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Inference, because it g’ already known. Nor can the qna.hﬁed (Mznw.";'-'.-
Term), ov both the Major and Minor Terms, taken amg}y or co!leotwely, i
be the object of Inference, independently of the other.

29, 1If any of these singly were the objeck of Inference, then e coufd- i
not have any oue member as the predicate (Linga) ; nor could we have any
relation of this with the Major term (expressed in the Major premiss) :

30. [Iig., ‘causedness’ is mot a property of ¢ nom-eternality’; mor is
there any velation between these and ‘sound’; nor lastly is there .a:n.y
relation between these two themgelves, _

31-32. Nor is any relation possible betweon the snb;mt a.nd predl- d
eate, taken each independently by itself, inasmuch as the relation i
neither mentioned by name ner signified by the genitive affix, Nor is any
predication of the relation with the Middle term exemplified; nor can it
have two forms partaking of the character of the aseertatned (Sﬁdhama),

well as of the unascertained (Sadhya ). : o
32-33. Fhevefore the denotation of the pos&esmve aﬁx (1.8. ﬂw- i

2980 If * non-sternality’’ {aa the quaﬂiﬁcahion- or tha praciimtte) virar'a the object cd‘
Inference, then, in that case, ' cansedness’” nob being a propérﬁy ot it, the Middle Term .QJ
(“ Cangednoss ) wonld cease to be a part of the Minor terms (' non- -eternality’’ ) ; an&lf
wnder such oirenmstances, no Inference could be pogsible. If again, ¢ Sound'” alone
wors to be the objact of Inference, then we conld not predicate any relation befween
this (“ Bound”) and * Caeusedness,’ beeauwse thore is no smeh proposition ag that—
* wherever there is causedness, there is also sound.!”  Laskly,if the “ mon.eternality of
Bouad'” (bobl conjuintly), were the object of Inference, them we could net find an§ e
instance of the predication of any rolation between the Middle WMerm ( * Causedness’)
aud the “ non-eternality of Sound” Becanss, in the case of all other cansed ontilieg—
the jar, &e.—we find a velation predicated betweon a caused entity and & 'rwn-_étem_qj ;
entity, and not bebween a eaused entity and a non-eternal sonwnd. -

81.52 The conclugion ig nobiu the form “ Parvatasya egniknor ag ¢ Agm’ pm‘vatu- -
sambandho'sti!!  Baye the Nydyt ratnagera. '* The mere existence of Relation eannob
be tho sabject of Inference ; becanss it has already been previously ascertained. Now
does Relation possesy of a two-fold character of the 8adhana and the Sidhand Ob-
ject and the Means), whereby, having made ‘ Relation” the Minor Term we could prove
the fact of its being endued with Pire. JBeonuse a Relation, in general, san never be
enducd with Fire ; and as for any partienlar Relation, inasmuch as none guch can be
arrived af, previous to the Inference itself, #b cannot be the Miver Term ' ' And the
RKagika . * ls the Relation to be proved as 8 mere entity, o 88 qualified by some
property ? The mere existence of any object can never he the object of any Inforence :
and Relation hag not, ike the Moantain, adnal form of the aseertained and the uo!w
aseertained. Therefore Relation can never be the objeet of Inference”

5385 The theory accepted is that it is the Minor Term as related to, or quahﬁed by,
the Major Term, that forms the objeet of Inference, And it i8 frne that no such
gualified conclusion is possibla without s gqualifieation. Therefore it is held that suoh
a qualification is the ebjeet of Inference, not by itself, but only as the implied neeessary
acgomplishment of tha -conclasion.  And since the other members of the conolision
are already known, therefore it is only qualifieation (or the special relation)——but this
only as forming paxt of the: qualified conclusion-—that constitutes the object of Inferonee

pure and gimple,
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relation) can he the object of Infereuce, not indepondently by xtself but;
'enly as implied (in the qualified Minox term).

33, As for ingtance, in the case of such words as “‘ Dandi ” and the
like (the man with the stick) theve being a cognition of the qualified object
(the man with the stick), the relation (qua]iﬁcution) i recognised only as its
necessary concomibtant,

34.  Therefore these two (Subject and Predmat.e) are to be conceived
of only a8 in the forrs of the qualification and the qualified. The relative
predominance (of these wo) is by some people held to be optional :

85, According to these theorists the qualification (non-eternality)
of an ohject (sound) is' rocognised by means of another qualification
{cangedness) ; and there is no definite spemﬁcamon as to wlnch ig the quali-
fieation and which the qualified, '

86. In reply to this, some people assert that if the qualified object
bo the gualification, then it wonld become the secondary factor; and as
such, its relationahip with the qualities of the middle term, would not he
quite clenr. :

| 87.88. 1bis only in its primary chavacter that the qualified object is
connected, through a sentence, with the gualification. And ivis only when
no relationship with the qualification is possible, that it is assumed to be
with the qualified subject. Or we conld add the clause “ of Sound” (fo
Jawsedness). '

38. At the time of the recognition of an universnl affivmative propom~
tion, the secondary character of the qualification, which is wmentioned
separately, is not a fanlt.

39. If the Fire, as qualified by the place (mountain), were to be
accepted as the qualified sabject, then we could not have the definition,
of Paksha (Minor Term) given below. Because such quahficatmn of Five
"eould enly hein the following seven forms;— :

40-42. (1) *The Fire, that has been seen in some place or other,
eviste’ ; (2) ¢ the pro-experienced Five exists in space”; (3) ¢ Fire is related
to this (mouutain}’; (4) ‘ the Wire that has been, seen is connected with
this,! (8) ¢ This Fire 18 connested witk space.’ (6) ‘This Fire is

95,87 If the eomclusion were in the form—* Anityatwam (abdagatam ”—then the
Qubda would be only a sevondary element ; snd as such, it could not very clearly be
wonnected with the Middle Term, “ Causedness' 16 is only &b unnecessary compli-
cation to assert any selation with the qualified objoct. And agnin, the simple premiss
¢ Krtakatvdt”—will huve to be changed into~—“ yatah (ubdasys Krtakatvam, ”—an
unnecessarily cumbrone process,

83 This Karika anticipates the following objection: “In the ocase of the proposi-

~ tion, ¢ whatever is cauged is noen-eternal,’ thn relation perceived wounld be with  the
primary, ¢ Bound,! and not with the sscondary, ‘ non- eternality.”” The gense of the reply
is thab in this case, inasmuch a8 the word * non-etsrnality” is mentioned again (apart
from the conclusion), we have its sonneotion with the permiss tomplete ; and the
socendary position that it ocvupies in the cenclusion, ig uo fault.
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eonmected with somo I'ormer space’ ; or (7), '1‘1113 F:re i qnahﬂed hy this
place.’ | -- il
42-45,  Among these, in the first iwo, we 11a.ve the fanlt of pravmg :
the proved (redundancy) ; and in the rest, self-contradiction. (3) There
van be no invariable concommitance of the particular epace with every
Fire in existence, (4) Nor is any such concomitance possible of a formerly |
seon Fire with the present space ; (8) Nor can the particular Fire be quali-
fied by o1l space. (6) Nov can it be qualified by any formier space.  And ‘7
how oan it be asserted (before the Inferonece has been completed) that
¢ this Fire is qua.hﬁed by this particular place,” when apart from the partl- ik
cular place, there is po such specification as this ¢ Fire '?
45-46.  And in the present case it is the place (mountain) which is.
perceived before the ¥ire ; and since it is already perceived at the time of
the perception of the Fma, it cannot be taken as the gualification. H
46-47. As for the place, mountain, in as much as its form is perceived i
spart from, and prior to, that of the Five, it is no fzmlt to have a.nothep- ]
recognition of it as qualified by Five. : '
47-48. ' For these reasons we conclude that it is the subject, as quahﬁed- :
by the property, that forms the object of Inference; and such, in tho
prosent case, is the place 88 accompanied by Fire, Some people however
attribute (the chavacter of the object of Inference) to the * smoke. *
48.  Objection : ¢ As in the case of ¢ Word’ so in the present case alsoy
it may be the qualification itself that is the ob_]ec{, of the Linga (Middle
Term).”
49-50. Nob so: beocause in the case of the Idnga, there cannot be
an agsumption of a mulbitude of apphmtlone, because it cannot be the
object of Inference ; and the nmb]ect too is one that has been plewausly

42.45 (1) That the Fire exisls does nob stand in umeed of proofs. "-1‘113 game iztha
eage with the (2).  (8) Certainly, the partionlar space in quesbion canuot contain all
the Five thab exists in the world. (4) The Fire soen elsewhere cannot reside in the
place in qnestion. (5) The Fire geert now cannot occupy all the space in the world.
(6) No former spacoe can be oconpied by the Fire seen at the present time. (7)  Inag-
minch as the Fire is niot porcoptible by the sense, and ag such, i8 nof capuble of being
degignated as  thig Fire,” ib is not possible to have ag the object of Infarence, “ tho
Fire as qualified by o poerticdaer place.”

33 That is to say, 83 in the case of a word—£i, * cow’’—thougly there is an iden of
the class ¢ cow’ as defined by the individual cow, yet bho Mimiansakag aceept the force of
the word to lio in the class alone ; so, in the same manner, in the present cage also, the
force of the Linga may be accepted to lic in the qualification; Fire, alone, and mnot' in
the place as qualified by Fire,

49.80 The genge of the reply i is that the qualification, Fire, ig porceived only at tha
time of the recoguition of its relation with the Subject; and as such, it can serve to
qualify the Subject, which is remembered at that time. Cousequently it canuob bo
assumed that like a ¢ Word, ”’ the * Lings ™ has ity force in the * qualification.” Nor
enn the Linga be said to have any sach application in the Subjeet, either : because the
Subject is such as has already been previeusly perceived, by some other nreans.
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perceived. As a mabber of fach tho Obje(t‘: of Inference is the subject as
qualified (by the Fire) ; because this alone is snch ag has not hoen previously
perceivecl, _

50-51.  Qbjection : ‘¢ If ¢ smoke’ ywere the subiaut qualified, then tho
Middle Term wonld become a part of the Minor Term.”

Reply: Itis nob so; becanse the object of Inforence is u partfzcular
Cgmoke,’ whereas the Middle Term is in the gemeral form, the class
¢ smoke.’ :

51-52. If the character of the means of right knowledge be attributed
to the ¢ smoke’, or to'its conception,’ or to the ‘remembrance of its
conneetion,’ then there would be an identity of the objects with the final
" result, through its action (i.e, the action of the smoke, &c.), as has been
‘deseribed before(in the cage of Sense-Perception).

52-53. ¢ But the authov of the Bhashya holds that it is the cogui-

tion of the object thabis the means of right knowledge.” True; but the
~ ungertainty, spoken of (by the Bhaahy&) as attaching to the case of Sense-
Peroeption, applies equally to all Means of Right Notion.

53-54. One, who wishes to prove by Inference something that he
has learnt by Inference, must fivst of all lay down the Minor Premiss, as
explained above.

54-55. Itis wilh 1eferance to the subject (Minor Term), that the
property of the predicate (Major Term) is laid down ; and by means of

§0.51 This is an objection against the Naiyiyika theory of the “ Smoke ' being
tho object of Inference. ‘f Smoke ” is the Middle Term ; and if it be made the Miner
Term also, this wonld bring about an absard admixture, The reply to this objection ig
haged upon the ground that the object of Inference is m particuler © Smoke ” iu the
mponutain, while thie Middle T'erm is the general ¥ Dhimatwa.”

bl.8# The notion of smoke and the rest tends towards the recognition of the object
of knowledge 5 and thus there is an identification of the Object of the Means with thot
of the Result. TInthe chapter on ‘ Sense-perception,”’ with a view to thig identity
bebween the Means and the Result, the Bauddha has declared the * Idea’ alone to he
hoth the Means and the Ead (of Perception) ; and in thab place it was pointed ounb by
him that exactly the same would be the case with Inference also. Consequently the
reply that was given to the Bamddhn., in the previous chapter, would gervé onr purpose,
wlso on the present oceasion : viz : Sach identity directly cnntradtot.a tho nniversally
aceopted distinotion batween Canses and Effects” 3 and agnin—*° Who ean rightly aphold
any identity of the aze with the cutting 7"

52.6% ¢ Quch heing the view of the Bhashys, how can yow hold that there is an
ungertainby with regard to the smoke, ils ecoguition, tha samembg: ance of ifs connection,
&e. 27 Mrae, but in the section on Sense-Perception, the Bhashys expresses itself in
doubtial Janguage : “Buddhirva janma va, &o.” y and this uncertainty applies to the
case of every Pramana.

b3.8% An argument is that by means of which one seeks to prove something to
anothex ; and such an argument ismade ap of the Conclusion, the Reason, and the
Instanco 3 and the Conclusion consists of the meniion of the Minor Term (Mountain)

f.i.) as qualified by the Maym' Term (Five) 3 and it is this that onght to be laid down
first.
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this predication, what is implied is the preclusion of only such properties
us are contrary to the said predicate, and not of those that) are compatible
with it. ' ' ke
55.56. The addition of the phrase * not in proximity ”’ serves to set
aside two things i (1) definite recognition (by some other easier means) of
the object in the same form in which it is songht to be proved by the
Inference ; and (2) recognition (by some easier means) of a form contrary
to that songht to be proved. ! i el

56-58. © Because that which has already been ageertained some way or
the other does not stand in need of any other Means of right Knowledge.
That is to say, if an object hag been definitely known beforehand fin the
same form (as that which is sought to be proved by Inference), then this
Proof becomes nseless. And if object has been known (by more trust
worthy means) in a form contrary to the oue sought to be proved, then
there is no room for another proof. Because even befove the appearance
of the source (of Inference), its object will have boen snatched away (by
another and stronger proof). e " _ i

58-50, In the case of ail the siz means of right knowledge—Sense-
porception and the rest—if an object is ancertained by mewns of one of
them, then it is by means of the same that the functioning of another
means 'of Right Notion is barred; because in such cases there can be
no option, : A e RS

50-60. The imperceptibility of Sound, &c., is contradioted by Seunse-
perception ; and the assertion of their being not amenable to the Sense of
andition is coutradicted by Inference. _

60-61. Amenability to the sense of audition is not cognised by menns
of Sense-perception ; it is cognised by means of affirmabive and negative
premisses, with reference to the case of the deaf, &o. | i

61-62. The contradiction of Verbal Testimony is three-fold-—with

86-85 The Bhishya speaks of ¢ dsawnikpshéz riié buddhih? ; and by this is meant
the fact that any object, which, in a definite form, is known befaretiand by some easier
means {Senge-Peroeption £, i) in that very form it oaunot be the object of & more compli-
catod meane of knowledge (f. i., Inference) ; and also that if an object, in a definite
form, is coguised previonsly by a stronger means of cognition ( Sease-perception) then the
same object, in a form contrary to this, can neyer be the object of a weaket means
(Inference). Bty _ pE s . .

§6.68 « Smatched moay, §o."~—The sonres of Infarence consists of the perception of
the Middle Term and the rememberance of Invariable goncomitance, &e., &e. ; and
bofore these are accomplished, the Object of Inference will have heon already proved—
either in the affirmative or in the negative —by some obher atronger proof, (Sense- Per-
ception) ; and in that case, there will be no room for the action of 1nforence.

19.80 An Inferenco ie set aside by another Inference, only when the latker happens
to be simpler in its process and more direct and easier of comprehension than the former.

60.51 * Deaf) ' ~-Affirmative premiss: “ Wherever there is Sense of Audition, & sound
ia heard, ag in the cage of ordinary’ people.”” Negabive premiss:® Where thers ig no
Sense of A adition, there is no perception of Sound ; a8 in the case of the deaf.” :
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refavence to (1) Present declaration, (2) Former declaration, and (3)
a universally recognised faoct,

62-63. (1) ‘I have all my life been silent” is contradicted by the
mere assertion. (2) If all assertionibe declared to be false, then the very
mention of the sabject of the proposition (“ all assertion”) makes it self-
contradictory. (5) In the asgertion * Becaunse I was born therefore my
mother is barren,” there is self-contradiction in the mention of the TOASON
(** becanse I was born” ).

64-65. (2) To the Bauddha the assertion of the eternality of ¢ word’

i contradioted by his previons assertion (of the momentary character
and non-eternality of all things.) And (3) he who denies the fact of the
moon being signified by the word * Candra” is contradicted by the iden
of the moon derived by all men from that word.

65-66. If any one were to argne, to one who is cognisant with the

form of both the ‘ cow ' and the * gavaya,’ that * there is o similarity
between the ‘cow’ and the ¢ gavaya'' -—he would be contradicted by
‘“ Analogy.” . j
| 66.68. If anybody were to argue, with refevence to Caitra who
i# nlive and whose existence in the house is ascertained, that * le is not
outside the house’, he would be contradieted by * Appavent Incousistency”
(based on Negation) ; so also the argning of the non-burning power of
Five (which would coutradiot * Apparent Inconsistency” based on Sense-
Perception) ; the avguing of the non-denotative power of a word
(swhich would contradict * Apparent Inconsistency ”’ based on Inference) ;
the arguning of the non-existence of the Sense of Audition (which
would also conbradiet ¢ Apparent Inconsistency ’’ based on Sense-percep-
tion) ; and lastly, the argning of the non-eternality of word (which would
contradict * Apparent Inconsistency ” based wupon another “Apparent
Incousistency ).

68-69. There is cm:tmdwtaon of * Verbal Appar ent Inconmstency,
when eating dwring the day having been denied by a trustworthy person
enting at night be also denied by means of arguments. And theve is con-
tradiction of * Negation™ if the existence of (sach non-entibies as) “ hare's
horns * be argned to exist.

70-71. Thus has been exemplified the contradiction of the relation
of the qualification (Predicate). We are now going to describe the contra-
diction, with regard to all the means of rvight konowledge, of the natural
form and specific property of the Predicate, the Subject, and both of
these (taken together), denoted respectively by direct asser tion, and

andirect implication,

82.88 The examples of the three-fold contradickion of verbal authority are : (1) one
who says “ I am silent” contradicts himself ; (2) If  all assertions are falge,” the nssor-

tion of the epeaker ulso is false; (3) If one is born, his mother cannot be called
* barren,'
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71-7%. If one wore to argue, from the existence of certain pieces of
barnt straw in ice; that the Ice contains fire, then its apeuﬁc property
“heat’ wounld be contradicted by the cold, which is dxreutly porceptlble
by the Sense of Tonch. | o

72-73. ‘The preseribed (animal-slanghter) is a Sin, ingsmuch asg
it produces a certain degree of pain to the killer) "—in this argument the
mention of “ prescribed Sin”' contradicts itself; and mmxlurly ity speclﬁu
property, of bringing about pain, also stands self-contradioted.

74-75.  In the assertion * all cognition is unveal”, lies the contradic-
tion of both, by its form and specific property ; inasmuch as it is also the
cognition of these that is proved fo be unreal (by the general statement) ;

the specific properties here contmdwted are’ momentamw&s and Absotutsf”ﬂ'.:"

unreality. e i AR, i N

75.76. By the mention of “ the perception of one memhber” (in the
definition of Inference laid down in the Bhashya), ave set aside sueh
cases where bhore is doubt, uon-cognition and contmry conviction in the
mind of either one or both of the disputants. _

76-77. In such instances as * ¥ire cannob burn, because it is cool,”
* word is non-eternal, beeause it is amenable to the sense of sight, and the
like,"-~there is @ contrary convickion in the minds of both disputants. g

77-78. If the facts of ‘“ being cansed,” and * being a property be
brought forward by others s reagons against the Mimansaka, (with u view
to prove the noun-eternality of Sound) then the reasons would be contrary
to the firm conviction of orie of the disputants (the person addressed, Tueey
the Mimansaka) ; and if such reasons be brought forward by the Mimansaka
himself, then they would be contrary to the convietion ﬂf the parson
addressing (7.6, the Miméansaka himself).

78-79, 1If in any case, ‘smoke’ be doubted to bp “fog™ by one or
both of the dispunants, then it would be three-fold * Asiddbha.? Such arve
the forms of the direct contradiction (of the Middle Term). N

7.3 Thig 18 the contradiction of a particnlar propevty of the Pradma.ta

.18 This is the contradiction of the form and the specific property of the Sub;ect.

¥ Contradicts ifs oum form.”-—Becange what is enjoined cannob be ginful, Specific
property, §e.'~-Becauso what has been enjoined cannot bring pain to one who does it

1476 Specific properties contradicted, §'e.”-—Beocanse by the general statoment, © all
cognitions are false,” the cognitions of momentariness and unreality would also become
false.

1576 Uptill now, it has been proved that the mention of the word * Asannikpshta,’”
in the definition laid down in the Bhishya, serves to preclude all mistaken forma of
conclusion. And with this Karikd beging the treatment of the IMallacies— Apiddba,”
“ Anaikantika ” and “ Viruddha,”’ And fivst of all it iz shown that the mention of
i ﬁkadequdarqanub" serves to seb aside, from the definition, all forms of the Fallm‘y of
“ Asiddha,”

76.97 Since no dnspnt-ant will admit that that Fire 5 cool, or that Sound is amen-
able to the function of sight, therefore the Middle Term is contravy to the notion of both,

1878 Therefore, §e.) e, the doubt vesting in one disputant, and in both digputants,
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29.80. These wonld be the different forms of the contradiction (of
the Middle Term as based on that) of its substratum (i.e, the Minor
Terns, the subject of the conclusion), inasmuch as even if the Middle Term

bo kenown by itself, it doss not actnally serve as the Middle Term nntil it
" gomes to be predicated, or related to the Minor Term.

80-81, In the case of the argument “ the sonl is ommipresent, because
its action is fonund everywhere,” we have a Middle Term whose substra-
tum (the soul) isnot accepted by the Bauddha ; and with regard to
which there are doubts even in the minds of ordinary people.

R81-83. Since there can be no processes on mere verbal non-accopt-

« ance, therefore it is only the asgertions of such facts as are knowa by
* both parties to be false that can bo accepted as fallacies in an argnment,

Any other veason will have to be accepted as valid, if the other parby
proves it to be so (to impartial umpives) ; but in ease thab the invalidity
of the Reason be proved by the first party, it will constitute a discre-
paney in the a;rgumenb of he other disputant.

§3-85. The two canses of a fallacious Rea,aon, Doubb and Gcntra«
dietion, are seb aside by the mention of ¢ Judlasambandkah.” For ounly
three ave the grounds of Donbe, or wncevtaioty ; (1) when the Middle
Term exists in the Major Term as well as in its contradictory, (2) when it
does not exist in either (existing ouly in the Minor Term), and (3) A
ease where in one member (of the conclusion, either the Major or the
Minor Term) exist two contradictory attributes,

85-86. In the case of such Major Terms (predicates of the conclu-
sion) ag * eternal " “not avising from nn effort,” ¢ caused by effort,” and
“ gternal,”’—such Reasons, -(reﬁpeqbivbly) as “knowable,”” non.eternal,”

10.80 Tt is only as related to the Middie Term, and thereby forming the Minor
Premiss, that the Middle Term can be accepted as such,

81.88 Thig is to guard againab such nnreasonable digputants as wonld bring forward
the fact of their own non-accepbance of the Reason, as an argument against all thab
they may find to be going agninst themselvos, By this safegnard, the disputants can
bring forward only such facts a3 are universally recognised as forming part of the
theory that they may be upholding.

83.86 (1) is & case of ‘' Sadigrana’ (2) that of ** Asadharana ™ and (8) that of Virud-
dhavyabhicari,

85.38 The first syllogism is: “ Word is eternal, because it ia knowable;” but Enow-
ability exists in efernal objocts, like the Soul, &c., and walso in non-eternal objects, like
the jar, &o., and thus it is dadhirana (or Common, Too Wide), The second syllogism
is thus : * Word is not cansed by an effort, because it isnon-ctérnal ; ” but here, non-

 eternality is such as is found in the jar ag well a8 in the Lightning, the former of which is

brought about by the effort of the potter, while the latter is not caused by any effort.
The third syllogism ig this : ¢ Word avises from effort, becanse it is non-eternal; " in this
too we have the same fallacy as in the last. The fourth eyllogism is: * Word i
aternal because it is immaterial,’ where too immateriality 18 such as ig found in
sternal things like Space, &o., and also in non-eternnl things, like detion, &o,

25
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‘ non-eternal,” and * not endow ed mth aform i Immatemal), are com-
'‘mon to both (the I\Talm- Term and its conbr ad:cto:y) [ i Nqn-eternahty ’_’._
has to be taken twice in the former half]. Uit
86-87. 1In the case of the argnment ‘ esrth i is eternal, bec&uae ib ig
endued with smell,” we have an ¢ nncommon ” Middle Term ;and it is a
cause of ancertainly inismuch ag it ia wa.nb:mg in one of the grounds of
certainty. U
87-89, The * common ” Middls Term foo is a canse of doubt, inasmnch
as it is found to give rise to a dual notion (those of the Major Term as well
as its contradictory), and because two contradictory notions ca.nnoﬁ belong

to the same subject. So algo in the case of the * uncommon,” wherever
(either in the Major Term or its contradictory) it does not exist, by means

of the negation of that, it would point to the contmdrctmn of the
negation of both ; and as such it would become a cause of doubt, e

89-91, The fact of these being causes of doubt, vefers only to certain
particalar objects, because with reference to certain other objects these
are found to lead to certain definite conclusions, through negative and
affivmative conoomitarce,—as for ugtance, in the ease of prov g absence
of action " by ¢ immateriality,” and in that of the  presence of smell”
being ascertained in a certain partienlar form of earth ; and such Reasong

_ 86.87 Since * Odonr '’ vesided in the Earth alone, The grounds of certainty ave :
(1) “ Hxistence of a substrate other the Minor Term,” (2) “ Non-existence in any place
whero the absence of the Major Term has hean sscertaived.” In the * Common ” or
% oo Wide” Reason, though the former ground is present, the latter is nob ; w}ula in
the * Uncommon,"” we have the latter, and not the former. -

87.89 The ‘' Uncommon’ hag heen called the canse of uncertainty, in accordatice
with the Bauddha theory ; aud the Vértika has in another place, negatived the fact.
The * Common ” is a canse of doubt, not because it leads to a false conclusion, bub
becanse'such a Middle Term cannot rightly lead to any conelusion atb all. The factis
that sinoe it is seen in both, it leads to the remembrance of both its substrates ; and
the remembrance of two mutually contradictory subjects bars the dne ascertainment
of a:ther, and as such becomes a canse of donbt. While in the case of the nneoms-
mon,”’ it is fonnd in no othor place save the Minor Term,~-i.e,, neither inthe Major
Perm nor in its contradictory,~and so brings about the idea of neither ; and as snch, it
cannob be said to be a caunse of douht. _ |

80.91 In the case of the proving of ' eternality,” the reason of Immateriality is
one that exists in such things as Action, &e., which are non-efernal ; hence the Rea-
son does not serve to preclude such things a8 * wherein the absence of the Major
Term has been agcertained;” and as such, it becomes a canse of donbt ; when however
we proceed to prove ** absence of acbion,” the reagon of Immuaterality becomes :~:poh agis
not found in anything that has any action ; and as such we have the negation of the
absence of the contradictory of the Major Term ; and henceit leads to ' definite con-
olusion, In the same manner, the presence of “ Odour " gives rise to & donbt, wl_l.én
¢ Harth is made the Minor Torm : but when a certain particular form of * Earth >’
(the jav, £.i.) is the Minor Term, then, inasmuch as we have the afirmative concomi-
tance of the presence of Odour in other particular forms of Darth it gives rise to a

definite concﬁus:on.
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_serve the purpose (of provmg cevtain conclusmus with rega,rd o a.nu!;her
particnlar form of earth).

91-92. Where the non-perceptibility of air is sought to be prnvecl
by the absence of shape—-we get: ‘at the idea of the perceptibility of Air
from the fact of its being felt by touch ; and in this case, we have the
concomitance of contradictions ( Perceptibility and Imperceptibility).

92-93.  Some people  call this ‘¢ Jatyantara.” Others again call 1t
“ gommon " in parts, or ¢ ancommon ' in its totality.

93-94. 'When the conclusion of & certain argnment is negatived by
the aforesaid means of right notion (Sense-perception, &c.),~then from
the refutation of this avgument, we have & definite conclusion (based on the

arguments whereby it has been nerra.t;wed), bocausa ﬁhls latter itself hag
no6 been negatived. | '

94-96. Sometimes, two Reasons thongh giving rise to Doubt, when
taken sepa.mbely, each by itself, yet on being combined, Jead to a de-
finite conclugion (as in the case of proving a certain object to be a post)
we have the terms © Vertical height” and * presence of crows.” Two such '
reasons, ag are not mutunily contradictory, ave able to lead to a definife
conclusion, both severally as well as collectively. ' Therefore it is only such
Reasons taken severally as are mutnally contradictory that have been. de-
clared above to be causes of nucertainty.

96. The contradictory character (Vivuddhata) of the Middle Term
has been said to be six-fold, fonr-fold, or one only (by different theorists).

: 97. When the conclusion—either the dirvectly expressed or the ono
implied—is mnegatived by the Reason, (theu we have its contradictory ).
In the case of the proving of * eternality ' by ‘ causedness,” we have the
contradictory character of the Reason based on the contradiction of the
predicate of the conclusi-on-:-(because ¢ causedness ’ is opposed to ¢ eterna-
lity "), -

98-100. We have the eontradxutlon of a particular form of the

92.98 Whan one of the two contmdictoriaa exigh, in parts,in the * Sapaksha’ and
he * Vipaksha,” it is a case of the “Common ;" and when both of them do not exist
anywhere in common, then we have the ¥ Uncommon,”

9498 Simply Vertical Height by itself is not able toaseortain whether ‘a gerbain
ohject is a post or & man; g0 also the mers fact of the preseace of the erow is not onongh
for the ascertainment of the post. But when the facts are taken together; theu they
lead to the definite conclusion that it is « pest. ' Not mutunally contradictory, &e.”—
gnch as the  presence of smoke, nnd that of & smell avising from buwrwing—both of which
lead to the conclusion ag to the presence of Fire,

971 Qontradiction of the Predicate. :

98.190 * Implied conclasion’~~hecanse when a word has been ascertained to have
ibs purposa of signification satisfied, with reference to its shape, then there iz no fur.
ther necessity of admitting any other signification. * Cannot have its signification, §¢.”
~=thug the fact of the shape of the word having # meaning becomes confradicted by
fho reason, '’ preseuce of uffix,” which proves the presence of meanings other than the
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predicate (Major Term) when we have an argument such as-—* the shape of
~a word has » meaning even hefore the ascertainment of its connection with
its recognised meaning,~—because it has an affix,~—as after (the ascertain-

ment of its racognised meaning).” In thm case, the implied conclusion 18

that a word has its meﬂ,mng restricted to its sha,pe v while “ afterwards,”
the word with an affix is found to havea menning othev ’than the shape;
therefore even before the recognition of such’ mgmﬁcatxon, the word eannot G
have its signification apply to its shape. - '

100-102.  In the case of such argnments aSW“Samava‘ym (Infe:evcp).
is distinet from Substance, &e.,—bocause with regard to it we have the
notion that * it is here,'—as for instance, ‘ conjunction ’ (Sasvjoga) in sueh
cases a8 ‘this jar is here’ "—we bave the proof of the * absence of Samaviya ol
in the shape of “ Conjunction (Samyoga). Thus in this case we have a
Reason direetly contradicting the form of the subject (“ Sumavaya ™). Y

102.103. Tnproving the nnity of * Samavaya,” like * Satia” (existence),
we will have the contradiction of a particular property (unity) of the
Subject ; becanso, like * Samyoga ”’ we have a diversity (of * Samavityas™ ).

108-104. When one is proving to the Sautréntika the fact of the
eternal existence of the Self, by veason of its being {mpartite, like the
Akaga,—we bhave the conbradiction of the foris of both (Subject and
Predicate).

104-105. There is contradiction of the specific chavacters of both
(Subject and Predicate) when there is such an argument as—* The eye, &d.,
ave for another’s (Soul’s) purpose because they are made up of a coglomer:
ation of parts, like a bed, &e.” ;

105-106. In the ¢ bed " we always have  coglomeration ”” and “ the
being for another’s purpese,” where both are with regard to material
objects ; and henee by this example (of a bed) we cannot prove *“the being
for another’s purpose ”’ with regard to the Soul or Self (which is immas
tertal) ; and thus we have a contradiction,

106-107. What is sought to prove is the fact of ( “eye, &o.,”) bemg
for the purpose of an impartite (Soul or Self). « While, what the argnment
proves is the material (or partite) character of the Soul. Awud further,

shape which is the contradiction of a particular property of the Predicate : viz., the
fact of the shape of words having meanings.

100.108 The eontradiction of the form of the Bubject of the conelugion (Minor Term).
'he reason here asgigned as proving tho existence of the * Samyoga ' is found to prove
o Samyoga !t which is not Samavdya.

103.10¢ Because to the Sautrantika, the Akdcais nothing more than the ¢ absence
of covering; ” Akign being a mere non-entity, there can be no chance of its efernality.
Thus then, by means of the same example, the Reason (impariiteness) would negative
the form, as-well as the eternality of the Belf,—in a dase where the formieris the Sub-
ject and the latter the Predicate of the conclusion.

108,007  Self-conaciousness.'—In the Bed, the coglomeration ig such as iz invarviably
concomitant with gross materielity, which is devoid of all taint of the evolution of
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there wonld be another nnwished for conolusmn-—-vmz the fact of bhe eye,’
&o., not being the evolutions of ¢ Self-conscionsness.’

107-108, The instances of the similavity and dissimilarity of the
Predicate (Major Term) are cited with a view to describe the invaviable
coneomitance of the Reason with the Predicate.

108-109. And it ig with veference to the Reason that the Magur Term
is predicated. 1t is the “ Dharma’ which is the pervaded Subject, and the
pervader is the other (d.¢., the * Dharmi’’),

109-110. . The ch&racbenstms of the Subject are-—(1) the mention

beginning wztll % which,” and (2) mention previous (to that of the Predi-
cate) ; and those of the Predicate ave (1) mention by * that,’ and (2)
“ ¢va 7 (definite).
. 110-111. As a matter of fact, a word denotes its meaning, indepen-
dently of the wish of the speaker ; and the fact of such meanings being
the causes of the conclusion depeuds upon the power of invariable coun-
comitance alone,

111-114. Hence when, not knowing this (peculiarity of Invaviable
concomitance), the speaker wishes to lay down meve associalion (of the
Reason with the Major Term), or when by mere perversity of his attach-
ment to a contrarvy conclusion, he does not lay down the invariable «conco-
mitance of the Reason, or even when desiving to make a mention of it,
he does not use the proper words suited to that purpose, eg., *in the jar
exist causedness and desbructibility” or * the destructible is invarviably con-
comitant with the caused,”’—then in such cases the character of the
Reason would beloug not: to what is desired to be so, but to something
else which is altogether undesirable as the Reason. Therefore that which
is meant to be the Reason must be mentioned, as being invar mbh; concos
mitant (with the Major f[etm)

gelf-consciousness. Thus then, the Reason— the pw‘sénce of a coglomeration of purts—

would come to prove, though example of the Bed, that the eye, &o., have nothing to do

with the evolutions of Sclf-consciousndss—a gonclusion not quite palatable o the Sarikhya,
10T With this begius the consideration of the discrepancies of exemplification.

108.108 In the syllogism, ‘' non-cternal, becanse caused,” *‘caunsednsss’ is the
Reason, and *‘ non-eternality ”’ the Major Term ; and the example i its snpport is — what«
ever ig caused is non-eternal, as the jar,” where ' whatever ie caused ? in the Snluect and

¢ non-eternal ' the Predicate,

HOALL A consideration of the Subject and the Predicate is neccssnry, innsmuch as it
ig on the expressive power of words alone that the denotation of meanings depends :
and only such meaningy or Objects can be used as Reasons in an argunrent; as ave found
t0 be invariably eoncomitant with the Major Term,

& Lay down mere association, §'¢.,”” ¢.g., *“ Word is. non- eternal, because it is
caused, (for instance) in a jar, © destructidility, s ¢ausedness  “ Contr ‘ary eonclusion, &e i
&o., &o., &e., mot suited, &o.'—for example, Destructibility is concomibant with caused-
ness.”  When gdch s the case, then causedness ceases to by the Reason, the character
whiereof passes over to Destructibility. And for the purpose of pregluding sweh false
argumentations, a correct statement of an Iustance is necesgrry.
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114-118, Even when the reasoning s correcbly laid down, the sen- |
tence fails to give tho desired meaning rightly, on account of the absence

(in the Instauce) of (1) the Major Werm, (2) or the Middle Term, (3) or both b

the Major and the Middle Terms, or (4) invariable concomitance,—e.9.,

«Sound is eternal, because it is shapeless,—like (1) action, (2) atom, ( L N

jar, and (4) Akaga.” - And to one who denies the existence of this last
(Alkden) (apart from a mere negation), the Minor Term (Sound) itiself
becomes a non-entity ; and thereby too the Instance fails in its purpose.
117, Hven if the positive existence of Akiga be admitted, though it
is mentioned as endowed with both eternality and shapelessness ; yet finding,
in the case of Action and the like, shapelessness nob concomitant with
elernality, we can have no invariable concomitance of the Reason,—hence
the proclusion of the argument, ' : : A
118-121. 'When by invariable concomitance, (affirmative instance
of) similarity has been mentioned, the mention of an instance of Dissimi-
Jarity is not required. (1) When, even on the mention of the instatce of
similarity, the questioner, having his mind turned to mere association, does
not notice the invariable concomitance ; or (2) when he does not even look
for instances of similarity 5 or (3) when the spesker himself mentions
only simple association, ov (4) when there is contradictory affirmation ;
then (in such contingencies), with a view to connteract these, our end is
accomplished by ( an instance of) dissimilarity, which sorves to remove all
preconceived notions to the contrary. And in this, tho “ Reason "is hel ped,
to a certain degree, by the aforesaid © mere association.” ' ]
121.122.  The relation of invariable concomitance (of the pervader
and the pervaded), subsisting betswveen the negatives of any two entities,
is found to be exaotly the reverse of that subsisting between the entities
themselves. ' Lol
129.124.  For instance, the existence of *smoke’ being invariably
concomitant with that of ¢ Fire " the absence of * fire "’ wounld be precinded

114.116 (1) Tn the argnment “ Sound is Kternal, bacause it is shapeless, like Action,”
the instance—Aotion—is  devoid of eternality (Major Term). (2) If Atom be the
Iustance, then we have an instance that is devoid of fhe Middle Term ; a5 an Atom is
not shapeless.  (3) 1f jar bo the Instance, then inagmuch a8 the jar is neither shape-
loss tor Biternal we will have an abgence of the Major and the Middlo Terms. (4) 1f
AXicn be instanced, then we have a tolal failure of invaviable concomitance itself ; since
the Sautrintika holds the Akdga to be nothing more than a negation of covering ;3 and so
by citing Akiga as the Instance, we make the Minor Term, * Sound,” a non-entity ; and
thence the premisses thomselves fall to the ground entirely. The failare of Invariable
Concomitance is farther shown in K 117,

118,180 'With this begins the consideration of Instances of Disgimilarity.

122-18¢ Positivé ' *“ Whoraver there is smoke, there ig fire—1 o, there ocan be no
gmoke without fire’! « Negative : ** Wherever there is no fire there is mo smoke,~i.e.,
all cases of absence of fire are pexrvaded by casos of absence of smoke’ In the former
¢« gmoke ” iz the toncomitaunt of ““fire’; while on the latter, “ the absgence of fire® ig-
the concomitant of the *“absence of smoke,”
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from that (* smoke”), and would co-exist with the absence of “ smoke,” and
thug bocome the invariable concomitant of this latter (non-smoke). Con-
versely the “ absence of Pire” being invariably concomitant with *‘absence
of smoke,” “smoke” would be precluded from * absence of Fire’' ; and
thus having no room anywhere elsa it wonld become the invariable concomi-
tant of * Fire.”

124-125. When “ existence " and “absence’ are both mentioned (in
the instance of dissimilarity) as being the pervader (vyapaka), then we can
nob assert the preclusion of the ¢ Vipaksha " absenca of Fire, which is the

ascertained substrate of the absence (of the Major Term), from the  per-

vaded " (smoke).

125-127, Therefore when the existence of fire is sought to be proved
by the presence of smoke,—~it is always proper to assert the *“ absence of
Fire ” to be the invariable concomitant of the ** absence of smoke,” and
not otherwise. (Because) when there is (assertion of) mere association,
or when there is contradiction of the premisses,—then either the matter in
question is not helped, or something quite to the contr ary comes to be
proved by it.

127-128, (Nov is the mafter in question helped) when the meaning
(of the instance) is devoid of both together or one by one, e.g., * That
which is non-eternal has shape, as ¢ atom,’ * Conception,” and ¢ Akaca.’”

128.129. TFor the accomplishment of the invariable concomitance (of
the Middle Term) with the Major Term, we have the assertion of the

125,136 When, in the instance of Dissimilarity, the Vyapake is the negation of thab
which is the Vydpake in the original argument-ie,, in the case of the proposition
Y where smoke i, fire in"—if, in the instance be asgerted the proposition that ¢ where
thore is absence of fire there is absence of smoke,” then we canuot get at the preclasion
of the “‘absence of fire” from ‘‘smoke,”—i.e, weeanuvot have the proposition that
" where fire ig not, emoke is not.”

12537 It is always, §'c,’~1It i necessary to assert that ** where fire is not, smoke
is not.'”

131.83 ¥ Both "—i.e, the negation of the Reason, snd the negation of the Major
Torm. In the ease of the argument ‘‘ Sound is eternal becanse it is shapeless,” if, as
an instance of dissimilarity, be cited the proposition that  that which is not etemmal is
also not shapeless, as an efom “—we have the instance devoid of the negntion of the
Major Term ; inasmnch as the atom being eternal, it is impossible to speak of ity
abgence, If “ Qonception ”” were cited as the instance, then wa would have the instance
devoid of the negation of the Raason; because Conceptions being shapeless, it is im-
possible to nssert the absence of shapelessness with regard to it. Theinsfance of Akiga
would be deveid of the negation of both the Reason and the Major Terms; innsmuch

as the Akiga being both eternal and shapeless, it would be impossible to assert the

absence, either of oternolity, or of shapelessness with regard to it.

128.59 With this begina the consideration of the Fallacy of Deficiont Premisses—Lit.
Deficiancy of invariable coucomitance. When such is the case, the premisses them-«
gelves become imposeible, and hence there is no need of ¢iting noy instance of dissimi-
Inrity ; for in the absence of the premisses themselves, no nmount of instances could
help us to arrive at the correct conclusion.

L



negative velation (of tho Middle Term with the negation of the Major Term).
For one who is not cognisant with this (negative relation), bhe Middle
Perm is not invariably concomitant with the Major Torm (.., he can have
no Major premiss). : ) i ; : :

129.130. Therefore even where association is perceived, we eannob
have all objects of the class as the prodicate (of the conclusion) ; becaunse
mere association is no relation? and by itself it ‘cannob constitnte invari-
able concomitance.

130-181. (As for example) though the “ jar " is accepted as endowed
with shape and mon-elernality, yet it cannot be accepted as the instance,
because, in the case of * Action,” &e., we find that thereis no invariable
concomitance (between the presence of shape and nonmeternality). b

131-132. Though with reference to Inference a negative Instance is
required in the argument,—(1) becanse of ity being accepted by all (both
parties, the Banddha and the Mimansaka), and (2) becanse of the non-percep-
tion (of & certain thing) being much easier,—yet this fact alone is not able to
preclude (affirmative Instances) from forming a part of an Inferential argn-
meut, reasons for which will be detailed in the gection on ** Words ” (in
considering ¢ Apoha’). . - ! '

183. There would be no chance of the comprehension of negatious,
hoosuse there is no invariable concomitance among them. And singe there
is such o thing as ** Samanya ¢ (class, generality, homogenity ) among objects,
therefore we could comprehend, in this, an invariable concomitance (of the
particulars), ’ {

134.  Some people hold that even after s general affirmative instance
has been cited, it is eqnally necessary bo state a negative instance, for the
purpose of a definite proclusion (of propositions contrary to the Premigses).

135, “ When (the invariable concomitance) of the Middle Term
in the: Major Term has been ascertained by means of the affirmative
instance, it implies the preclusion (of the Middle ''erm) from every other

CLOKAVARTIKA,

19940 In the case of the instance,  That which is not eternal is not shapeless as
the jar, §°¢.”—we can lay our hands npon the ngsociation of the two negations in cerbain
onges ; bub even then the instance will not suffice to prove the eternality of everything
(of Sound, £.i.) by reason of shapelessuess; inagmuch as though some shapeless things,
as Akiga—are eternnl, yeb there arve shapeless things--Aoctions f.i,—~that arc not
eternal.

180,81 Because Action is shapeless and yet non-eternal,

131.8% The Banddbas hold that it is only the negative instance that hag to be
bronght forward and not an affirmative one. In an affirmative instance, they urge, it is
extremely difficult to get at any general proposition—sach as “ all cases of existence
of smoke are accompanied by cases of presence of fire,” In fact it is impossible to have
auy ides of ‘“all smoke’—past, present and futuve. On the other hand, all negative
propogitions are eagily comprehended, ; _

18 That there is snoh & thing ag ¢ Siminya” will be proved in the seobion of
“ Alkyti.” And when theve is such a thing, the difficulty of the comprehension of the

weneral affirmative proposition vanishes,
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thing (which is an absurdity generally); thevefore (a negative instance)
serves the purpose of restricting the preclusion to a definite object (the
absence-of the Major Term).”” : :
186. This has not much significance hocause this is alveady implied in
the mention of the Minor Term (in the conclusion) as it is only the negation

of the pervader from which the pervaded is always precluded.

187. 1t ig for this reason that when the whiteness of cloth is asserted,
there is 4 preclusion only of such properties us ave contrary to “ whiteness,”
and not of others, like *length,” &e. We could apply the same law to
the case in question. ' : -

188, The donble form of Inference is nobt possible ; because jusb
a8 the relation of jfirse and smoke is known by Senge-perception, so also
is that of mation and approach (o both are of the same kind).

189. “ If it be urged that these (motion and epproach) are mob cog-
nised by Sense-perception in the case of the sun, then (we reply that)
nor (is the existence of fire and smoke) cognised (by Sense-perception) in
the place before ns (the Mountain). ' If it be urged that the concomitance
of firc and smoke has been 8o cognised elsewhere (in the culinary hearth),
then (we urge) in the case in question also, we cognise (the concomitance
of motion and approach) in Dévadatia, by means of Sense-perception.

140. “If it be urged that (in the case of the sun) there is tho necessity
of another substrate of the Middle Term, and in this lies its character of
being the Samanyatodrshta Inference,—then (we urge), the same case holds
with ¢ Fire and Smoke.” ”’ :

140-142. Hence (in order to meet the above objections) that alone
should be called a case of ** Sense-perceived relation,” where it so happens
that in the case of two particular forms of objects—such as the ‘fire’

188 The expression, “the mountain is fiery "’ is meant to preclude the negation of
fre alone. That * fire exists ”’ does not necessarily mean that the fire alone ewists; but
simply thnt the fire itself axists. :

138 This Karikdi begins a series of objections to the following passage of the Bhi-
ghya. ““Tab tu dwividham, pratyakshato-drishtasambandham simanyatodrishtasamban.
dhanca, latra pratyakshatodrishtasambandham yatha dhamdkytidareanat ognyikit {,-u»gj",;,g.mm’
samanyatodrishtasambandham yathd Dévadattasye gatipirvakan decinborapraptimupalil-
shya adityagatismaranam.”

189 That is to say, then too, the two inferences cited cannot but belong to the same
clags.

140 The meaning ie that if the upholder of the Double Theory asserte that he has
percoived the concomitance of motion and approach to « new plaece, in the case of Deva-
datta, and accordingly he infers (from the special case noticed before) the concomitanca
of motion in general with approach in generol, and then referd back this general conclu-
sion to the particular case of the Suan, which latbor inference thns comes to have the
character of the Sdmaényatodrishta Tnferonoe ;—the Bauddha would retort that the sama
way he said with regard to such cages as hayve been oited nas instancss  of the
Pratyalshatodristhita Inference. -

26
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T ;u-otfuoed by Emmr.nq dried cowduny and the * smolce issung from thai pwrt;-- e

cular fire-—there is recognition of particulars alone ; and then subsequently '

even when the observer hag gone to auother pla.ce, he happens to recog-

nise the existence of *fire' by means of (a remembrance c-f) the pa.rm- '
cular ¢ smoke’ noticed before. -

142-143. Oun account of his former cogmtnon (of the eoncom.ltamae
of ‘Fire’ and ‘Smoke’) such a person suspects the existence of ‘ fire’
whenever he sees any ‘smoke, and finds (on inspection) that in every
case, (hig snspicion is justified and) * fire’ dbes exist. The frequent repe-
tition (of such suspic’:ion and its subsequent veritication) gives rise to a
definite geveral premiss (that ¢the oxistence of smoke is always accom-
panied by the existence of fire’), It isthe cognition of such pa.rtwnlar
relations that has heen laid down by Vindhyavasin, Rl

144, Since the relationship of the Minor and Ma.;;ov Terms vests in
the cluss, throughsome specification of it t‘neref.ore the partrcular form is
not mentioned (in the Bhashya). -

145.  Though ‘fire’ and ¢ gmoke ’ (other thfm the pa,rtlenla.r forms
of these forming the subject of the argument) may be cited as formmg
an emmple of a “Samanyatodrshta” Inference, yot the example of the

‘sun ’ hag been cited here, with a view to pure ‘* Samanyatodrshta.” ;

146. The fact of ¢ Samanya belng an object of Sense-perceptwn,
has already been proved, and hence it is that the * Samanyn " comes to be
recognised asan entity, Aud now we lay down reagons (inferential) in sup-
port of both these facts (d.e, tho fact of ““Saminya” being a dishinct
entity, and its amenability to Sense-perception). -

147. The inference of ¢ Fire’ from * 8moke " has a distinet entlty for
its object,~—because it is a means of right notion other than negation,-
like auditory cognition with regard to such objects as are amenable to, and
in close proximity with, the particular Sense-organ.

144 The Kirikda anticipates the objoction that if the example just cited is baged
npon the cognition of a particular form, why does the Bhishya mention the word
« Akyti ¥ (Olass) ? The sense of the veply is that though the instanco cited is that of a
particnlar five, yet i has heen mted with a view to the elass (* Fire’"), in which the parti-
eular five is contained, :

146 Though the example of another Fire, ¥e., would do well enongh ;s yelthe case of
thése is intermized with the meyakakarodmhta, which aspect it genemlly bears in
ordinary parlance. While in the case of the Sum, we haye an example of the pure
Samanyatodrshta, unmized with any apparent finge of the Pratyakshatodrshta,

186 Thig is levelled against those who deny the * Saminya’ as an entity. In the
geckion on Sengn- pprcept,ion, the Samanyn’ hag been proved to be a distinet entity in
the section on ¢ Akrbi)” :

147 For instance, any cognition of Sonnd, produced by the organ of audition, has
got, for its object, a distinot entity, Sound, The same moy be said with regard to
Tnfevence also. This argament is nimed against those Baaddhas who deny the fach of
any Inference having a distinet entity for ite object. &menuble "and “in cloge proxi-
mity,” &0, bave been added, in order to p:eclade all chance of mistake,
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148, ‘Bamiuya isa distinet entity, and is amenable to Sense-
perception,—~becanse it is a cognisable object other than mnegation,—like
the specific character of an object. il it

149-153. (1) Since there can be no Inference without the Middle
Term, and (2) since no one nccepts as the Middle Term ' anything other
than the ‘Samdnya,’ and (3) sinee no uncognised Middle Term can
lead to anything,~therefore for one, (the Banddhw), who admits of 1o
¢ Samanya " apart from the Inference, there i4 no other way {out of the
aforesaid threefold: difficulty) except having recourge to an Tnferense (for
the purpose of having a recognition of a ‘Samioya’ to be utilised in
another Inference). But this Inference too conld only be bronght about by
a Middle Term associated with the notion ofa ¢ Samanya '; and this (Middle
Term, * Samanya’) too, being only an object of Inference, conld be conceived
of only by means of another Middle Term through an inferential argn. -
ment, and so on,  If such be the eovurse of assumptions, then, there being
an endless savies of Major and Minor Terms, Middle Terms and Infererices
with regard to a single object (** Samanya'’), even thousands of wons would
not suffice for the recognition of a number of objects (by means of
Tnference). i !

154. ¢ Tiven if tho Middle Terra be & §amanya we conld have its cog-
nition from something else.””  If this be urged, then (we ask)-—Ig this
‘ something else' a correct means of right notion? or is it purely
false? If the former, then form the same source you counlid nlso have
- the cognition of the Major and Minor Terms also.

155,  And thus you would have the complete annihilation of Tnferonce
itself ; inasmuch as the idea of ¢ Samanya’ would he got at by means
of other proofs (and that: of particular forms is of course dus to Seiise-
pereeption). _ .

156. If (however you stick to the second alternative, then), the iden,
of the Major and Minor Terms, arvived at throngh a Middle Term recog-
nised by meaus of an incorrect means of knowledge, would always bo a
false one,—like the notion of ¢ fire ' derived from the perception of ¢ fog.’

157. “ But just as the Remembrance (of the relation between the

18 The Bauddha ndds: “ We have the notion of the gpecific character of an objost
by Sensa-perception; and this gives rise to tho specification of the partionlar object ;
and it is this specification that appears to have the character of Sengo-perception,
(thought in reality it is nob so). And from this specification we oan have the notion of
& Middle Term, even if it be of the nature of yonr Saminya.”

From the same source, &¢. *The . Bauddha doss not admit of any proofs besides
Inference and Bense-perception.” Tf that *something else” ba dependent upon the
contact of the genses, it becomes Senaa-pcmaption, pare and simple; if not, then we
could arrive ab the votions of the Samanya of the Major and Minor Terms exactly in the
same way ad that of the Middle Term.

167 That is to say, just as a Remembrance, which is not a proof, brings about true
cognition of Major and Minor Terms ; so also the notion of the Middle Term, though
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varions terms), though in itself not a correct nieans of knowledge, becomes

the means of arrviving at the correct notion of the Major and Minor Terms ; i

so would also the notion of the Middle Term (be a means of arriving ab a
correct inference).”

158.  There (in the case of Remembrance), o the previous cognition
(which is the origin of the Remembrance) belongs the character of &
correct means of know]ec’!ge and the purpose of Hemembrance lies in the
mere recalling of that previous eognition. :

159. For the comprehension of the Middle Term, no means (of LﬂQW»
ledge) i8 possible ; and in the absence thereof, Remembmnca can in 0o way
apply in this case. |

160.  1f anyone urges that the comprehenmon of the speclﬁcahonfoi
an object has the character of ‘ Remembrance,’ inasmuch it is not different
(from the comprehension of the speeific character of an object, which, in
the opinion of the Banddha, is s matter of Sense-perception) ;~—then verily,
such a person will also have the power of h:wmg a Remembrance of the
son of & barren woman | - il

161. Nor can the pec-i-ﬁc-chamcter. of an object be the canse of the
cognition of its “ SAmanya’'; because we have never p.eroeived any invari-
able concomitance of the former with the latter.

162, And, further, the comprehension of the relation (of concomxta,nea)
of the specific charncter would make this character a ‘Ssmanya,’ like
“cansedness ” ; specially ag no unique (specific, aamﬂmmna) ob}ecb exists,
or has ever existed before.

163,  Nor ean the character of a Middle Term be]ong to one which
(like the specific charactér of an ob;jerrb) iy devoid of specification amd
(hence) unnameable,~—withont, previous recognition. :

164. Even such particular properties as are specified cannot become

itself not true (am having its origio in a false meang of knowladga) could bring about
correct Inference.

188 The true character of vhe proof of Romembrance is denied, only because it rofers
only to such objects as have aiready been recogniged, Though it is nnable to have an
independent objeést of its own, yet it owes its origin to a correct recognition of a veal
objoct, at some previous time; and when it succeeds in recalling that object correctly,
it becomes a correct means of knowledge. Hence the similarity eited in the lagt
Kariki does not hold good ; and the position of the Bauddha remains as weak as over,

181 The cognition of the specific oharacter of an object ig not always accompanied
by that of the “Siminya™ or olass to which it belongs, Therefore the trath of r.he
former cannot belong to the labter,

182 The specific character of an object conld prodnco a notion of the Samm_;a, only
if it could be the Middle Term ; but this it cannot be ; becanse of the specific charaster
of an object; mo relation can be asserted. If any relationship be asserted, then it
wonld become # * Siamianya,! like  Krtakatwea)’

184 When specified ‘proporties cannot forin tha Middle Term, without being related,
How can unspecified entities he 80 #  If neither the apecifio objoct nor the Siminya be
the Midile Term, then the Ideas cannot be 80 ; because of their being unrelated,
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the Middle Term, unless they ave related (to something else). And for the
game reason even the idea of these (unrelated) entities cannot be the
Middle Term. ‘

165, Aund if the Middle Term be accepted to be of the form of a
‘Samiinya,” then you have the same endless series (K. 140-153). If any
relation perceived in conuection with soinething else (be admitted as giving
rise to the Inference of a ¢ Samdnya,” other than the one with veference to
which the relation has heen cogniged) then any and everything will give
rise to the cogunition of anything (there being no restricting agency).

166, The recognition of the rvelationship of the Major and Minor
Terms ought surely to be looked for (in all cases of Inference). DBat,
prior to the action of Inference, the Bauddha can have no idea of it.

167. Nor is a knowledge of the Middle Term posgible, through mere
impression (Vasand); for (in that case) the cognition of the Major aud
Minor Terms too would be arrived at in the same manner, and nob
through the three-membered argument (in the form of an inferential
syllogism).

168. Where the Middle Term is a negative one, it eannot be an object
of Inference, since it i3’ amenable to other means of knowledge (Sense-
perception) ; hence the aforesaid diserepancy does not apply to it.

169. Oue, to whom cognition of the Major and Minor Terms arises
from a Middle Term, which is cognised by Sense- 'perceptzon,-—ufor such &
one, there is nothing more to be derired.

170. Even in a ecase whore the cognition of the Major and Minor
Terms is dne to an inferred Middle Term,—the ficst Middle Term must be
one that has been cognised by Sense-perception.

171, In (sach Middle Terms as) *‘causedness ” and the like, the
character of the Middle Term belongs either to the action (of being caused)
or to the agent (the * potter’ fi.); and both of these being amenable
to Sense-perception we have not to look for them (for the accomplishmens
of the cognition of the Middle Term).

172. Similarly Verbal Testimony and Analogy, &c., being based on
“8amanya,” any discrepancy in the cognifion of it (“Samanya”) causes
digerepancy in all of them.

173. Thus then, forall the means of right knowledge, it is necessary

186 There can be no recognition of any relationship between unresogniced
Sémanyos of the Middle Term and the Major and Minor Termsd; and theso Samanyas
cannot, " in yonr opinion, be cognized without Inference. Therefore there ia the same
endless servies of Inforonces ag pointed ouf in Karik s 149-153.

168 1f negation wore nob amenable to Sense-perception, and if it wers an objech of
Inference, then the cognmition of one negation wonld depend mpon that of another and
80 on, ad infinitum 3 go the aforesaid fault of endlessness wounld apply bere also,

110 That is to say, the Inference of the Middle Term (of the argameunt in question)
must have a Middle Term that has been cognised by Sense-perception,
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to be preceded by Sense-perception.  And *Samianga’ must be amehﬁhl‘b .
tn Sense-perception; since there would be noother means of gognising it.
174. Or else, how conld even a pln-hlculm- object, (cow, £.i.), besaid to
be awmenable to Sense-perception, when in comparison to other ob]eets (3.5
its own constituent parts), it is also said to be a ¢ Simanya.” :

175176, For instapce, colour, &e.,’ aveall * Saminya” in comp&nsu‘u.
with % Blue, Red, &e.” ; these latter again have the chavacter of ¢ SBdmanya’
in comparison with partmular forms of themselves (different forms of
Blue, &e.); these particular forms again would be Samanya;” so on
and on, till we come to atoms; for the colour of even a bma.ry componmi-
is common to the two atoms composing ib.

177. There is no process (of reasoning) based upon the ﬁna,'l amm
as o specifie entaiy ; nor does a:mm&b:hty to Sanse—perceptmn belong to 1#3 '
gither singly, or in masses. '

178. Those that are not eogmsed sepamtﬁ}y, cannot e cﬁmprehemdad
as a whole either ; nor is it possible for dxstmct (aboms) to bo the objeut.-
of the cognition of non-difference.

70, And again, for the Bauddba there is no such thing ag o efmcre{'.e-
whole; and it iz not possible always for all peop]e to have thein cogmtmns
brought ahont by an object which is non-existing. '

180. Then too, there can be no conerete whole wﬁhout many mde-
duals belonging to the same class. Therefore even when thess (a.toms)
form a concrele whole, their atomic character remains unaltered. _

181, And thus it is proved that even in an invisible object (atom)
you have a * Saménys ™ (the class  atom™). Beeanse it in only in what
we call & ¢ Simanya " that theve is an idea extending over a number of
homogenous objects, even if we do not hold them to form one concrete

whole.
182. Just as we have the sensual comprehension of a ¢ Samﬁny&

118 Inference of the raat are all baged upon Sense-perception.

11T Then, says the Bauddhn, we will have the final atom ag a pare partxcnlar anmbv,
which conld be amenable Lo Perception ; and this would form the bagis of all subsequent
Tnferences, thus sailing clear of the rack of endlessness nrgod in K, 149 153, The
Kariki meets this assertion of the Bauddha,

178 The objection is that that thongh atoms are nob virible #ingly, Masses of them
will be clearly visible, like masses of Sand. The Senso of the roply is that the graing
of sand are such as are digtinotly seen individually, which cannot be said of atoms.

“ Nor ig it, §'¢.'" Those that are distinet canuot be comprehended ag identioal,

19 The Banddha holds to the existence of parts and denies the existence of a
whole constituted by these parts, Hence a collection of atoms, congiderad as one
conerete whols, is not admitbed by him ; and hence he cannob reaaonably base all con-
ceptions npon this non-en bity. : .

182 This anticipates the following : ¢ We may have gensnous percoption of snah as
avayavi (conerete sholé ) ; bab how oan there be any such econception of the class cow
as inkering in an individual cow #7 The sense of the reply is that the nature of pereep-
tion is identical in both these cases ; and so there can be no difference.
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| that extends over certain homogenous objects (as forming @ concrete
whole); so we wonld also have a similar peraeptlon of e * Samanya. " that
inheres in each individual. i

183, The Mimansakas, again, do not newaaamly a.dmr.b b}:e mmtence-
of atoms; and so upon that ground you cannot postulate the falsity of a
per cmved. entity.

184, One, who would deny the wslble concrete whole, by means of
invisible atoms, would also assert the absence of the ha.re, i;hrough ite
horns ! -

185, It is only when the existence of a concrete whole is established
as o fact, that the existence of atoms iy postulated, and that simply asa
means for the anccomplishment of the idea of the whole.

. 186. Thevefore an object is to be accopted, just as it is always per-
ceived,~—be it either as a  Samanya” or otherwise (specific entity).

1&7. In comparison with the genns (Simanya) Being,” the class
‘cow,’ comes to be accepbed as a specific entity.  Thevefore one whu holds
‘the speexﬁn entity to be amenable to Sense-perception, wneed not deny the
existouce of the f Sawdnya ’ (Genus). )

188. If it be urged that *itis not as a genus (‘ Sam&nya ) ‘that

a ‘Bamauya’ is pevesived by the Sense,”—then (we reply) Is there any
sach iden of any object pevceived being a specific entity ¢ ("The fact ig

that) whatever n person comprehends can be spokun of in both wa ya (7.,
a8 a class and as o speoific entity).

Thaes ends the chapter on Infarence

(Secrioy 6.)
ON WORDS.
( VERBAL ATUTHORITY.)

1. Obj. “ While treating of Sense-perception, &o what should he
Jaid down is the definition of Verbal A?sthomtj in genaml how is it, then,
thit the definition of Scripture has been put forward (m t.he Bhashyn)

1% 1f the perception of atoms rmhtate against the theory of concrste
formed of these atoms, then we can safely say that the postulating of atoms
weang a necosdary element in our theory., We admit of the afiom,
thesis to expluin the existence and formation of concrete wholes,

- 188 Just as we do nob always have a recognition of the cow as a class s
do not always have the recoguibion of the uuspecified specific entity, Jence, if
the mece non-recognition of the Sémdnya as such be sufficient gronnd foi denying
its Hense-perceptibility, then, on the sane ground we could alse deny t e Senge-
perooptibility of the unepecified specific entity (accepted by the Baudaim} For
these reagons, we conclude the fact to be that all that we perceive is pemewed mna
two-fold character—i.e, (1) an unspecitied absiract idea of #hing, and (2) the Hung L
belonging to a partioular cluss, and endowed with certain properties.

L Bhashya : ** Castram ¢abdavignandt asannikpsté’vthé vignanam.”

wholes,
3 by no
merely ag a hypo-

3 B0 {00 we
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defined) ¥ . .
2. “Te leave off the definition of the generic term and then to men-

tion the definition of the specific term is a most absurd procoess; for this
veason too the definition of Seripture should not have been given (now).

3. % The cognition of au object produced by the knowledge of words,

mentioned without sny specification, cannot be the definition of & parti:
enlar form of Verbal Authority (Soripture). : .

4, “¢Scripture’ is the name given only to such ¢ words’—either
caused or eternal——as lead, either to the activity or fo cessation from
activity of certain human agents, - :

5 “Tf there bo a description of the form of any (action), that
too becomes ¢ Scripture, inasmuch as it forms an integral part of
the ¢ word,’ as leading to the activity or otherwise of the person addressed.

6. “ Since it is only wlen the Bhavana is praised (or decried) that
. there ig activity or cessation from activity ; therefore it is to that alone
that the name ¢ Seripture’ can correctly belong, and not to mere words.”

7. Rep. The author of the Bhishya has got to explain the fact that
the Means of Knowledge need mot be examined; and it is only in the
co
nob chatter away abont things that are not directly essential to his own
Seripture (Veda). :

8. Tf he were to lay down the definition of ‘word’ as ocourring in
ordinary human parlance, it would not have served any purpose of one
wishing to explain the Veda.

9. The definition of “ Sense-perception” has been given, because it

is of use in the deciphering of letters, &e., at the time of learning the
meaning of the Scripture. .

10, Sinee it wounld have served no purpose to define such words as
occur in ordinary parlance, as “ hring the cow,” &e., theretore the definition
has been gtated in a form suitable only to the  words’ constituting the
Scripture, : by '

11. Since thero can be no specific term without its corresponding
goner '
easy to got ab the definition of the generic term.

12. Eveu the generic form (the coguitions of objects by means of
words) is here restricted to the specific form (Seripture) ; because of the
peculiar context. It had alveady been laid down that “ Codana’”’ (nrging)
and ¢ Upadsga” (Exhorfation) ave both (synongmous with) * Castra”
(Seripture).

b ¢.q., © Arthavada passages.”
1 The definition of Word in general wounld not serve any purpose of the Miminsaka.
1% % Qontext. ?"—Since the definition is given in the course of a consideration of

Codand, which is synonymous with Scriptute.

urse of bhig that he lays down the definitions of theso ; and so he does

io term, thevefore after having exemplified the specific, it is always

fose
T
|

so hurriedly—(ie, without Verbal Authority in general having been
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13, Just as the word ¥ Codand” refers to the “ Vedie codang”
alone, so the words * the metmmg of ‘words ” and cognition of objects”’
(oceurring in the definition given in the Bhashya) vefer to those oceuring
in the “ Scripture” only. ' b

AT 8 banse-peroephou and the rest” have been declared to bo no
proper subjects of enquiry ; and since “ Seriptare™ 'is ingluded therein
the fact of its bemg no aub;ect for enquiry is implied in the same declar-
atiou, (1 :

_ 15. The Bauddhas and the Vai¢ashikas declare this (* Verbal Aun-
dhority ') to be ingluded in  Iuference.”” The Sankhyas hold the two to
be distinct, but do not lay down any adequate grounds of difference.
16-17.  They declare that the gronnd of Infevence is thab the speci-
fication of sentences and final letters (of words) endowed with impressions of
foregowng ones—-and the desire to wmiter, are not fonud in the case of (the
terms of an Inference)  Smoke, &c.” But here they are encountered by s
double fallacy: (1) ¢ Vaidharmyasama ” (the similarity of dissimilarity),
and (2) ¥ Vikalpasama, !  (The similarvity of doubt). Even among In-
ferences of such objects ag® smoke,” ¢ non-eternality,” *“ Horned-ness, ” &y
there is a difference ; but that does not make any difference in their com-
mon character of ¢ Inference.” '
18, . So long as any drscrepa.ncy in the tripartite character (of In-
ference) is not shown, one who would speak ouly of very slight points
of difference, would become open to refutation.,
019, (They urge that) “ in the case of words wo hava cogmhons in
accordance with optional nsage, which is not the case with smoke, d&e.”

:s As the gonetic term  Uodana’’ is restricted to the specific term Vedic “ Coda-

’ 80 the genenic term in the given definition wonld refer t.o the specific term
& Scmpfam 24

L 1817 gimalarity of dissimalarity " :  The Bauddha argnas'  Verbal Anthority

ig nothing but & case of Inference ; because it j8 brought about by aflirmative and
negative premises ; ]uat like the idea of fire obtained from a sight of the smole.
The Sankhya meets this by a sounter-argument : ‘“ 8moke, &o., are devoid of any verbal
specification which {8 present in Verbal Authority ; and on account of thig vital
difference between them, the two processes can mever be identical.” This, however
only serves as a counter-argament, and does not quite refnte the Banddha reasoning.
* Similarsty of doubt ”: Even the prodnction of cognition by means ‘of affirmative
and negative premises ig, in part, devoeid of verbal expression ; e.g., the cognitionof firs
from smoke ; while in certain cases it id accompanied by such expression ; a8 in the
case of Verbal Anthority, Thus one part becomes Inference, while the other does nat.
(For Vaudlharamyasama and Vikalpasama, See Gautamna’s Nyaya-S8utras). ““Thuot does
not, §0.’—The mere fact of the presence of a point of difference doed not necessarily
make thewm differeut in class.

1% Signs and gestures are undorstood to express something ; and suraly there ja
no articnlate wtterance in this case, the meaning  being compmhenned by wmeans of
pre-conecarted sigus,

27
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but here also, we have Self-contradiction with referanea to signs made
by the different parts of the body. i

- 20. As'a matter of fact, gestures of hands, &c., are ca.pable of'
expregsing correct meanings, when their meanings have been previously '
gettled ; consequently these meanings come to serve as the middle terms
(helping to arvive at & correct conclusion by means of Inference).

21.  Inthe case of * dependence upon man” (as a ground of differ.
ence) too, we have the same Self-contradiction ; for in that case, there
would be no trath in words and Vedic sentences (none of which depend
upon human option).

20:93. “'The recognition of relation ” (between words and their
‘meanings, urged as'a ground of difference) is also found to be peculiar
to the case of the different forms of Inference : in the oase of Verbal
Authority the relationship depends upon human agency (’obe utterances
of a trustworthy person ave true) ; that of ‘smoke’ and ¢ fire ' rests apon
(sameness of) place ; and auother case (that of 'the rise of the ocean-
tide on a fullmoon night) rests npon (the peculiarity of) fime, In fact
the fact of depending upon human agency is made, by the Banddhas, &
ground for asserting the non-difference of * Verbal testimony " from In-
ference—basing their assertion upon the invariable concomitance between
“ trugtworbhy assertions” and * corrvect asgertion.”

24, The difference of only a few such words as “apirva,’ and
the like (wotds whose relations are not perceived by any means save thab
of Verbal Authorvity, and which therefors canuot in any way form subjeots
of Iuference) is not enough for asserting the difference of all (‘ Verbal
testimony ') ; mor are these few words distivgumished from such words
as * Horge, &c,” because both have the common Lharacter of being
words.

25, A word, whose relation (with objects and meaning) has nob
been recognised, cannot express anything. . Thevefore the absence of any
relation (with regard to these few words) cannot serve to differentiate
them from Inference,

96, Nor can a differenice (between Verbal test1mony and Inference)
be assmted on the ground that in the former there is identity of form
among “ word,” * its meaning,’’ and the * iden of these” ; becansge this
(identity) has been fully refuved (in the Cha.pter on Senae-perceptwn)

22.93 The mera differonce of the pround of expressiveness is no sure sign of
difference ; as aven in various cases of avowed Inference, the basis of each Infergnce is
peonliar to itself. ¢ Busing thewr assertion, &c.” The argument being : Truskworthy
assertion is true, beoause it is in keeping with the real state of things.”

%5 Wyon such yords as * Apirva® and the like sband it need of the cognition of
certain relations, without which they cannot give any meaning. Thus then, if they
have no relations, they cannot express auy meaning ; and if they have relations; they
begome included in Tuference,
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27. With a view to the cage of reflections (in the mirrn’r‘),,. the argu-~
ment (based upon identity of form) becomes doubtfal, A person uuders
stands hig own face to be exactly like the reflection that he sees. in the
mirror; but that does not preclade this cognition from bemg a case of
Inference.

28. Hven if the cogmtmn of the szmlla,rlby of the face thh its
reflection he accepted to be a case of direct Sense-perception, we will
find the argument contradicted by other instances; eg., when from foot
prints in the sand; we infer the identity of the prints with the feet of
persons that may have passed by that way. -

_ 29. By arsingle sentenco uttered but once, there eemuot be an mdlc,a.-
tion of many meusnings (simultaneously) ; therefore the mere fact of 4 word

expressing contradictory and non-contradictory meanings, ceninob sexryve as

 ground for nsserting its ditference (from Tuference); i

30, because (in the case of Inference too) we find the same thing
with regard to the Middle Term, both when it is a trus Reason, and when
it is not. If it be urged that *since there is coniradiction, there can be
no Inference,”-—then, for ths same reason, you too could have no S(,rlp~
ture (on aceount of the contradictory significations of words). ;

31, In whichsoever sentence we have only one meaning, there we
cannot but admit of an identity with Inference ; and certainly if n sontence is
uttered ouly onece, the meaning desived to be conveyed cannot but be one only.

32, The fuct of the appenrance of many ideas, ag for mmg the deno-
taticns of words whose meanings have not been ascertained, is present also
in the case of such Middle Terms as arve not very explicit (in their appli-
eations) ; therefore that eannot form o ground of difference.

35 The non-mention of an lustance (in the case of * Varbal Testi-
mony,” as a ground of its difference from Infer ence) ig fonnd to be too wide,
ingsmuch as it is found to be the case in (Inferences from) ! smoke,’ &a.,
where the Middle Term being oo well known, the Instance is not cited.

1 The experience of common peopls is that they cannot ses their own face
directly, it is only its reflection that they perceive in the mirror ; and in the orge of the
hand, &o., they find that the reflection in the mirror tallies exactly with what thioy see
with the eye ; and from this fact they infer thab bhe face too must be axactly like this
refleetion in the mirror.

80 The perceplion of *mmoke,” proves—(1) the existence of fire, (2} its heat, (3)
its eapacity to burn, and (4} origin from fuel-—all at oae and the same time. Thisis
the ease when the Reason ig valid. In the cage of an invalid reason, slso—e.g., ‘Souud
is eternal, because it i3 caused’~~wo fiad that the ergument as stated proves the
gternality of Sound, while the same  reason, throaugh well-ascertained invariable con-
comitance also proves its nos-eternal character, Thereforsthe mere fach of express-
ing diverge end contradictory meanings caonob serve as & ground for agserting any
abgolute difference between Verbal Testimony snd Inference.

82 ¢.9., when the presence of Smoke has not been gnite ascertained. :

B3 " Not cited ’~na algo in the case of Infervnces employed for une’'s own conviction,
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34, In the cass of 4 word not often used, people staud in need nf
the rememberance of some object velated to it (in order to comprehend it :' i
rightly) ; and with regard to 'which word, one comes to remember th&t
“ this word had been used in such aud snch a senge.” i

35-37. Here, the arguments, that the opponent brings in auppart of
identity (of Verbal Authority with Inference), have nob been refuted
(by the Sankhya in giving proofs of the difference of Verbal Anthority
from Inference). (These argumentsare): “ Verbal Authority isidentical
with Tnference, (1) because of the existence of affirmative and negative
premises ; (2) becanse in the case of Verbal Authority (as also in that
of Inference) cognition is preceded by the recognition of a certain relatlon,l
due to the previous sensuous perception of one of the members; (8)
because, not touching objects of Sense-perception, it i8 a means of know-
ledge other than Sense-perception; (4) because its object is a Samas
nya 3 and (5) becanse it refers to all the three points of time (past, pre~' '
sent and future),—exactly like the Tuference of Fire from smoke,” I

38. Certain Mimansakas seek o' prove the diffeverioe (of 'Vel’hal
Aunthority from Inference) on the ground of the difference in the object
(of Verhal Authority); since, they argue, Scriptuve has its application in
such eases as are not touched by the former two (means of knowledge:
Inference and Sensge- percaptton) ¥

39. But, in that caqe, no Verbal Authorlt.y could belong to humon
atterances. * Be it go.’”" Then by what means will you bave the cognition
of the meaning P ¢ From the idea present in the speaker’s mind (inferred
from his utterance).” But from where do you get at this * speaker’s
idea’ P | ' ' -

40. This idea cannot be the characteristic mark (and hence the
Reason, Middle Term) of the meaning of a Word : nor can this (mean-
ing) in any way be the eharacteristic mark of the speaker's idea. By
means of these is brought about the cognition of particalar 'objects-
and hence the character of Inference (which always has a ¢ Saman ya for
ity object) must belong to iti i -

B4 ¢ The word hod been used, &e. "—and only then ig the meaning of ths word
duly comprehended, And thisis a case of pure Inference : This word has guch and
#uch a meaning, because (I remewber that) knowing people had used it in tha.t gendo.
~eaxaotly like the word * cow. ”

85.87 The instance in each of the five ayi!ogiams id the same ; ‘“the Inferenoa of the
existence of fird from 'the perception of smoke.”! In the case of (2)~in Infersnce we
have a sensuous perception of the Smoke, which 19ads to the rememberance of the inya«
riable goncomitanes betwesn Bmoke and Fire, as perceived in the colinary hearth. In
the case of Words also; we have a sensuous perceplion (anditory)of the word, and  then
follows the remamberance of the concomifancs of this word with ‘@ certain genaation,

80 ¢ Jlom  whave, ch, *swithount nnderstanding the vongbant relationship between
the Word and its Meaning, - how could yoil gobub any notion ‘of  the iden present
in the mind of the spenker P "
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41, Therefove when the meaning of the sgpeaker is not amenable
to Sense-perception, &c., then (in that case) even & huma.n ubterance
becomes a Verbal Authority for the listener,

42, (Says the Bauddha) “Even then, you (the Mimansaka of K. 88)
fail to prove that the meaning of the Seripture is not an object of Infer-
enco. For there’too we have the Word as ihe uhara.cterlstm (Middle

Term), just as ‘ smoke’ is of the ¢ fire.” :

43. ' The mere fact of its not being an object of TInference, does not
prove it to be the object of no other means of knowledge; for certaiuly,
tho mere fach of ¢ colour” noy being an object of the' sense of Hearing,
does notb prove it to be imperceptible by the ovgans of Sense,”

44-45. Under the circumstances, some peoplo of our own' party,
not caring to troubls themselves with the subtieties of arpumentation,
admit that “ Verbal Authority ” is a particular form of Inforence, and
as such, the means of obtaining a notion of  Duty; for in the case of Duty
(which is yet to come) ' what has been denied (by the Bhashya) to be the
characteristic Middle Term is ouly onein the form of an ub;(,ob (a.nd nob
in that of s word), !

45-46. (To these peopla we reply) : Well, we do not object to yonr
desire to call “ Verbal Authority ” by the name of “ Anumina.” If, how-
ever, there be an identity of forn and character between Verbal Autho-
rvity and Inference, then the knowledge due to the Veda ceases to have
any validity, because this latter has not got the character of Inference.

47-48. In human ubterances, it happens to be endowed with validity,
on account of its similarity to Inference, inasmuch as (in that case) you
have the concomitance of trustworthy assertion ”’ and “ correspondence
to the real state of thmgs, as the basis of the mferentla.l ‘argument. In
the case of tho Veda, on the other hand, since there is no trustwor thy
porsonality attached to it, and as such theve bemg no concomitance

41 Therefora it is only when the 1&9&. of the epeaLer hag not been duly recognised
by Sense-perception that his Tubterance can ‘Thave any verbal a.nt.honty ; and not that the
recognition of the speaker’s ides pmduce& the reeogmtmn of the meaning of hie
ubteranoe.

4445 In the case of" Duty, c?'c-—-The Bhashya hag laid down the faot that, in the cgde
of Duty, which is yet ia the future, and not amenable to Sgnsa-pemepi,"m’ there can be
no Inference, Hence if Verbal Anthority were made only & gpecial form of Inferenco,
then the Veda would 008&8 to be an &uf..hDI‘lﬁY for Dnty Wltll f-htﬂ (}bJaci;]on in ”Vi&w,
these ‘° some people of our own party” seek refnge in the assertion that it is

: ‘,nly o Middle Term of an nh]ectwe form that has been denied with regard to Daty ;
and as we oan hold the Word to be o M1ddle Term applicablo to the cass of Duty, thers
can be no conbradiction.’

45.48 If yon give up all the ueeesmry mgredienty oi' Inferem,a, then Verhal
Authority comas to be called ** Anumana ” only in name ; and ag the word “Aunmaua ¥
only means a “ cognition, following upon certain other cognition,” we do not object o
this name Leing applied to Verbal Anthority, :
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(recognised), the character of Inference cannot apply to it, a.nd Lh coases
to be valid, fim /it

49. “ Even theaccepted truth (a.s percelved by other means nf know- _
ledge) of even one part of the Veda, would give it the character of Tu-
ference : F.i. ¢ The passages treating of Agnihotra, &o., are true, becanse
they are Veda, like the passage declaring ‘deftness’ of the God of Wind
(which is found to be trne in ordinary expevience)’”?

50. It will not be so, because the argument fails in the case of the

passage which declares the sun to be a post; or again, the Agnihotra

passages too would come to have a subsidiary character, like the passage
* The sun is the post.”  And further (if Verbal Authority be accepted to
be a form of Inference) then there would be wo end to the counter-argn-
raents (proving the mvahd:ty of the Veda), as descmbed before ( tmder
Sutra 2), -

51, For these ressons ibis only when Verba.i Aut.homty, in the Ved&;
as well as in human niterances, has ita validity apart from the eharacter of
Inference (which is songht to be thrnst upon it), that ‘the validity of t.ha,_
Veda can be established, -

52, For the same reason t0o we ea.nnot; have the fact of bmng tka_'
exhortation of a trustworthy person, a8 & definition of “ Seripture ” ; hecause
in the Veda, there is no posgibility of any trustworthy apea,!mx' and in
the case of ordinary human utteranee too, Validity caunot rest solely npon
that fact.

63. - This has baeu expla,med before ( under Sutra 2). Therefora t]m
idea that is produced by Verbal test:mony must have its validity in itself,~
proyided that its contradiction is not percelved (by other and simpler
means of right knowledge).

54, The only similarity that this (Verhal testimony) has with In-
feronce, is that both ‘are valid, The opponent haa however tried hard

80 *¢ Subsidiary character, &e’ In the case of the deﬁness of Air (as dacla.md in
the Gruti pagsage *“ Viyurvd Kshépishthd dévata”), we find it to be true, because it
tallies with other meang of cognition. Therefore in the case of the Agmhotm pnssage
also, we wounld have to admitits truth, on the groand of the vesnlte tallying with
the results obtained by other means of knowledge. And thus these passages would
come to be only secondary pasyages, laying down the excellences of ob;ef;sta coguised by
other means of cognition, JTnst ag the passage * The Sun is the post ™ is accepted as
laying down a peculiar exocellence of the Bun, ¢ Counter arguments " i—these are des-
eribed in foll ander Aphorism 2,~and these have been refuted on the sole ground of the
Veda being solf-svident, and as such depending, for its validity, upon nothing clse save
its own inherent strength, If, however, it is admitted to be only a form of Inference,
then all the arguments, urged by the Bauddha against the authority of the Veds, would
rehonnd with doubled vigonr, utterly damaging the cause of the Mim@nga phﬂasophy

% The definition given in the Bhashya ig the only correct one.

5 Verbal Testimony id twofold : in the form of Word, and Sentence. The Word
has been precluded by the qnalification  “ asannikrishta,” in the definition given by the
Bhashya ; inagmuch a8 the Word being before us, perceived by the Ear, cannct be snid
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to prove the two to be identical; hence it is that we also cousider this
guestion (of the validity of Words) here. ' -

55.56. Of the characteristic Middle Term (of an Inference) and nf
the Word, we find the objects to be entirely different : it~ will be 'shown
hereafter that the Word has a ¢ Siméanya’ for its object ; and it has been
already proved fthat the Minor Term is an object endowed with a particular
qualification. Therefore, so long as it has not got such a qualified ob_yeu& for
its object, Verbal Authority cannot be (called) Inference.

57.  In the case of Verbal authority, anything other than the ¢ Sam-
inya’’ belougs only to the sentence | even when no second word ig nttered
it is always inferred throngh tha force (of the nttered word).

5859, If it be urged ‘that  even in a single word, we have the
denotation of a certain ohject, as characterised by o certain Number, §e.'"—(we
reply) such i not the case with “ Avyayas " (Indeclinables). Kven where
these (Number, de,,) are denoted, they only qualify the particalar indizidual
(and nof the whole class ) ; because the action, signified by a different word
(the verb), belongs o the Individual (and it is with reference to the verb
that the Number of the nominative is determined), :

59-60. Hvenin the case of sentences where, such (qu&hﬁed) words
as Y¥Goman ' (* one who has cows ) are used,~though the word is qualified,
yet it cannot serve as the Minor Term of an inferential argument, because
it is alveady a dofinitely established entity. Specially as (in the case of
such words) the denotation is only so much as has been previously

ascertained. (and hence there can be no ground for the interference of
Inference). -

to he ¢ aaannikx_'ishta." Oonseqnently it is not necessary for us to provo the difference
of Word-cognition from Inferential cognition. 8till, eince the Bauddhn has laboured
hard over the identification of Wnrd-cogmt.wn with Inference, we cannot but spare
o little space for its ¢onsideration.

b5.66 « Hereafter "—d.e., in the Chapter on * Akriti?

- b1 Thig anticipates the following objection: * A word is also found to denote &
nualified object ; ns for ingtance, when one asks—! who is going’ P =the reply ie : ¢ The
King ’; the meaning of the reply being—" The King is going."” The seuss of the
Kiarika is that the instance cited is one of the use of a Sentence, and not of a Wmd the
reply beiug really in the form of a complote sentence : * The King is going” Th"
wmnt.mg words are inferred from the force of the Nominative ending in ' Raja,”
which stands in need of & verb, to complete ita nominative signification.

65-89 The class is nlways one; the' difference of Number belongs to the individual,
which, a.cuorrlmg bo our theory, is nat- direotly denoted by the Word, which denotes only

© the Olass,

§9.80 ¢ Clanmot be the Hmor Term " =1t is only & known object, songht to be proved
a8 having a property not. yeb known, that ocan be the Minor Term in an inferential
argument. In the cage in question, however, prior to the atterance of the Word,
nothing is known ; and when the Word has been ‘utbered, the qualified object i at

:mca recognised ; and theve is nobhm;, left to be proved which could form the Major
Term of any Syllogism,
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61.62. Hven in this case however, there is a difference (.Ero-t;n ﬂ!.ﬂ'[iﬁaﬁp; g ";

fieation of the terms of a syllogism), inasmuch as there is a difference bet ween
the meaning of the nonu, (* Go,” cow ) and that of the (possessive) afiix
“ Matup ),  Nor is fhere (in the case of the word) a cognition of the '
qualification and that of the qualified object, independently, each by itself.
And again, in the case of Inference, the cognition of the object with a
qualification is preceded by that of the object itself; whereas in the
cnso of the Word, the case iy quite the reverse. WG AR
62.  (Objection) : * But wherefore ig not the ‘ Word " made the
Minor Teérm (object of Infevence), a8 with regard to its having @ definate
meaning (as the Major Term) gy iy | 1l - B
63, In that case the Reason (Middle Term, ** Qabdatwa'l) would be a
part of the conclusion. It is only when & particular ¢ gmoke ’ (the 'one
seen issuing from the mountain) is the Minor Term, thatthe clasgs * smoke’
in general, is made the Reason (Middle Term), ol Al s
64.65.  We cannot (in ‘the same manner) have Cabdatwa " (the
class ¢ word ’ in general) as the. Reason ; and that there caun be no such
class as “ Gogabdatwa ” will beshown later on. - Tt is only the one partioular
jndividual (word) (and nob a class) that can serve as the Reason. If it be
nrged that * it can be so through the difference’ in the mauifesting cause
of the same word (as forming the Hedu, and as forming the Minor Term)' ;
(we reply) wo are cognisant of mo iden (of any such diffarence based
upon difference of the manifesting ageney). !
65:66. And again, what sort of specification can you have in the case
in question P It canuob be ono cither of time or of space. If it be

81.62 And henoe the whole need not be taken as one word, Nor is. there, &’ i—
in Lho cage of an inferential argument, the smoke, for instance, is perceived by itgelf 3
and 0 slg0 is the Fire, and so again the Mountain., Whereas in the case of the Word
“ Gomdn” ihe word cannob bring abont any separate cognition of {ho signification of
the possesdive affix by itself. And again, &e?'  The Mowntain is recognised hefore its
quniifivation (the existence of  Fire) s while in the case of the word ¢ Gomdn' we have
the cognition of the Cow before that of the person possessing the cow. '

63 The syllogism being : % Qabdo'rthavan (the Word had meaning) Cabdatwab (be-
cause it is a Word), Ghatapatadivat (lile the words ghata, pata), &¢t f

65,85 What wo have got to prove here is the presence of a dofinite meaning ; and
cortainly the class ¢ Qabdatwa ™ cannot,, in avy way, help to prove such presence. It i
only, &'¢."—1t is only the particular word in quesgtion that can be aggerted ag the hétus
and inasmuch as this is also the Minor Term, the objection, viz , the anomaly of the
Middle Term (or the Minor Premiss) being o part of the conelusion—remains untouched
« It can be so, &c.’~—the difference in the manifesting agency of the Wordin the two
places will suffice for all the différence that is necessary for the argument.

86.08 What nort of specification is asserted with regard o Word " as the Minor
Porm P % What remains,” §e.~all that is sought to be proved is that such and such a
word has got such and such a meaning ; and g0, when, hefore the econclusion
of the Inference has been arrived af, the Word is rocognised as having @ definite mean-
ing, there ig nothing more lofh to he cognised, for the sake of which we should have

reconrse bto Inference.’
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' nrged that it is taken as specified by the cogmition of its menaning," thou
(we ask) swhat then is left hehmd that wonld form the sub]ecb of
- Inference ? - - -

66-68, Nor is a.ny sueh power, as that which causes the meaning to
be cognised (inferred) as belong to any particular (word). No such power
can belong to a part of the particular object, as it does to (a part of) the
class  Firve.! Beoanse power can belong to the class alone ; and for the
Minor Term and the Middle Terra too, you cannot but have the Olass ;
hence Inference camnot apply to the case of words as endonnd mbha,
certain meaning. :

68:72. And again, how do yon define the fact of * Word ” bamg the
property of the Minor Texm ? | As a matter of fact, there is no relation-
ship except that of action and agent.  The King being the supporter of
the man, we have the expression * the King's man’; the éree exists
in the branches or the bramches in the tiee ; hence “ the free’s branches ”’;
in a place oceupied by Fire, we have the agency of smoke, with vegard to
the action of ewistence. In all such relations as the cansal and the like,
there is always a certain action. And until the form of the rvelation has
been recognised, theve can be no snch assertion as that * the relation
exista " ; mor, in the absence of & relation, is the * Genitive-Tatpurvusha ™
possible ; thevefore the fact that the Word is “ pakshadharma ” ( property
of the Minor Term ) can never be rightly ascertained. -

73-74. 'When (in the above m&_nner)' all other relations have been
precluded (from the compound ¢ pakshadarma ’), if some people were to
assert the fact of Word being the pakshadharma (property of the Minor

| 06.88 1f that which is inferred be not the meaning, but a power to make the
meaning comprehended, then—we ask—to what factor does this power bhelong P 1If it
belong to the word “ Cow” then we become open to all the objections . urged in K, 63
et seq.  In the cuse of “ KFire,” the _cIass hag been found to  extend over all indivi-
dual Fires ; hence the remembrance of the Fire and the Smoke iu the culinary hearth

“leads to the inferenoce of the oxistence of fire in the monntain, There can, howaver, be
no anch peryagion in the case of an individual, which therefore can never be tie object
of Inference. Y You have the same, &ec.' Since a Sdmdnya (class)~~* Word e
alone is your Minor Term ; and the Middle Term--*Qabdatwa ” is—algo a Samdnya ;
50 also is the Major Term. In snch a case, then vo [uference is possible.

68.1% Tn an Tnference, there are three factors ; with regard to the Middle Term (1)
the fact of its having a relation with the Minor Term, and thus constitnting the Minus
Promiss ; (2) its existence, in common with the Major Term, in a certain snbstratum, and
thus constituting the Major Premiss and the Instance ; and (8) Non-existence in a place,
where the Major Term never exists, and thus helping the formation of vhe Major
Premiss, Karikis 68-84 prove that in the case of ¢ Word ’ ag the Middle Term, the
fivat factor is not’ applicable ; Kirvikia 85-05 got aside the application of the gecond
factor, and Kirikis 95~08 that of 'the third. ¢ Gemibive Tatpurusha : the compound

- word * Pakshadharma,” we can analyse as “ pakshasye dharmah,”

18.7¢ “ Like negation'’“ .., juat as absence is held to be the object of negation,

28
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Term, Meaning) in consideration of the relationship, that the 'Wﬂrd.'-b'en-i'.s 0

the meaning, vis., that the meaning forms its object—as in the case of ‘ne-

gation,’ —then those people too will hwve to explain in what manner the
Word has the Meaning for its object. There is no coexistence in place
or time, dc., between the two ; nov is there any proximity (of the ome to

the other). A

75, For these reasons the fact of the Word lmvmg the Meaning for it
object can be explained only by the fact that the Word brings about an
idea of which the partienlar thing (denoted by the word) is the object ;
and in this  bringing about ” alone lies the action (that would 1ust1fy any
relationship between the two). -

76. Thus then the expressiveness of the Word (with rega,rd to the
particular meaning) having been previously established, such a ¢ paksha-
dharma ' cannot be the means of the cognition (of the mea.nmg) and heuce'
for this reason too, there can be no Inference. : '

77. (Because) the fact of the Word being a property (of Paksha)
would rest npon its expressiveness (of the meaning) ; and its expressiveness
would depend npon the fact of its being the property (of the Paksha in
order to fulfil the conditions of Inference),~—and thus there is s mutual
interdependence ; and hence this asaumption, too, will not hold water.

78.79. Such people as are not cognisant of the welationship (that the
Word bears to the Meaning), do not know the Word apart from its form (55
heard) ; and henco there is nothing else on which the notion of the Word
being a ¢ pakshadbharma * conld be based ; for certainly it ismnot on the
mere shape of ¢ smoke,” &ec.. that their character of p'akaha;dharma,"
is based.

79.80. Nov can the character of * pakshadharma ” depend upon any
previous relation. For even if this relation (of Smoke and Fire) has
not been ptekusly recognised, one has the notion that this mountain
has “ smoke in it,” which asserts the fact of smoke (M:drﬂe Term)
being the ‘ property’ of the mowntein (Paksha). And it ig in  this
point alone that lies the difference (of pakshadharma) from t,h_e gecond
factor (sapakshasatiwa). [ -

19.80 ¢ The relation of the Word with the meaning has been recognized by some
other people beforehand ; and this might serve as the bases of Pakshadharmata.”
This cannot be : because, even if the relation of the Smoke and Fire, &e., &o., &e. Il is
in this point, §¢.’ Since the Pekshadharmata “(ie,, the relation medteahad in the
Minoy Premiss) does not depend npon any previous recognition of the relations of the
Middle Term ; therefore it is nupon this ground alone that it differs from the Sapalkshas
satta (i.e., the relation predicated in the Major Premiss), which does not depend npon
the recognition of any relntion at/the present tivme,—heing as it is, only a general gbate-
ment of rolations between the Middle and Major Terms, perceived beforehand ; whereas
the Minor Premiss is the statement of the parbicnlar relation tiaf the lelcﬂe Term
hears to the Minor Term,
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Bl. ' In this case (of Inference with regard to Word), since :the
Minor Premiss (pakshadharmatia) is nothing more than the previously
recogniged relation. (f.e., the Major Premiss); and sinee thers is no
relation previous to the recognition of the Meaning, therefore, snch a
Minor Premiss can never be any means (of getting at the Meaning of a
Word),

82-83. Nov (in the chse of Word) i¢ the Minor Term previously cog-
nised ; thereforo there can be no Minor Premiss based upon it; (in the
cage of the infereuce of fire fiom smoke) however the place  Mouutain,” is
such ag has been known, priov to the recognition of its property (smoke).
And that (meaning) which is here assnmed to be the Minoy Term, is also
tli¢ one which is songht to be cognised by menns of Inference. |

83-84.  And so long as that (Minor Term) has not been cogniged,
the predicate cannot be ascertained ; and if it bo such as has been alveady
coguised before even the Minor Premisa has been sscertained, what else
vemuing, that’ would be learnt by means of the Inference pot at by
means of the subsequently cognised Minor Promiss.

85-86, | Nor can you ascertain any affirmative concomitance of the
Word with the Object ( Meaning) sought to be proved by Tnferenve, For it
is by means of & certain action that we arrive al the notion of the concomi-
tauoce of anything ey, where smoke {s, there tho presence of Fire, as
an inyariable concomitant, is clear s but we Lave no such certain idea
that * whenever word is, meaning is snve to oxist,’

87,  For the meaning is not recognised as being concomitant with the
word, either in time or place, If it be urged that * Word being
eternal and all-prevading, we can always have an idea of such eoncomi-
tance’" then (on thal ground) we would have (the notion of concomitance
with word) of everything (and not only of the one definite menning).

88, 1In this way, the Word being omuipresent, and (for the same
reason) there being no negation with vegard to it every word in existence
wonld bring about the notion of all things in the world.

89-90.  Thus then, there being no affirmative concomitance, either in
time or place, if sorne ona were to agsert the cognition of the (form of th 6)
Word as concomitant, swith the cognition of the Meaning ;—then (we reply)
evon this (concomitance) does not exist ; becanse we find that, sven swith-
ont any idea of the Meaniug, there is n cognition of the Word.—in the
oase of illiterate people,

# The Minor Premisg is not any advance upon the Major Premiss, towards pars
ticularigation,

.88« That which, §e,”—-1f the objact sought o be cognised by meana of the [nfer.
@uce he already previongly cognieed, whak is the use of the Inference ?

3.4 © Cannot be asceriainid — i.e., wo can have no Minor Termi,

® Tlliterate persons quite  rightly oomprehend the form of $he word only by the
Har, but they may nob nnderstand its meaning,

L '
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91.  (If it be urged that) * we may assume such coneomitance, when
the Word is repeated (to the person not comptehending its meaning
the first at utterance ” ;—(we reply) in some instances we find that
oven if the Word is repeated a hundred times, its Meamng is mot coxnpre- -
hended. . _
92, (Objection). ** But i have & clear case of concomitance, in @
place where the words are such as have their relations (with meanings)
definitely ascertained.” (Reply). Well, if the relation be ascertained prior.

to the comprehonsion of the comwmlmnw, then such conﬂomlbance cannob

be held to be the means of getting at the idea of the meanivg.

93-94. It is an acknowledged fact that Inference owes 11:s' origin to
invariable concomitance. But when the concomitance proceeds after the
expressivencss of the Word (with regard to its Meaning) has beei recog-
nised, how ecan such concomitance be sald to be the causeof the (,ogmtmn'_
of sich expressiveness ? : :

95, Therefors it must be adrmtted thab the expresswwesa of a Word_ !
18 recognised mdepeudenﬂy of any such concomlﬁance. Whereas (in the
cage of Inference) prior to the cognition of the concomitance of smoke
(with fire), we do not get, at the notion of the presence of thisg (smoke)
bringing ahout the cognition of the presence of fire,

96, If there be the recognition of a negative relation between the
iden of the Word and the Meaning not yet known ; even this, occurring
afterwards, canuot be the means of bringing a.bout the recogmtmn of the
muanmg

97. The relation, that we will lay down as being the means of t;he
ascertainment of expressiveneas, will have both afMrmative and negabive
bearings ; but these (affirmative and negative relations)eannot belong to
the recognition of the Meaning (of Words).

98. Thug, as to Senge- -perception, go to “Vorbal teatnmony ! too, the
character of Inference oannot helong ; (1) bhecanse it i devoid of the three

O Hundred times.”~—The present day veaders of the Veda repeat the whole
of 1t like a parrof, and this too, very ofteu ; bul. they, do not comprehend ity
meamug

¥ The negation cannot be in  the form——r where there i8 no ub]ecb there g 10
word dendting it ; becanse though Rima himselt does not now exist, the word eon-
tinues all the sawe.  If the negative pramiss ho in the form—* Where there is no idea
of the meaning there is no idea of Word,”—then this becomes untrue, with' regard to-
illiterate persons. If it bo asserted that the premiss holds with those Who know of the
relation helween the Word and ity Meamng,“then, in that case, there being no ether
relation gave that of ewpressiveness, the negative premiss baged upon this appears only
after its purpose (i.e., the recognition of the exprossiveness of the Word) has been
fulfilled ; and ns such, it hecomes useless, as fuchor in the bringing a.boub of the
recognibion of the meaning of the Word. ;

. 98 The thres factors of Iuference having bum proved o b ma.pplwable to the
cam of Vmbal authority.
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faotors, and (2) because an oh]ect like that oﬁ_ Tnforence ' is pmnluded
(from being the object of “ Verbal testimony M

099, It is only when the Ward 18 accapted as a means of know
]edge that, we can digcuss (as a.bove) it difference or non-difference (from
Infevence).  Bub, as a matter of fact, themeaning of a word is not recognized
by ‘means of the cognition of the ‘ word.' - -

100. Becanse a word when used, is used with reference to four kinds
of objects : (1) object directly perceptible by the senses, (2) object nob in
contact with the Sense-organs, (3) object that is pa’evmusly known, and
(41) object that is not previously known,

101, The word, that is uged with reference to (3) the object that s
already known (&e. ), that which is perceived divectly by the senses, is
nsed dnly with regard to objecis that sre already cogvised (by other
means) ; and thus, there being nothing more denoted by the Word, all that
it does is to describe (what ia already known, and bence is not, by itself, a
means of knowledge) |

102.  With regard to (4) an Obj@ﬂt not  known befmc, there 1§ either
no knowledge (producad by the Word), or there is a coguition of mere
relationship (between Word and Meaning). This ‘ Relation ’ is not the
meaning of the word ; and thab which is the meaning (of the word) is
got at by other means of knowledge. _

103-104. In the case of (2) an object which s not i contact with
the senses, and which is not known, there can be no idea of the meaning
expressed (by the Word), And in the case of an object which is behind
the Scnses, bub known, we can have only & remembrance. And gince it
is only to objects already cognised (by other means of knowledge) that
Romembrance applies, it cannot have the character of an independent
moans of knowledge. Because such character (of the means of know-
ledge) depends upon the means leading to the specification (ov deter-
mination, of gomething not so determined by any other means).

105. ¢ Inasmuch ag it brings about an independeut determination
at the time (of remembrance), wherefore should not we assert the
character of an independent means of knowledge to belong to Remem-
brance, as we do Recognition (Pratyabhijna) ? "’

106. By means of Remembrance we cognise only so much ag has

98 In our opinion, it is the Sentence, and not the Word, that is, the means of eogni-
tion, 1In that case, there can be no oceasion for the ahove discussions.

103 ¢ By other means, §e.' —T'he object denvted by the Word is cognised by means
of Benge-porception, and not by that of the Word. |

19 Af the timie that the ohject is reménbered. it is not perceived by any other
means of lmowledge.

108 ¢ Rocognibion” proves tho emstenca of t}m objech at the particnlar time; and as:
~ such it is Keld to ba a ¢ Pramina”; whereasat the time that we remember an object,

we do.not kuow whether af that time, the object exists or not.
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been previously detevmined : but in accordance therewith we have no ides
of the existence of the purtlcu]ar objeet ( 1smembsred), at ithe tzme of -
membrance, - -

107. The Word too does not differ from the means of 1emembrauoa,
inasmuch in the case of that too, that which 19 exprodsed is nothing more
(than what has been provicusly determined by other means of knowledge),
1f there be anything more that happens to be cog*mqed, it cannot be
expressed by the Word. :

108, Even though cognition by means of the word he an obgect of
Inference, yot inasmuch as Verbal authority is attributed (by us) to the
meaning of a gentence, it does not touch the position of those who assert
“ Verbal testimony ”’ to be a distinet means of knowledge (apart from In-
ference). (i.e., We, the Mimiansakas). -

109, Smce in the case of the meaning of a Sentence, the vogmtmn i8
produced by means of the meanings of words (making up the Sentence),
without the resognition of the relation (of invariable concomitance) neces-
sary in Infevence,—thevefore it (recognition of the meaning of a Sentence)
must be held to be distinet (from Inference), like Sense-perception.

110. This Reason (the fact of the meaning of a sentence being arrived
at by means of the meaning of words contained therein, without the recogni-.
tion of invariable concomitance) will be established in the Chapter on
“ Sentence’ (Sutra, Adhyaya II). And none of the arguments urged
by others (in support of the identity of Verbal Testimony with Inference),
can apply to the case of a cognition brought about by a Sentence.

111, It was only on account of not having perceived any Sentetces
with definite meanings, that finding cognition to be brought about by the
mere cognition of the meanings of words, the Bauddlias and Vaigeshidkas,
~being afraid of the difference from Inference being established (if

cognition by means of & Sentence were accepted),—have !*lbouled haxd to
prove the identity of the  Cognition by Word " with Inference

Thus ends the Qhapter on Words,

(BECTION ?._)'
ON ANALOGY.
1-2. “ Being asked by the town-people ” *like what is & gavaya'?

UL If cognition by means of g Sentence be admitted, then there can be no question
of the identity of Verbal Anthority .with Inference. It is for this reason that the
Bauddhas purposely evade thia faot, and only seek to establish the identity of ' Word"
with  Ioference,”—hoping thereby to prove such identity of ¢ Verbal Authority "
algo, which would, therefore, have to be rejected as a distinet means of right notion,

1 Says the Bhishya: “ Upamdnamapi  sadppyam  asonnikpshie'rthd  buddhimuts
padayati yotha gavayadarganam gosmaranasya, (Anulogy algo ig similavity and brings
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if the fovester says that a ¢ gaveya i3 just like the cow’—then we have
what is commonly known as * Analogy.” According to the view of Cabara
however, this is nothing apart from * Verbal testimony” ; and hence
‘¢ Analogy ' is explained in a different manner,

: 3. Becanse in the above instance the ohject (of Analogy) is got ab
by means of the personal recdgn'ibion of n man, and 18 also recognised as
explained by him, hence it is ¢ Verbal testimony’ pure and simple.

4-5. How can any validity belong to the recognition of an object
by means of (the perception of) another object similar to it,~- snch recog-
nition being exactly similar to remembrance brought about by constant
pondering, &o. ¥ In other cases (2.9, that of Pratyabhijnti, Recognition)
the object is specified by different time, place, &e.; it isnob so in the case of
the instauce cited, becanse here the cow is remembered only s being in
the town. v ] i _ J
6-7. According to sume people,~~the name  Analogy’ belongs to the

cognition of the gfjvaya in the forest, when belonging to such people
a8 have heard the assertion of the similarity of the cow to the gavaya,-
sueh cognition being tinged by an idea of similarity with the cow. 1In
this case too, in the case of the gavaya we have Sense-perception, and
in that of ¢ Similarity ' we have mere remembrance.

7-8. “ Butf in the recognition of the object as tinged with similarity,
there can be neither remembrance, nor any application of the organs of
Sense.”  Well, if the perception of the gavaya does not produce any ideas
over and above that which is due to the previons assertion of the forester,

"then such recognition would be nothing more than remembrance ; and as
such being mere -repétitiou (of a former coguition), it could have no
validity. it . ! : |

9. If there is anything in excess (of the former assertion), it ig ouly

such a8 is amenable to Sense-perception ; because it has already heen
proved that so long as there is contact of the Sense-organ with the object,
the cognition that we have is Sense-perception.

10-11, Invalidity attaclies to the factor of remembrance, as differen-

abont the cognition of an object nob in contact with the senses; eg. the sight of
the gavaye reminds one of the cow). '

#.5 The definition given in the Bhashya meang that when one object, on being
produced, produces the recognition of another phject similar fo it, then we have what
is called Analagy. Againgt this it is nrged thab this would only be a cage of remems-
brance. P ratyabhijng (Recognition) is considered valid only becanss, over and above the
niore (reeognition of the object, it oognises the objeet ns being the same ohjeeh that was
perceived before, hut oceupying another pldee and time i the ‘present,  Thereis, how-
ever, no such fresh specification in the ease of the gavaya and the cow,

8.7 Iu order to nvoid the abjection urged above, these people add  tinged, e
a8 & fresh specification, on which they rest the validity of Analogy. '

y “]It‘;i‘“ been proved ”—under ** Seuse-perception.”

10-11 Hven in the cage of Remembrance, invalidity does not attach to every part of

31
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tiated from the faotor of Sensuous pereeption. Ryen the fact of a know:
ledge of the assertion of similarity is not of mnch help, inasmuch 18 this
(recognition of similarity) happens also in tho cage of snch people as have
never heard of the assertion of similarity, but having known the cow,
happen to see the gavaya in the forest, e o
19, 1t it be urged that % in the case of such people thero is no iden
+ of the name ¢ gavaya’ "'—(we add) the name 18 not the abgect ; and this (the
object gevaya) is completely recoguised by them (as resembling the
13. Nor then can the velation, between the word (¢ gavaye ') and its
meaning (the object, animal), be said to be the object of recoguition ;
becanse who the object, (animal, gaveya), has been ascertained to resem-
ble the cow, the welation of the animal with the word (f qavaya ) 18
vecognised by the help of the provious assertion of the forester: | )
14, Nor can it he nrged that in the forest; theve is’ @ Tecognition
(Pratyabhijnd)  of this fach (of “gavaya’ being the name of the parti-
oular animal) ; beeause the deuotations of ‘words boing beyond the Benses,
the present instance cannot be anything more than mere Rememberance.
15. The factor of Senge-perception has been proved to enter also into

the case of such coguifions as ave ‘intermixed with Verbal expressions,

it 5 the factor of Sense-perception that enters into it, in the shape of a pereeption of the
object before the eye, cannot bub he valid. Bt the  invalidity attaches to the faptor
of pemembering something that has gone before,, The specification—' the remem:
brance of such people as have héard the agsertion of similarity”-+t00, does not add any
validity to the remembrance, bocnuse wo have notions of similarity, even in the cagoe
of such people as have no ides of the said assertion, and yeb rocognige a similarity ‘of
the well-known cow with the gavcya, whenever thig latter happens to be geen in the
forest, : il ' _ A AT, A
13 The N¥iva theory—that the objech of Analogy is the recognition of the denobi-
tion of the name ** gavaye ''—is here controverted,  No sooner has the man seen the
gavayuw, and found it to resemble the cow, then he remembere the prev‘ioﬂs_a;sserticm
of the forester, and from that he directly coucludes that the _ohjsmf. that he hag seen
yesembling the cow, must be the ¢ gavoya™ that the forester had described. Thus
then, we find that the recognition of tite mame * gavaya * is due to pure Verbal Autho-
vity, the assertion of the forester, and the eloment of Analogy does not eunter into it
« Qhen——i.e.; in cnges wheve the  person knows of the previous description by the
forresier.

14 In Pratyabhijnd, there is a presout factor of Hanse-perception, upon which its
validity rests, The oppounent seeks refuge in this fact, and siys thab the man has
known the name ¢ gavaya’’ to belong to something that resembles the cow, and
hence ag soon as he sees sueh an object in the forest, the name flashes upon him,
the factor of the perception of the animal lending validity to the remembrance ot the
name. Tao thisib ia.replied,-t.hat the denotation of the name oan never hi amennbla to
Qense-perooption, and herce the idea of the name must be o pure case of ‘Remen-
brance, and a8 such, it conld not have any validity. ' :

16 Objection. ** Ong who ig nob cognisant with the previons agsertion of the forester
has au ides  of the gavaya ‘regembling the cow, unmised with any notion of words ;
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Therefore you mnsb mention some peculiar tmnacendeﬁta.] objécb, enddwed

with resemblance, to be the subject (of Analogy). .
16. And further, when you accept the fuct of Sense- perception hay-
ing the character of a positive function, how is it that Resemblance

cannot be cognised by means of that, just as‘’ class, &c.,” are.

17. For those also who hold the theory of unspecified abstract percep-
tion, this cognition of resemblance is & semblance of Sense-perception. Bub

they attach no walidity to it, inasmuch as according to them, there exists
~mo such thing (as Resemblance).

18.  The fact of  * Similarity ”’ (or Resemblance) being a positive
entity, however, cannot be denied ; inasmuch as it consists of the pre-
sence, in one clags of objects, of such an arrangement (or coglomeration) of
constituent parts as is common o another class of objects.

19. The similarity of constituent parts, between the lotus-leaf and

the eye, would rest upon the fact of the presence, in one object, of parts

of the same class as thoso in the other.

20. Thus then Similarity comes to be of di fovent kmda, inasmuch as
it can rest upon one, two or three of the following points—biréh, proper 4/
substance, action, power and sperific chavacter,

21.. These properties themselves do not constitute Smnlanty_ ; nor
again is ib the multiplicity (or repétition) based upon these (properties),
1t is only the © class,” or * genus,” &c., as qualified by multiplicity (or re-
petition), that is cognised as similar. '

and guch an iden may be amenable fo Sense-perception, In the case of one who kuows
of the previous agsertion, the factor of verbal expression cannot be so amenabls ; and it
is for the sake of this that we have rocourse to Analogy.” The sense of the reply asgiven
in the Karika is, thial we have just shown how the factor of Sense-perception enters fnto
the labter case also, Therefors in order to establish Aualugy, ag an indepsndent means
of knowledge, the Naiydyika, will have to assevt the existence of a peculiar object, which
ressembles an object that has been seen, and which cannot be perceived by the senses,
Bub such an objeck does not exist ; therefore the Nyiiya theory falls to the ground.

18 The Bauddha holds Sense-perception {o belong  toa specific abstract entity
(¢ Swadharma ) alone, devoid of all concrets specifications, 8o he can very well
deny resemblance to be an object of Sengo- -percoption. The Naiyiyika however holds
the Class to be amenable to Sense.perception ; so ‘he cannot very well deny the faot
of Repamblance beivg amenable to it, i

1 ¥ Semblance, §c.’~bocause it 18 qualified and concrete.

19 That ig to say, where the ‘umximmy lies, not in the fact nl' tlie objecta themaelveg
resembling each other iu the arrangement of ' their constituent parts, but in that of the
parts, severally, of ench of the two objects.

%0 “Of birth,” eg,; Agoi and Fire both have their origin in Prajapati’'s wouth.
“ Property "'—as, in the case of two pictnres. “ Substunce’’~as in the case of two men
wearing similar jowels, “ Aeotion"—as between bhe kite, bird-—and the Q}amt saorifice,
“ Power "—as between the Lion and Davadatta,  * Specific characler "-—as between the
Panchdvattanardcansa saorifice and the second Prayija.

L Similarity is an inherent relation, and as such, it reata in bhe Clasgs, and nob in
mere Property,

29
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92.93. 1If it be asked— how then do you expla.m hhe snmla.rtfy df_-__,-_
twins P "—(we reply) we accept it becanse we actually see it so i—how
strange, that you should ask such a silly question | For Similarity belongs
sometimes fo many, and sometimes only to a few; and this peouliavity
does ol in any way affect the fact of similarity being a positive enfity.

23.25. These classes have their end, in the end (or destruction) of their
substrates. Then the fact is that, inasmuch it inheres in innumerable
(many) substrates, the destruction of auy one of its ‘substeates does not
lend to its utter annihilation. But this fach does not mnecossitate the
hypothesis that all classes are eternal ; nor do we accept the utter annihila-
tion of any olass, inasmuch o8 every olass hag got its substrate somcwhera 51
(even when many of ifie substrates have disappeaved), | | -

26. And Similavity differs from the (classes) in that it rests apon a
coglomeration of ¢lasses ; whereas bha classes a,ppea,r also gever u.lly among i
objects of Bense-perception, -

27. In such cases too as where we recognise the mmxlamiy o»i‘ pan-ts,-
we have the Similarity resting upon the fact of the homogamhy betweezi the
pazrts of each of these parts. '

28. Thug then, we shall have a (‘!a&s dﬂvmd of Simxlamty, a,t- L pomb
(in an atom) where there can be xecogmtmn of 1clanuty mth anythmg
else. - -

29. In acase where we have t.}w rccngmtmn uf o gingle class as
belonging to the principal objects themselves (and not to the parts), there
we have a notion (of identity) such as * this is that very thing " 1 and
where theve is difference, there we have the notion of Similarity only. =

30, % What would be the class, in a case where we recognise simi-
larity in pictnres” ?  There too we have the resemblance of the various
earthly colours, &, - |

31, From among colour, taste and adowr, we have the lesemhlauce of
one or othor, in different places. It is not necessary thatthe notion of
Similarity should rest npon absolute resemblance in all the parts.

29.85 ¢ Tf similarity les in/the Olags, how  can you explain the similarity of
twing” 2 The reply is given joeularly. ¢ This peculiarity "—=of be!ongms;, at times 0
many, and at times to a few only. .

28.45 *¢ Substrates "—i.c., the individuals constituting the (lasa.

% That which gives rise foa not.mn of gimilarity constitutes sddrgya, In a caso
where we recognie a class —“cow?” fi~—pervading over prineipul wholes, e ha.vo

tho notion of identity. It isonly when the principal classes * cow ” and ¢ gavayu ™
differ from one another, that we have a notion of Similarity.

8 Because in tho pictare, we have not got the members of the human body ;
# colowrs, §e.’—we have, in the picture, a resemblance of posture, colouy, &6,

81 This anticipates the objection that, in the pictnre, there is no odowr or any other

such property. The sense of the reply is that Similarity can rest even upon the resert-
btrmm of a single proporty ;and iu the picture we have rmmy 1esemblu.nccn, guch a8
those of colour and the Tike.
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82. In the earth, &e., all these (colonr, odour, &e.), naturally exist
' (always) ; but one or other of these is perceived according as they become
manifested in the various manifestations of it.

83, Nothing, that is a non-entity even in potency, can ever be
brought into existence. Properties are ot different from their sub-
strates ; nor arve they identical with them ; they occupy a middle posi

. tion, b _

34 Thus then, Similarity having been' proved to be a positive entity,
whenever it happens to be in contact with the Sense of sight,-~be it per-
ceived in one or both of the members (between whom Similavity is cog-
nised)—, the fact of its being au object of Sense: percuptwn is not d:s-
puted.

_ 35.  Like a Class, Similarity too exists wholly in ea.ch of the two
members ; therefore even when the corresponding member is not seen
ab the tlme, a notion of Similarity is possible.

36. Hence though (in accordance with the Nmyﬁmka expla,nahon) in
the ense in question, the recognition of Similarity followsupon the remem.
bemnce of the cow,—yet since Seuse-contact at the time lies in the

“ gavaye’ (seen ab the time), therefore the Similarvity musb be an objest
of Bense- pemeptlou. '

37, For this reason, it is the member remambered, recognised as

gualified by similarity, that forms the object of Amalogy ; orit may be the
Similarity as qualified by that member.
DRt Though Similarity is recognised by Sense-perception, and the
¢ cow ' ig remembered, yet the * cow as qualified by stmilavify, not being re-
cognised by any other means, Analogy comes to be recognised asa dis-
tinet means of right knowledge, -

39. H.g., the place (mountain) i scen by the eye, and the ¢ five’
is remembered (as being concomitant with smoke) ; and yet since the object
to be cognised ig & qualified one (the mountain as containing the five),
therefore the character of & dlstmcb means of rlghb knowledge is not denied
to Tufevence.

40. In a case where a notion of sumlauty is brought- about by means
of objects that are not really similar, we have only a (false) semblance
of similarity., '

88 Ag a matter of fact, odonr, &o., also exist in the pictui'e, but are nob manifested.

85 That ig, that which does not exist in the cange, can never be bronght about,
e.f. Sankhya Karika 9. ** Properties.”’—Thia ig in reply to the qnestion,—'* 1s similarity
different from, or identical with, ite snbstrates' ? . .

¥ Whether the cow and the gavaya be both seen at the same time, or only one of
them be seen at the time of the cognition of similarity,

82 The Nyiya theory having been set aside, it must be admitted that bhe ﬂehn1~
tion given in the Bhishya is the ouly true one, 1t is not the similarity of the gavaya
that is the object of Analogy, which pertaina to the cow; as remembered at the time,
and recognised as similar to the gavaya that is directly perceived by the eye,
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41-42. This is said o be a false semblance of similarity, becatse _
it ir subsequently set aside by an idea to the contrary, e.g., the similarity of
an elephant in a stack of hay s in whicl case when one ig sufficiently near
the stack, he realises that there is no real similarity between the stack and
the elephant.  That notion of similarity, which is not set aside even s
elose proximity to the object, is a case of real Similarity. -

43-44, This (Analogy) is not Inference: because in it we have no
assertion of any relation of the Middle Term (4.6, we have no premisey):
Prior to there cognition of Similarity (by moansof Analogy), the similarity
is not known as a property (and as such cannot be asserted-to- qualify any
terms) ; since that which is perceived in the ° gawyr,z mnnnotbm'I-ng a'bcut _
an Inference (of its existence) in the cow.

44-45, That (similarity) which rvesides in the cow, cmmot be Lhe-
Middie Term ; because it (the similarity of the cow) forms part of what
is to be proved. The gavaya’ too (as qualified by sim'ilm-ity) cannot be
the Middle Term, becanse it is not in any way related (to the Minor Term,
the ¢ cow,’-—and so there can be mo minor premiss). Even the mm:lamty
(of the gavaya in the cow) has not been percewed by all el bemg_
mvarviably concomitant with it (the cow). :

46. In a case wherever only one ob.}e{,b (cow) has heen seen (hy the
person), whenever the other (the ¢ gavaya’) happens to be seen in the
forest, the cognition of this latter is. produced simultancously with that of
similarity (between that object and the one seen before).

47, If the f cow * be asserted to have the charactor of the Mlddle Term,
because of the concomitanceof the class ¢ horn, &e.,” (in the ¢ gavaya’ which
is seen) ;—even thab we deny; becanse the action of recognition of the
class ‘horn, &e.,’ ends with the mere recognition of the ‘gavaya’ (as
similar to the cow). '

48. Kven if there were any idea (of the cow) produced by these

&4.46 It is tho similarity, in the cow, of the gavaya, that is the true object of
Analogy; whereas that which is parceived by the eye iz the similarity a3 located in
the gavaya 3 and the latter could not give rise to auy Inference that wonld bring aboub
any idea of the similarity in the cow,

46-48 ¢ Fyen simelarity, §e.’-—This anbicipates the objection that theve isa rela-
tion batiween the cow and the gavaya, naviely, that of similarity, and the assertion of
this relation would constitute the Minor Premiss of the inferential argnment. The
senso of the reply ia that the cow haa nos been recognized by all men to be invarinbly
congomitant with the gavaya. Hence though thereis a relation, there cex be no such
concomitance asis necessary for an Inference.

41 Avalogy cannot be eaid to be a form of Inference, because it is found to
function even in a case where none of the tywo members have been perceived by the eye,
Kven oune, who has never geen the gavaya before, when he sees it for the first time, he
at once recogniges its mmx[auby with the cow, even though this latter is not before him
atb that time.

48 ¢ Mere recognition, §c MeThe presence of horns leads to the vécognition of
the fact of the gavaya being similar to the cow ; and there it ends, So it can haye no
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(horns, &c.), it would be devoid of any notion of similarity ; beonuse the
¢ eow ' is similar, not to horns, &e., but to the gavaye. /
| 49. Having gobt at the motion of similarity (of the cow in the
gavaya), following upon the recognition of horms, &e,—the idea of the
‘ecow ' (as being similar to the gavaye) is brought about by that of the
gavaya. [ .
50. If the fact of the similavity of the perts (horns of the cow with
those of the gavaya) be bronght forward,—then (we say that) we wonld
have an Anunlogy of these parts) ; and certainly the existence of the cow
is not inferred in all cases where horn, &ic., are seen to exist.

51. For,one who would infer thus, would only be landing upon
mistaken notions ; and the ides of the cow as existing in the village is
nothing more than rememberance. :

52. Analogy being thus proyed to be digtinet from Inference,—there
being mno concomitance (of the factors of procedure, fire, §¢.), with the
passages enjoining the  Saurya,” &c.,~~how could mere similarity bring
about the association of fire, §¢., (with the % Sanrya ') P—In this lies the
use of Analogy. -

53. In the case of the corn * Vrihi,” kept for the sacrifice, being
spoilt (or stolen), we have the use of the * Nivara,” &e., which latter are
the recognised substitutes of Vrihi, simply beouuse they are similar to it.
This too forms au instance where Analogy has its use.

53-54, In & cnse where a substitute is denoted by the subsidiaries,
if by means of others (not subsidiaries) we get at something which is

influence in the recognition of the similarity of the gavaya, in the eow, which is the
real object of Aualogy. M -

49 The horng might racall the cow, but they cannot in any way bring about the
idea that the cow iy similar to the gavayu, which is only possible when the similarity of
the cow has been perceived in the gavaya,

0 (1) First of all, we have the perception of the horn ; then (2) follows the recog.

nition of the similarvity of the cow, in the gavaye ; and then (8) lastly, appears the notion

of the similarity of gavaya (sesn now) in the cow, that bad been seen before. Thua
then, there being an interval between (1) and (8), the former ¢annot be said to be the
direct canso of the latter.  Cases "—of the perception of the gavayn, for instance,

51 That wonld give rise to » notion of the similarity of the horns, &e., and not to
that of the cow. _

B2 If the horn alone is perceived, and the similirity of the gavaya to the cow is
not recognised, then alone could the former be the Middle Term for the Minor Premiss
of your Inference., But in that case, there boing no recognition of the similarity of the
gavaya to the cow, we could have no notion of the similarity of the gavaya, in the
cow. All that we could have would be & notion of the cow as we knew it in the village s
and this wonld be a case of rememberance only. Thus then, the notion of the similufity
of the yavayn, in the cow remaing untouched by your Inference. 'And as it is this simi-
larity that we hold to be the object of Analogy, this cannot batbe noeepted as a dis-
tinet means of right cognition,

8 No such concomitance being recognised, we conld have no Inference. No other
means of cognition is applicable in the ocage. Between the ¢ Agnéya ” and the

- [
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more like the original (than the one denoted by the éi_]ibﬁidiﬁi%it‘-"’-‘_) a.--'-th,eﬁj:.- i

the former, which has' only a slight similarity becomes false, on the ||
ground of its greater dissimilarity. And 'fur‘bhq'r-, we have a qtii_c-kci_'.-.t'ecugl
nition of the second (4.2, that which hag greater ‘similarity), even in tha
absence of any idsa of the former (i.e thot which has only a slight =
similarity ) ; and it is for this veason also that it is sef aside (in favourof '
the one which has greater similarity). - e
| Mhue ends the Chapter on Analoyy.

(Section 8.)
ON AppArgNT INCONSISTENCY.

1. A case,—where, in'm'de:j to avoid the contradiction (or irt-alewm@j’ _:
of any ohject ascertained by means of any of the six means of right notion,
an wnseen object (or fach) is assumed,—is kiown to be one of Avthapatti™
(Apparent Inconsistenzy). S o e b

9. “Tngeon” means ‘ not cognised by any of the five means of vight
notion ’ ; becanse that produced by ** Verbal An_t’po:?ity " has been (lefc'lé,rfetf
to be apart from the “ seen” (perceived)s _iri_nsu{nch a8 this latter (Verbal
Authority) sompreheuds also the menans of cognition (Qabda) [whereas the
other five comprehend only the object of cognition], and in this lies its
difference from the other five/n il R Nty

3, (1) The assumption, of the burning power of fire, baged upon the
fachs of its burning a certain object ascertained by means of Sense-perception
(constitutes an example of the first kind of Appurent Incousistency ")
and (2) the assumption of the mobility of the sun, based upon the fact of
his movement from place to place, which is ascertained by means of
Tnference (is an instance of the second kind of Apparent Inconsistency
based upon Inference ). N ! i '

4 (8) Appavent Inconsistericy based upon * Verbal Authority ” will
be explained hereafter. (4) The assumption of the fact of the compre.
hensibility of the ¢ cow’ (as similar to the gavaya), based npon the fact
of the ‘cow’ having been perceived by ‘ Analogy’ to be gimilar to the
gavaya (is an instance of Apparent Tnconsistency based upon Analogy).

5 The assumption (5) of the eternality of words is based npon the
fact of the expressive power of words, which is ascertained by means of
“ Apparent Inconsistency ™ (resorted to) for the purpo se of the definition
of the denotation of words.

“ Qaurys » there is the gimilarity of having a common Deiby. Therefore the proper-
ties and appurtenanoes of the ¢ Agnéya'l ocan be said b0 apply themselves to the
“ Sanrya’ only through Anslogy. :

2 ¥ Five ”~leayving ont Verbal Authority. j

b This is Arthapatti based upon another Arvthapathi; it ig explained in the follow-
ing Kariki. -
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6-7. That is to say, inasmuch asthe denotation of a word cannot
be otherwise definod, we agsume (by Apparent Inconsistency) a expres.
sive power (in words) ; and as the lattor is not otherwise possible, there.
fore we airive, by means of another * Apparent Inconsistency, at the
notion of the ecternality of words. All this will be explained 'under
the aphorism * Darganasys pavdavthatwat” [ T —i—18].

8.9, The absence of Caitra from the house having been cognised by

means of “ Negatbion,” wo arrive at the notion of his presence outside the
house ; and this latter has been cited (by the Bhashya) as an instance of
another (sixth) kind of * Apparent Inconsistency " based upon * Negation,”
The instances of other forms of ** Apparent Inconsistency ”” have been de-
tailed under the treatmont of the diserepancies of the Minor Term ( chap. on
Inference, K. 66 et seq.). i ]
10, From the perception (by means of ¢ negation’) of the absence of
Caitra (in the house) we get at the notion of his presence outside the
house,—and this is different from the process of Infervence, inasmuch ag
in this case we have none of the appurtenances of Inference,—such as the
asserfion of the premises, &e., &e.

11. Because, whether the object to be cognised be (1) the object
(Caitra) as qualified by existence outside, or (2) an oulside as gualified by
the existence of Caitra,—any way, how can ¢ non-existence in the house’
(which is brought forward as the Middle Tevm) be a property of (he
Minor Term ¢

12-13. ¢ The house, as gualified by Caitra's absence’ cannob be the
property of any (of the two alternatives pointed out in the last Karika) ;
becanse at the time the object (Caifra or outside) is not recognised as guali-
fied by absence in the house ; for it is only the ¢ house ’ that ig recognised,
and not Caitra. A ' : ‘_ , ;

13-15, Nor ean now-visibility (of Caitra in the house) be a Middle
Term, as will be explained in the chapter on * Negation.” Therefors
¢ because he 1s not found in the house” cannot be acce pted as the Inferen-
tial Reason. The non-visibility having led to the ascertainment of the
negation of the abject of cognition (Caitra), there follows the notion

8-1 No Denotation is possible withoub expressiveness; and this latter could not he
possible, if the words were not eternal.

LL  Object to be | cognised "—which will be the Minor Term of your syllogism.
Those who assert Apparent Inconsisténcy fto be a form of Inference, pat forth the
following syllogism : © The living | Caitra exists outside the house,~—becange He is
living and is not found within the honse,—like mysalf ” : where ¢ living Caitra® ig the
Minor Term, “exists outside ” the Major Term, and * non-exisience in the house,”
the Middle Term.

IF-18 ¢ Ap the time i e., whon we o to his house and find that OCaitra {8 tot
there.

18.16 Beoause ‘‘ non-visibility ” is one step further removed, being intervened by the
notion of the abgence of Ohaitra from his houge,
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of his existence outside the house; and hence this' notion cannot be said
to be caused by ‘ non-visibility.” Aud (even if) the character of the Middle
Term helong to the absence of (ailra, this resides in the house (and mnob m :
the Minor Term, Caitra; and ag such no premiss would be possible). '

16. Nor can such an object, (Minor Term) as has not been perceived
before, can ever be the object of cognition (by Inference); and in the
present case, neither ¢ outside,” mor ‘ Caitra’ has been perceived before (?aﬁ i
concomitant with the Middle Term ; lience no premiss is possible).

17, Obj. “Iu a case, where from rise in the river-surface you infer
that there hag been rain in the higher regions, how do you recognise the
rvelation of the Middle Term (vise in the river) with the unseen higher '
reqions (Minor Term) 7" _ M

18, In this case we cognise the fact of the falling of rain over the
higher regions with reference to the region where the river has wisons . Op!
this too may be explained as only an instance of ¢ Apparent Inconsistency.”

19, In the former case in question the  absence in the house of one
who is living " is made the Middle Term ; but the cognition of this is nob
possible until * kis eaistence outside ” las been ascertained. Al

20. (Inthe case of the Inference of five) the exdstonce of smoke is cog-
nised independently of the existence of fire ; beoause at the time of the per- .
ception of the existence of smoke, there is nothing that depends upon fire
(for its existence). | :

91.  “ Absence in (he house,’ pure and simple,—apart from devoid of
any idea of the person being alive,—is algo found to apply to dead per-
sons ; and as such it cannot be the means of getting at the notion of his
existence outside. _ . j

92. Whenever the notion of ks absence in the house is accompanied by
the notion of his being alive, Caitra, being precluded from the house, is con-
coived to exist outside (without having any recourse to process of In-
ference). ' : P :

23. The notion of a general “ absence in the bLouse,” by itself (with-
out any reference to any particular individual), cannot bring aboub any
notion of Caitra’s existence outside. ' : e

11 This case is admitted, by the Miminsaka algo, to be one of Inference. Hence
the objector brings it forward as equally open to the arguments urged by  the Kavika
against the theory of Apparent TInconsistency being only a special case of Inferential
reasoning, i ; ; '

18 The syilogism being— The region where the river has risen (Minor Term) is
such as had vainfall over its higher wegions (Major Term), because of the rise in the
river (Middle Term).” Finding this explanation vob ' suitable he. relegntes this
ingtance to Apparent Incsngistency.

19 « Abgence in the house, of one who ig living ” eannot be accepted as true, 80
long as we have not become cognisant of his ewistence outside ; bill then, the formex
proposition bas all the appearance of absurdity. Therefore the Middle Term becomes
dependent upon the conclugion, which vitiates the validity of fhe Inierence,



il

oN umum wcousmwcm O it

240 1t ig only when the fact of his beiug a,lwe has been estabhshud
thab the wotion of lis ahsence im the house can poiub to his exmbenue bemg
. outside, having preeladed it from within the house. |

25, Thus then we find that absence in the howvse, mdependently fsf any '

e of ks betng alive, is (4lso common to diz&d persons, and ag such) con-

teary (to the conclusion) ; and it is only the character of being net con=

tradioted that is held to 1}dong to the conelusion of your Inference. N
26, Thevefore the house being cognised by Sense—perceptwn, 7oand )
the absence in the house by means of * Negation,"~the idea, of kis existence
(being olive) [which is all that ig left of the Middle Texm, after the firsh
two faetors, have been cogmsed by means of ¢ Senae-pert,ept,lon and
“ Negaiion '] is the same that is vecognised as being outside.
Jh 27428, 1618 'only for the ue uamplmhmeut of ke Minor Premiss, tlw,t;
“ existence outside” has been introduced ; in as much as it is ouly as
gqualified by this that the person can be the ob']aob of Inference, by menus
of the econcomitance of the Middle I('mn and the Mivor Term, &e,  Thus
then, if the cognition of the Miunor Premiss, &e., be prodnced by e cog-
nivion of *‘outside existencs,” and  that of  outside existence,’’ by the
Minor (and Major) premlqsefs,—wthnn we have an unavoidable muuml iuter
dapoudence. . AN '
20. In the eage of ** Appn rent Tnummsteucy on'the uthr-r ha,nd this
fact of being contained in the object to be proved Lluew not vousmtute @
fallacy, because it is actually meant to be recognised as such.

% In that case, your conelusion bccomes only an implication of Lhe pmnusses, and
not an indepondont pmposlbwu. i : |
% Tn your inferential arguwant, if mere ubsence in the hﬂme be made the Midito
Term, then it npplies to dead persons uldo, and as such, contradicts your own conclugion,
Xt is ouly when the @ea of absence in the houge is qnn.ln!lud by that of the person being
“alive, that you ean lnve bl wm,lusmn of hiq being  outside, 'This hug been shown in
K. 22, to bo ouly an lm;:lhml,hmn of tha' pmmmqas, a.ud nob u.u mdepmdvut pwpclmblml
‘Tlius thew yonr viust adwit  thab in fuct your conelusion is wobhing bur.- t.he pry !;nls::ca
themselves stnbed dtt‘femubiy _ ' : '

6 The (‘OIH'IllSl(}ll*‘“*BKl&sz‘il(.(. nubmde-—-becnmt.a only a P“ﬂ' Uf bh" Minor 1’1'3“‘13'* _
The Middle Term consists of three fastors : (1) N~ amistince {perceived by means of
Negation) (2) in the Heuse (seen by the eye) (8) of one who is alive.  The first two
are cognised by other menns of cognition, and bhe third implies iu; etlstunce ‘outside,
and as snch the conclusion is no adveuce npon the Premigses. -

a8 ¢ Thus then, &c’—~The faot of his boiug alive cannob be remgrmed until his
exiktence elsewhare (other thau the Hounge, from where he ig found to be absent) ha.s
boon ascortained 5 and as this is a necessary factor in the Middle Term (and hence in
thie Minor Premiss), therefore it seems that the, premiss itgelf dupallds npon (the rc&t..ég-
nition of ) ouiside evistence ; and as this is what is sought to he pruwd by medans of the
premisses, there is an absurd matual inbev-dependence, -

41 In the case of Apparent Inconsistency, the inclusion of the ohiect to be cngmse(’
in the notion of ** abscucs from the houge,” accompaniod by that of hia heing alive, dooy
nob affect, its validity adversely ; because it is a peculiarity of this partioular means
of cognition that it leads to tho assumption of somuthing elge, inorder fo avoid the

30
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30-31. Invariable concomitance too, in the.case, could be recoguised
ouly when his existence outside has been ascertained. And inasmnch as it
has not been recognised before, it cannot be the means of the eognition (of
outside existence), even thongh it exist (subsequently); because * ab-
sence in the house " and '* existence outside” have never been perceived
to be invariably concomitant. : ) -

81-32. In the matter of such wncomlta.noe, there 18 10 obhet' mazws_
of knowledge; save “ Apparent [nconsistency,” by means of which the
notion of one (absence in the honse of one who is alive) brings aboub that
of another (existence outside), If there be mo ench assumption (of the
one by means of another), then we cannot get ab their concomitance.

33. Therefore at the time of the cognition of this relation, one of
the two members related must be held to be recognised by means of
“ Apparent 1nconmsten(-y "+ and after this the Inference might follow. '

34-35. If one, sitting at the door of the house, were to assume Caitras

existence outside,~(thinking that) ‘when he exists in one place (z a,, the
garden where he is seen) he does not exist in another place, | the lignse)’ j—
even then, the fact of his non-existence everywlere caunot be recognised (by
means of Inference); because there could be no invariable concomitance
between the Middle Term and ‘ non-existence in one defivite place) '

36. (0b). ‘ Well, non-existence in a pltwe before us is wgmsed by_

appavent ivrelevancy of two well-recognised faots,~—in hha'present cage, absence from the
housge, and being alive, the inconsistency whexenf conld be avoided oniy by the agsum-
ing of the faot of his being ontside,

80 The existence of the, Minor Premiss has been refuted in the above Kar ikas,
Now hegins the refutation vf [nvariuble gongomitance (embodled in the Map; Promma),
us applied to cases of Apparent Tneonsistency. _

182 ¢ Their Vi, of ' existonce outside,” and * abgence from the touse.”’
88 “ Inference. §o."—bnt by that time Apparent Inoconsistency will have done its
gpecial work, and thns ]uqtlf'ed its distinet existence, i

83.86  Some people might nrge that one who is slbtmg at the door is wgmsunb of
the concomitance of Caitra's absence from the house with his existence pulside somewhere
in the garden (where he is seen by the man at the door) ; and hence this man seeing
him thag could eonclnde that inagmuoch ag he ig in one place (in the garden) he cannob be
elsewhere (in the house) s and thus he counld recognise the concomitanca of absonce

from the honse with existence ontaide. In reply to this, it is urged that though this |

may be possible, yot the fact of one who exists in one place nob existing elsewhere,
cannot form the sabject of Infarence ; because even the man at the gibte cannob be
cognisant of any concomitance with regard to sach universal absence. The Objestor
urges: * Wao reengnise the fact that one who is present in one place is not present in
another place (both placos being before our eyes) : and tpon this fact we can buee the
Inferance oF hig abgence from every other place in the world excepb the one in which
he is seen.,” Tha reply to this also iy the same as before. The concomitance that is
eognised is with reference to the absence from one defintte place ; and this oannob form.
the basis of any Inference with regird to absence from all other plages.

88 In Inforence, yon urge the inapplication of invariable concomitance, &o., but
Negution does not stand in need of guch aocessories, Therefore just as we revognise
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means of Negation ; smd in the same manuer, this menns of knowledge
(Negation) requiring no apecial effort (on the part of the ‘cogniser),
wo wonld get at the notion of absence, from averywhex-.a else, of one who

if found to exist in one place.”

37. But Negation too cannot lead us to any corr ec't ldaa. of “ non-
existence everywhere olse " ; becanse such negation wounld also apply to the
case of objects that are pombwe entities, but are at a dmcance,—-so long as

we have not gone to that particular place.
38, 1t is only when we have visited different places, and found cer-

tain objects not existing there, that, in the absence of any other means of
knowledge (of the objects), we conolude that they do not exigt (in those

places).
2 A (lfsnch be the fact) then we could have no concomitance

between the absence of jfire, and the absence of smoke, because  we have no

vigited every place (where there is negation of five).”
40. He, for whom the object of Iuference s absence in another sub-

strate ” (i.e., of the Middle Term in a substrate where vhe absence of the
Major Term is ascertained, 7.6, the * Vipnksha'), will be liable to the
above objeotion. As for ourselves, the mere fact of our not seeing (the
smoke, in two or three cases of the absence of fire) is enoagh to bring &huub

an idea of the absence of its concomitant (fire).
41, “Well, in the same manner, in the case in question also, the

relation (of concomitance) between the absence of Caitra (in the house),
and his existence (outside),—being vecoynised by means of Negation,—
becomes quite possible.”’

the non-existence of gomething in a place near us, so conld we algo do. with régard to
its absence from all other places. And the concomitance of absence from the house
with existence outside being thus arrived at by the man at the door, the course of In-
ference would be cleur ; and there would he no need of any. dxsbnwn meas of knowledge
in the shape of Apparent Incousistency. '

§1 Mere Negation we have also got with regard to snch real exigbing objects as are
at a distance —due to the mere fact of oar not having gone to that placna. So mere
Negation cannot be held to be a sufficient proof of non- existence. . j

38 The Objector mgea : “ Youn have a Negative premiss in the case of your stock
example of Iluference ¢ where five ig not; smoke is nob.’ Nuw, this would bécome
impossible ; because so long a8 you have not visited every place where fire ig not, you
cannot asgert any concomitance between the absence of five and the absence of smoke.”

40 We do not gtand in need of any iden of the absence of smoke, in all cases of
the abzence of fire,—only two or three instances ure sutficient for our l).ur.ptraé,jt'lht
as we do not stand in need of ascevtaining the existence of five in svery vuse of the
existence of smoke,

sl Whoeun afirmative concomitauce has been ascertained (between the Fire and the
Buicke), if only a few instancea of the convomitance of their contraries be necessary
as you urge, for a succesgful issue of the Iuference,—then the existence of Caitra in
one plice (the garden) being found to be concomitant with hig absence from anobtlier
place (the house),—nnd thas even iu oue places the voncomitanve of abseuce from bhe



