “moment” here is meant the eogmition appearing ab the moment.
The Banddhas hold sll coguition to be mowmentary, beiug dostroyed as soon as pro-
duced ; and hence, according to them, no two coguitions can exist ‘at the same time;
and consequently one cannot impress the other. This explains the third reason for the
denial of Vasana. '

184.55, ¢ Being momentary, &c. ”~This explains the first reason for denying Visand.
Wt is only, &c."e—explains the second reason for denying Vasand ; that which is
totally destroyed cuwmnot be impressed upon; nor can amy impressions be produced by

that which has itself been totully destroyed.
186,35, * You have nrged that permanent entities sre impressed upon by others.

But this is wrong : because that which is permanent must be accepted as having the sume
form a6 xil times, past, present and futnre; and hence the form of the cognition t(hao
appeared before wonld be identical with that which would appear subsequently ; and
thus on mounf.‘oi‘- this identity, there could Le wo impression, While if coguitions
are held to be uandergoing mowentary changes, then, the time of the subsequent
coguition being different; from that of the previous one, and yeb thera being & similarity
betweon the two cognitions, we conld bave a Vésand, which would golely consist in the
fact of the subsequent Idea appearing in the form of the previous Idea. Therefore it is ouly

_ when the previous cognition impresses its form upon the subsequent coguition, that
the former is gaid to 4mpress the lutter ; and ag such, there is no need of any operation,
which wounld not be possible in the momeutary cognitions, And further, the relation
subsisbing between the two would be that of the cause and effect ; and thus all your
objections against oux Visand fall to the ground.”

19
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becanse of the absence of uny difference between the two. When however
these are travsient, then there ean be a Visani, based upon similarity
and difference (hetween the two cognitions ).’

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

189.90. Then again, since the cognition is destroyed totally (withoub
leaving any trace behind), whence ecan there be any such similarity ¥ As,
in the subsequent cognition, there exists no such property as belonged to the
preceding cognibion ; and barving the sameness of properties, no other
‘similarity ' is possible.

190-91, And if the Vasand were due solely to similarity, then
in the case of an idea of the Elephant following wupon that of the
Cow, there could be no Visani, because the two are entirely different.
Aud then (there being no Visana in keeping with the idea of the cow)
after that, theve would never be any idea of the cow, becanse of the
absence of its cause (which you hold to be none other than the aforesaid
Visand), And, in fact, no other idea would proceed from another which
is digsimilar to ib.

192-93. And again, there being an absence of all help from any
external object, and hence not being influenced by any extranecus cireums-
gtances, and huv.ing the peculiavity of being totally destroyed,-—how
could the Impressions (Vasands) bring about any effecta in a.nythmg like
a sevial order ?

181,88, Therefore your asgertion,~that ‘“the relation of canse and effect subsista
between the two Ideas "'—is wrong.

18090, If the property of the previous cognition pevsist in the subsequent cognis
tion, the former oannot e said to have been destroyed totally.

19398, In our case, as we admit of external objects, the Impressions are held
to reside in the soul, which is permanent; and hence whenever one object is found to
be similar to anobher perceived before, this similarity serves to rouse the dormant
gonl-impression into activity, and ib brings about itg effect; and thig effect we hold
to be nothing else, save the remembrance of the object. But, in the case of the
Bauddhas, as they admit of the existence of nothing but Ideas, their Impressions can-
nobt have any aids, on which would depend their activity, or in the absence of which
they conld not operate. Hence their theory will be open to the absardity of all the
jmpressions,~all equally independent of external aids—functioning a one and the
game time ; and thers would he no order in our cognitions; and ab one stroke, we would
comne to have Universal Consciousngss, But this too wonld disappear, the very next
momaent, leaving us devoid of all cognitions, which you hold to disappoar so completely
as not to lvave apy trace belind them,
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193-95. Ttis only on the destruction of the canse—and not other-
‘wise—that the effect ia held (by you) to appear. And hence the destruc-
tion of a single Idea would bring about the destruction of all impressions
(based theveupon). And then, the Universal Idea, that had been brought
about by nll these (Impressions), would all in a single moment, dis-
appear, '

195-96. 1f even on the destruction of the substratum (Idea), you
hold its potentiality (in the shape of Impressions) to subsist, then its mo-
mentary chavacter disappears; and there would be no bringing about of
the effect consequent upon such character.

196-97. 1f again you hold the flow of Impressions to be like the flow
of Ideas (i.e., uninterrupted and continnons),~then (both being indepen-
dent) no Impressions could be produced from Ideas; nor would any Ideas
be brought shont by Impressions,

197.98. In that case each (Tdea and Impression) wounld bring about
effects similar to itself ; and one could not bring about the other. Nor is
there (in your doctrine) any sach peculiar cause (besides these two) as
would lead to the production of dissimilav effects.

198-99, Thevefore this (your)  Tmpression ” must have been assumed
only as a ‘“false reality’ (samvriti-satya), and not as a true realify. But
then, no effect can ever be produced by such (false) entities,

199.200. He, for whom there is a permanent comprehender (in the
shape of the “ Soul "), can quite reasonably have this Soul as the snb-
stratum of Tmpressions—tlis (the Soul) becoming so throngh repeated
cognitions. Qv this (Soul) itself may be said to be the “Impression’” itself.
200-201. In a case where the Laksha water is sprinkled on the

198.95, ¢ Would bring about, §'¢.”-—because you accept no other caunse of the
Impressions, besides Ideas,

196.95, “ There would be, §e"—becanse yon hold that the effect is produced, only
apon the destraction of the Causa; and in the present cage, your cause, the particnlar
Idea, is held to persiet ; and hence there conld not appear any effects, in the shape of
Impressions,

197.98, Jdeas wonld produce Ideas, and Impressions would produce Inipressiong :
¢ Dissimilar effects”—1.0., inasmuch as you accept no other cause besides Ideas und
Impressions, you can asgert no reagon for the fact of an Idea producing an Impression,
or vice-versd,

199.800.  The Tmpressed Idea does not differ entirely from the original cognition ; nor
is it indefinite, like the oviginal abstract perception. Hence the Impression sannot ha
said to be either different from ite eause, or identical with it. And the fact of the ap-
penrance of another candition does not mililate againgb its permanent character ;
specially as prople recognise the two states of the snme Iden to be ¢ ontignons. If Hua
condition and the conditioned Wers held to be identical, then the Soul itself, na endowed
with the Impression of the original coguition, would be the Impression; while if the
conditioned be held to differ from the rondition, then the said Sonl would only be the
substratnm of the Impression ; and the Impression wouald be loocated in the Soul.

%00.801, “Takshia ” is u kind of red dge produced out of a certain species of
cochineal. 1f this dye is sprinkled over a lemon-blosgom, the fruit becomes red.
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Jemon-blosgom, it is only the colonr (of the Liksha) that is transferred
to the frait, For these reasons (detailed above) there can be no sueh thmg i
as Visanad, |

202, As a matter o-f fact, this denial of (ﬂw realaty of extamal)"
objects,~~following upon the assumption of sach sn * Impression-theory,”
which is incorrect and devoid of reason,.—was declared by the Buddba,
with the sele object of nlienating the aftections (of men from such worldly
objects) ; and somehow or other, wome people (the socalled followers of
Banddha) fell into a mistake (and accepted it to its utmost extent, as the
denial of all external snbstratum of coguitions),

Tfms enda the Nw&lmnbcmmraria il
[T?ze Refutation of Buddhistic Tdealism,]
Tiae CONYAVADA. |

1. The diccrepancies of the inferential argument having been pointed
out, on the strength of the (natave of) cognitions,—-another (sc¢ion of
the Bauddha) comes forward with an argument based wpon the ineapae
bility of the effect of cognitions (to give rige to any notions of exbema,l
objects).

2, “Yon stick to Sense-perception;, and the contradiction thereof
you firge as an objet,hlon against ouv argument ; now just uonmder the
following points.” :

8. “lIs it a fach that a cognition is able to furotion, tm'ly when snch
objects, as the post and the like, have an existence in the external world ?
Or is it that the cognition rests only in itself as the object cognised, aud
not in any extraneous object ? "

4. *“If it is only the external object thnt is perceived by the cognis
tion, then the ohjections urged by you are right enongh ; 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 aro
cognigant of the wellsestablished fact that cognisability belongs to objects
in the shape of blue, yellow, long, short, &e., &e.”’

6. "“And we do not perceive sny difference in the shape of the
cognition and the cognised; nor do we have any clear idea of such and
such properties as belong either to the one or to the other,”

7. “Ouly that which is cognised can be said to have an existence ;
there can be no existence for that which is not cogunised ; inasmuch as such
a thing cannot but be uunreliable.” Therefore it must be admitted that

%08, Buddha himself never meant to entirely deny external objects. By such
deuial he only meant to impress upon the minds of his disciples that worldly objects

were nob worth striving after j~thus only echwing the Vedintic denial of the external
“0r1dn
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theve does exist an object with a shape, inasmuch ag it is found to bave the
character of cognisability.” | . '

8. “Therefore to those who are thus investigating the matter, if
the Coguition itself appear as having a shape ; then the trustworthivess
(of the existence of the form) wonld rest solely in the Coguition ; and
there wonld be no ground for postalating an extraneous object.”

9. “If however, the shape belonged to the external object, then
gnch 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
he the cognition itself which has the form (ag perceived). Why P Because
we have found that it is one mnd the same object which has the shape,
and 18 cognised as such,” - .

11. “ And hence if, what hias the form were held to be some extrane-
ous object, then its cognisability not being otherwise possible, we would
have fo postulate something else as the coguiser,” I

12. “ And in this, over and above the well-defined and ascertained
cognisable object having a form, we would be postulating a groundless
cogniser, which would be formless aud something altegether foreign to the
cognisable object.” | -

“13. ‘“And if, in order to avoid the postulating of such a groundless
entity, you were to attribute the character of the cogniser to the object
itself,—then the difference botween us would be one of riames only, as both
of us would be holding the existenco of only one entity.”

14, “In any case, all that we do is to assert the idemtity of the
cogniser (Cognition) and the cognised (object of cognition) ; the assumption

_of either externality or internality we hold to be utterly groundless.”

15-17. “In my theory, though the veal charncter of Cognition is
naturally pure, yet in this beginuingless world, there is an agglomeration
of diverse dispositions (or impressions) born of foregoing cognitions ; and
through these, the cognition comes to appear in the varions shapes
of blue, &o., tinged with the character of the cognised and the cogniser, which
latter, however, appear ag if they were something quite apart (from the
Coguition itself) ; and as such, the cognition does not stand in need of any
extraneons objects The reciprocal cansality of the Coguition and its
facalty (in the shape of dispositions) is without a begioning (and as such,
not faulby)”

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

18, Yon would be holding the esternal object to be both tha cogniser and the
eogniced ; while we hold Cognition itself to be both.

16.17,  Not fanliy ¥~--Just as the veciprocal causality of the esed and the tree ia not
considered faulty.

18, We accept only one entity, the Cognition slone ; and you acoept two, the Cog-
nition and the Object. Though we also postulate o faculty of cognition, in the shape



of many; and then again, the assumption of & diversity in the faounlty
(of an ob;]act) is more acceptable than that of a diversity in the objects
themselves.” -

19-20.  “ For these reesons, inasmuch as it is accepted by both of us,
it is far more reasonable to postaulate the form to belong to the Cognibion
itself ; 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 huve no function (itself being
without & substratum); and hence there would be a certain degree of
remoteness (between the Cognition and the forms, blue and the rest),
W hereas in my case, the Cognised would be sach as is in close proximity
and connection (with the Cognition).” T Wi\

21, “ Wor the following reason tco, it is the Cognition which must
be held to bave the form ; because being self-luminous, it is accepted, even
by you, to be the means of 1llnm1u&t1ng the external object, which in 1tself
iy devoid of any luminosity.”

22. “ Aud so long as the factor of Coguition has not been compre-
hended, there can he no definite idea of the object apprehended thereby ;
because such apprehension depends upon the Cognition, like the jar nnder .
the light of a lamp.”

23. “Myen when the objects have appeared, there is no cognition of
these, either becanse there is no illumination (of Consciousuess), or
because there 15 some impediment (to their cognition).” '

24, *Tor the Cognition however, when it has once appeared, there
can be no impediment ; nor is it ever non-luminous; honce it cannot but
be comprehended.” :

25. “liven 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) snch comprebension were denied, then we

could as repsonably deny its cnmprahens\ion at all times (7.e., even after the
compreherision of the object).”

96; * Beenuse, what is that which would acerne to the Cognition,
subscquently (7.e., after the compreliension of the object),—which did not
belong to it before,—and accompanied by whielt it has never been really
comprehended, but only comes to be kuown subsequently as ‘compre-
bhended '?”

7. “The luminosity (i.e., the appearance of Cognition) too does not
stand in need of the appearaunce of anotlier Cognition; for if it were so
then the compreliension of one cognition would require that of another,
and so on ad infiniium ; and there would be “no resting ground for any

Cogui tion,”

of Impressions, yet the postulating of properbies is a:mplor than that of the objects
themselves.
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£8:20. “Wae find that, even in the absence of external ohjects, we
have a reminiscence of the forms of such objects, following upon mere
ideas thereof; and how could these reminiscences be possible, if, as you
assert, the Cognition were not to appear as embracing the form of the ohject,
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 ohjects existing at the
present time, we find people asserting — this object is blue, becanse with
regard to it I have such a notion.””’

31. *Therefore ib is only when cognitions have been previensly
comprehended, that there is a cowprehension of objects. Nor is any
compreheusion possible when the Coguitions ave 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 ohjects as
have forms that ave capable of being comprehended,—thevefore it is
Cognition alone (and mot any extraneous object), that can ever be compre-
hended ag 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 ;' " )

84, ‘ 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 prioy to the comprehension of the Cogni-
tion, there can be no comprehension of the object,—as we bave already
proved.”

35. * Nor can the form of the object be comprehended as superimposed
npon the Cognition ; bacause 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 npoun the Cognition).”

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

37. “Itis 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 o form ; and hence in this case,
there can be no such notion of reflection.”

89. *“ And again, what sort of reflection could there be, in the case
of (imcorporeal objects like) sound, odour, taste, &c. ? And how could
there be any notion of the form belonging to the object, when it is
distinetly compreliended as belonging to the Cognition ? ”
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40. " Being, as they are, looated (separately) in the external "ﬁorld, _‘
and inside (the man),~-there can be no mutnal contact between the object
and the Cognition ; and hence no amount of stupidity could give rise to

any notion of the 1dant1t,y (of the fm'm of the ob;acta aud the Cogmv 5

tion ).”

" B Smce we do not find any person who is not so deoewe&, there
can be no such assumption of stupidity (as held by you). And even if
guch deception could be assumed, it would apply equa.lly to both (Cogmtmn
and Object).” :

42. * And for this reasom, it ig not proper to assert that tle
‘ form’ is & property of the contact (of the Cognition with the Object) :
there can be no such contact, because of the difference of their positions,
and because of the Cognition being immaterial (and mcorporeul) &nd the
Object being material (and corporeal)” : :

43, ‘“Buch contact cannot be said to consist of contemporeinity or
(coovality) ; 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. *1f guch contact be held to be nniversal, then faste, &e., wonid
come to be perceived even by means of the aye; and of all entities, the
atomic ferms therein encasged would also come to be pereeived.”

45. “Nor can it be held that the mere existence of the object, as an
object of cognition, constitutes the said eonfact; because of what sort
would the character of the object be, prmr to the comprehension of its
forms ?”

46. “ Beeause 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 o form (and thus there would be the fault of ‘mutnal 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
vightly disoriminated in their real forms.”

 48.49. * But in the present case the existence of the object is not

0 The Object exists in the external world, while the Cognition is within the
man’s mind 3 therefore no ona could mistake the one for the other, This ie aimed at
the theory that the form really helongs to tho object, while, throngh close proximily,
it iz mistaken to belong to the Cognition.

4%  Because Cognibions have no face.

& If the cognition of the jar were held to be in contact with the jar, inall its
forme, theu the taste of the jar, as well as its atomic molecules would be perceived, on
tho presentation of the jar to the eye,~~which is an absurdity.

#3.49  “Or after " ~~bovause wocording to the Bauddha, the Cognition is no sooner
produced than destreyed, For this reason, unless the two are perceived Wsﬂth‘f and
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comprehiended either prior to or alter (the comprehension of the Cognition ).
Aud it lias already been asserted that the cognisable object does not exist
apart from the form, Therefore your theory of the contact of Cognition
with the Object is withont any foundation.” :

49.50, “Nor can the assumption of the object be said to be for the
sake of the diversity of Cognitions. Because where have we fonnd such
diversity to be due to objects, that we will have such an assumpbion i

50-51. % And again, how can there be any production, of Diversity
and Form by means of something (4., contact) that is itself formless ¥ Nor
is it possible that the form of the Cognition should originate in an object

whieh is itself formless. 'Ihus then your position becomes very precarions.”’

51.52, %1t is only by means of Memory and Dream-Cognition that
you conld support (your theory of ) formlessness; for in these, thore is no
contact with an object ; mere ‘Improssions’ being held to be the canse
(of the forms of such Cognitions) ; therefore it is (the ageney of) these
Impressions alone that could apply to waking Cognition also.”

53.54.  “Tlms then, hoth by aflirmative and negative inference, we
geb at the fact of the form belonging fo the Iden. Nor is there any ins-
tance 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 ‘ Contact-theory ' could be tenable, only with reference to Impres-
sions, even if the Idea were accepted to be formless.”

55. “Nor is there any veason to suppose that ‘both (Idea and
Object) liave one and the same form’; (1) because of the difference in
their positions, (2) becanse of the absence of any contact, and (3) because
of the ahsence of any definite notions of the two as distinet.”

56. “Thas, for the same reason, (inasmuch as the two are not
recognised as such) it cannot be held that ¢ the non-diserimination of the
one from the other is due to the extreme likeness of the two,; because it
is only when the difference has been recognised, that theve can be any
notion of likeness,~—which could not be possible if such difference were not
already recognised ; for in that case, ib would be ag unreal as ‘sky
flowers.” .

57. “ Similarly in the case of such misconceptions as the ‘ duplicate
moon ' and the like, the veal state of objects is other than what is perceived ;

their respective forms have been rightly discriminated, there can be uo guch notions
as those roferred to in the Kiriki, .

.51 Yon hold that before the contact, the Cognition and the object are both
formiess, Under the cironmstances, liow could mere Coutact, which ig itself formless,
give rise to the furm of Cognition and its diversity ? Nor is it possible for the object,
which you hold to be formless, to impart & form to the Cognition. Yeur theory thus
becomes nuntenable.

61.6% The forms of Dream-cognition, &c., could not be explained, except throagh
Impressions. Therefore we could algo attribute the forms of present (waking) Cogni-
tions to the same agency of Impressions, which are without beginning, withont end,

129
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and henoe the form that the Tden sotld take in steh easea, eould not bh_ :
said to depend npon any extraneous object.”

58.50, ¢ Tn the case of the use of snch words as ‘Naksh&tl'ﬂ. (N’rmtar’) i
‘Tarvakia’ (Feminine), and ‘ Tishya' (Masealine), and ¢ Darah’ (Magedline
Plural)—it i3 not possible for contradictory genders, &o., to apply to one and
the same object. And similarly (with regard to tho single object, & fair
woman, f.i.) there could not be such diverse notions as that of a tmpse,
&e., belonging vespectively to an ascetic, a licentious person and a dog.” (i

50.60, ' “ With regard to one and the same object we have the notions
of its being long and short, in comparison with diffevent objects ; and with
vegard to the aame object, jor, £i. we have the notions of its being a gar,
being earthy, being a substance, and being predicable ;—all these notions
simnltaneously appear in the observer; acd this could never be the cnse,'
if there really existed any such smgle objeet (as the yar).”

61. “ For in one aud the same object, the application of oon{'.rndwtory
forms is not possible. As for Ideus, they are different in each cnse, and._"
as snch adjustable to the (diversity in the) force (of Impressions).”

62, “That form which the Idea takes, independently (of any exirn-
neous entities),~—in that form, you might postulate the object; but in no
ease, is any Idea brought abont, in keeping with (or in accordance with)
any external object.” '

63, ‘“Thus then, in as mach as the form of the object depends wupon
the Idea, how can any one assume (the existence of the external) object ?
Aud ag for the Idea, so long as no form has heen irmposed upon it, it could
certainly rest in itself.” /

(Thus ends the expounding of the Cinyavada) :
*(Now BEGINS THE REFUTATION OF THE OQONYAVADA).

64. It is not so. Becanse you hold one and the same thing (Idea)
to be 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, &c., that are known to be slluminators (of the

69.89 The words, “ Nakshatra,” “ Tara,” “ Tishya,” all signify stars; and go 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 mauner, the word * Dira " g
always used in the Masculine Plural, which conld not be the case, if any sach thing as
theteoman (signified by the word), really existed in the external world, And agrin, in
the onse of a fair woman, the ascetio looks npon her as diggnseting corpse, the ligen tions
man looks upon her aa an object of enjoyment, while the dog looks apon it ax an article
of food, which diversity would not be possible if the woman had a real existence.

£9.60 One finger appears long in comparison with one, while shorter in compatrison

with another finger.
6 'The form of the Idea may be taken to formulate the form of the object ; not

vigs versd.
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jar, &e.), cannob be said to be themselves slluminable, because they do not
gtand in need of any other illuminator.

66-67. And whenever they come to be cogmsed it is only a Sense-
organ that conld be their cogniger ; while in the cognising of the Sense-
organ, the character of the cogniser wounld belong to the Idea. And when
this Idea itself comes to be cognised, we sball have another Idea for its
cogniser ; and in no case can the same object be both (cogniser and the
cognised ).

67, “ Bat even youn hold the ¢ Self’ (Atma) to have the character of
both, cogniser and cognised.”

68-69. (Though the Self is really one, yet) being somehow or other,
taken as diverse, in the shape of its diverse propeviies,—we attribnte the
charvacter of the cogniser to (the Self in the character of) the Idea, and the

chavacter of the cognised to (the Self in the character of) substance and the
rest. If it be nrged that *then, (even in your own theory) therp is no
absolute diffevence (hetween the cogniser and the cognised),’—(we reply)
where have you found mo accepting (or holding) such absolute diffevence ?
The fact of the word ‘I’ applying only to the Pratyagatman is based
upon the extreme proximity (of the cognising ‘I’ with the cognised
‘objeot ).

70. As matter of fact, the notion, intermixed with the use of the
word ‘ I’, is applicable to the nominative (karid)of the coguition ;—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
Coguition, (i.e, the Sense), the Cognition itself and the Cogniger (Self) ;
and consequently no cognisability can belong to the ldea, as before (in
the case of the Self),—even tlnough it is really non. dxﬁelent (from the
other factors).

72. If the cognition of one form were  to be 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 eutities are
identical, then the comprebeunsion of any one of these wonld bring about
o comprehension of both,

74. At the time when such cognisable forme as the Ulue, &e., are

68.99 < The fuct of the word, §'e’—This auticipates the following objection : ** Even
in your theory, if there be a difference between the cogniser and the cognised, how
could the Bhashya assert that the word ‘I’ applies only to the Pratyagitwai, the
Homan Soul?” The sense of the reply is that the idea by itself is not the cogniser ;
the character whereof belongs ouly to the Human Soul as endowed with this idea; and
again, it is thia very Huwman Sonl which, in the shape of substance, &c., comes to
be the object of cognition, while substancs &o., by themselves, can never be the
object coguised, therefore though in the two cases there is & diffarence among the
aceasgories, yel the subatratum of these accessories—uviz., the Huowman Bonl—-bemrrunly‘
one, it is oply 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 baa the form of the
cognising (cognition ). '

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

76. In the same manner, the comprehension of the cognising factor
would always lead to that of the cagniaed object as well ; tho more so, as
the Bauddbas hold the Cognising factor (de., Cognition or Idea) to be
pure and formless.

77. But no such (pure) Idea wonld be possible, if it were to be non-
different from the cognised Object (which has a form); orelse (3., if the
cognised Object were nob to be comprehended), the Cognising factor too
would not be comprehended, just as the cognised f)bJect is not comprehended
(because the two are held to be non-different).

78, And again, as the comprehension of the cognisable Object would i
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 be non-comprehension of both of these (becanse they are held to be
nou-different).

79. The clause (in the Bhashya), *it (cognition) is connected with
the external world,” serves to point out tlie fact that there is a comprehen-
sion of the cognisable Ohject, even withont any idea of the Cognising Idea.

80, But inasmuch as the fact has to be proved fo an opponent, we
cannot have the fact of its velation to the external world, as a sound argu-
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 Bhashya is'that the word * external ™
denotes the cognisable objects, blue, yellow, &e., ns apart from the Cognising
ldeas (or means of cognition), Sense- percuptmu and the rest.

52, This will be explained in the passage (of the Bhashya) ¢ Cog-
nition is not comprehended beforehand.”  In some places again, it is only
the comprehension of the Cognising (¢ Idea ’) that is indicated :

83. (eq.), ‘I do not vemember if any ol}Ja:cb had been comprehended
by me at that time’—in such cases; people remember the appearance of
the Cognising Idea, independently of the form of the cognised Object.

84. 'Tlus then, if there were no difference (between the cogniser and
the cognised), the remembrance of the one wounld have brought aboub 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 Bhashya passage here referved to is this: “ It is true that the idea is
originated beforehand; bat it is not so comprehonded; inasmuch as sometimes we
come across cages wheie an object that has been known is spoken of as unknown,”
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85.  And the same conclusion also follows from the absolute invariable
concomitance of the Cognising Ides with the cognised Object; and the
reminiscence of the two does not appenr in one and the same forira,
Therefore from both affirmative and negative concomitance we find that
the two are entirely different.

86, (obj:) * Inasmuck as it is a part of the cognised Qbject that is
comprehended by means of a part of the Cognising Idea, it cannot be
rightly urged that ¢ the Cognising Idea would algo be comprehended ’, because
there is no other cogniser (that would comprehend the former Tdea),”

87. ‘“ And it is not possible that the Idea should be comprehended
by means of the cognised Object ;—beeause this latter has not the facnlty
(for such comprehension). And if the Object weve to be the cogniser, then
the duplicate form of the Tden wonld entirely disappear.”

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

89-91.  “ And again if is only by appearance (predominance) and
disappearance (suppression) that we get at the comprehension of cogni-
sability and non-cognisability (respectively) : eg.. of the lamp-light, &e., wee
perceive (at wight) ouly the form (and nob the heat, &e.,); while during
the day, those that ave close to the fire, compreliend only the touch
(warmth); and when there is proximity of an odoviferous substance,
there is perception of the odour alone. And just as in all these cases the
absence of the perception of other gualities is due to suppression,—so in
the cise of the Cognising Idea and the cognised Object, thara would be no
comprehension of any other forn (save the one that is not snppressed).”

92, ‘1t may be that certwin things, though they are non-different

%1 If the object were made the cogniser of theides, then both the iden and the
object wonld possess the character of the .cogniser ; whereas the Miminsaka holds
that an idea has two forms that of the object cognised und that of the cognising idea,

88 XYou would have mo cogniser proper, every thing becoming the cagnised,
“ Hence the absence, §'¢.” 1f the cognising idea and the cognised abject he hield to be
identical, then, nccording to you, the two being dependent upon each other, if the one
ceased tg. exist the other wonld also do the same ; and hence the cogniging Idea would
become devoid of any form; this would be equal to a total denial of the existence of
the eognising Idea.

B3.81 At night the brightness of the lamp predominates over its other properties ;
while daring the day it'is the heat of the fiva that predominates over its other charac.
teristios, and so forth: whenoa we find that comprehension is due to predominance.
For this ranson too, in the cige of the Iden and the Object we have the rlmlnpra'e'hanninu
of the form of the one or the other according as one or the other happens to be the predo-
minating element. That is to suy, we have a comprehension of the form of the idea,
when the idea predominates over the object ; while the reverse is the cage when the
object predominates over the Idan,

%2 This auticipates the following objection ; ¢ Uolonr, &c., being comprehended as
different from one anotlier, it is poesible that one may predontinate over the other
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from the cognised ObJact may not be cognised ( when the Objedt is cog-
nised) ; just as, even when sound is perceived, such properties as its pere
manence or transitoriness &c., may not be comprehended at all.”

9%, “Orif you urge this objection, on the ground of non-d:ﬁmenoe

(of the Cognising Tdea 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, 7"
94. % For these reagons, we conclude the fact to be that there iz a

comprehension of that alone which is capable of being comprehended at the
time ; and a9 for both—as urged by you,—they c&nnot be 50 wmprehended

s:mply because they are not cn.pnhla of being so.’

95,  (Reply.) When the objectis held to be absolutely single, whence
should there be any possibility of its capability or mmpaﬁ;ullty? And
agaiv, how could yon assume the appearance or suppression of the single
object itself ?

96, And farther, the suppression of oune pn.rt of your object would

also lead to the suppression of its other part ; and thus the whole object
heing suppressed,—its comprehensibility would be impossible.
97, TIn the same mauner, the sncapability of an object too conld only
he based upon an agsumption. As for the instances that bave beon cited
(by the ohjector), in as much as there is a diversity of form, &e amongst
them, such *“appearance” and “suppression,” d&es, could be brought
forward to support our view also,

but how can this be possible in the case of the cogniser and the cognised, which are
both identical ?*’ The Sense of the reply is that we do nob comprehend any cognising
Idea, to be non-differont from the cognised object ; and hence it 18 quite possible that
oven when thero is a eomprehension of the one, there may be no idea of the cther,
Though the properties of permanence, &o., are such as are not comprehended apart from
the objects themselves, yob thut is not the gase with such properties as Colour and the
rest, which are perceived even apart from the objects to which they belong.

85 ¥ Qtjection "——noted in note 92, If there be nou-difference botween the two,
the comprehension of one must lend to the comprehension of the other ; and hence
there can be no such non-comprehension as has been urged againgt us.

94 “QCapable :"”—That which has appesred as predominating over others is
“capable.” 1t has been urged above, (K. 85 et seq.) by the Mimingaka, that if the
Qinyavids theory were accepted, then, out of the two—the cognising Idea and the
cognised object—, if one were comprehended, both would be comprehended; and if
one wers not somprehended, none would be comprehended. The present Karikid objects
to this view, and says that both of them canvot be comprebended at the same time,
for the simple reason that at one and the same time, both of them could not have the
aforesaid “ cupability ;" specinlly as the form of the one is bound o predominate over
and suppress that of the other.

9 [With this Kariki begins the refutation of the argnments brought forward by
the Gingavida, in Karikas 86 to 94], Becanse two contradictory properties belonging
to the same object would split the abject into two parts,

97 As before, 80 now, if incapadality belonged to one part, the other part would also
become -ipcapable, on acocunt of the spid identity ; and thence there woald be no com-
prehensibility. * Instances “-—of the Lamp, &c; as shown in K. 89.90,
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98. Even if among Form and the rest, there were no absolute differ-
ence, there would be various diverse developments of the form of (he
substance itself.

99-100. You have asserted (in K. 92) that *‘though there is non-
difference yet it is not comprehensible;” and (on thizs we ask)—when
theve is n difference between the notions of such properties as non-elernality
and the like (apart from those of the objects possessing smcli properties),
how can there be such a non-difference ? For, without doubt, excepting
the distinctness of the idea, there is uo other ground for differentinting
a comprehensible object (from others),

100. Nor is the difference restricted to (difference in) time and form
only.

101, ' Tt is the relation of the canses with the effects that is called
‘ non-eternality ' (the fact of being eaused); while in certuin cages, itis the
disjunction of the constituent parts that is known as “ non-eternality.”

102. I the case of such immaterial entities, as the Tutellect and the
like, destractibility (or non-eternality) cousists in theiv existence in the
pure form of the Self. By " Kternality " is only meant everlasting exigt-
ence (permanence) ; and it is this (existeuce) that is called “ Entity.”

103. Relation with the Means of Right Notion and Knowledyre are
oalled Predicability and Knowability (respectively). In all these cases,
there is a difference in some form ov other.

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

95 Thongh Substance heing one, its properties of Coloar &o., #s identical thare.
with, would also be one, and as such the difference among them wonld not be abrolute, -
yet there is always an instringic difference among themn, as regards their form, &e., and
Substance ftco, though in itself only one, becomos diverse, in aceordnnpe with tlie
diversity of the yarions forma of its properties, ;

99.100 It has been urged in K. 92, that, the properties of elernality, &e., are non-
different from the object ** Sound,” yet we do not comprebend such properties. Thia
Karika refutes that nssertion.

100 There being muny other grounds of difference, chiefly the distinctness of e
notion.

10 'This Karika shows that we have a notion of non-eternality apart from none
enterval substances, whence the nssertion in R. 92 becomes false,

102 When the Seif aitaing the state of purity, all its ncceseories, in the shape of
the intellect and the rest, cense to exist ; and in this lies the non-permanent character of
these latter. ' This " —that is, existence without the permanence s what is called
“entity.

1% “ Difference "—of stich properties as enternality and its contrary, frowm such
objects as Sound and the like. '

1 Yoy should not restriot all difference to time and place only,
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105.  Absolute difference, we do not accept in the case of any ohject ;
because Objects, in the form of “ entities,” do not ditfer from one another.
106.  All (such properties as) * non-eternality ’ and the like are eom-
prehended in reference to action, canse, &e ; and when theve is 1o ogni-
tion of these action, &o., than they (non eternality, &c.), m'e_Iﬁ.oh_'c.og‘:'lis"ed,
nobwithstinding their (supposed) non-difference (from the objects possess-
ing suith properties ), fi TR ORI AT e
107, In n Qognition, however, there is no such difterence ; nor does it
stand in need of anythiug else,  If it be wrged that there isa mutnal
need (between the cognition and the cognised ),—-(we repl y that) the two are
always close to each other (and as such there cun be no sueh uaed_). ;
108.  (Ohj.). “In the case of the coguition of blue, &e., there is mb
such iden as that ‘this is the cognition’ and ‘that the cognised’; and as
snch, how can yon assert mutual need ? 7 | - s
109, There may not be such a need ; bub even then, the conception
wonld have a dnplieate form.  Forif there were no such coneeption, how
could the daplicacy of form belong to the Cognition ? IR
110.  The conception of the form of the cognising Cognition, that is
assumed throngh the peculiarities of cognitious one after the othey, is
ouly inferred from remembrance. LR
- ALL112. Tf the Cognition in the first be assumed to have only one
form, then all other conceptions in connection therewith cannot but he of

e

105 Bince all objects, as objects or entitics, are identical, therefore e cannot
accept any ahsolute difference among them. |

101 Thongh the MimfAnsaka does not admib of tny such mutual requirements, ng
asserted in the first hnlf-—~yet even if it bo nacessary to accept snch roquirement, when
one is in olose proximity to the other there can be no requirement that is not already
gupplied. . ‘ {

109 '« Duplicate forin ~~that isas eagnition and the cognised object, Though eogni-
tion is in renlity one only, yet it consists of the character of both the cognition and
the vogniged ; and as such, even when it ig perceived in its single form, there is a
conveption of ite duplicate character; inasmuch as it includes the characteristics
of both. | '

(10113 Thege Kirikdas embody the view of the opponent in the mouth of the
Mimansaka]. Tk

L0« Assumed, §'e.—A cognition when produced hasg the form of the cogniserd
object ; and snbsegnently it appears in the form of the sognising eog_nibi_pn_.l_ Thus -ﬂ.nb_n",
owing to the peculiaritivs of one cognition after the cther, thers i 8 remenibrance
that what now appears as coghiser is the same that had appeared as the cognised 6bject §
and hence it ig inferred that the coguition appears in 4 duplicate form, Vil by

LLI& T2 the first cognition of the Jar were in the form of the Jar alons, then
the second cognition in conneation therewith —namely, the notion that ‘I know thie
Jar’—wonld also be of the same form; and as snch we conld not assort any difference
among the series of cognitions in connection with any particular object, It ho_wé_va}'
the first coguition were of the form of the cogniser and the cognised, then alone, there
being an accumulation of different forms, there would be a difference _amohg the
cognitions themselves, -
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tho same form. And it is for this reagon that the difference betwoen the
cognition of the yar and the cognition of that (cognition) is not fully estah-
lished. Tt is only in the conception of the form of the cognising cognition
that there can be any accumulation of forms,

113-114. Where the first conception appears in o 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 angmentation of forms, the following
ones would differ from the preceding ones. And again, since thero is &
subsequent remembrance of the conception in the form of the compre-
hended object, the comprehending conception must have been coguised
before, as such. -

115. But as & matter of fact, we donot come across any such accumu.
lations of forms; nor can the conception be defined, without mentiouing
the object (of coguition). :

116, Therefore Cognition by itself being only oue, it is established
| that the difference in the conceptions is due to a diversity among the ohjects

of cognition; and as such what business have we to postulate another
form (for the cognition itself) P

117. Just as between corporeal objects there is & natural difference,
%0 too, in the present case, thongh two conceptions may have the simi-
larity of being incorporeal, yet, could not these too have a nafural
difference between themselves P

118, It is a false assertion that after remembrance, (the Conception
is infoerred to be duplicate). Becansge ita cognition is at that time brought
about by * Apparent Incousistency " only.

119, Yon 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 comprohended ;” 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 Comprehender

U6 With this commences the refutation of the arguments urged in K, 110-114,
The meaning of the Karika is that the cognrition or conceptiow is by itself pure; and
its object is an external one, which however does not assaume the form of the cogni.
tion. The reason, why the object is named in expressing a cognition, is that without
the mention of tha object the cognition could not be defined,

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

HE8 In fact there is no remembrance in the case of introspection—* The Jar has
been known by me” The fact is that when we romember a Jar, finding the
romembrance to be apparently inexplicable, we assert it to be dune to Cenception
And it ‘i’u only with reference to this conception that we use such language ag * I kn u“
the Jar,

180 The Bauddha holds all cognitions t0 be resolved into perception: hence ha onn

21
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and the Comprehended, with regard to ono single object. Nor can snch -
daplicate character be got at by means of Tnference; specially when all
conceptions are held to be only forms of Sense-Perception. i

121. It is only one form that is comprehended; and yet you assume
gecond ; why then eannot you assame a thousand such forms, to be incladed
in that single conception ? : | i '

1192, “Bal there 45 a natural difference between the Compreheuder
and the Comprehended,” That will only strengthen our theory. * But
not 80; hecause they are still identical in their common character of
¢ goneeption. " _ e : 1

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

124. For if the Comprehender and the Comprehended he one
(as held by Buddha), whence this assertion of difference (bebween the
two) ? And if they are different, how could you assert them to be
one ! ' (A v | |
125. The Comprehender and the Comprehended being both identical,
and congisting 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 then again, if one of the two (Uomprehendar 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 constitnent parts of & comception, which would thereby lose its
character altogether ; thence there would be an ahsolute nogation of it

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

never have regourse to inference, &o.; while by perception alone, n0 One cau ever
recognise the gaid duplicate character. _

1583 The Sautrantikas and the Vaibhasikas hold that the tiwo are different in them-
golves, while both are noa-different from Conception ; and in this much, the two may

be eaid to be identical.
194 & gasert them fo De ome™—as yom must do, in accordance with Banddha's

teachings. _

19 The Kacikd thus expresses the reasoning in the syllogistic form : “The Clom-
prehended and the Comprehender, have only one character, becanss both are identical
with Conception, wwhich is uniform ; and thus both being of only one form, the Concep-
tion too wounld be in the form of the CUomprehended alone, or in that of the Comprehen-
der only.” - it . . T
97 ¢ Like ils own self"—i.e, just 88 it hag the character of the Comprehended,
{¢ must be differont from the Comprehender, - : -
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from tho Conception comprebending it, which you sought to disprove,
‘and which is all thai we seck to establish). '

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

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

130, If ibis urged that—" though there is a diffevence (between the
Comprehender and the Comprehended) yet the Comprehended may only be
in the form of another eonception (and not any external object as yon take
it),"—then, we ask, what is the ground for holding the Comprehended
Cognition to be » Cognition at all? If for such grounds you urge only
those that have been explained above (in K, 128), then we also accept
them.

131. There is however no such character as “ Jnana '’ (Conception
or Cogunition) that extends over both (the Comprchender and the Compre-
hended) ; and as for any such distinet class as “Jodna,” you do not
accept any (class apart from the individuals).

132, And eyven if there were any such class as “ Jundna” distinct
from both (the Oomprehender and the Comprehended),~—then (in that
case) to these two, the character of Jnana could never belong, And thus
there being a total absence of the form (or charvacter) thereof (of
Jnana), there would result an absolute negation of Jnins . :

133, Then again, (in the case of Juana being something distinct
from the Comprehender and the Comprehended), it could be related to each
of thege, either one by one, or as pervading over each in its entivety; in any
case, it would be open to the fanlt of being made up of constituent partg——
a fanlt that is urged against the Vaigashikas. _

134, The objections that bave been urged by the Bauddhas agﬁinst
the Clags.theory, would also apply to the theory that the Olass © 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 be identical with

138 1f you accept any of these explanations we have nothing to say agalust you.

8% If the claee ‘Jnina’ were distinct from both the Comprehender and the
Comprehended, then these two could not have the character of Jnina; hence the
application of this name to them would only be o wisnower,

I8 Ig the cluss related to the whole of oach individual, or doos the one clues
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these two, then the aforesaid (Karike 127) diffevence would apply to
your case. And as for the theories of  Similarity ” (between the Indivi.
dual and the Class) and “ Apoha” (negation of the contradictory), these
will be met and refuted later on. - Al

136, But as there is no other substance (than comception), even an
“ Apoha " can not be possible for you. Because for the Idealist there ig no
such thing as ' non-Idea” (or non-Conception) that could be said to be
negatived (by the * Apdha’). ; ik

187. Then again, the negation of a negative factor is in no way
possible. (Granted that it is so, aven then) this negative factor would be &
substance other (than the Idea); as the charvacter of a substance would
doubtless belong to it on account of its being an object of megatiow. - _
~ 188. Thus then, if an Idea (or Conception) were held to be the
negation of non.Ides, you would have a new substance other (than
the Iden). If you urge that “the negation would be only an assumed
one (and sono new substance would have to be accepted),” we deny this,
because there can bo no assumption of that which can never exist. :

139. Your sssumed * non-Idea” too would only be an *Idea”
partaking of the character of ' mon-Cognition,” and hence ‘it swwould
be “ Ides ” alone that would be held to be the object of negation,

140. And certainly, in any theory of *Class,” there can be mo
negation of the object (or class) by itself. For never can thero be &
negation of a ¢ree by the tree itself. i '

141, 1f the Idea itself were to be negatived, then you could nobt
ostablish your own ' Idea.” For the character of a iree cannot belong
to other objects, such as the jar and the like, which are negatived by the
1 tl‘BO." i ;

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 CUomprehanded with the Comprehender). And what substratum
would this notion of * non-Conception ” have ?

143. For you cannot admit of any such object of comprehension as
“ 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 betwaen
the individuals and the class; while in the second case, it would bo necessary for
the class to have parts, in abgence whereof it could not permeate through all
individuals, y

141 If Ideas are negatived by Ideas, the character of “Idea’ could not belong
to the Idea,~an absurdity. '

142 You do not adwmit of any entity save that of "¢ Idea”; and certainly, this
conld not be the substratum of non.Conception. j :

1% Tu the gecond half, the Buddhist urges that he does not deny Negatiom, but
only all substances other than the Tdea,
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deny, why could not we comprehend the uegation of the substance
denied 2 " ' :

144. (We reply). One who does not comprehend positive entities
(like the hill, &oc.), what can be said of him with regard to (the Compre-
hension of) negations P 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 &
* mnegative entity). - ;

145, Thevefore (in any Idea) the object of comprehension could be
either another *“Idea,” or the self of the same Idea: and how could we
ever recoguise a contradictory entity (such as non-Oonception) to be the
object of the comprehiension (of a Conception) ¥

146. Just as 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.”” Kor these reasons, if there were no other
substance than the Idea, thero conld be no object of negation.

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

148.49. Theu too, we hold this character (of Idea) to belong to the
Comprehender only; since this is admitted by both of ns. And when
the duality of objects has heen proved, names may bo given to them in
accordance with one's choice: Both may be called “Idea,” or both may
bo called * Object,” or even the Object may be called the *Compre-
hender,” . -

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

150-51, Even when the two Ideas appear simultancously, in as
much as they are independent of each other, there is an absence of any
such relation (between the two Ideas) as that between the * Conceived ™
(object) and the *“ means of Conception ;" because both (Ideas) are equally
devoid of action and instrumentality.

!4 The Bauddba denies positive entities, such as the Mountain, the River, and
the like, which, however, are comprehensible by all men, Under the circumatances,
bow can be comprehend a Negation? If the Bauddha urges that his Uonception has
an end in itself, and as such, thers is nothing impossible in the comprehension of s
Negation,—~we reply, that this is equally applicable to the comprehension of positive
entilies: why then, should yon deny these latter ?

183,89 Admitted by both of us ™ : the Banddha attributes the eharacter of *“ Idea” to
the Comprehended as well as to the Comprehendor; and it is to the former alone that
such character is attributed by the Miminska, Thus then in the matter of the Com-
prehendsd, there is an agreement,
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- 151-52. 1t is the Conjunciion (or relation) of tha'ﬂbje'ct and the
Idea with regard to a Conception—that is known as the “relationof
canse and effect " ; and we do nob come across such (causal mlutmn) any-
where clse. _

152.53. And again, in the case of the right and left horua ok an
animal (two objects nppeaving simultaneounsly), there o be no such fixed
rule as that ‘this is the effect, and that the cause’; nov can both be
botli, because that would lead to the fault of * reciprocity.”

153.54. And people knowiug the real chavacter of the eansa.l rela-
tion, do not define it as mere concomitance, independently of all uobmu of
Sequence, /

154-55. (Conversely also) we find that thongh, ab tlmes, the cow
would follow the horse, this mere Sequence could not conslitute cansul
velation, Just as in the cuse of two morments (of Uogmbmu), ‘when
appearing in different sevies of Cognitions, though o¢eurring simultane-
ougly,-—-—mxd also in the case of the different properties of the jar (thcmgh'
occurring simultaveously),—(there can be no causal relation,) !

155-56.  For these reasous, an entity can be said fo be the eflect of
another, only when the former is such that it can come aboub only wheu
the latter has already existed.

156-57. You have brought forward the case of the lump and the light
omitted by it, as the instance of the simultaneity of the cause and the effect.
Bub in this case also, there is a minute point of time (intervening between
{he appearance of the lamp and that of the light) ; though this is impercep-
tible ; 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 1E }ou assert the
simultaneity of the two parts (of Cognition, i.e., the Comprehended and the :
Comgprehender.)

15859, Nor can it be urged that by means of a transference of
potentialities, the substratification would be gradual "' ; hecause in that case,
the object of Comprehension would have passed away, and it would be
nnreasonable to assert (its) identity (with the present notion ).

1ib.66 That is, when tlere is a necessary and invariable sequence hetween the two.

188 The reasong that lave been urged, in the refutation of the definition of more
simultaneity constituting the causal relation. '

18059 The sense of the objection is thia: * Granted that there is no simultaneity
between the Comprehender and the Comprehended ; it may be that they may appear,
one after the other ; and thus the one ihat goes before may be 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 gurely have left traces of its potentialities
upon the latter. The latter Conception is brought about by means of the 1mpresaions
loft by the former Conception, which thus comes to be Comprehended by it.” The
gengo of the reply is Lhat that which has pussed away can never be Uompreheaded ax |
w present ;7 and heuce, uo Cow meehension of o foregone Conception is possible,
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159.61,  What is comprehended by Memory, too, is only the Com-
prehended Objeet, as intermixed with its past character ; and the same’could
be said in the present case also (if things were to be as you assert them to
be). In a dream however, it can never be so0; because dream-conscious-
ness is always false; as in a dream that which is not present is coguised
as prosent; and this must be a mistaken notion, because it is always set
aside by a contradictory Cognition (in the walking state), But there is no
such mistake in the present case (of ordinary Coneeption). '

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

163. Byen if it be the past, what proof have you got for the asser-
tion that ‘it i3 not an Object but a Conception '?
 168-64. The past Coneeption that you have assumed to be the
object of Comprehension (by the present Conception),—is it of the form of
the Qomprehender, or of that of the Comprehended, or of both P 1t it be
of the form of the OQomprehended alome, thenm it comes to be a pure Obyect
for you, only in a different name.

165-66. And in as much as it is not cognised at any time except its
own (in the past), there could not be any transference of energy (on
potentiality). Just as there can be no such transference from a Conception
that has not yet appeared, or from one occurring in another series, so in
the samé manner, there can be no transference from g Conception which
is not strongly realised, and which disappears as soon as it i8 produced,

- 106-67. If (secondly), the past Cognition wero in the form of the
Oomprehender alone, theu it conld never have the character of the Compre-
hended; and then in comparison with (and with reference to) what would
it be the Comprehender ? W :

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

169.61, The objector urges that in a dream, past events are Cognised ne presont :
and ig met by the argument that Dream-Cognition is always mistaken ; and ag anoh’
cannot be admitted as an instance of Right Notion, i

181.62 "The reasoning is put into the syllogistic form. © Past lives"
lives are not objects of Cognition in the present birth.
is this:“Ideas of Sense-perception do not compreh
are not cognised as such ; like futare objects,”

185.68 There is ancther discrepancy in this nlternative: An Impression is only gy il
as has comprehended its object ; and the former Conception is eolely in the formrof :,:
object of Comprehension, Congequently, prior to the appearance of the latter Con
tion, (of which alone the former could be the object), the fo

‘Be Cognisedi And na such, it counld not transfer its potentia
ympresgions ; and in the absence of this traneforence,
conception comprehending the former,

¢ Just as past
The second syllogistic argument

end past objects ; hooause thess

cep-
rmer could, in no way,
lities, in the shape of
We could not have the latter
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a”duplicate character) it wonld also be ordinarily recognised as such
(which is not the case); and even if such were the case, the latter Con-
ception would not stand in need of another (foregoing Conception as the
Uomprehended objeet), for its full cognisance. ' |
. 168-69. If you hold that a Conception has the duplicate form (of
the Qomprehender and the Oomprehended), then all right notions would end
in the Conception itself (as you declave that the Comception cognises
itself) ; and hence, the past could never be an object of the Conception. If
(the latter Conception were) of the same form ag the former (Coneeption
which you assert to be the) object of Comprehension, then (of the latter
Conception) the very eharacter of the Comprelander would disappear. !
170, And if it were solely in the form of the Comprohender, then
there would be no object (of Comprehension) ; becange there is no simi/arity
betwoen 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
accordence with your theory (of Momentary Tdeas), has been proved (by
us, in the Section on ¥ Niralambana-Vada.™) : _
171.72. In the case of Ideas occurring in the same series, we must
deny the relation (between them) of Cause and Effect, as also the relation
of the Impressor and the Impressed,~—because they are Ideas,—just like
Tdeas occuring in different series (of Cognitions). : _
179.74. Thevefore that which is the Comprahender (of colour f.i.) must
be different from its object, (colour),—because the conception of one is not
always accompanied by that of the otherj—as f.. the Comprehenders of
taste, &e. Similarly the Jomprehended object is different from the Compres
hending (Idea) ;—because one who gonceives of the one doos not necessarily
conceive of the other;—/.i. the Comprehenders of taste &o. -
174-75. Thus then, the two factors (the Comprehender and the Compres
hended) must be concluded to be different,—like ‘taste, &o. ;—becanse they
ave never conceived as identical;—as, f.i., the conceptions occurring in
another series. e
175-76. Again, an Iden can not comprehend any portion of itself ;—=be-
cause of its originating in an Idea ;—like its own potentiality (i.e, Vasand) ;
(and for the same reason) there is a denial of the comprehensibility of an

170, 1f the latter conception were golely in the form of the Compehender, then the
former conld not be its object; because the two would be dissimilar--one being the
Comyprehender, and the other being the Compehended ; and all Objectivity is based upon
Similarity. “ Process”—since no such process in possible for an Idea or Coneception,
which the Banddha holds to be n non-entity,

111.1%. Now followsa series of syllogisms. -

115.18, The Bauddha holds that an Idea originates from an immediately preceding
Tdea; and it is an admitted faot that that which originates in an Idea cannot Compre-
hiend itself ; a8 for instance, the Impressions prodaced by an Idea, which are neyer
oapsble of being Comprehended by thomaelves. kRl
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Tdea (by itself); becanse Impressions are nob equipped with a duplicate
. character (that of the Uomprehender and the Comprekended).

- 176.77.  Caitra’s conception envnot be the means of the cogmtlon
of the comprehmmble part of the conception occurring in the same
gericn;—because it is a conception ;—just as a eonception ocgurring in
another body (of another man), cannot be the Comprehender thereof,
(t.e, of Caitra's conception),

177-79, In the same manner is to be explained the refu{:}.tmrl of t.he
duplicato capability of conceptions. We admib of a muliiplieity of facul-
ties elsewhere (e.g., in Atmi), beeause guch ig proved by other means of
right notion. Whereas in the present case (of conception) there is mno
ground for asserting such mulbiplicity of capabilities. And for these
reisons ‘we do not accept, as valid, the fact of youx theory being simpler
and acceptable to both ue (which you have urged in support of the theory
of the form belonging to the Ides, and nob to any external objeet).

17980, There is another reason too—-that since couception is the

means of comprehending the object, therefore it (conception) must be
" itself comprehended before the comprehension of the objeet; but this
reasoning is ungound, becanse the ease of the seuse-organs—the eye, &e,~~
aifords an instance to the contrary,

180-81. 'T'hen agaiun, it has been urged that since the eonception is
not repressed, it must be comprehended ag soon as it is produced. Bnt,
on this, we urge that the Conception could not be eomprehended by itself
(for reasons urged above) ; and none other (that wounld comprehend it),
has till then been produced ; hence, in the absence of any means of Com-
prebension, it conld not be comprehended (as urged).

182. If there were no ‘Idea,’ then we conld not, in any other way,
explain the existence of objects; hence it is that after (the object has
been perceived), we form an idea (of the Idea) as the means of a right
notion (of the pereeived object).

183. The meve fact of non-reppression by something else cannot lead
to the Comprehension of anything, As a matter of fact, in the absence

17179 ¢ I the same manwer,’'—i.e,, A conception caunof have a donble faculty,
becanse it originates inm a coneeption,«~like Impressions.” ** Simplicity *,—we payt
company from you when you sacrifice evidence to simpligity ; and certainly  Ganrava’
is no fault, when supported by proofs: “ Pramdnavantyadrishiont kalpyini subas
Rhinyaps” - I

: The eve is tha means of cognising calowr ; and eextaioly, the Eye, ag an orvgan, ia
not necessarily Comprehended, slwnys, before the Comprehension of colowr.  Therefora
fhe meore fact of the Idea being a means of Oompmhenmon cannot afford enflicient
‘ground for holding its own prior Comprehension.

182 The Author explazing how the Uomprehension of the Idea' isgot at. Ha
menns to say that, if thers were no Idea, we could not explain objeets as we sgee them.
WPonsequently, it is throngh ' Appavent 1lneonsisteney,’ that we assume the existencs
of Tdeas,

22
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of o fully efficient cause, even & (solid) object is nob perceived (o cots
prehended ), ' ' - iy

184, While fanctioning towards the Comprehension of the Object
the Tdea does mnot approach itself (7., does not rvender itself compre-
hensible). Hence, though the Idea is the illuminator (or the means of the
Comprehension of other things), yet for its own Comprekension, it stands
in need of something else. ;

185. Or, the illuminative charvacter (of the Idea) may be said to
consist only of the Comprelension of the object ; and there is no Compre-
hension (by itself) of (the Idea) itself; heuce it  cannot be its own
illuminator (or manifester). ) il

186-87. As in the case of tho Hye, &o., we find that, thongh endowed
with an illuminative character, they have their illuminativeness restricted
to (their specifio objects) colowr, form, &e.,--s0, we wonld have the same
restriction in the present case also: wiz, : the illuminativenecss (of the
Tdea) 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. ¢ 1f one (Idea) were to be comprehended by another (Tdea),
then there wonld be no end of (such Ideas—one comprehending the other).
Finding that there is remembrauce 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 Coguition,
then, the comprehension of all would be explicable by that alone (and
it would not be necessary to assume an endless series of Cognitions).”

189. Your 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
jar and the like, have been Comprehended, soon after this, there follows,
throngh Apparent Inconsistency, the frequent recognition of certain eoncep-
tions ; and this recognition goes on until one becomes tired of it ; and henoe
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 (i.e, an impossibility ). !

1902. The notion of remembrance that enters iuto the element of
the subsequent Cognitions, is & mistaken one ; becanse it is (really) only
a remembrance of the object (and not of the Cognition). And it is

184 Being ongaged in manifesting the.n'hjecb, it cannot, at the same time, manifest
itaolf. Since two independent funchions can never operate simultanconsly.

198 Ifis the object that is remembered; and as this could never be explicable
swithout a former cognition, therefore the latter has to be assamed, through “ Apparent
Inconsigtency,” '
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this (remembrance of the object) that leads to the cognisance of » previ-
ous Coguition. A

193. The recognition of the Series of Cognitions would countinue
only so long as one is not tived of it, even if the preparations for its conti-
nuance be on a grand scale. And there is sure to be a break, either
through fatigue, or predilection, or confact with something else ;j—just as
theve is in the case of objects. !

194. Asfor “ the vomembrance of such and such ” that has been men-
tioned (in K. 188) ;—if this refers to the first cognition, then there wonld
be a Comprehension of that one ulone; and as such there would be no
“ ondlessness.”

195. If however the remembrance belouged to every one of 'tht{
Uognitions (in & 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 wounld be in due accord with reason ¥

196, If it be nssumed that * they (i.e, the endless remembrances)
have all got the first Coguition for their object,” then the differences,
among the Cognitions (of the series) coming oue after the other, would
uot be possible, ¢

197. For one, who lolds that all conceptions have Cognitions for
their objects, the distinction between the Couception of the jar and the
Coguition of this conception, is scarcely possible.

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

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

195 1u the case of an object, perceived by the eye, for instance, we find that there
is a coguition of the object, only 8o long as the KEye is not tired, or the person himsgelf
does not desire to withdraw to other objects, or until no other object appears on the
gcene. The same is the case with the Comprehension of coguitions ; and heuce fliere
never counld be au endless series of cognitions,

198 The expression could apply either to the complete Series, or to the first unit
alone. The former alternative has been refuted in K. 100-91, et. seq.

195 The series is made up of the first Cognition of the jar, the Coguition of this
Cognition, and 50 on ad infi, And certainly there is a certain difference among these,
No snoh difference counld be possible, if every oue of the endless Uognitions, had the
same Cognition for its object.

193 The Banddha ascribes a form to the Conception; and yet he says that wlhen
remembering it, he remembers it as devoid of form. So in the case of the Cogaition
of objects alse, the remembrance would be devoid of all form,—which is an absurdity,

193 1t has been urged by the Bauddha that, because Remembeoerance ia foand to
follow ou Conception, therefave it is the Conception that is comprehended. The
Kiriki vefutes this view by declaring that we have Rememberauces following upon
Conceptions because it is only throtigh sack Conceptious that we can lave aay idea
of ubjects.
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200, % Proximity” and ¢ Relativity ” (that have been urged by the
Bauddha as reasons for the Comprehensibility of the Conception bnsed
nipon its identity with the form of the object) are precluded (from the Con-
caption) becanse of the irupossibility of the Comprehensibility (of Concep=
tions.)  Or the two factors (of Proximity and Relativity) could be snid o
be based on the relationship of the object and subject (subsisting between
the Object and the Conception); and as such whatgood would result from
their non-disjunction of place (i.e., identity) ¥

201, 1% has been urged (by the Bauddha) that no form of an ohgectf
conld be possiblé in the case of a mistaken Cogmtmu ; but we have a,lren.dy i
proved (in the Section on Niralambanuwdda) that in some cases (of mis-
taken Oogmtwn] we Imve only instances of the per?ersxon of time and
place. - - b
202, Even Uogmhons other tha.n bbose of Senae-pﬂrceptmn are
brought abont by means of past and future Ol)JEGtrB *—«’both. durmg the
existence and non-existence of Impressions. | "

203. In the caseof the object that has never been or never mll bﬁ;
comprehonded,~there being no impressions; how could the Banddha too,
bave any Cogmtlou? Mg

204. 1f, even in the absence of Impressions, (‘ogmtmna were to
appear; then that would contradiet the umsu,l efficiency of Imp:essxons,
which 1s accepted by you. :

$0) The Bauddha nrgoes thug: “ The object Blue is not different from its cognis
tion ; becanse there can be no Cognition of anything that is not identical with the
Cognition itself. And agnin, if there be no relation, there can be no Comprehansibility
Acoording to us, however, the form of the object is close to, and identical with, cogni-
tions; and it ia on account of this that it is comprehensible.” To this the Karika
offers the roply that both the Proximity and the Relativity (of the form of the object
with the (ognition ) become precinded from the Cognition, simply hecanse this latter con-
not be the objeet of comprehension,  Therefore you must acoept the comprehension of &
form of the sbjeot, which is neither related to, nor in close proximity with, Cognition.
Or agnin, oven in the absenve of any such identiby, (bstween the Cognition and the
form of the abject), we counld assert the proximity and relativity of these two, to be

basod upon the relation of the object and subject, which subsists between them.
* Non-distinetion of place ™ ig identity ; and * objectivity " is' the character of beariug
the result of Uognitions; and this latter is the definition of "Gomprahenalbﬂlty," of
which no other definition ig possible:

200 A wrong Cognition is only one of an object, in a place and at a time other
than the corveot ones; and it can never be possible for any Cognitions, right or wrong,
to affect such objects, and such regions of time aud place, ng are not known fo the
agent.

01 Remiembrances and Dreams ocour only when there are impressions; but Infer-
entisl Kuowledge is attainable, through premiges, even in the absence of impres-
glons. J

203 Beenuso the Bauddha asserie the forms of Cognitions to bo due to the impres-
gions left by previous Cognitions.

203 You hold that coguitions are always due fo Impressions ; and thig theory would
be contradicted,



P R TR 173

905, And if there be any impressions in that case also, then, these
must have been preceded by a cogpition (if not in this life, at least in
gome former life); and such being the case, the object (to which the
impressions belong) mmnst have beon cognised before at some place or
other (8o that this Cognition, at some distant datbe, must. bave given bu-th
to the impressions m qnestmn)

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

207. Sometimes it happens that Ceognifions appear in an incorrech
form ; but this is due to certain discrepancies in the cognitions themselves,
In the camse of the earth &e., however, their forms would be cognised
ouly through themselves (and not as based on Cognitions).

208. Barring these (objects like the Earth, &o.), we cannot aseribe
any form to the objects of cognition. For “ (,ogmhon too cannot abtain
to its charaoter, unless it is possessed by an external object. |
' 209. And again if this (form dreamt of), and other 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 ns,
comprehends it in & way other than in which it exists ; and ib can never
be 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).” i ,

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

208 ¢ I'n gome previouws birth.,” 'This has been added, in order to guard ugainst the
instances of such Dreams, &o., as are altogether new to the Agent, and as such, unlike
all kis experiences in this life,

207 Objection; ““One can have no impressions of his own head being cut off ; and
then how can you oxplain a dream to that effect P Reply: a man sees another per-
son's heud being cut off, and by certain misconceptions, comwon in Dreams, the
impression left by thab event ia transferred to 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 & form other than the right one,
As o matter of faet, Dreams could never have an end in themselves, as laid down by
the Banddhs, with regard to Cognition, in general, '

%1l Thig is all that a contradictory Cognition does; it does not absolutely negu.
{ive the existence of an external object.

212.13 Refer to the objections nrged in Karikas 57-58, The Jfirst explanation means

that the diffexence in the Gender and such application of names to the same object is



174 GLOKAVARTIKA,

“ double moon "’ ; and in the same manmner, in the case of such synonyms
as “ tarakd ” (Fem.) (“ Nakshatra " Neut.), &o, the feminine character, &e.;
(1) would be such as has been perceived elsewhere (and wbtributed here
by mistake); or (%) 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 varions uttributes of
Sattwa, Rajas and Tamas, as has been suggested by gome,~-notably, by
Patanjali (in his Vyakarana-Bhashyae). | i

214. 'Thus then, we find that the application of the three genders
to the same object, is mnot un-reasonable. And  since the diversity
is based upon comparative difference (from other objects in the excess
or deficiency of ome 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,"” &e,
(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 recoguition of one or the
other definite character, : '

916. 1In the case of objects with many forms, the impression left
after ils particular Coguition (nt a particular moment) would be the cause

a mistake. But inasmuch as we have mno Cognitions whereby such use would be
contradicted, and (hence) pet aside, we offer the second explanntion. The differences
many be only verbal, and not real, But insgmuch as this nlso is a gratuitous assumps
tion, we huve a third explanabion, Patanjali holds that the Gender of objects, and
hence of Words is based upon the excess or deficiency of the geveral Gunas : That

which abounds in Sattwa is masculine ; that which ahounds is Rajas is feminine, and

that abounding in Tamas is Neuter; this excess or otherwise of the (Gunpas however
is purely comparative ; one aud the samo object may have an excess of Saftwa, in
comparison with one objeot (thus being masculine) ; while the same objeot may have
a deficienoy of Sattwa and an excess of Rajas, in comparison with a third object (and
as such it would he called Femining). Thus then, there is nothing unreasonable in
the use of different Genders with regard to the same object, In the case in gnestion,
the brightest stars may be said to be Masculine, the lesser ones Feminine, and the
amaliest onos Neuter—-callod, respectively, ** Tishya,” “ Tarakd ” and “ Nakshatra.”

85 This refers to the objection urged in Kiriki 69, The Woman is possessed of
the three properties of a dead body, & handsome person, and a mass of flesh. 'he
Renunciate recognises her a dead carcase (mob:fib for tonching); because having
coutinually thought of the body without the Self as dead matter, he recognises only
u dead body in the Woman, A licentious man, acoustomed to the company of women,
recogniger, in the handsome woman, an objeocs of enjoyment. And the Dog, accustomed
to flesh-eating, recognises in het only & latap 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 impresgions are produced npon indivis
dual minds; aud these impressions predispose the mind to one or the other form of
ideas. '

818 The specific form being that to swhich, more than to others, the Agent has
been aocustomed, and of which the impressions are strouger and more permanent, )
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of determining any one specific form, and setting nside, for the time being
all, other forma. : ;

217, Bimilarly in the case of the notions of * length” (* shortness,”
with regard to a single object) and of “Ghatatwa (¥ Parthivatwa, ”” with
regard to the single object * jar '), these will cease to be contradictory,—
the 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 vight to assert that there can be no form at all ; because
the diversity of forms may only be dune to thediversity of comprehension
(in different Individoals).

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 mnust /| ‘ph everything just as it is perceived ; and even
the singularity (or oni-utss) of an object cannot be buld to be abgolute.

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), &e.

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

223. Though the properties of colowr, odour &c., reside separately in

317 Thie refera to the objeotion nrged in Kirikis 59-60, The same abject may be
long in comparison with one object, and short in comparigon with another,

218 It has beon urged in K. 61 that since differant persons have differont idoag
with regard fo the snme object, therefore any one form cannot be said to specifioally
belong to any object. Tl‘he present Karika meets this by nrging that the diversity in the
form is dae to the difference in the comprehensions of different persons,
individnal idiosyncracies.

_ 219 Beoause different persons have different comprehensions—this ig enough reason
bo lead to the conclusion that it is possible for a single object to be impressed with
diverge, and even contradictory, forms,

280 We must accept an object to be of one or of multifarious forms, aceording as
we perceive them ; there can be no other eriterion. There is no proof of the objeét
being one only, Therefore there is nothing contradictory in one and the game object
being endowed with varions forms,—when such are in accord with the pognitions
of individnal persons,

%L« Appearance and disappearance "-—one form appearing in the cognition of one
person, and disappearing in that of another. Thus then the object will have one form
or the other, according as it happens to be coguised by this or that person. 8nch
appearance or disappearance may be based upon the differences of time, place &o,
f.i. a well-armed man in the jungle is recognised as & hunteman, while in the midst of,
a town, he is only known as a policeman,

833 Thia refers to K. 80, Even these people do not becoms cognigant of the form
of the Conception, prior to that of the form of the object,

based upon

Q[
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a jor, yet—their Cognition is restricted in accordance wzth the respe(;twa :
functioning of the Eye, the Nose, &e. -

224, In the same manmner, though the chatacters of * Ghatawq,
Pirthiatwe’ &e.—have their existence equally for all persons, yet their
recognition iscontrolled by the vemembrance (by different Indnflduals) of
worde expressing the various forms (of the jar). :

225. Therefore the character of the object, thongh existing outalda,
is assumed to be the object of Cognition, according as it is approached
or not approached, by the various organs of sense, the Eye aud the rest, |

226. Though ordinary people assert that * the external existence
of the object is in accordance with the Conception we have of it,”—~yet
even 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 ouly as a means of Cognition that a Conception presents
to us the Object—as that “ such is the object” ; because it (Cuncephon)
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 yon seek to prove by means of Tunfer-
ences ; and passing over the Cognition of the Iden, they become cogmsam:
of the form of the external object itself,

229, 1t is necessary for students of Phllosophy tn axplmn i'.hmgs ox-
actly according to Cognitions met with in ordinary experience. And (in
ordinary experience) the emternal object is never cognised to be of the
gsame form ag the internal (Idea).

230. ‘“If at the time of the Cognition of the Object, the Conception
t0o were to be cognised as what has already appeared,~—~what would this fact
accomplish for the Pharvapakshin P And again, how could he apeak of
another object P

231. (The meaning of the objection as urged in the Bhashya is that)
the objector asks the upholder of external objects= Do you not hold that

%28 The cognition of external objects is got at by means of Sense-perception; and
you seek to prove the negation of these by meansg of Inference. Bat before your
Inference has had time to fanction, the existence of the external object will have heen
recogniged by the prior funotioning of Sensa-perception, |

239 The object ig recognised as ¢ blue,” and not as “ 17" (which is the rea] mtemal
form). _

280 The Bhishya says: ‘ utpadyaminaivisim Jndyaté Jnapayats crirtkén;amm
pradipavadits yadyucyéta” (an objection urged from the standpoint of the Bauddba) ;
and the present Kariki objects to this as coming from the Bauddha. The fact arged hy
the onjector does nofi in any way help his position ; in fact it only goes to weaken if,
inasmuch as he is madae to assert “ another olject” (An‘.ha-ntamm)-whmh is opposed
to the purely Idealistic theory,

281 Thie Karikd supports the objection as nrged in tha Bhighya. If there i no
snppression, the object is bound to be comprehended; and as such, if you deny its
puppreesion, how can you deny its Comprehension ?




QUNYAVADA, _ 177

there is no suppression of Conception while it ecomprehends another
object P’ Tl . : -

23%  The reply to fhis uegtion is that we do not admit of such
CUomprehension, because there is no divect (sensuous) means of compres
hending (such another object) ; and also becanse there is no mark [ Reason
or middle term by which sacls Comprehension could he inferred ).

- 232-33,  Ou, the objestion may be taken as applying to other theories,
In these otlier theories, the Idea is snid to be cognised at the time of the
Cognition of the Object ; and in that case, the existence of the Objech
would ba struck at its root ; and it is for this veason that we brmg the
objeetion home to them. '

234 “The passage beginning mth Na.nu ig irvelevant (as coming
from the Bauddha) ; because it urges what is desivable for his opponent ;
and secondly, the mention of seqnenca coutradiets what has beeu asserted

before.”
: 235, ' Aud if it ba urged that ‘ both (Idew and Object) bemg momen-

tary, the Cognition urged in the objection is quite proper, and that the
fact of the object being cognised aubaegumtly is mentioned only as a past
event (hy means of the past participle affix in Juydtah),—there would be a
useless repetition of what has already been said before,”

8% This Kivika explaing the passage of the Bhishya, embodying the veply to the
objection raised by the Bauddha in the passage referred to above. Though there is 1o
suppression there may be no means of comprehending the object; nor is there any
sueh characteristio of it n& would lead to the acoeptance of its Comprebension.

#82.55 'I'nis Kariki interprets the objection nrged in the Bhishya, in a different way,
ag divected aghinst the Vaigeshika dootrine that the Idea is comprahendsd sirmulbanes
onsly with the Object. In that case, no external object could be proved to have a veal
existence ; becanse the Comproliension of the Tdea is nobt possible without that of the
form ; and when the form has once heen cogniged in connection with the Iden, there
would be no room laft for the interception of the external object itself,

#8% The Bhashyo lays down another Banddha argument : “ Utpanndyiméva buddhan
artho jnayaté, &e., §o."—a passage which ends with the assertion that “at first thers
is an appearauce of the Iden, and then follows the cognition of the object.”” The

- Karika says that thig ig nob opposed to the Mimined theory, which also holds that the
Object is cogniked only on the manifestation of the Idea; and, to the contrary, the
mention of the Cognition of the Object is directly against the (linyanada tenets; and
Instly, it has been urged sbove that the cognition of the Tdoa is simuliansous with that
of the Object; and this ia eontradicted by the present assertion, that the cogunition
of the Idea is followed by that of the Object. Ly

86 The contradiction urged ahove is met by the assertion that in the gecond
objection algo, we have only the aforesaid simultansity in view. With regard to the Ides
it has been said thab it ig being manifested (in the present tense), while the object hag
heen said to have been cognised (in the Pust). And for the Bauddha, there eannot be
any obher alternative save that of sumultaneity; because all things being momentary,
any object that hag once appeared and given rise to an [den, conld not wait for unothoer
moment, to be cognised by afself separately.

[Tt may however be uoted that if this explanation is accepted, the second objaction
becomes the same ag the firsh, ]

23



178 CLOKAVARTIRA,

296, Here too, the Bauddhia does not speak froux his own -stanﬁ'p’ﬁfhﬁ A

the fact heing that throngh the assertion of his opporient he is myistalcer

ag to the theory of his antagonist and (while ander this misapprehension)

he has put the question (vrged in objection Pl ol } ,

087.40. “The simnltanity of the manifestation and OComprehen-
sion of the Tdea being absolutely established,—we ask if these come before
the Comprehension of the Object; or after it, or stmultaneously with it ¥
T'his theorist (the Mimansaka) asserts the Compreheusion of the Idea to

4

follow after that of the Object ; and then (in accordance with this theory) I

the Tdea would be produced also after (the Object). Bub this is not
possible ; hence we declare the production (or manifestation of the Tdea)
to precede the cognition of the Object ; and thus ab tho sarae time we would |
also have the Comprehension of the ldea (and hence the Comprehension. of
the Idea would also precede that of the Object). And the prior Compro-
Lension of the Idea being thns established, there can be no proper
Qiserimination between the external (Object) and the internal (Idea)
Fand as sach by priovity we infer the form to belong to the Idea and

nob to any external Object].” And it isin view of these reasonings hat

the objector has brought forward the afovesaid objections.
941, Fven if the Comprehensions of the Object and the Idea were

simultaneons (as mentioned in Obj. 1),—we 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
Mimansakn first seeks to prove that the Comprehension of the Object pre-

codes that of the Idea (even though the ldea may have been produced

before). ; P

288 ‘I'his Kiriki supports the uhjectioh ag quite proper, af coming _i’ro'nﬁ the

Banddhe  The Miminsaka had asserted that the ldea of an object is cogniued hefore
the Object itself ; but, at the same time, ha has also said that when the Object has been
coznised, the cognition of the Idea follows by Apparent Inconsistenoy. And from this
the Bauddha has conéluded the Miminsaks to hold that there is no cognition of the
Ideas before that of the Ohject ; and from this he has alge concluded him tio /deny even
the manifestation of the Idea before the Object. And thus baving misunderstood the
theory of his opponent, the Bauddha asics = But it i only when the Idea has
appeured,” &o., &o. (Vide Bhishya, quoted above)", \

28140 These Kirikis set out the proocesa of rensoning 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-—viz, the denial of the
external Object, and the stablishing of the fach of the Idea haing the sole entity.

24l The fivet half of the Karikd shows how the aim of the former objeation too cou-
sists only of the denial of the reality of the external Object ; and the sense of the geond
half is that if we accept the comprebension of the 1dea to be coguised, either prior to,
or simultaneously with that of the Object, then we wonld be forced to ascribe a form
to the Tdea, and deny the existence of the Object altogebhor, For this reason, the
first business of the Mimansaks is to prove that the comprehension of the Object
procedes thah of the Idea—which lnbtex is got at subsequently by mesns of Apparent
inconsistency,
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242. The portion of the Bhashya that follows after this has already
been oxplained above.

242.43. “ Becauso the character of the Object oomprehended is not
remembered (at some future time), just like an anknown object,—~that is
no direct reason for asserting the previous non-Comprehension of the Idea.
Thevefore with what, and on what way, is the previous non-Comprehen-
sion of the Idea conneocted or relevent to the present discnssion P” j

244. For these reasons the present passage must be explained as
being a refutation of the theory that ¢ the forra belongs to the Iden,
because of its prior cognition”-—hecause the notion of the form helonging
to the Idea is the result of the argumcnb baged on its prior Gcmpre-
hension.

245, The passage “ Remam buddhah " denotes the fact of the ldea
being dependent on the Object.

: 246-47, As a matter of fact apart from the form of the Object,

there is ne recoguition of Ideas. Aud the Idea being recognisable by
another’s form, it cannot be the object of cognition, because it is like o
Mirage. Thung then, for you, the cognisability of Ideas would be in accord-
ance with & comprehensible vbject, which you hold to be non-est. Aund
since the form of the Ideas themselves is a tebula rase, theiv cognisability
could only be assumed to have boen caused by the disturbance of Vasana
(predispositions ov tendeucies). And as such the Idea itself could not be
coguisable, in reality. '

248, ““ The ﬁx:by of canse’ is equally a.pphca,hla to both the
theovies because the upholders of “Idea’ as well as the upholders of
“ external objects” equally take their stand upon the peculiar faculties
of their snbstances,

249. * How is it, that for you too the ohjects in the shape of threads

843 “ The portion of the Bhdshya,” §ec—* satyam piarvam buddhirutpadyaté na tu
gmnayaté "—oxplained above in Karikag 82-83.

£43.48 This Kirika fakes exception to the Bhishya passage in roply to the above
objections 1 The passage veferred to iz *' Bhavati hi Ihalw taddeidetat yajnoto’s
pyarthah sanndjnatavadweyatd” It i3 often found that Of two objects cognised at on-
time, only one may be remembered in tho future; consequently it is not right
to assert that=* becanse the Idea is romembered when the object is not, therefore
thare eould have been no cognition of tha Idea together with the Objeoty”

244 This ia in defence of the Bhiashya: Though the direct denial of the prior
conception of the Idea is nob quite relevant, yob what we mean by such deninl is only
to strike ab the vool of the resultant theory: mamsly that the form belongs to the
Idea, and not to the Object.

345 Bhinhya : ‘* Kamamékarapatvé buddhirfva bhavati”—-i, p. Even if the Idea and
the object werse identical, it wonld be more corraot to attribute the form to the Obgect.
than to the Idea.

846.47 Tdend, being naturaily plain (mccording to the Bauddha), conld not have any
forma of their owu,

#S Karikis 248-52 take excoption to the Bhishya : *“ Api ca niyatanimitta, &c., §o."
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bring about only such effects as the sloth 7 Wherofore could not these
(threads) bring about a gar 2 Ov how is it that the cloth iy not brought
abont by lamps of clay” ¢ i i Ao

250. If youn object to the Jdeas of ¢ thread ' and ¢ lump of clay’ (as
having the power to bring about  ideas of the * cloth’ and the ! jar’ ress
pectively), then in the same manner, yon would have an objection to
the objeets (¢ thread’ and ¢ lumps of clay’ ashaving the properties whereby
to bring about the objects ' eloth’ and * jar').” : e _

951. “If the fixity of the creation’ (or cansation) of objects were
eaid to depend on the restrictions of faculties (or capabilities——such as |
the faculty of causing a cloth is restricted fo the thread aloue and 8o
forth), then who could deny the same capabilities in the restriction of the
causation of Tdeas (i.e, we would also have the Idea of threads such  as
having resriocted within itself the power of bringing about the Tdea of
cloth) 7' AN R o .

952, Therefore when tlie objection is comamon to both theories
and when the means of meoting 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.” (e L A

953, Bub for the upholder of the “ Object” theory, we have snch moeans
(of meeting the objections) ad the specialities of time, place and the like;
which serve to control the capabilitiey of the canses, in (the manifesta-
tion of) their particular effects ; (which resource is not open to the ldealist
who denies space, time, &e., in fact evevything besides Ideas).

054, The capabilities of objects too are such as are postulated
through the ¢ Apparent Inconsistency " of the offects ;- and as such
theso are known to bo ves), having their application resiricted to their
regpoctive effects. : ' il

255. For you, on the other hand, any such capability, eibher different
or non-different from the Idea, is not recognised as real,—apart from its
assumed (anreal) existence. ! : i

956.58. Tt is VisanA (Disposition) alone that yon describe by the

954 Whon we find that a cerbain characteristic in the effect cannot be otherwise
explained, we postulate a corresponding potentiality in the canse, to whioh source we
relegate the said charaoterestic, - i

266 To assume that the potentialiby has an unreal existence is only a tacit denial
of the potentiality ; and hence a restriction of the cansal efficienoy. .

$68.58 You hold that the operation of the cause is restricted by Vieani, Thab
any anch controlling agonoy, as that of the Vigand, ia not possible, we haye shown
ander the seotion  of Niralambana-Vida. * Not dependent, §c.”: For us, the Visani
vesides in the Soul, which being, for us, permanent, it may be possibla for the opora-
tion of the underlying Visand towards the vestriction of the LCausal officiency to be
delayed to & pertain extent.. But the Banddha holds the Vigani to reside in the Idea,
which is held to be momentary. Under the circumstances, hoy ocould Vasana (which
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word ' Calcbi ” (capability).  And the restriction of causalty, that you base
upon the Vdsands, becomes impossible, firstly, because such Vasands eannot
exist, and secondly, because they cannot be said to serve the purpose of
any other object. Nordo you accept any such controlling agencies, as
those of Time, Place, &e. It is with all this in view, that the author
of the Bhaghya has urged, againsh his opponent, the argument beginning
with “apica”, &e. | '

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

259.61.  Thus then (we conclude that) the negation of the external
object is not proved by the fivst two means of Right Notion (Sense-
perception and Inforence) ; OF Verbal Anthority there ig no application in
this case (denial of external object),—in fact it is applicable to the contrary ;
Analogy is not applicable, becanse 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 concinde that
such denial of the external object can only be amenable fo “ Negation”
(é.e., the denial is only capable of being denied). '

261. Some people, finding that external objects being aggregates
of atoms are incomprehensible, have asserted the Nogation (Cunyata )—
thus proved to be nnamenable to any means of Right Notion—to reside in
the predicable object itself ; .

262, but on account of the impossibility of any comprehensibility
belonging to an internal (Idea) ag shown above,~—even these people will
havs to admit of the comprehensibility of somothing else. As for atoms,
ueither do we accept them to be comprehensible; and as sich, we must
describe the aggregates of these (atoms) to be real (and as such, objects
of comprebension). ' W

too eannot  hat be momentary) exert any controlling influence over tha operation of
Canses 7 In fact the Bauddha's Vﬁaa._ni becomes devoid of any snbatantial sabstratuni,
Nor does the Bauddha admit of any other controlling agenoy ; hence all his Cansal
operations would become erratio in the extremest degres, (i

89,61 ¥ Verbal authorsty ''~snch as Inj unotions—laying down gacrificed, &o., and
a# snoh bearing testimony 6o the reality of external objects. ‘“Apparent Inconsistency.
Various forms perceived in the world having been foand to be inexplicable, we infer,
from Apparent Inconsistency, the reality of the existence of the various objects in the
extornal world. And this goes directly against the Qﬁnyavadn. Thus then all these
Means of Right Notion being found to contradiot the denial of external objects, the
only remaining Means of Right Notion is Negation, Anda theory that is 'an;zeua.ble to
Negution alone cannot but hie denied in its totality, . '

%l ¥inding that Cunyatd is nob established by any Pramina,
to rest ib in the Praméya,~~their reasoning being this ;
the aggregate of atoms must be invisible ; therefore all
prehensible: and therefore they do not exist.”

863 ' We must describe, §¢."—ans we shall prove later on,

_ some people seek
Atoms are invisible; therefore
objects are invisible and incom.
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263. Thus then (the lea.hty of) fhe externa.l ob;ect hfwmg b"‘
established, there can be no unreality of the Idea (either) ; and for those
who kuow the true character of both (the Object and the Tdea ), this (the
Couple, Object and Idea) is ronlly o fit object for hemg made the axle af:
the wheel of * Investigation into. Duty.” |

Mhus ends (he Cﬁnydm’id@._ll "

(-SEGTION 5.)
AINFERENCE,

1. Since “ Sense-perception” has been proved to be not a.mlataken-.
process, therefore, for the same reason, there can be no qnestmn as 1:0 thn i
validity of Inference and the rest, as defined below. v R

2. The epithet “ known-——telation” either belongs to the cogmamg
agent; or it refers to a substrate of the middle term; or the com-
pound may be explainedas a Kurmadhiraya—the words * one-substrate
veferring to each of the two moembers of the rela.tmn (postulated in ﬁha-'

Premiss).
3. Or the eplthet may refer mutuaﬂy fo hoth mamber of the rela.taon'

itself,~—the words ‘one snbstrate (or part)’ in that ' case, mp;mfymg’

(severally) the two members themselves.
4. The * relation ™ mea.nt here 1is that of mvmmb!e coneomitance. of

958 Just as o pair of horsea ig fit for pulling a ear, so these two—the Oh‘}eut and
the Idea~rnre fit for supporting and carrying throngh an 1nvesr.:gubion into Duty, for
those who know the real character of the Object and the Idea (ie., the Mimansa.ka,a}‘ ¥

1 Because Inference and the rest are all based upon Sense-psreeption.

2 The Bhishya passage here reforred tois this: Anuminam Jﬂutasamband-_,
hasya, &c., &e..”  1f the compound Indtagambandha” be explained as an Acousative
Bahavrihi~ ¢ He by whom the relation is cogniged’'=-then the meaning of the
definition would be that * Inference is the cognition of that person who has proviously
recogniged the relation, &o. &a.” ~1f however, the componnd ba explained as a Gﬁ'anai"
tive Babuvrihi-=* That whereof the relation has been cognised’—then, the definition
wonld mean that ** Inference is the cognition, in another substrate (Pire), brought
abont by the perception (in the moantain, of smoke) whioh is a part of the relation
of concomitance with Fire, perceived in sach substrates as the culinery hearth, the
velation whereof with the smoke has boen previously reucgmsed " Thirdly, tha com-
pound may be explained 88 a Karmadhirays—" known relation " in that onse the defis
nition would mean that ¢ Inference is the cogaition, in another member of the relation,
bronglit aboak by the perception of the smoke, which is another memher of the J’mow?s
H’Irrhmz ¢ ,

8 Taking the componnd to be a Bahuvrihi, there can be yeb another axph \mation :
That whersof the relation is known belongs to both members of the Minor Premiss
takon together ; and “one-part of thig may be each of these taken goverally. _

% In the stock example, "“There is fire, hocanse there is amoke,” amoke is the
means of the cognition of fire: and cerfainly it oocupies less apace, and is seon less
often, than the fire, ' ' i
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 the character of the Middle terms 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)
i8 hold to be the subject of the conception (arrived at through the Infer-
| ence ). ' - : '
5. Beoause the ‘ Pervaded ’ 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 be no sush
relation between them as that of the ‘ Pervader and the Pevvaded ’ ( ..,
. that of Invariable Concomitance), '

7, Though it is a fact that the * Pervaded’ is (sometimes) cog-
nised as the ¢ Pervader; yot even ifits greater extension ' (in time and
space) may nob be contradictory, it could not (in that particalar form)
bring about the conception of the ¢ Pervaded. ” :

8. This is fonnd to be the case in the instance of the * cow " (pervadsd)
~and the ¢horned animal’ {Pervader)) ; ' where the *cow’ being = the
f Pervaded’ gives rise to the conception of the °Pervader’ ‘horned
animal,’ |

9. Therefore even in guch cases, where both members may in certain
cases be accepted as the ¢ Pervader "and the * Pervaded, ' it is the char-
acter of the ¢ Pervaded’alone, and never that of the ‘ Pervader,” that
forms part (as the cause) of cognition. ;

10-11.  Thus then that form of the * Pervaded' which brings about
the conception of the * Pervader ' is precisely thab alone which has st some
previons time been pereeived, at a definite time and place, as located in
ono substrate, and which is subsequently perceived, exactly in the same
form, in another substrato.

12.13.  The Invariable Concomitance of two general objects i3 recog-
nised through a repeated cognizance (of their concomitance), and throngh
the removal of all doubt as to their difference (nom-concomitance), At
times (there is an invariable concomitance) of particular objects also ; as for
instance, the perception of the appearance of the congtellation « of
* Krittika " gives rise to the uotion of the proximity of (its neighbour)
“ Rohini.”

T Asin the case of the argnment—** non-eternal, becanse, canged '—a oase where
both are equally co-extensive, and both may be the “ pervader™ or the “Pervaded ;"
Even if we adwmit the grester extensiveness of any one of these, though this will not
bo contradictory, yet any sanch member of greater oxtensivenesa conld not always give
rige to the conception of another of leager oxtensiveness ; becange the former can exisk
even in the absence of the latter,

19-1. The smoke has previously been percsived to co-exist with Fire, in the calinary
hearth ; and subsequently, it is perceived in the mountain,—and instantly gives rvise to
the idea of the Fire existing in the mountain.
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18.15. In the coguition of an Invariable Concomitance the cauge
is a cértain property, with regard to which theve is such a notion as that
3t 1s only when this ewists that such and such a thing  can eaist’ ; (propers
ties) other than this only tond to add support to concomitances brought
about by other means. And we do not admit of any agcertainment of
concomitance on the petception of only such properties as these latter.

15:16, Those that employ snch (secondary properties) for the aeoom-
plishment of their econclusions are frequently led away by the disore-
pancies of counter-arguments, that erop up quite easily in their way.

16-17. These persons are also open to the faults of ¢ contradiction of the
soriptures,” ‘and contradiction of their own ends’ ¢ (self-contradistion), ’
¢ unheard of argnmentations ;’ and sneh illogical wrgumentations ghould be
avoided by all reasonable men, : ' i gt

17.18. Animal-slanghter is sinfual, simply hecanse it is prohibited.
In the absence of such prohibition, the mere fact of its being * animal
glaughter’ could not prove it to be sinfal, ' o g

1819, The falsity of all ideas is based on two causes (the discre-
pancy in the means of arriving ab the idea, and the subsequent eognition |
of some idea getting aside the former) and the arguments agserbing the
facts of an Tdea being an idea, and of having an origin, are of no use
(in proving the falsity of any Tden). N :

19.20.  The capacity of leading to Heaven belongs to sacrifice, &o,
when performed by the first three castes ; and hience it cannot be ascribed
to those that are performed by the Gudras, on the sole ground of these
latter being performed by lmman beings, just like the former ones.

18.15 The objection, that the Kariki 18 meant to meet isthat *if the porvaded ha
ndmitted to lead to the inference of tha pervader, then the mere fact of its being a
slaughter would lead to the inference that the slaughter of animale in the sacrifices is
sinful s because there 18 a concomitance between Sinfulness and Slaughter, in the cage
of Brahmana~—slaughter and the like.'”  The genss of the reply is that such ¢oncomitanco
is not admigsible ; because we have no guch general proposition, a8 that *f whenever
there is s&in, there is slaughter.” The property that must be admitted as the bagis of
conconiitance, in the cage in question, must be the eharacter of being prohibited ; becnuse.
no ohe can deny the trath of the assertion that * whenever thereis sitt, thgy'ra ig alao
something that 18 prohibited | in the scriptures.)! The basis of concomitance, in' all
casog, must be such 48 is capable by itself of being directly connected with the Major
Term. Such hawever is not the case with Slaughter, because even in its absence, we
come 40Toss sinfulness—e.g., in wine-drinking, &o. : -

16.17 ¢ Contradiction of seripture "—e.g,, in the ‘cuse of the alleged sinfulness of
animal vacrifice in the ¢ Aguishtoma.” v

17.13 This cites an example of the ¢ contradiction of seriptures.’’

13.19 This gives an example of ¢ Self-contradietion.””

19.20 Some people might arge the argument that ¢ sacrifices performed by Cfudras
load them to Heaven, because they are performed by human agents, like the gacrificas
performed by the higher castes.” Besides being falleiciou;; in ibgelf, such an argament
would be directly contradichory to facts laid down in the soriptures, '
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20-21.  Dostructibility is ba,seﬁ on the facta of having a beginning
in time, u.nd on that of being made np of certain constituent parts ; and it
can nover be based upon such facts as that of belug cognisod after a certain
effort on the part of the agent.

21-22.  In the same manner the facts of belonging to a elass, and being
sensual (belonging to a certain organ of Sense) ure common to all existing
things (eternal as well as non-eternal) ; and hence, who else, except the
Naiyiyika, could bring forward these, as arguments for proving the non-
eternality of Sound (or Word) ¢

2-28. Therefore that, which by its very capability has been found
t0 be the moans of proving the existence of another, can be said to be the
means of bringing about its conception,—and not that which comes to be
related to it by mere chance, ! '

23, By means of the double mention of tha words ‘one member’ ig
mentioned the Minor term which forms one of the members of the relation.

24 If * smoke, ' &o., 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) alono that containg both ‘'members (of
the relation) partaking of the character of both the conceived (the Per-
vader) and the means of (another) being eonceived (1.6, the Pervaded).

25.  With vegard to the unascetained factor (Five, £.i.) the Minor
term (Mountain) forms the object to be conceived ; while in relation to
the ascertained (‘smoke’) it is the means of the conception (of another);
and it may be meutioned either separatoly or identically, according to the
wish of the speaker :

26. 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 separvate from them, we have * there is fire in
the mountain, which is smoky.”

27. Tt is the Minor term as quahﬁed by the Major torm that forms
the object of Inference. Independoutly of it (t.he Major telm), the Mmor
term can never be the object of Tnference.

28, The gualifying (Major term) by itself cannot form the obgecb of

AL The fact of being cognised is wrged as a proof of the destructibility 'of
“ Words” ; and the Karika meols this argument.

#2835 That is to say, that alone conld be regarded as such :men.ns, with regurd to
which we have such o notion as that— when this exisbs, that mush oxist’’—e. gy in the
oase of *'boing prohibited,” and “ sinfulness,” where we have a definite goneral
proposition :  “ Whatever is prohibited is sinful.” '

5 Consisting of both, it must partake of the nature of both,

_ b Pire ¥ (in the mountain) is not known by anyother means save that of Infop-
ence ; while the * smoke’ is seen by the eye. “ separately ” i.e., apart from the Lwn mem-
bers Y Identically’—4.e., in a form co-exbengive with them,

%3 All the members af the syllogism orve already known 3 and it iz only the Jdefinite
relation betwoen the Major and Minor terms that forms the object of Inference,

24



