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Inference, because it is already known. Nor can the qualified (Minor 
Term), or Loth the Major and Minor Tom s, taken singly or collectively, 
be tbe object of Inference, independently of tbe oilier.

29, If any of these singly were tbe objoct of Inference, then we could 
not have any one member as the predicate .(Ling**) ; nor could we have any 
relation of this with the Major term (expressed in I he Major premiss) :

30, E.g., 1 caused ness' is not a property of * non-eternaJity’ ; nor is 
there any relation between, these and ‘ sound ' ;  nor lastly is there any 
relation between these two themselves.

31- 32. Nor is any relation possible between the subject and predi
cate, taken each independently by itself, inasmuch as the relation is 
neither mentioned by name nor 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 cbreactor of the ageerkiined (Sadliana), as 
well as of the unascertained (S&dbya).

32- 33, Therefore the denotation of the possessive affix (».<?,, the

29.80 If “  noneternality” (as the qualification or the predicate) were the object of 
Inference, then, in that case, “  cansedneas”  not being a property of-it, the Middle Term 
( “ Giinseclneas ” ) would cease to be a part of the Minor term ( “ n,on-eternality” ) j and 
voder snch oirenmetances, no Inference could be possible. I f  again, “  Sound ”  alone 
were to be tlie object of Inference, then we eonliJ not predicate any relation between 
this (“ Sound”) and " Gauseduess/’ because there is no a neb proposition a® that—
4* wherever there is ceiasedness, there is also sound,”  I/astly,if the “ : um-eternaiity of 
Sound”  (both conjointly), were tbe object of Inference, then we coaid not find any 
instance of. the predication of any relation between the Middle Term ( “ Oauaednesa” ) 
and tbe “  non-eternality of Sound.” Because, in the case of all other caused entities— 
the jar, &o.—we find a relation predicated betweon a caused entity aud a ncn-eternal 
entity, and not between a caused entity and a tmi-eternal sound,

81.82 The conclusion is not iu the form “  Paniatasya affiUknor as “ Agniparvata- 
mmbandho'sti.” Says the NyS-yi ratnagara. “ The mere existence of Eolation cannot 
be the subject of Inference j because it has already been previously ascertained.. Nor 
does Relation possess of a two-fold ohamoter of tho Sadhana. and the Sddhana Ob
ject and th© Means), whereby, having made “ Relation’' the Minor Term we could prove 
the fact of Its being endued with Pir$, Because a Relation, in general, ean never be 
endued with Fire ; and as for any particular Relation, inasmnch as none such can be 
arrived at, previous to the Inference itself, It cannot be tbe Minor Terra.” ' And the 
Kofika : “  la the Relation to bo proved as a mere entity, or as qualified by some
property ? The mere existence of any object can never be the object of any Inference s 
and Relation bus not, like the Mountain, adnal form of the aseertamed and the nor.- 
ascertained. Therefore Relation can never bo the object of Inference.”

82-8S The theory accepted, is tha t it is the Minor Term as related to, or qualified by, 
tbe Major Term, that forms the objeet of Inference. And it is true that no such 
qualified conclusion is pospibk without a qualification. Therefore it is held that such 
a qualification is the object of Inference, not by itself, bat only as the implied necessary 
accomplishment of the conclusion. And since the other members of the conclusion 
are already known, therefore it is only qualification (or the special relation)—bat this 
only as forming part of the'qualified conclusion—that constitutes the object of Inference 
pure and simple.
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relation) can be the object of Inference, not independently by itself, but 
only ua implied (in the qualified Minor term);

33. As for instance, in the case of such words as “  Dandi ”  and the 
like (the man with the stick) there being a cognition of the qualified object 
(the ■■nan with the dick), the relation (qualification) is recognised only as its 
necessary concomitant.

34. Therefore these two (Subject and Predicate) are to be conceived 
<>f only as in the forms of the qualification and the qualified. The relative 
predominance (of these two) is by some people held to be optional :

35. According to these theorists the qualification (non-eternality) 
of an object (sound) is recognised by means of another qualification.
(eaitsedness) j and there is no definite specification as to which is the quali
fication and which the qualified.

36. In reply to this, some people assert that if the qualified object, 
he the qualification, then it would become the secondary factor ; and as 
such, its relationship with the qualities of the middle term, would not be 
quite clear.

37-38. It is only in its primary character that the qualified object is 
connected, through a sentence, with the qualification. And in is only when 
no relationship with the qualification is possible, that it is assumed to be 
with the qualified subject. Or we could add the. clause “ of Sound (to 
CctKsedness).

38. At the time o f the recognition of an universal affirmative proposi
tion, the secondary character of the qualification, which is mentioned 
separately, is not a fault.

39. I f  the Fire, as qualified fey the place (mountain), were to be 
accepted as the qualified subject, then we could not have the definition, 
of Paksha (Minor Term) given below. Because such qualification of Fire 
could only be in the following seven forms : —

40-42 (1) ‘ The Fire, that has been seen in some place or other,
G r is t s ’ ; (2 )  ‘  the p r o -e x p e r ie n c e d  Fire e x i s t s  in s p a c e  ’ ; ( 3 )  « Fire is r e la t e d  

to t h i s  ( m o u n t a i n )  ( 4 )  ‘ th e  Fire t h a t  h a s  b e e n , seen is c o n n e c t e d  w i t h  

t h i s . ’ ( 5 )  ‘ T h i s  Fire is c o n n e c t e d  with s p a c e . ' ( 6 )  * This Fire is

*>.81 If tbs conclusion were in the form—“  Anityatwam Qabdagatmn ” —than the 
<Qubda would b© only a secondary element ; and as each, it could not very clearly be 
connected with the Middle Term, “  Cuuseduesfl.”  It in only an mmaoeasary compli
cation to assert any relation with the qualified object. And again, the simple premiss 
—“ Eftalcatvit”—will have to. be changed into—“ yatah (j ibda/njo Krtaka&vwm, ” —an 
unnecessarily cumbrous process.

8* This Klriku anticipates the following objection : "  In the case of tho proposi-
1 ion, whatever is caused is nan-eternal,’ the relation perceived would be with the 
primary, ; Sound,’ and not with the mm&ary, 1 non-eternality.’* The sense of the reply 
is that in this case, inasmuch as the word “ Hon-etarnafity”  is mentioned again (apart 
from the conclusion), we have its connection with the permiss complete ; and the 
secondary position that it occupies in the conclusion, is no fault.
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eoimected with, som > former space’ ; or (7), TJiis Firo i«S qualified by tills 
place.’

42-45. Among • these, in the first two, wo have the fault of proving 
the proved (redundancy) ; and in the rest, self-contradiction. (3 ) There 
ran be no invariable concomnutaoce of the particular space with ovety 
ffirc in existence. (4) Nor is any such concomitance possible of a formerly 
seen Fire with the present space ; (5) Nor can the particular Fire he cfuali- 
jsed by nil space. ((5) Nor can it be qualified by any former space. And (7) 
how can it be asserted (before the Inference baa boon completed) that 
» this Fire is qualified by this particular place,’ when apart from the parti
cular place, there is no such specification as tins ‘ F ire ’ ?

45 - .tf>. And in the present case it is the place (mountain) which is 
perceived before the Fire ; and since it is already perceived at the time of 
the perception of the firo, it cannot bo taken as the qualification.

46- 47. As for the place, mountain, in ae much as its form is perceived 
apart from, and prior to, that of the Five, it is no fault to have another 
recognition of it as qualified by Fii*e.

47- 48. For these reasons we conclude that it is the subject, as qualified 
by the property, that forms the object of Inference; and such, in the 
present case, is the place as accompanied by Firo. Some people however 
attribute (the character of the object of Inference) to the 6 smoke. *

48. Objection : “  As in the case of ‘ Word’ so in the present case also, 
it may be the qualification itself that is the object of the Linga (Middle 
Term ).”

49-50. Not so : because in the case of the Linga, there cannot be 
an assumption o f a multitude of applications; because it cannot be the 
object of Inference ; and the subject too is one that has been previously

42.45 (1) That the Fire exists dbes not. stand in need of proofs. The same is the 
case with the (2). (3) Certainly, tho particular space in question cannot contain all
the Fire that exists in the world. (4) The Fire soon elsewhere cannot reside in tlie 
place in question. (5) The Fire seen now cannot occupy all tho space in the world.
(6) No former space can bo occupied by the Tire seen at the present time. (.7) Inas
much as the Fire is not perceptible by the sense, and as such, is not capable of being 
designated as “  this Fire,”  it is not possible to have as the object of Inference, “ the 
Fire as qualified by a jptffth ular place.”

«• That is to soy, as in tho case of a word—#.i. “ cow” — though there is an idea of 
tho class ‘ cow’ as defined by the individual anv, yet the Mimansakas accept the force of 
tho word to lie in tho class alone ; so, in the same manner, in the present case also, the 
force of tho Lin.ra may be accepted to lie in tho qualification, Fire, alone, and not in 
the place as qualified by Fire.

49.60 The sense of tho reply is that the qualification, Fire, ip perceived only at tho 
time of the recognition of its relation with the Subject; and as snob, it can servo to 
qualify the Subject, which is remembered at that time. Consequently it cannot bo 
assumed that like a “  Word, ”  tho “ Linga ”  has its force in the "  qualification.” ' Nor 
can the Linga be said to have any such application in the Subject, either : because tho 
Subject is such as has already been previously perceived, by some other means.
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perceived. As a matter of. fact the object of Inference is the subject as 
qualified (by the Fire) ; because this alone is snob as has hoc been previously 
pereei veil,

50- 51. Objection s “  If * smoke’ wore the subject qualified, then the 
Middle Term would become a part of the Minor Terra,

Reply . It is not so ; because the object of Inference is n particular 
‘ smoke,’ whereas the Middle Term is in the general form, the class 
' sruoke.’

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 
connection,’ then there would bo au identity of the objects with the final 
result, through its action (i.e., the action of the smoke, &c.), as has been 
described before(in the case of Sense-Perception).

52- 53. •* .But the author of the Bhashya holds that it is the cogni
tion of the object that is the means of right knowledge.” True ; but the 
uncertainty, spoken of (by the Bhashya) as attaching to the case of Sense- 
Perception, applies equally to all Moans of Right Notion.

53- 54, One, who wishes to prove by Inference something that lie 
has loarnt by Inference, must, first of all lay down the Minor Prentiss, as 
explained above.

54- 55. It is with reference to the subject (Minor Term), that the 
property of the predicate (Major Term) is laid down ; and by means of

60.51 This fa an objection against the Naiy&yika theory of the “ Smoke ”  being 
the object of Inference. “  Smoko ” is the Middle Trim ; and if it be made f he Minor 
Term also, this would bring about an absurd admixture. The reply to this objection is 
baaed upon the ground that the object of Inference is a particular “ Smoko ” in the 
momifcnin, while the Middle 'term is the general “ Dharnotwa.”

tl-tt The action of smoke and the rest tends towards the recognition of the object 
of know lodge ; and thus there is an identification of the Object of the Means with that 
of the Result. lathe chapter on “ Sense-perception,”  with a view to this identity 
between the Means and the Result, the R&nddha has declared the “  Idea 5> alone to be 
both the Means and the End (of Perception) j and in that place it was pointed out by 
bim that exactly the same would be the case with Inference also. Consequently the 
reply that was given to the Bauddha, in the previous chapter, would servo oar purpose, 
algo on the present occasion i viz ; “ Snch identity directly contradicts the universally 
accepted distinction between Causes and Effects”  5 and again—“  Who can rightly uphold 
any identity of the axe with the cutting ? ”

**-*' “ Such being the view of the Bhashya, how- can you hold that there is an 
uncertainty with regard to the smoke, its cognition, the retnemherance of its connection,
&o. P ” True, but in the eeotion on Sense-Perception, the Bhashya expresses itself in 
doubtful language: '*Buddhirvi janma vS, &o. ” ; and this uncertainty applies to the 
case of every Pramana.

M*6k An argument is that by means of which one seeks to prove something to 
another; and such an argument is mado up of the Conclusion, the Reason, and the 
Instance ; and the Conclusion consists of the mention of the Minor Term (Mountain) 
f-i ) a* qualified by the Major Term (Fire) ; and it is this that ought to be laid down 
first. ■ ’

f M  <SL



:(tr <SL
|$Q fl&OKAVABTIKA.

tills predication, what is implied is the preclusion of only such properties 
U S  are contrary to the said predicate, and not of those that are compatible 
with it.

55- 56. Tlie addition of the phrase “  not in proximity ”  serves to set 
aside, two things : (1) definite recognition (by some other easier means) of 
the object in the same form in which it is sought- to he proved by the 
Inference; and (2) recognition (by some easier moans) of a form contrary 
to that sought to bo proved.

56- 58. Because that which has already been ascertained some way or 
the other does not stand in need of any other Means of right K now ledge. 
That is to say, if an object has been definitely known beforehand in the 
same form (as that which is sought to be proved, by Inference), then this 
Proof becomes useless. And if object has been known { by more trust
w orthy m eans) in a form contrary to the one sought to be proved, then 
there is no room for another proof. Because even before the appearance 
of the source (of Inference), its object will have been snatched away (by 
another and stronger proof).

58- 59. In the case of ail the shi means of right knowledge— Sensc- 
porception and the rest— if an object is ascertained by means Of one of 
them, then it is by means of the same that the functioning of another 
means of Right Notion is barred; because 10. such cases there can be 
no option.

59- 60. The impercepbibility of Sound, &c., is contradicted by Sense 
perception j and the assertion of their being not amenable to the Sense of 
audition is contradicted by Inference.

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

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

S6.I5 The Bhaahya speaks of “  Mcrnnikrthk'Hhi buddhih” ; and by this is meant 
the fact that any object, which, in a definite form, is known beforehand by some easier 
means (Sense-Perception f. u) in that very form it cannot be the object of a bore compli
cated means of knowledge {f. i., Inference) j and also that if an object, in a definite 
form, is cognised previously by a stronger means of cognition (Souse-perception) then the 
same object, in u form contrary to this, can never be the object of a weaker means
(Inference). .

is.i8 “ -Snatched many, fyc. ' '—The source of Inference consists of the perception oi
the Middle Term and the rememberance of Invariable concomitance, &o.» &c. ; and 
before these are accomplished, the Object of Inference will have been already proved— 
either in the affirmative or in the negative -b y  some other stronger proof (Sense-Per
ception) ; and in that case, there will be no room for the action of Inference.

W.60 An Inference is sot aside by another Inference, only when the latter happens 
to be simpler in its process and more direct and easier of comprehension than the former.

60.51 »« J)eaf’ ’—Affirmative premiss: "  Wherever there is Sense of Audition, a sound 
is heard, as in the oase of. ordinary people.”  JS -ativo premiss : u Where there is no 
Sense of Audition, there is no perception of Sound ; aa in the case of the deaf.”

' ■ • ■" ■ ... " i ■„ ■ ! ' i 1 ' ■
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reference to (I )  Present declaration, (2 ) Former declaration, and (3 ) 
a universally recognised fact.

62-63. (1) “  I have all my life boon silent” is contradicted by the
mere assertion. (2) If all assertion be declared to be false, then the very 
mention of the subject of the proposition (“ ail assertion” ) makes it self- 
contradictory, { 5) lu  the assertion “ Because I was born therefore my 
mother is barren,” there is self-contradiction in the mention of the reason 
(*! because I was born” ).

61-65. (2) To the Baud dh si the assertion of the eternality of ‘ word'
is contradicted by his previous assertion (o f the momentary character 
and non-eternality of all things.) And (3) he who denies the fact of the 
tooon being signified by the word “ Oamlra ”  is contradicted by the idea 
of the moon derived by ail men from that word.

65- 60. I f  any one were to argue, to one who is cognisant with the 
form of both the 4 cow ’ and the 4 gavaya/ that u there is no similarity 
between, the ‘ cow ’ and the ‘ gavaya’ ”  — he would be contradicted by 
“  Analogy.”

66- 68. If anybody were to argue, with reference to Caifra who 
is r live and whose existence in the house is ascertained, that ‘ lie is not 
outside the house’, he would bo contradicted by “  Apparent Inconsistency”  
(baaed on Negation) ; so also the arguing of the non-burning power of 
Fire (which would contradict.“ Apparent Inconsistency” based on Sense- 
Perception) ; the arguing of the non-denotative power of a word 
(which would contradict “  Apparent Inconsistency ” based on Inference) ; 
the arguing of the non-existence of the Sense of Audition (which 
would also contradict “  Apparent Inconsistency ”  based on Sense-percep
tion) ; and lastly, the arguing of the non-eternality of word (which would 
contradict “  Apparent Inconsistency "  based upon another “ Apparent 
Inconsistency ” ).

68-69. There is contradiction of ”  Verbal Apparent Inconsistency,”  
when eating during the day having been denied by a trustworthy person 
eating at night be also denied by means of arguments. And there is con
tradiction of “  Negation” if the existence of (such non-entities as) <s hare’s 
horns ”  be argued 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 right knowledge, of the natural 
form and specific property of the Predicate, I he Subject, and both o f 
these (taken together), denoted respectively by direct assertion, and 
indirect implication,

I
K-«3 The examples of the three-fold contradiction of verbal authority are : (1) one 
ŷho says 11 I am silent” contradicts himself ; (2) If “  all assertions are false," the asser

tion of the speaker also is false; <3)Tfone is born, his. mother cannot be called 
41 barren.”

V,-.
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7 1-72. If one wore to argue, from the existence of certain pieces of 

burnt straw in ice, that tire Ico contains fire, then its specific property 
‘ heat ’ would be contradicted by the cold, which is directly perceptible 
by the Sense of Touch, *-

72-7d. ‘ The prescribed (animal-slaughter) is a Sin, inasmuch as
it produces a certain degree of pain to the killer) ■■— in this argument the 
mention of ** prescribed Sin ” contradicts itself; and similarly its specific 
property, of bringing about pain, also stands self-contradiofced.

74- 75. In the assertion “ all cognition is unreal” , lies the contradic
tion of both, by its form and specific property; inasmuch as it is also the 
cognition of these that is proved to be unreal (by the general statement) ; 
the specific properties here contradicted arc momentariness and Absolute 
unreality.

75- 76. By the-mention of “ the perception of one member”  (in the 
definition of inference laid down in the Bhashya), are set aside such 
cases where there is doubt, non-cognition and contrary conviction in the 
mind of either one or both of the disputants.

76- 77. In such instances as “ Fire cannot burn, because if is cool,”
“  word is non-eternal, because it is amenable to the sense of sight, and the 
like,”— there is a contrary conviction in the minds of both disputants.

77- 78. If the facts of “ being caused,” and “ being a property ” be 
brought forward by others as reasons against the Mimansaka, (with a view 
to prove the non-oternality of Sound) then the reasons would be contrary 
to the firm conviction of oue of the disputants (the person addressed, i.e., 
the Mimansaka) ; and if such reasons be broug ht forward by the Mimansaka. 
himself, then they would be contrary to the conviction of the person 
addressing (i.e., the Mimansaka himself).

78- 79. If in any case, ‘ smoke* he doubted to be “ fo g ' by one or 
both of the dispuants, then it would bo three-fold “ Asiddlia.” Such are 
the forms of the direct contradiction (of the Middle Term).

71-72 This ys the contradiction of a particular property of the Freeioate.
72.73 This is the contradiction of the form and the specific property of the Subject.
“ C o n tr a d i c t s  i ts  o w n  f o r m ”—Beoanse what is e n jo in e d  cannot bo sinful. “  S p e c ific  

p r o p e r ty , S/‘c .’ ,~-Because what has been enjoined cannot bring pain to one who does it
7*.7i S p e c if ic  p r o p e r tie s  c o n tr a d ic te d , S/'c.*’— Because by the general statement, “  all 

cognitions are false," the cognitions of m o m e n ta r in e s s  and u n r e a l i t y  would also become 
false.

75.7o fjptill now, it has been proved that the mention of tho word “ A s a n n ik r s h ta  

in the definition laid down in the Bhashya, serves to preolndo all mistaken forma of 
conclusion. And with this Kiirika begins the treatment of the Fallacies—“ Asiddlia,”
“ Anaikautika ” and “ Yiniddha.” And first of all it is shown that the mention of 
“  Bkade^udarijaniit" servos to set aside, from the definition, all forms of the Fallacy of 
“ Asiddha.”

73.77 Sinco no disputant will admit that that F i r e  is  coo l, or that S o u n d  is  a m e n 

a b le  to th e f u n c t i o n  o f  s ig h t, thorefore the Middle Term is contrary to the notion of both.
73.79 if T h e r e fo r e , i f  c .,”  i .c ,, the doubt resting in ono disputant, and in both disputants.

fff)! ■ . ■ ' ' <SL
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79- 80. These would be the different forms of the contradiction (of 
the Middle Term as based on that) of its substratum {i.c., the Minor 
Term, the subject of the conclusion)» inasmuch as even it toe Middle term  
bo known by itself, if does not actually serve as the Middle Term until it 
comes to bo predicated, or related to the Minor Term.

80- 81. In the case of the argument “ the soul is omnipresent, because 
its action is found everywhere,” we have a Middle Term whose substra
tum (the soul) is not accepted by the Bauddha ; and with regard to 
which there aro doubts oven in the minds of ordinary people.

8L-83. Since there can be no processes on mere verbal non-accept
ance, therefore it is only the assertions of such facts as are known by 
both parties to be false that can be accepted as fallacies in an argument.

Any other reason will have to be accepted as valid, if the other party 
proves it to be so (to impartial umpires) ; but incase that the invalidity 
of the Season be proved, by the first party, it will constitute a discre
pancy in the' argument of the other disputant.

83-85. The two causes of a fallacious Reason, Doubt and Contra
diction, are set aside by the mention of “ JnQtcmnibantlkah”  For only 
three are the grounds of Doubt, or uncertainty ; (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 only in the Minor Term), and (3) A. 
case 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) as “  eternal ” “ not arising from an effort,” •“ caused by effort,” and 
“ eternal,” — Such Reasons, (respectively) as “ knowable,” non-eternal,”

19.30 it ia only as related to the Middle Term, and thereby forming the Minor 
Premiss, that the Middle Term can be accepted as such.

81.88 Tits is to guard again at such unreasonable disputants aa would bring forward 
the fact of their own non-accepbanco of the Reason, as an argument against all that 
they may find to be going against themselves. By this safeguard, the disputants oau 
bring forward only such facts as are universally recognised as forming part, of the 
theory that they may be upholding.

88.86 (1) is a case of “ S a d h a r a n a  ” (2) that of “ A&ddharanci ” and (3) that of V ir u d - 
d  hdvyo.hhic.drt,

86.88 The first syllogism ia : ** Word is eternal, because it is knowable;” but know- 
a b i l i t y  exists in eternal objects, like the Soul, Ac,, and also in non-eternal objects,like 
the jar, &o., and thus it is S d d h d r a *ia (or Common, Too Wide). The second syllogism 
is thus : f  Word is not caused by an effort, because it ia non-eternal j ” but here, non- 
eternality is such as is found in the jar as well as in the Lightning, the former of which is 
brought about by the effort of the potter, while the lutter is not caused by any effort. 
The third syllogism is this : “ Word anses from effort, because it is non-eterua!; ” in this 
too wo have the same fallacy as in the last. The fourth syllogism is : “ Word is 
eternal because it is immaterial,” where too immateriality is such as is found in 
eternal things like Space, &a., and also in non-eternal things, like Action, &c.

25



: : . ' ' ' :;-: V 1 ’ ‘ Li 'h> - t  * ' ,

^ - ■ ■ " i ' : ; v :  ::S- W

194 g iO K A f l l t T I K A .

“  non-eternal,’ * and “ not endowed with a form ” ( Immaterial), are com
mon to both (the Major Term and its contradictory), [ “ Nbn-eternality ”  
has to be taken twice in the former half],

86- 87. In the case of the argument t; earth is eternal, because it is 
endued with smell,” we have an “  uncommon ”  Middle Term ; and it is a 
cause of uncertainty inasmuch as it da wanting in one of the grounds of 
certainty,

87- 89. The “ common ” Middle Term too is a cause of doubt, inasmuch 
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 cannot belong 
to the same subject. So also in the case of the “ uncommon,” wherever 
(either in the Major Term or its contradictory) it docs not exist, by means 
of the negation of that, it would point to the contradiction of the 
negation of both ; and as such it would become a cause of doubt.

89-91. The fact of these being causes of doubt, refers only to certain 
particular objects, because with reference to certain other objects these 
are found to lead to certain definite conclusions, through negative and 
affirmative concomitance,— as for instance, in the case of proving “ absence 
of action " by “ immateriality,” and in that of th : (! presence of smell ”  
being ascertained in a certain particular form of earth * and such Reasons

88- 87 Since "  O d o u r ”  re sid e s  in t h e  B arth  a lo n e . T b s  g ro u n d s  o f  c e r ta in ty  a re  : 

f l )  “  E x is te n c e  o f  a  su b s tr a te  o th e r  t h e  M in o r  T e r m ,”  ( 2 )  "  N o n -o x ie te n o e  in  a n y  p la c e  

w h e re  th e a b s e n c e  o f  th e  M o jo r  T e r m  h as been a s c e r ta in e d ,” In  t h e  !< C o m m o n  ”  o r  

“  T o o  W id e  ”  Ito a so n , th ou gh  th e  fo r m e r  g ro u n d  is p r e se n t, th e  la t t e r  is  n o t ; w h ile  in  
t h e  “  U n c o m m o n ,”  w e  h av e  th e  la t t e r , a n d  n ot th e  fo r m e r .

*7.89 T h e  “  U n c o m m o n ”  h a s  b e e n  c a lle d  th e  c a u s e  o f  u n c e r ta in ty , in  a c c o rd a n c e  

w it h  th e  B a iid d h a  t h e o r y  j a n d  th e  V S r t ik a  h a s in a n o th e r  p la c e , n e g a t iv e d  th e fa c t .

T h e  “  C o m m o n  ”  is  a  cau se  o f  d o u b t , n o t  b ecau se it  le a d s  to  a  fa ls e  c o n c lu s io n , b u t  

b ecau se  su c h  a  M id d le  T e r n  c a n n o t  r ig h t ly  le n d  to  a n y  c o n c lu sio n  a t  a l l .  T h e  fa c t  is  

t h a t  sin ce  i t  is  s e e n  in  b o th , i t  le a d s  to  th e  r e m e m b r a n c e  o f b o th  its  s u b s tr a te s  ; a n d  
th e  r e m e m b r a n c e  o f  tw o  m u tu a lly  c o n tr a d ic to r y  s u b je c ts  b ars th e  d u e  a s c e r ta in m e n t  

o f  e ith e r , and a s  s u c h  b e c o m e s a  c a u s e  o f  d o u b t. W h ile  in  th e  c a se  o f  th e  ”  n u c o m *  

m o n ,”  it  ia fo u n d  in no o th e r  p la c e  s a v e  th e  M in o r  T e r n v ~ i .f i , ,  n e it h e r  io  th e  M a jo r  

T e r m  n or iu  i t s  c o n tr a d ic to r y ,— a n d  s o  b rin g s a b o u t t h e  idea o f  n e ith e r  ; a n d  ns s u c h , it  

c a n n o t  b e  sa id  ta  b e  a  cau se  o f  d o u b t.

89 - 91 I n  t h e  c a s e  o f  th e  p r o v in g  if ”  e t e r a a li t y ,”  th e rea so n  o f  Im m a te r ia lity  is  
o n e  t h a t  e x is ts  in  su ch  th in g s  a s  Action, &c., w h ic h  a re  non-e t e r n a l ;  h e n c e  th e R e a 

s o n  d o es  n ot s e r v e  t o  p rec lu d e  s u c h  th in g s  as “  w h e re in  th e a b s e n c e  o f  th e  M a jo r  

T e r m  h a s  b e e n  a s c e r t a in e d ; ”  a n d  a s  su c h , it b e c o m e s  a  c a u se  o f  d o u b t  $ w h e n  h o w e v e r  

w e  p ro ceed  to p r o v e  “  a b se n ce  o f  a c t io n ,”  th e  re a s o n  o f  Immaterality b e c o m e s  su ch  a s  i s  

n o t  fo u n d  ia  a n y t h in g  th a t  h as a n y  a c t io n  ; a n d  aa su c h  w e h a v e  t h e  n e g a tio n  o f  t h e  

a b se n c e  o f  f lic c o n tr a d ic to r y  o f  th e  M a jo r  T e rm  ; a n d  h e n c e  it le a d s  to  a d efin ite  c o n 

c lu s io n . In  th e  s a m e  m an n er, th e  p re se n c e  o f “  O d o u r  ”  g iv e s  r ise  to  a  d o u b t, w h e n  
«  E a r th  ”  is  m a d e  th e  M in o r T e r m  : b u t  w h en  a  c e r ta in  p a r tic u la r  fo r m  o f “  E a r t h  ”

( t h e  ja r , f . i . )  is  t h e  M in o r  T e r m , th e n , in a sm u c h  a s  w e  h a v e  th e  a ffir m a tiv e  c o n c o m i

ta n c e  o f the p r e s e n c e  o f  O dour in o th e r  p a rticu la r  fo r iifs  o f  E a r t h , i t  g iv e s  r ise  to  & 

d e fin ite  c o n c lu sio n ,



.serve the purpose (of proving certain conclusions with regard to another 
particular form of earth).

91- 92. Where the non-perceptibility of air is sought to he proved 
by the absence of shape— we get at the idea of the perceptibility of Anr 
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'1 “ JMyantara.”  Others again call it 
“ common ” in parts, or “ uncommon ” in its totality.

93- 94. W lien the conclusion of a certain argument is negatived by 
the aforesaid means of right notion (Sense-perception, Ac ) ,—’then from 
the refutation of this argument, we have a definite conclusion (based on the 
arguments Whereby it has been negatived), because this latter itself has 
not been negatived.

91-96, Sometimes, two Reasons though giving rise to Doubt, when 
taken separately, each by itself, yet on being combined, lead to a de
finite conclusion (as jo the ease of proving a certain object to be a post) 
wo have the terms “  Vortical height ” and a presence of crows.” Two such 
reasons, as are not mukmlly contradictory, are able to lead to a definite 
conclusion, both severally as well as collectively. Therefore it is only such 
Reasons taken severally as are mutually contradictory that have been de
clared above to be causes of uncertainty.

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

97. AVhen the conclusion— either the directly expressed or the one 
implied— is negatived by the Reason, (then we have its contradictory).
In the case of the proving of * etornalify ’ by ‘ oausedness,’ we have the 
contradictory character of the Reason based on the contradiction of the 
predicate of the conclusion (because ‘ causednesa ’ is opposed to ‘ eternn- 
lity ’ ).

98-100. W e have the contradiction of a particular form of the

When one of the two contradictories exist, in parts, in the Sapaksha ” and 
the "  Vipaksha,” it is a case of the “ Common ; ’’ and when both of them do not exist 
anywhere in common, then we have the :* Uncommon.”

S*-03 Simply V ertical -H eight by itself is not able to ascertain whether a certain 
object ia a p o st or a m a n ; so also the mere fact of the p resen ce  o f  th e c ro w  is not enough 
for the ascertain meat of the p o s t . But when the facts are taken together, hen they 
lead to the definite conclusion that if is a  p o s t . ‘ ‘ Not mutually contradictory, & c .” —  
such as tlio p re se n c e  o f  sm ok e, and that of a etnpli a risin g  fr o m  b u rn in g  -both of which 
lead to the conclusion as to the -presence o f  F ir e .

51 Contradiction of the Predicate.
S3.10 0  « Implied conclusion” -—because when a word has been ascertained to have 

its purpose of signification satisfied, with reference to its shape, then there is no fur
ther necessity of admitting nay other signification. .§ C a n n ot h a r e  its  sign ifica tion , ^ c  "  

— thus the fact of the shape of the word having a meaning becomes contradicted by 
the reason,' presence of affix,” whioh prove;, the p resen ce  o f  m e a n in g s  o th er  th a n  th e

DiPBKEXCE. iSL
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predicate (Major Term) "when we have an argument such as— “ the shape of 
a word has a meaning even before the ascertainment of its connection with 
its recognised meaning,— because it has an affix,— as after (the ascertain
ment of its recognised meaning)/’ In this case, the implied conclusion is 
that a word has its meaning restricted to its shape ; while “ afterwards," 
the word with an affix is found to-have a meaning other* than the shape; 
therefore even before the recognition of such, signification, the word cat!not 
have its signification apply to its shape.,

100-102. In the case of such arguments as— 11 SamavSya (Inference) 
is distinct from Substance, &c.,— because with regard to it we have the 
notion that ‘ it is here,’— as for instance, ‘ conjunction ’ ( Samyoga) in such 
cases as ‘ this jar is here’ ”— wc have the proof of the “ absence of Samavaija ” 
in the shape of “ Conjunction”  (Samyoga). Thus in this case we have a 
Reason directly contradicting the form of the subject (“  SamavSya

102- 103. In proving the unity of “ Sauiavaya”  like “ SattU ” ( existence), 
we will have the contradiction of a particular property (unity) of the 
Subject ; because, like “ Samyoga ” we have a diversity (of “ Samavuyas” ).

103- 104. When one is proving to the SaulrSntika the fact of the 
eternal existence of the Self, by reason of its being impartite, like the 
Akaga,— we have the contradiction of the forms of both (Subject and 
Predicate).

104- 105. There is contradiction of the specific characters of both 
(Subject and Predicate) when there is such an argument as— “ The eye, &a., 
are for another’s ( Soul’s) purpose because they are made up of a coglomor
al ion of parts, like a bed, <&c.”

105- 106. In the “ bed ” we always have “ coglomeration ” and “ the 
being’ for another’s purpose,” where both are with regard to material 
objects ; and hence by ibis example (of abed) we cannot prove “ the being 
for another’s purpose ” with regard to the Soul or Seif (which is imma
terial) ; and thus we have a contradiction,

106- 107. W hat is sought to prove is the fact of ( “ eye, &c.,” ) being 
for the purpose of an impartite (Soul, or Self). While, what the argument 
proves is the material (or partite) character of the Soul. And further,

shape which is the c o n tra d ic tio n  of a p a rtic u la r  property of the P re d ic a te  : Via., the 
fact of the shape of words having meanings.

100.10} T h e  c o n tr a d ic tio n  o f  t h e  fo r m  o f th e  S u b je c t  o f  th e  c o n c lu s io n  (M in o r  T e r m ).

T h e  rea so n  h e r e  a ssig n e d  a s  p r o v in g  fcho e x iste n c e  o f  th e  “  S a m yog a  ”  is  fo u n d  to p ro v e  

“  Samyoga ”  w h ic h  is  not Samavaija.
108.104 B e c a u s e  to  t h e  Sautrdntiha, the Ahaqa is  n o th in g  m o r e  th a n  th e ' “ .a b se n c e  

o f  c o v e r in g ; ”  A kfupi b e in g  a  m e re  n o n -e n t ity , th e r e  c a n  b e  no c h a n c e  o f  its  e ta r n a lity .

T h u s  th en , b y  m e a n s  o f th e sa m e  e x a m p le , th e S e a s o n  (irnpartileness) w o u ld  n e g a tiv e  

th o  form, a s  w e ll  a s  tiro etarnality o f  th e  S e if ,— in a  case  w h e re  t h e  fo r m e r  is th e  S u b 

je c t  a n d  th e  la tte r  t h e  P red ic a te  o f  th e  c on clu sio n .

108.101 “  Self-conscimisneBsA— I n  th e Bed, th e  c o g lo m e ra tio n  is  s u c h  a s  is  in v a r ia b ly  

c o n c o m ita n t  w ith  gras* m a ter ia lity , w h ic h  is d e v o id  o f all ta in t  o f  th e  e v o lu tio n  o f
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there would be another unwished for conclusion— viz., the fact of the | ovo.
&o,, not being the evolutions of “ S e 1 f - con s (do n is ness.”

107- 108. The instances of the similarity and dissimilarity of the 
Predicate (Major Term) are cited with a view to describe the invariable 
concomitance of the Reason with the. Predicate.

108- 109. Aud it v* with reference to the Reason that the Major Term 
is predicated. It is the “ Dharma ”  which is the pervaded Subject, and the 
pervader is the other (i.e., the “  Dharmi ” ).

109- 110. The characteristics of the Subject are— (1) the mention 
beginning with “ which,” and (2) mention previous (to that of the Predi
cate) ; and those of the Predicate are (1) mention by “ that,” and (2)
“ eva ” (definite).

110- 111. As a matter of fact, a word denotes it.-, meaning, indepen
dently of the wish of the speaker ; and the fact of such meanings being 
the causes of the conclusion depends upon the power of invariable con
comitance alone.

111- 114, Hence when, not knowing this (peculiarity of Invariable 
concomitance), the speaker wishes to laydown mere association (of the 
Reason with the Major Term), or when by mere perversity of bis attach
ment to a contrary conclusion, lie does not lay down the invariable conco
mitance of the Reason, or even when desiring to make a mention of it, 
he does nob use the proper words suited to that purpose, e.a., “ in. the jar 
exist camedness and destructibility ” or “ the destructible ha invariably con
comitant with the caused” — then in such cases the character of the 
Reason would belong 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 invariably conco
mitant (with the Major Term).

se lf-c o n s c io u s n e s s . T h u s  th en , fclie R e a so n — the p r e s e n c e  o f  a co g lo m eru tio n  o f  p a r t s —  
w o u ld  c o m e  to  p ro v e , th o u g h  e x a m p le  o f  th e  Bed, t h a t  th e  e y e , &c., h a v e  n o th in g  to  do  

w ith  th e  e v o lu tio n s  o f  S e lf  cou sciou sn et s— a  con clu sio n  n ot q u ite  p n lu ta b le  to  t lie S a r ik liy a .

101 W ith  th is  b e g in s  th e  c o n sid e ra tio n  o f  th e  d isc re p a n c ie s  o f  e x e m p lific a tio n .

108.109 I a  th e  s y llo g is m , “  n o n -e te r n a l, b e c a u s e  c a u s e d ,"  c a u se d n e ss  ”  is  th e  

R ea so n , a n d  “  n o n -e te in a lity  ’ ’ th e  M a jo r  T e r m  ; a n d  th e  e x a m p le  in  its  su p p o rt is — “  w h a t 

e v e r  is c a u se d  is n o n -e te rn a l, a s  th e  ja r ,”  w h e re  “  w h a tev er  is  ca u s e d  ”  is th e  S u b je c t  an d  
“  n o n -e te rn a l V th e  P re d ic a te .

l io .l lf  \ c o n sid e ra tio n  o f  th e  S u b je c t  a n d  th e  P re d ic a te  is  n e c e s s a r y , in a s m u c h  a s  i t  

is on  th e  e x p r e ss iv e  p o w e r  o f  w o r d s  a lo n e  t h a t  th e  d e n o ta tio n  o f  m e a n in g s  d e p e n d s  :

. id only su c h  m e a n in g s  or O b je c ts  can  b e  u s e d  a s  R e a so n s  in an  a rg u m e n t, as a re  fo u n d  
to  b o  in v a r ia b ly  c o n c o m ita n t  w ith  th e  M a jo r  T e r m .

JU .U * “  Lay d ow n  m e r e  a sso c ia tio n , frc.,’ ’ e ,g .t “  W o r d  is n o n -e te r n n l, because it is  

c a u se d , ( fo r  in s ta n c e ) in a ja r , ‘ d e s tr u c tib i l i ty . i s  c a u s e d n m . “ C o n tr a r y  c o n c lu s io n ,

Ike., &o„&c., n o t  su ited , & c .” ~~ fo r  e x a m p le , “  D e s tr u c t ib ility  is  c o n c o m ita n t  w ith  c a u s e d - 

n e s s ."  W h e n  Snoh is  th e  ca se , th e n  c a m e d n e s s  ce a se s  to  be th e  Reason, th e  c h a r a c te r  

.w h ereof p a s s e s  o v e r  to  D e s tr u c t ib i l i ty . A n d  fo r  th e  p u rp o se  o f  p r e c lu d in g  su ch  fa ls e  
a rg u m e n ta tio n s , a  c o rre c t  s ta te m e n t  o f  an I n s ta n c e  is n e c e ssa r y .
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114-116. Even when the reasoning is correctly laid down, the sen
tence fails to give the desired meaning rightly, on. account of the absence 
(in the Instance) o f - (1) the Major Terra, (2) or the Middle Term, (3) or both 
the Major and the Middle Terms, or (4) invariable concomitance,—e.g, ,
“ Sound' is eternal, because it is shape Jess,— like (J) action, (2) atom, (3) a 
jar, and (4) Akapu,,” And to one who denies the existence of this last 
(Aka$a) .'(apart from a men negation), the Minor Term (Sound) itself 
becomes a non-entity ; and thereby too the Instance fails in its purpose.

117. Even if the positive existence of Akiipa be admitted, though it 
is mentioned as endowed with both efyYfitil'ity and sh&ftGlt'Ssyi&ss , yet findinv, 
in the case of Action and the like, shamelessness not concomitant with 
elernality, we can have no invariable concomitance of the Reason,— hence 
the preclusion of the argument,

118-121. When by invariable concomitance, (affirmative instance 
of) similarity has been mentioned, the mention of an instance of Dissimi 
larity is not required. (1) When, even on the mention of the instance of 
similarity, the questioner, having his mind turned to mere association, does 
not notice the invariable concomitance ; or (2) when he does not oven look 
for instances of similarity; or (3) when the speaker himself mentions 
only simple association, or (4) when there is contradictory affirmation; 
then (in such contingencies), with, a view to counteract these, our end is 
accomplished by ( an instance of) dissimilarity, which serves to remove all 
preconceived notions to the contrary. A.nd m tins, the Reason is helped, 
to a certain degree, by the aforesaid “ mere association.

121- 122. The relation of invariable concomitance (of the pervader 
and the pervaded), subsisting between the negatives of any two entities, 
is found to be exactly the reverse of that subsisting between the entities 
themselves.

122- 124. For instance, the existence of smoke ” being invariably 
concomitant with that of “  Eire ” the absence of “ fire ” would be precluded

114.116 ( l )  In  th e a r g u m e n t  “  S o u n d  is E te r n a l, b ecau se i t  is  sh a p e le ss , like A c t io n ,”  

th e in s ta n c e — A c tio n — is d e v o id  o f eternality (M a jo r  T e r m ) . (2 )  I f  A to m  bo th e  

In s ta n c e , th e n  w o h a v e  an  in sta n c e  th a t  is  d e vo id  o f  th e  M id d le  T e rra  ;  ns a n  A t o m  is  
n ot shapeless. (3 )  I f  jar be th e  In s ta n c e , th e n  in asm u ch  a s  th e  ja r  is n e ith e r  sh a p e  

le ss  n o r  E t e r n a l  w e w ill h a v e  an  a b se n c e  o f th e  M a jo r  a n d  th e  M id d le  T e r m s . ( 4 )  I f  
A k a y a  b e  in sta n c e d , th e n  w e  h a v e  a  to ta l fa ilu r e  o f  in v a ria b le  c o n c o m ita n c e  i t s e lf  ; s in c e  

th e  Sautrdntika h o ld s  th e  A k S g a  to  b e  n o th in g  m o r e  th an  a negation of covering-, a n d  so  
b y  c it in g  A k a< ;a  as th e  In s ta n c e , w e  m a k e  th e  M in o r  T e r m , “  S o u n d ,”  a n o n -e n tity  an d  

th en c e  th e  p r e m is s e s  th e m s e lv e s  fa ll  to  th e  g ro u n d  e n tire ly . T h e  fa ilu r e  o f  In v a r ia b le

C o n c o m ita n c e  is farther shown m 1C- 117.
U8.1SL W it h  th is b e g in s  th e  c o n sid e ra tio n  of In sta n c e s  of D is s im ila r ity .

122. 12* Positive: “ W h e r e v e r  th e r e  is s m o k e , th ere is fir e — i e,t th ere  c a n  b e  no  

sm o k o  w ith o u t  fire.”  Negative “  W h e re v e r  th e re  is no flro th e r e  is  no s m o k e ,— i.e.,
all cases of a b se n ce  of fire a re  p e rv a d e d  b y  case..! o f  ab sen ce  o f s m o k e ”  In  t h e  fo r m e r

“ Smoke” is  th e  concomitant of “ f ir e ” ; w h ile  o n  th e  la tte r , “ th e  ab sen ce o f  fire  ”  is  

th e concomitant of th e “  a b se n c e  of s m o k e .
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from that ( “ smoke” ), and would co-exist with the absence of “ smoke,”  and 
thus become the invariable concomitant of this latter (non-smoke). Con
versely the “ absence of Fire ” being invariably concomitant with “ absence 
of smoke,” “ smolco”  would bo precluded from “ absence of F ire” ; and 
thus having no room anywhere else, it would become the invariable concomi
tant of “ Fire.”

124- 125. When “ existence'” and, “ absence” are both mentioned fin 
the instance of dissimilarity) as being the pervader (vyapaka), then we can 
not assert the preclusion of the “ Vipalcsha ” absence 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 lire is sought to he 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 contrary comes to be 
proved by it.

127-128. (Nor is the matter 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,’ 1 Conception;’ and ‘ Akaeva.’ ”

.128-129. For the accomplishment of the invariable concomitance (of 
the Middle Term) with the Major Term, we have the assertion of the

134.186 W h e n , in  th e  in sta n ce  o f D is s im ila r ity , th e  Vyapaka is th e  n e g a tio n  o f th a t  
w h ic h  is  th e  Vyapaka in  th e orig in a l a r g u m e n t— i.e., in  th e  case  o f th e  p ro p o sitio n  

“ w h e re  sm o k o  is, fire is  ” — if , iu th e in sta n c e  b e  a sserted  th e  p ro p osition  t h a t  “  w h ere  
th e r e  is  a b se n ce  o f  tire th ere  is absence o f  s m o k e ,”  th en  we c a n n o t get a t th e  p rec lu sio n  

o f th e “  ab sen ce  o f  f i r e ”  fr o m  “ sm o k e ,” — i.e., w e can n o t h a v e  th e p ro p o sitio n  th a t  
“  w h e re  fire is  n ot, sm o k e  is  n o t .”

125.37 11 it is ahvaps, ef'e.” — It  is  n e c e ssa r y  to  a sse rt ihnfc “  w h ere tire is  n o t , sm ok e  

is n o t .”
121.39 “  B o th  t .e ,, th e  n eg a tio n  o f  th e  R eason, a n d  th e  n eg ation  o f  t h e  M a jo r  

T e r m . I n  the case  of th e a rg u m e n t “  S o u n d  is  etern al b e c a u se  it is s h a p e le s s ,”  if, as 
an in sta n c e  o f d iss im ila r ity , b e  c ited  th e  p ro p osition  th a t “  th a t  w hich  is n o t  e te rn a l is  
also  n o t sh ap ele ss , as an atom w e  h a v e  th e  in stan ce d e v o id  o f  the n e g a t io n  o f  the  
M a jo r  T e r m  ; in asm u ch  a s  the atom b e in g  etern a l, it is im p o ss ib le  to  s p e a k  o f  its  
a b se n c e . I f  “  C on ce p tio n  ”  w ere  cited  a s  th e  in stan ce, th e n  w o w ou ld  h a v e  t h e  in sta n c e  
d evo id  o f th e n eg ation  o f th e  Reason j b ec a u se  C on ce p tio n s b ein g  sh a p e le ss , it  is  irn-

(
 p o ssib le  to  a&s rt th e  a b se n ce  o f sh a p ele ssn ess  w ith  reg ard  to  it . T h e  in sta n c e  o f  Akaipi

w ou ld  b e  devoid  o f th e  n eg ation  o f b o th  t h e  R ea so n  a n d  t h e  M a jo r  T e r m s ;  in a sm u ch  
as th e  A k a ^ a  being b o th  e te rn a l and s h a p e le ss , it  w ou ld  b e  im p o ssib le  to  a s s e r t  th e  
ab sen ce , e ith e r  o f  e t e m e li t y , or o f  sh a p ele ssn ess  w ith  reg ard  to  it .

128.29 W ith  th is  b e g in s  the c on sid e ratio n  o f  th e  F a lla c y  o f  D eficient P r e m is s e s — Lit. 
D efic ien cy  o f in variab le  con co m itan ce , W h e n  su ch  is th e  c a se , th e p r e m is s e s  th e m 

se lv e s  b e c o m e  im p o ssib le , a n d  h en ce th ere  i s  n o  need o f c i t in g  a n y  in sta n c e  o f  d ise im i-  
I m t y ; fo r  in  th e a b se n ce  o f th e p r e m is s e s  th e m se lv e s , n o  a m o u n t o f in s ta n c e s  cou ld  
h elp  u s to  a rrive  a t th e c o rrec t con clu sion .

(
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negative .relation (of tho Middle Term with tho negation -of the Major --vim)
For one who is not cognisant with this (negative relation), tho Middle 
Term is not invariably concomitant with the Major iorm  (i.e., he can have 
no Major premiss).

129- 130. Therefore even where association is perceived, we cannot 
have all objects of the class as the predicate (of the conclusion) ; because 
mere association is no relation; ami by itself it cannot constitute invari

able cone 'mitauce.
130- 131. (As for example) though the “ jar ” is accepted as endowed 

with shape and nan-eternalitip yet it cannot be accepted as the instance, 
because, in the case cd «  Action,” Ac-, we hud that there is no invariable 
concomitance (between the presence of shape and non-eternality).

131- 132. Though with reference to inference a negative Instance is 
required in the argu m en t,~(1 ) because of its being accepted by all (both 
parties, the Baud d ha and the Mimansaka), and (2) because of the non-percep
tion (of a certain thing) being much easier,— yet this fact alone is not able to 
preclude (affirmative Instances) from forming a part of an Inferential argu
ment, leasons for which willin' detailed in the section on “ Words ” (i»  
considering “ Apoha”).

133. There would be no cliancc of the comprehension of negations, 
because there is no invariable concomitance among them. And since there 
is such a thing as “ SSmSnya “ (class, generality, homogenity) among objects, 
therefore we could comprehend, in this, an invariable concomitance (of the 

particulars).
131. Some people hold that even after a general affirmative instance 

has been cited, it is e q u a lly  necessary to state a negative instance, for the 
purpose of a definite preclusion (of propositions contrary to the Premisses).

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 Term) from every other

189.50 In  th e caRC o f th e  in stan ce, “  T h a t  w hich  is not e te r n a l is not sh ap eless  os
t h °  j a r  )'c.”__ w e can lay  onr hands upon th e  association  o f  th e tw o  n egation s in contain
cases ; b u t "even th en  the in stan ce w ill not suffice to  prove the e te m a lity  of e v e ry th in g  
(o f  Sound, f . i . )  b y  reason o f sh a p e le ssn e ss ; in asm u ch  as th ou g h  so m e sh ap eless th in g s , 
as A kn ya— are eternal, y e t  th ere  are sh ap eless th in gs— A c tio n s  f . i .—-th at a re  not

etern al.
IS0.8L B ecau se A ctio n  is shapeless and yefc non-eternal.
13U 3 T h e  Bauddhas h old  th at it is o n ly  tho negative in sta n ce  that h a s to  be  

b rough t fo rw a rd  and not an affirm ative one. In  an affirm ative in stan ce, th ey  u r g e , it  is 

extrem ely  difficult to get a t  a n y  general p rop osition  — such a s “  a ll cases o f ex isten ce  
o f sm oke are accom panied b y  cases o f presen ce o f h re .”  In  fa c t  i t  is  im possible to have  
any iuoa o f  " a ll sm oke’*— p a st, presen t and fu tu re . On the o th e r  hand, a ll n e g a tiv e

propositions are easily  com p re h en d ed . _
183 T h a t  there is such a  th in g  as *' SfuuFinya”  w ill be p ro v ed  in the section  of 

«, A k r liy* A n d w hen th ere is  su ch  a  th in g , th e  difficulty o f th e  com p reh en sion  o f  the  

g e n e r a )  affirm ative proposition  vanishes.
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tiling (whioh is an absurdity generally); therefore (a negative instance) 
serves the purpose of restricting the preclusion to a deunite object (the 
absence of the 'Major Terra).”

136. This has not much significance because this is already 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.

137. It is for this reason that when the whiteness of cloth is asserted, 
there is a preclusion onlv of such properties as are contrary to “ whiteness,” 
and not of others, like “ le n g th ,”  Ac. W e  could apply the same law to 
the case in question.

138. “ The double form of Inference is not possible ; because just 
as the relation of fire and smoke is known by Sense-perception, so also 
is that of motion and approach ("0 both are of the same kind ).

139. “  It it bo urged that these (motion and approach) are not cog
nised by Sense-perception in the case of the sun, then (we reply that) 
nor (is the existence of tiro and smoke) cognised (by Sense-perception) in 
the place before us (the Mountain). I f it be urged that, the concomitance 
of fire and smoke has been so cognised elsewhere (in the culinary hearth), 
then (we urge) in the ease in question also, we cognise (the concomitance 
of motion and approach') in Devadatta, by means of Sense-perception.

140. “ If it be urged that (in the case of the sun) there is the necessity 
of another substrate of the Middle Term, and in this lies Us character of 
being the SSmUnyatodrshta 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 ’

IS* T h e  e x p r e s s io n , “  th e  m o u n ta in  is  fie ry  ”  is  m e a n t  to  p r e c lu d e  th e  n e g a t io n  o f  

fire  a lo n e . T h a t  “  fire e x is ts  ”  d o e s  n o t  n e c e s s a r i ly  m e a n  t h a t  th e  fire alone exists-, b u t  

B im p ly  t h a t  th e  fire i t s e l f  e x is ts ,
1S8 T h is  K ttrika b e g in s  a ser ies  o f o b je o t io n s  to  th e  f o l lo w in g  p a s s a g e  o f  t h o  B h a -  

s h y a . “ Tat tu dwieidham, pratyakshato-drishtasambandham samanyatodrtehhiwmban- 
dhanca, latra pratyahehalodrishtaswmbandham yaihd dhiimakrtidargandt ngnySkrtivijnanam, 
siimdnyutodi rphfasambandham yathd Devadattusya gatipumdkan decdniaeaprdptimupal ik- 
shya ddityagatismaranam.’ ’

189 T h a t  is  to  sa y , th e n  to o , th e  tw o  in fe r e n c e s  c ite d  c a n n o t  h u t  b e lo n g  t o  t h o  s o m a  

c la s s .
lift T h e  m e a n in g  is  t h a t  i f  th e  u p h o ld e r  o f  th e  D o u b le  T h e o r y  a s s e r ts  t h a t  h e  h a s  

p e rc e iv e d  th e  c o n c o m ita n c e  o f  motion an d  approach to a new place, in th e  o a se  o f  D ev a -  

d a tta , a n d  accordingly h e in fe r s  (fr o m  t h e  s p e c ia l case  n o t ic e d  b e f o r e )  th o  c o n c o m it a n c e  

of motion in general w ith  approach in general, a n d  th e n  r e fe r s  b a c k  th is  g e n e r a l  c o n c lu 

sion  to  t h e  p a r tic u la r  c a s e  o f  th e  S u n , w h ic h  la t t e r  in fe r e n c e  th u s  c o m e s  t o  h a v e  th e  

c h a r a c te r  o f  th e  Sihndnyatodrishta I n f e r e n c e ; — th e  B a u d d h a  w o u ld  r e to r t  th a t  t h e  s a m e  

w av h e s a id  w it h  r e g a r d  t o  su c h  c a s e s  c«3 h a v e  b e e n  c i te d  as in s ta n c e s  o f  th e  

PratyaJeshatodristUa I n f e r e n c e .

2 6
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produced by burning dried cowdung and the ‘ smoko ’ issuing from that, parti
cular -fire— thera is recognition of particulars alone ; and then subsequently 
ey< n when the observer 1ms gone to another place, he happens to recog
nise the oxtatonco of “ fire1' by means of (a remembrance of) th e . parti
cular 1 smoke ’ noticed before.

142-143. On account of his former cognition (of the concomitance 
of ‘ F ire ’ and 4 Smoke’) such a person suspects the existence of ‘ .fire' 
whenever he sees any ‘ smoke,’ and finds (on inspection) that in every 
case, (his suspicion is justified and) 1 fire ’ does exist. The frequent repe
tition (of such suspicion and its subsequent verification) gives rise to a 
definite general premiss (that {the existence of smoke is always accom
panied by the existence of fire’), ft  is the cognition of snob particular 
relations that has been laid down by Vifidhyavasin.

144, Since the relationship of the Minor and Major Terms rests in 
the class, through some specification of it, therefore the particular form is 
not mentioned (in the Bhashva).

145. Though ‘ fire’ and ‘ smoke' (other than the particular forms 
of these forming the subject of the argument) may be cited as forming 
an example of a “ Samanyatodrshta ” Inference, yet the example of the 
* sun ’ has been cited here, with a view to pure "  Samanyatodyshta.

14 th The fact of “ Sam any a ” being an object, of Sense-perception, 
has already been proved, and hence it is that the “ Saraanya comes to bo 
recognised as an entity. And now we lay down reasons (inferential) in sup
port of both these facts (i.e., the fact of Sanmaya” being a distinct 
entity, and its amenability to Sense-perception).

147. The inference of ‘ Fire * from “ Smoke "h a s  a distinct entity 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 T h e  K a r ik a  a n t ic ip a te s  th e o b je c tio n  th a t  i f  th e  e x a m p le  ju s t  c i te d  is  b a se d  

u p o n  th e  c o g n itio n  o f  a, p a r tic u la r  fo r m , w h y  d o es th e  B h S o fiy a  m e n tio n  th e  w o r d  

“  A k y t i  ”  (C la s s )  ? T h e  s e n s e  o f  the r e p ly  is  t h a t  th o u g h  th e  in s ta n c e  c ite d  is th a t  o f  a  

p a r tic u la r  lire , y e t  it  htu b e e n  c ite d  w it h  a  v ie w  to  t h e  c la ss  ( “  F i r e ” ), iu  w h ic h  t h e  p a r t i 

c u la r  fir e  is  c o n ta in e d .
I «  T h o u g h  th e  e x a m p le  o f  a n o th e r  F ir e , &o.. w o u ld  d o  w e ll  e n o u g h ; y e t  t h e  c a se  o f  

th e s e  is  in te r m ix e d  w it h  th e  PvittyaJcsha!odrshtfi, w h ic h  a sp e c t  i t  g e n e r a l ly  b e a r s  in  

o r d in a r y  p a r la n c e . W h i le  in  th e  c a se  o f  th e  S u n , w e  h a v e  a n  e x a m p le  o f  th e  p u r e  

Sdmanyatodrskta, n n m ix e d  w ith  a n y  a p p a r e n t  fin g e  o f t h e  Pratyakahatodrshta.
140 T h is  is  le v e lle d  a g a in s t  th o se  w h o  d e n y  th e  ‘ ' S n i n S n y s . a s  a n  e n t ity . I n  th e  

se c tio n  on  S e n s e -p e r c e p tio n , th o  S a tn a n y a  ” ■ h a s b een  p r o v e d  t o  b e  a d is t in c t  e n t i t y  in  

th e  s e c t io n  o n  “  A k j t i . ”
141 F o r  in sta n c e , a n y  c o g n itio n  o f  S o u n d , p ro d u ced  b y  th o  o rg an  o f  a u d itio n , h as  

g o t , fo r  i t s  o b je c t , a  d is t in c t  e n tity , S o u n d , T h e  sa m e  m a y  b e  said w ith  r e g a r d  to  

I n fe r e n c e  a ls o . T h is  a rg u m e n t; is a im e d  a g a in s t  th o se  B a a d d lia s  w h o  d e n y  t h e  f a c t  o f  
any I n fe r e n c e  h a v in g  a  d is t in c t  e n t ity  fo r  i ts  o b je c t , “  A m e n a b le  ’ * a n d  “  in c lo s e  p r o x i 

m i t y ,”  &C., h a v e  b e e n  a d d e d , in  ord er to  p re c lu d e  a ll .fia n c e  o f  m is ta k e .
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1.48,  ̂ SSuvinja is a distinct entity,’ and is amenable to Souse-
percepfcion,— because it is a cognisable object other than negation,— like 
the specific character of an object.

149-153. ( 1 ) Since there can be no Inference without the Middle
Term, and (2) since no one accepts as the Middle Term anything other 
than the ‘ Sam any a,’ and (3) since no nneogriised Middle Term can 
lead to anything,—  therefore for one, (the Bauddha), who admits of tio 

Samfmyu ’ apart from the Inference, there is no other way font of the 
aforesaid threefold difficulty) except having recourse to an Inference (for 
the purpose of having a recognition of a ‘ Samanya ’ to be utilised in 
another Inference). But this Inference too could only be brought about by 
a Middle Term associated with the notion of a ‘ Samanya *; and this (Middle 
Term, 1 Samanya’) too, being only an ob ject of Inference, could bo conceived 
of only by means of another Middle Perm through an inferential argu
ment, and ao on. I f  such be the course of assumptions, then, there being 
an endless juries'of Major .and Minor Terms, Middle Terms and Inferences 
with regard to a single object ( '• Samanya” ), even thousands of scons would 
Vi 4 suffice for the recognition of a number of objects (by means of 
Inference).

154. “ Even if the Middle Terra be a S&m&nya we could have its cog
nition from something else.” If this be urged, then (we ask)— Is this 
‘ something else ’ a correct means of right notion ? or is it purely 
bdse ? If the former, then form the same source you could also have 
the cognition of the Major and Minor Terms also.

a5o. And thus you would have the complete annihilation of Inference 
itself ; inasmuch as the idea of ‘ Samanya ’ would be got at by means 
of other proofs (and that of particular forms is of course duo to Sense- 
perception).

156. If (however you stick to the Second alternative, then), the idea, 
of the Major and Minor Terras, arrived at through a Middle Term recog. 
msed by means of an incorrect means of knowledge, would always be "a 
false one,— like the notion of 1 fire ’ derived from the perception of ! fog.’

Jo/, “ But just as the Remembrance (of the relation between the

l “* T h e  B a u d d h a  a d d s  : “  W o  h a v e  t h e  n o tio n  o f  th e  s p e c ific  c h a r a c te r  o f  an  o b je c t  
b y  S e n s e -p e r c e p t io n ; a n d  th is  g iv e s  r is e  t o  th e  sp e c ific a tio n  o f  the p a r tic u la r  o b j e c t ;  
a n d  it  is th is sp e c ific a tio n  th a t  a p p e a r s  to  h ave t h e  c h a r a c te r  o f S e n se  p e rc e p tio n , 
( th o u g h t  in  r e a lity  i t  is  nob so ). A n d  fr o m  th is  sp e c ific a tio n  w o can  h a v e  th e  n o tio n  o f  
a  ‘.f id d le  T e r m , e v e n  i f  i t  b e  o f  th e  n a tu re  o f  y o u r  SS tn K n va.”

From the same source, Sfc. “  T h e . B a u d d h a  does n o t a d m it  o f a n y  p r o o fs  b esid es  
In fe r e n c e  and S e n s e -p e r c e p tio n .”  I f  th a t  "  s o m e th in g  e ls e  ”  he d e p e n d e n t  upon  th e  
c o n ta c t  o f  th e  sen ses, i t  b e c o m e s  R e n se -p o r c o p ilo n , p a r e  a n d  s im p le  ; i f  n o t , th e n  w o  

co u ld  a rr iv e  a t  th e  n o tio n s  o f  th e  Samanya o f  th o  M a jo r  a n d  M in o r  T e r m s  e x a c t ly  in  th e  
s a m e  w a y  as th a t  o f  th e  M id d le  T e r m .

167 T h a t is  to  s a y , ju s t  as a  R e m e m b r a n c e , w h ich  is  n o t  a  p r o o f , b r in g s  b o u t tr u e  
c o g n itio n  o f  M a jo r  a n d  M in o r  T e r m s  ; so  a ls o  th e  n otion  o f  th e  M id d le  T e r m , th o u g h
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various terms), though in itself not a correct means of knowledge, becomes 
the means of arriving at the correct notion of the Major and Minor Terms , 
so would also the notion of the Middle Term (be a means of arriving at a 
correct inference).”

1.58. There (in the case of Remembrance), to the previous cognition 
(which is the origin of the Remembrance) belongs the character of a 
correct means of knowledge ; and the purpose of Remembrance lies in the 
mere recalling of that previous cognition.

159. For the comprehension of the Middle Term, no means (of know
ledge) is possible ; and in the absence thereof, Remembrance can in no way 
apply in this case.

160. I f  anyone urges that the comprehension of the specification of 
an object has the character of ‘ Remembrance,’ inasmuch it is not different 
(from the comprehension of the specific character of an object, which, in 
the opinion of the Bauddha, is a matter of Sense-perception) «— then verily, 
such a person will also have the power of having a Remembrance of the 
son of a barren woman !

161. Nor can the specific character of an object be the cause of the 
cognition of its “ Saroanya ” ; because we have never perceived any invari
able concomitance of the former with the latter.

162. And, further, the comprehension of the relation (of concomitance) 
of the specific character would make this character a  ‘ Samanya,’ like 
k< caused ness ’ ; specially as no unique (specific, asadhdrana) object exists, 
or has ever existed before.

163. Nor can the character of a Middle Term belong to one which 
(like the specific character of an object) is devoid of specification and 
(hence) unnameable,— without previous recognition.

164. Even such particular properties as are specified cannot become

itse lf n o t  i ru e  (n s h a v in g  ifcg orig in  in  a  fa ls e  m e a n s  o f  k n o w le d g e )  cou ld  b r in g  a b o u t  a  
correct In fe r e n c e .

* - 1 h o  tru e  ch a ra cter  o f  th e p ro of o f  H om o m b ran ce  is d e n ie d , o n ly  b ecau se  ifc r e fe r s
o n ly  to  su c h  o b jects  as h a v e  a lre a d y  been rec o g n ise d . T h o u g h  i t  is  u n ab le to  h a v e  an  
in d e p e n d e n t o b je c t  o f  its  o w n , yet- i t  o w e s  i t s  o rig in  to a  c o r r e c t  rec o g n itio n  o f  a  real 
o b je c t, a t  so m e  p rev iou s t im e  ; and w h e n  it su cceed s in re c a llin g  th a t  o b ject c o r r e c t ly ,  
it b ec o m e s  a  correct m e a n s  o i k n o w le d g e . H e n c e  th e  s im ila r ity  cited  in  th e  la s t  
K arik a  d o e s  n o t  h o ld  good  j a n d  th e p o sitio n  o f  th e B au d d h a  r e m a in s  as w eak  a s  over-.

1Sl T h e  cog n itio n  o f th e  specific  c h a r a c te r  o f  an o b jec t is  n o t a lw a y s  a cc o m p a n ie d  
b y  th a t  o f  th e  S a m a n y a  ’ ’ o r  c lass to  w h ic h  i t  b e lo n gs. T h e r e fo r e  th e  tru th  o f  th e  
fo rm e r  can  n o t  b elon g  to  th e  la tte r .

788 T h e  specific  ch a ra c te r  o f  an o b je c t  cou ld  produ ce a  n o t io n  o f  th e  Samanya, o n ly  
i f  it cou ld  b e  th e  M id d le  Xorra ; b lit  th is  it  c a n n o t be ; b ecau se  o f  th e  specific c h a r a c te r  
o f  i n o b je c t , n o  re la tio n  c a n  b e  a sserte d . I f  a n y  re la tio n sh ip  b e  assorted , th e n  it  
w ou ld  b e c o m e  a  “  S a m a n y a ,”  lik e  “  KHaTcativa.”

78 J W h en  specified. ■ p r o p e r tie s  ca n n o t fo r m  t h e  M id d le  T e r m , w ith o u t  b e in g  r e la te d ,  
h ow  can  u n sp e cified  e n titie s  b e  so ? I f  n e ith e r  t h e  specific o b je c t  n o r  the S a m a n y a  b e  
th e  M id d le  i arm , th en  the I d e a s  can n ot he so  ; b ecau se o f th e ir  b e in g  u n re la te d .

|
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the Middle Terra, unless they are related (to something else). And for the 
same reason even the idea of these (unrelated) entities cannot be the 
Middle Term.

165. And if the Middle Terra, be accepted to be of the form of a 
‘ S&m&nyo.,’ then you have the same endless series (K . 149-151). If any 
relation perceived in connection with something elm (be admitted aa giving’ 
rise to the Inference of. a * Samanyft,’ other than the one with reference to 
which the relation has been cognised) then any and everything will give 
rise to the cognition of anything (there being no restricting agency).

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

167. Nor is a knowledge of the Middle Term possible, through mere 
impression (Vasana) j for (in that case) the cognition of the Major and 
Minor Terms too would he arrived at in the same manner, and not 
through the three-xuembered argument (in the form of an inferential 
Syllogism).

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

169. One, to whom cognition of the Major and Minor Terms arises 
from a Middle Term, which is cognised by Sense-perception,— for such a 
one, there is nothing more to be desired.

170. Even in a case where the cognition of the Major and Minor 
Terms is due to an inferred Middle Term,— the first Middle Term must be 
cue that has been cognised by Sense-perception.

J 71. In (such 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’ f.i.) ; and both of these being amenable 
to Sense-pen option we have not to look for them (for the accomplishment 
of the cognition of the Middle Term).

172. Similarly Verbal Testimony and Analogy, &c., being based on 
“ Samara a,” any discrepancy in the cognition of it (“ Samanya” ) causes 
discrepancy in all of them.

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

1SS T h e r e  can  b e  n o  rec o g n itio n  o f  a n y  re la tio n sh ip  b e tw e e n  u n re c o g n is e d  
Siimanycs o f  th e M id d le  T e r m  and th e  M a jo r  a n d  M in o r  T e r m s ;  and  th e s o  S a m a n y a s  

c a n n o t , ' in  y o n r  o p in io n , b o  cogn ised  w ith o u t  In fe r e n c e . T h e r e fo r e  th ere  is t h e  sa m e  
e n d le s s  series  o f  In fe r e n c e s  as p o in te d  o u t  in  K a r ik a s  1 4 9 - 1 5 3 .

168 If n e g a tio n  w e r e  n o t a m e n a b le  to S e n s e -p e r c e p tio n , a n d  if it w e re  an o b je c t  of 
In fe r e n c e , th e n  th e  c o g n itio n  o f  one n e g a tio n  w o u ld  d e p e n d  u p o n  th a t  o f  a n o th e r  a n d  
so on, acl > iniium ; so  t h e  a fo re sa id  fa u lt  o f  en d lessn e ss  w o u ld  a p p ly  h ero a ls o .

11° T h a i  is to  sa y , t h e  In fe re n c e  o f  t h e  M id d le  T e r m  ( o f  th e  a rg u m e n t in  q u e stio n )  

m a s t  h a v e  a  M id d le  T e r m  th a t  h as been  c o g n is e d  b y  S e n se -p e r c e p tio n .
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to be preceded b y  Sense-perception. And “ Sam any a” must be amenable 
to Sense-percept ion; since there would be no other means of cognising it.

%n, Or else, bow could even a particular object, (cow, f.u), be said to 
be amenable to Sense-perception, when in comparison to other objects (i.e., 
its own constituent parts), it is also said to be a “ Samauya.

175-176. For instance, colour, &c., ’ are all ? SarrAnyu” in comparison 
with “  Blue, Red, & o”  ; these letter again have the character o f ‘ SamSnya* 
in comparison with particular forms of themselves (different forms of 
Bine, & c.); these particular forms again won Id be “  Samanya; ”  so on 
and on, till we come-to atoms ; for the colour o f oven a binary compound 
is common to the two atoms composing it.

377. There is no process (of • reasoning) based upon the final atom 
as a specific entity ; nor does amenability to Sense-perception belong to it, 
either singly, or in masses.

178. Those that are not cognised separately, cannot be comprehended 
as a whole either ; nor is it possible for distinct (atoms) to be? the object 
of the cognition of non-clifference.

179. And again, for the Bauddba there is no such thing as a concrete 
w hole; and it is not possible always for all people to have their cognitions 
brought about by an object which is non-existing.

1,80. Then too, there can be no concrete whole without many indivi
duals belonging to the. same class. Therefore even when these (atoms) 
form a concrete whole, their atomic character remains unaltered.

181. And thus it-is proved that even in an invisible object (atom) 
you have a “  Samanya * (the class “ atom” ). Because it is only in what 
we call a “ Samanya” that there 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 “ Samanya ”

H 8 in fe r e n c e  o f  th e  r e st  are a ll b a s e d  u p o n  S e n se -p ercep tio n .,
171 T h e n , aayfi th e  B an d d h a , w e  w il l  h a v e  th e  A n al a to m  as a  p u r e  p a rtic u la r  e n t i ty ,  

-w bieb cou ld  b e  a m e n a b le  to  P e rc e p tio n  ; an d  th is  w o u ld  fo r m  th e  b asis  o f  a ll su b s e q u e n t  

In fe r e n c e s , t h u s  sa ilin g  c le a r  o f  th e  ro c k  o f  e n d le s s n e s s  u r g e d  in  K .  1 4 9  1 5 3 . T h e  

K iirik a  m e e ts  th is  a sse rtio n  o f th e  B a n d d h a .
118 T h e  o b je c tio n  is th a t  th a t  th o u g h  a to m s  are n o t  v is ib le  s in g ly , M a s s e s  o f  th e m  

w ill b e  o le a tly  v is ib le , l ik e  m a s s e s  o f  S a n d . T h e  S e n s e  o f  th e  r e p ly  ia t h a t  th e  g ra in s  
o f  sand  a re  su c h  a s  a re  d is tin c tly  se e n  in d iv id u a lly , w h ic h  can n ot b e  sa id  o f a to m s ,

“  Nor-is  it, fr e ”  T h o s e  th a t  a re  d is t in c t  c a n n o t  b e  c o m p r e h e n d e d  a s  id e n tic a l.

H9 T h e  B a n d d h a  h old s to  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  p a r ts  a n d  d e n ie s  t h e  e x is te n c e  o f  a  
whoU c o n s t itu te d  b y  th e s e  p a r ts , H e n c e  a  c o lle c t io n  o f a to m s , c o n sid e re d  aa o n e  

c o n c r e te  w h o le , i s  n o t  a d m itte d  b y  h im  > a n d  h e n c e  h e  c a n n o t r e a s o n a b ly  b a se  a ll c o n 

c e p tio n s  u p o n  t h is  n o n -e n t ity .
' L88 T h is  a n t ic ip a te s  th e  fo llo w in g  : “  W o  m a y  h a v e  se n su o u s  p e rc e p tio n  o f  su c h  ns 

avayemi (c o n c re te  w h o le  )  ; b u t  h o w  c a n  th e r e  b e  a n y  su c h  c o n c e p tio n  o f  th e c la ss  cow  

as inhering in an individual cw« ? ”  T h e  se n se  o f  th e  r e p ly  is  th a t  t h e  n a tu re  o f  p e r c e p 

tio n  is  id e n tic a l in  b o th  th ese  e a ses  ; a n d  so  th e r e  can  b e  n o  d iffe re n c e .
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that extends over certain homogenous objects (as forming a concrete 
whole), so we would also have a similar perception of a ' Samanya ” that 
inheres in each individual.

183. The Mimlnsakas, again, do not necessarily admit the existence 
of atoms; and so upon that ground you cannot postulate the falsity of a 
perceived entity.

184. One, who would deny the visible concrete whole, by means of
invisible atoms, would also assert the absence of the hare, through, it? 
horns ! .,/• .... , t

185. It is only when the existence of a concrete whole is established 
as a fart, that the existence of atoms is postulated, and that simply as a 
means for the accomplishment of the idea of the whole

186. Therefore an object is to be accepted, just as it is always per
ceived,— be it either as a “ S&inSnya ” or otherwise (specific entity).

187. In comparison with the genus (Sarnanya) “ Being,’" the class 
‘ cow,’ comes to be accepted as a specific entity. Therefore one who holds 
the specific entity to be amenable to Sense-perception, need not deny the 
existence of the 4 Samanya ’ (Genus).

188. If it be urged that “ it is not as a genus (‘ Samanya ’ ) that 
a ‘ Samanya ’ i, perceived by the Sense,”— then (we reply) Xs there any 
such idea of any object perceived being a specific entity? (The fact is 
that) whatever a person comprehends can be spoken of in both ways (i.e.., 
as a class and as a specific entity).

Tims ends the chapter on Inference.

(Section 6 )
ON W O RD S.

( V E R B A L  A U T B O & m . )

1 . Obj. 44 While treating of Sense-perception, &c., what should be 
laid down ia the definition of Verbal Authority in general; bow is it. then 
that the definition of Scripture has been put forward (in. the Bhlsliya)

*
1©  I f  th e  p e rce p tio n  o f a to m s  m ilita te  a g a in s t  tlio  th eory  o f  con crete  w h oles  

fo rm e d  o f th e s e  a to m s , then w e can  sa fe ly  s a y  th a t  th e  postulating o f  a to m s  h  b y  no  
m ea n s a  n ecessary  e le m e n t in  ou r th e o ry . W e  a d m it  o f  th e  a to m , m e r e ly  as a  w 0 - 
th esis  to  ex p la in  th e  ex iste n ce  a n d  fo rm a tio n  o f  c o n c rete  w h oles.

188 jnsfc a s  w o  d o  nob always h av e  a  re c o g n itio n  o f  th e  cow as a class . 80 to o  
d o  not a lw a y s  h a v e  th e  recog n itio n  o f  th e . u n sp ecified  specific  e n t i t y . ’ f en co  i f  

•ho m e re  tu rn-recognition  o f  th e  Samanya a s s u c h  be su fficien t g ro u n d  f 0J den  vino, 
i t s  S e n se -p e rc e p tib ility , th en , on th e  sa m e g ro u n d  w e cou ld  a ls o  d e n y  th e  S e n s ”  
p ercep tib ility  o f  th e  u n sp ecified  sp ecific  e n t ity  (a ccep ted  b y  th e  B an d cih a ), f o r  
th e se  reason s, w e  con clu d e th e  fa c t  to  bo th a t  a ll  th a t  w o  p e rc e iv e  is  p erceived  h 
tw o -fo ld  c h a r a c te r — i.e,, (1 )  a n  unspecified, a b s tr a c t  idea ot-thing, a n d  (2 )  th e th in g  a s  
b elo n g in g  to  a  p articu la r  c lass, an d  en d ow ed  w ith , certain  p ro p e rtie s ,

l  Bhushya ; “  (7dstram rdMavijnanit atonnikrriPiihi vijndnam.’ ’
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so hurriedly— (t.i?., without Verbal Authority in general having been 
defined)''

2. “ To leave off the definition of the generic term and then to men
t io n  the definition of the specific term is a most absurd process ; for this 
reason too the definition of Scripture should not have been given (now).

g “ The cognition of an object produced by the knowledge, of words, 
mentioned without any specification, cannot be the definition of a parti
cular form of Verbal Authority (Scripture) .

4. “ ‘ Scripture ’ is the name given only to such ‘ words’■— ei ther 
caused or eternal— a-: lead, either to the activity or to cessation from
activity of certain human agents.

5 . “ If 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 when the BhSmnH is praised (or decried) that
there is activity or cessation from activity ; therefore it is to that alone 
that the name * Script ure ’ can correctly belong, and not to mere words."

7. Ben. The author of the Rbasliya has got; to explain the fact that 
the Means of Knowledge need not be examined; and it is only in the 
course of this that he lays down the definitions of these ; and so he does 
riot chatter away about things that are not directly essential to his own
Scripture (Veda).

8 . If he were to lay down the definition of ‘ word ’ as occurring 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, &c., at the time of learning the 
meaning of the Scripture,

10. Since it would have served no purpose to define such words as 
occur inordinary parlance, as “ bring the cow,” &c,, therefore the definition 
has been stated in a form suitable only to the ‘ words’ constituting the

Scripture, • ; ,.
11. Since there can be no specific term without its corresponding

generic term, therefore after having exemplified the specific, it is always 
easy to got at the definition of the generic term.

32 Even the generic form (the cognitions of objects by means of 
words) is hero restricted to the specific form (Scripture) j because of the 
peculiar context. It has already been laid down that “ Codana” (urging) 
and “ Upade^a” (Exhortation) are both (synonymous with) “ Qastra ”
(Scripture).

6 e . g „  “ Arfchavada passages.”
1 T h e  defin ition  of. W o rd  in general w o u ld  n ot se rv e  a n y  p u rp o se  o f th e  M im in s a k a .

IS Contest. ” — Since the definition is given in the course of a consideration of 
C o d a n a , which is  synonymous with S c r ip tu r e .
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13. Just as the • word “ Codana” refers to the H Vedic codana, ”  
alone, so the words “ the meaning of words ” and “ cognition of objects ”  
(oecurringiu the definition given in the Bhashya) refer to those ocouring 
in the “ Scripture” only.

1 4f “ Sense-perception and the rest ” have been declared to be no 
proper subjects of enquiry ; and since “ Scripture ” is included therein 
the fact of its being no subject for enquiry is implied in the same declar
ation,

15. The Baaddhas and the Vaiqeshika?; declare this ( “ Verbal Au
thority ” ) to be inoladed i» “  Inference.” The Saukhyas hold the two to 
be distinct, but do not lay down any adequate grounds of difference.

16-17. They declare that the ground of Inference is that the speci
fication of sentence and final letters (of words) endowed with impressions of 
foregoing ones— and the desire to utter, are not found in the case of (the 
terms of an Inference) “ Smoke, &c,”  But here they are encountered by a 
double fallacy: (1) “ Vaidharmyasama (the similarity of dissimilarity), 
and (2) “ Vikalpasama. ” (The similarity of doubt). Even among In
ferences of such objects aa“  smoke,” “ non-cternality,” “ Horned-ueas, ” &c., 
there is a difference ; but that does not make any difference in their com
mon character of “ Inference.”

18, So long as any discrepancy in the tripartite character (of In
ference) is not shown, one who would speak only of very slight points 
of difference, would become open to refutation.

19. (They urge that) “ in the case of words wo have cognitions in 
accordance with optional usage, which is not the case with smoke, &c.”  ;

16 A s  th e  g e n e t ic  te r m  "  C o d a n a ”  is  r e s tr ic te d  t o  t h e  sp ecific  te r m  V e d ic  “  C o d a 

n a ,^  so  th e  g en  onto te r m  in  th e  g iv e n  d e fin itio n  w o u ld  r e fe r  to  th e  sp e c ific  te rm  
“  S c r ip tu r e .”

u . n  “ Similarity of dissimilarity T h e  B a u d d h a  a r g u e s  : “  V e r b a l  A u t h o r i t y  

is n o th in g  b u t a  c a s e  o f  in fe r e n c e  ; b e c a u se  i t  is  b r o u g h t  a b o u t b y  affirm ative a n d  
n e g a t iv e  p r e m ise s  ; ju s t  lik e  th e  id e a  o f  fire o b ta in e d  fr o m  a, s ig h t  o f  th e  smoke.
T h e  S a n k h y a  m e e ts  th is  b y  a  c o u n te r -a rg u m e n t, : “  Smoke, &c., a re  d e v o id  o f  a n y  v e r b a l  

sp e c ific a tio n  w h ic h  is  p re se n t in  V e r b a l  A u t h o r ity  ; a n d  o n  a c c o u n t  o f  th is  v ital 
d iffe re n c e  b e tw e e n  t h e m , th e  tw o  p r o c e s s e s  c a n  n e v e r  b e  id e n t ic a l .”  T h is , h o w e v e r  

o n ly  serv es as a  c o u n te r -a r g u m e n t , a n d  d o es  n ot q u ite  r e fu t e  t h e  B a u d d h a  r e a s o n in g .

“  Similarity of doubt ”  : E v e n  th e  p r o d u c tio n  o f c o g n itio n  by m e a n s  o f  a ffir m a tiv e

arid  n e g a t iv e  p r o m is e s  is , in  p a rt, d e v o id  o f  v e rb a l e x p r e s s io n  ; e.g., th e  c o g n itio n  o f  fire  

f r o m  sm o k e  ; w h ile  in  c e r ta in  o a ses  i t  is a c c o m p a n ie d  b y  s u c h  e x p re ss io n  ; as iff th e  

c a s e  o f  V e r b a l A u t h o r ity . T h u s  o n e  part, b e c o m e s  I n fe r e n c e , w h ile  t h e  o th e r  d o e s  n o t ,

( F o r  Vaidharamyaaama a n d  Vikatpaeama, S e e  G a u ta m a ’ s Nyaya-Svtras). “ That does 
not, 4'c.- ’ — T h e  m e r e  fa c t  o f  th e p r e se n c e  o f  a  p o in t  o f  d iffe r e n c e  d o e s  n o t  necessarily 
m a k e  th e m  d iffe r e n t  in  c la ss .

13 S ig n s  a n d  g e s t u r e s  are  u n d e rs to o d  to  e x p r e s s  s o m e t h i n g !  a n d  s u r e ly  th e r e  in 

n o  a r t ic u la te  utterance in  t h is  c a se , th e  m e a n in g  b e in g  c o m p r e h e n d e d  b y  m e a n s  o f  
p r e -c o n c e r te d  s ig n s .

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

20. As a matter of fact, gestures of hands, &c., are capable of 
expressing correct meanings, when their meanings have been previously 
settled j consequently these meanings come to serve as the middle terms 
(helping to arrive at a correct conclusion by means of Inference).'

2 1 . In the cage of “ dependence upon man” (as a ground of iliffor- 
enee) too, we have the same Self-contradiction ; for in that case, there 
would he no truth in. words and Vedic sentences (none of which depend 
■upon human option).

22-23. “ 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 case ol Verbal 
Authority the relationship depends upon Tinman agency  (the utterances 
of a trustworthy person are true) ; that of * smoke ’ and ‘ fire ' rests upon 
(sameness of) place-; and another case (that of the rise of the ocean- 
tide on a full moon night; rests upon (the peculiarity of) time. In fact 
the fact of depending upon human agency is made, by the Bauddhas, a 
ground for asserting the non-difference of “ Verbaltestimony "  from In- 
fereueo— basing their assertion upon the invariable concomitance between 
“ trustworthy assertions” and “ correct assertion.”

24. The difference of only a few such words as “  apurva,” and 
the like (words whose relations are not perceived by any means save that 
of Verbal Authority, and which therefore cannot in any way form subjects 
of Inference) is not enough for asserting the difference of all ( ’ Verbal 
testimony’ ) ;  nor are these few words distinguished from such worths 
as “  Horse, &c,,”  because both have the common character of being 
words.

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

26. Nor can a difference (between Verbal testimony and Inference) 
be asserted on the ground that in the former there is identity of form 
among “ word,” “ its m eaning/* and the “ idea of these ; because this 
(identity) has been fully refuted (in the Chapter on Sense-perception).

53.33 T h e  m e r e  difference o f  th e  grou n d  o f  e x p re ss iv e n e ss  is  n o  su re s ig n  o f  
d iffe re n c e ; aa e v e n  in v ariou s o a se s  o f  a vo w ed  In fe r e n c e , th e  b asis  o f  e a c h  In fe r e n c e  is  
p e c u lia r  to  i t s e l f .  * ' Basing their assertion, tjrc.”  T h e  a rg u m e n t b e in g  : “  T ru s tw o r th y

a ssertio n  is tru e , b ec a u se  it is  in  k e e p in g  w ith  th e  re f t s ta te  o f t h in g s .”
35 E v en  s u c h  W ord s as “  A .purva ”  and the lik e  s ta n d  it  n eed  o f  th e  cog n itio n  o f  

c erta in  r e la tio n s , w ith o u t  w h ic h  th e y  c an n o t g iv e  a n y  m e a n in g . T h u s  th en , i f  they 
h a v e  no re la tio n s , th e y  cannot e x p r e s s  a n y  m ea n in g  ; a n d  if th ey  h a v e  rela tion s, th e y  

b ecom e in clu d ed  in  In feren c e .
1
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27. W ith  a view to the case of reflections (in the mirror), the a,rgti

me ni (based upon identity of form.) becomes doubtful. A person under* 
stands his own face to be exactly like the reflection that he sees in the 
m irror; bat that does’ not -preclude this cognition from being a case of 
Inference,

28. Even if the cognition of the similarity of the face with its 
reflection be accepted to be a case of direct Sense-perception, we will 
bud the argument contradicted by other instances ; e.g., 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 a single sentence uttered but once, there cannot be an indica
tion of many meanings (simultaneously) ; therefore the mere fact of a word 
expressing contradictory and non-contradictory meanings, cannot serve as 
a ground for asserting its difference (from inference);

30. because (in the case of Inference too) we find the same thing 
with; regard to the Middle Term, both when it is a true Reason, and when 
it m not. I f  it be urged that “ since there is contradiction, there can be 
no Inference,” — then, for the same reason, you too coaid have no Scrip- 
ture (on account 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 a sentence is 
uttered only once, the meaning- desired to be conveyed cannot but be one only.

32. The fact of the appeal mice of many ideas, as forming the'deno
tations of words whose meanings have not been ascertained, is present also 
m  the ease of such Middle Terms as are not very explicit (in their appli
cations) ; therefore that cannot form a ground of difference.

33. The non-mention of an Instance (in the case of “ Verbal Testi
mony,” as a ground of its difference from Inference) is found to be too wide, 
inasmuch as it is found to be the case iu (Inferences from) ‘ smoke,’ <fec., 
where the Middle Term being too well known, the Instance is not oiled.

81 T h e  e x p e r ie n c e  o f  c o m m o n  p e o p le  is th a t  t h e y  c a n n o t  s e e  th e ir  o w n  fa c e  

d ir e c t ly , it  is  o n ly  i t s  re fle c tio n  t h a t  t h e y  p e r c e iv e  in  t h e  m irr o r  ; a n d  in  t h e  o a e e  o f  t h e  

h a n d , <feo., t h e y  f in d  th a t  th e  r e f le c t io n  in  t h e  m ir r o r  ta ll ie s  e x a c t ly  w it h  w h a t  t h e y  s e e  

w i t h  th e  e y e  ; a n d  fr o m  th is  fa c t  t h e y  in fe r  t h a t  t h e  fa o e  to o  m a s t  b e  e x a c t ly  lik e  t i n  
r e fle c t io n  in  th e  m ir r o r .

SO T h e  p e r c e p t io n  o f  “  s m o k o ,”  p r o v e s — ( 1 )  t h e  e x is te n c e  o f  A re , ( 2 )  i ts  h e a t , ( 3 )  

i t s  c a p a c ity  bo b u r n , a n d  (4) o r ig in  f r o m  f u e l— a ll  a t  o n e  a n d  t h e  s a m e  t i m e .  T h is  is  

t h e  e a s e  w h e n  t h e  R e a s o n  is v a lid . I n  th e  c a s e  o f  a n  in v a lid  r e a s o n , a ls o — e.g., ‘ S o u n d  

is e te r n a l , b e c a u s e  i t  is  c a u s e d * — w o S a d  t h a t  t h e  a r g u m e n t  a s  s t a t e d  p r o v e s  t h e  

efcern ality  o f  S o u n d , w h i le  th e  s a m e  r e a so n , th r o u g h  w e ll -a s o e r ta in e d  in v a r ia b le  c o n 

c o m ita n c e  a lso  p r o v e s  i t s  n on  e t e r n a l  c h a r a c te r . T h e r e f o r e  th e  m e r e  f ,to t  o f  e x p r e s s 

in g  d iv e rt®  a n d  c o n tr a d ic to r y  m e a n in g s  c a n n o t  s e r v e  a s  a  g r o u n d  fo r  a s s e r t in g  a n y  
a b s o lu t e  d iffe re n c e  b e tw e e n  V e r b a l  T e s t im o n y  a n d  I n fe r e n c e ,

8® e.g,t w h e n  t h e  p r e se n c e  o f  S m o k e  h a s  n o t  b e e n  q u ite  a s c e r ta in e d .

83 "  N o t  c i t e d  a s  a lso  in  t h e  c a s e  o f I n fe r e n c e s  e m p lo y e d  fo r  o n e ’ s  o w n  c o n v ic t io n .
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•34. In the case of a word not often, nsec], people stand in need of 
the remeinberance of some object related to it (in order to comprehend it 
rightly) ; and with regard to which word, one comes to remember that 

this word had been used in such and such a sensed’
35-37. Here, the arguments, that the opponent brings in support of 

identity (of Verbal Authority with Inference), have not been refuted 
(by the SSnkhya in giving proofs of the difference of Verbal Authority 
from Inference). (These arguments are): “ Verbal Authority is identical 
with Inference, (1) because of the existence of affirmative and negative 
premises ; (2) because in the case of Verbal Authority (as also in that 
of Inference ) cognition is preceded fey the recognition of a certain relation, 
due to the previous sensuous perception of one of the members; (3) 
because, not touching objects of Sense-perception, if is a means of know
ledge other than Sense-perception; (4) because its object is a Sama- 
nya j and (5) because it refers to all the three points of time (past, pre
sent and future),— exactly like the Inference of Fire from smoke.”

38. Certain Mimansakas seek to prove the difference (of Verbal 
Authority from Inference) on the ground of the difference in the object 
(of Verbal Authority) ; since, they argue, Scripture has its application in 
such cases as are not touched by the former two (means of knowledge ; 
Inference and Sense-perception).

39. But in that case, no Verbal Authority could belong to hurrmn
utterances. “  Be it so.”  Then by what means will you have the cognition 
of the meaning ? “  From the idea present in the speaker’s mind (inferred
from. Ms utterance).”  But from where do you get at this ‘ speaker’s 
idea ’ ?

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 characteristic mark of the speaker’s idea. By 
means of these is brought about the cognition of particular objects; 
and hence the character of Inference (which always has a ‘ Samauya’ for 
its object) must belong to it.

R* “  The word had been used , <f'c. ” — a n d  o n ly  th en  is th e  m ea n in g  o f  th e  w ord  
d u ly  c o m p re h e n d e d . A n d  th is is a case  o f  p u re  In fe re n c e  s <( T h is  w o rd  h a s  su c h  and  

su c h  a  m e a n in g , b ecau se ( f  rom atnbor th a t )  k n o w in g  p e op le  h a d  u sed  i t  m  t h a t  sen se  
— e x a c tly  lik e  th e  w o rd  ‘ c o w .’ ”

86.31 T b o  in sta n c e  in  e a c h  o f th e  fiv e  s y llo g is m s  is  th e  s a m e  : “  th e  In fe r e n c e  o f  th e  

e x is te n c e  o f  fire fro m  th e  p e rce p tio n  o f s m o k e .”  Tn th e  e a s e  o f  ( 2 ) — in [n fe r e n o o  w e  
h av e  a  sensuous perception o f 't h e  S m o k e , w h ic h  lead s to  th e  rememberance o f  t h e  in v a 

r ia b le  conoivdifcanco b e tw e e n  S m oke a n d  F ir e , as p erce ived  in  th e  c u lin a ry  h e a r th , In  
th e  c a se  o f  W o rd s a lso , w e  h a v e  a sensuous 'perception (a u d ito r y )  o f  th e  w o rd , a n d  then  

fo llo w s  th e  rememberance o f  th e  c o n c o m ita n c e  o f th is w o rd  w it h  a c erta in  s e n s a tio n ;

39 “  Jihom 'where, 8fc. , 'y~~-w ithout u n d e rs ta n d in g  th e  c o n s ta n t  re la tio n sh ip  b e tw e e n  

th e W o r d  a n d  its  M e a n in g , h ow  cou ld  y o u  g o t  a t any n o tio n  o f  th e id e a  p rese n t  
in  th e m in d  o f th e  sp e a k e r  ?
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41. Therefore when the meaning of the speaker is not amenable 
to Sense-pei'ception, <fec., then (in that case) e v e n  a human utterance 
becomes a Verbal Authority for the listener,

42. (Says the Baudclha) “ Even then, you (the Miniansaka of K. 38) 
fail to prove that the meaning of the Scripturo is not an. object of Infer
ence, .For there'too we have tho Word as the characteristic (Middle 
Term), just aa ‘ smoke ’ is of the * fire/

43. “ The mere fact of its not being an object of Inference, does not 
prove it to be the object of bo other means of knowledge; for certainly, 
the mere fact of ‘ colour ’ not being an object if  the sense of Hearing, 
does not prove it to bo imperceptible by the organs of Sense.”

44- 45. Under the circumstances, some people of our own party, 
not caring to trouble them solves with the subtleties of argumentation, 
admit that “ Verbal Authority” is a particular form of Inference, 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 tho-Bhashya) to fee the 
characteristic Middle Term hi only one in the form of an object (and not 
in that of a word).

45- 46, (To'those people we reply): Well, we do not object to your 
desire to call “ Verbal Authority ” by the name of “ Anumana ” If, how
ever, there be an identity of form, and character between Verbal Autho
rity and Inference, then the knowledge duo to the Veda ceases to have 
any validity, because this latter has not got the character of Inference,

47-48. In human utterances,.it happens to be endowed with validity, 
ou account of its similarity to Inference, inasmuch as (in that case) you 
have the concomitance of “ trustworthy assertion ” and 111 correspondence 
to tho real state of things,” as the basis of the inferential argument. In 
the case of tho Veda, on the other hand, since there is no trustworthy 
personality attached to it, and as such there being no concomitance

«  Therefore it Li only when: the idea of the speaker has not been duly recognised, 
by Sense-perception that his utterance can have any verbal authority ; and not that the 
recognition of the speaker’  ̂ idea produces the recognition of the moaning of his 
utterance.

44.4S In the case of Duty, "̂c.—The Bhashya has laid down the fact that, in tho case 
of Duty, which is yet in the future, and not amenable to Sense-perception, there can be 
no Inference. Hence if Verbal Authority were made only a special form of Inference 
then the Veda would cease to be an authority for Duty. With this objection in view 
these “  some people of our own party” seek refuge in the assertion that “ it is 
only a Middle Term of an objective form that has been denied with regard to Duty • 
and as we can hold the Word to be a Middle Term applicable to the case of Duty, there 
can be no contradiction.”

45.48 if  yOU gi7e Up a]i t'no necessary ingredients of Inference, then Verbal 
Authority comes to be called “  Anumtma” only in name ; and as the word “ Anumana ” 
only means a “ cognition, following upon certain other cognition,’ ’ we do not object to 
this name being applied to Verbal Authority.
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(recognised), the character of . Inference cannot apply to it, and It ceases 
to be valid.

49. “ Even tlie accepted truth (as perceived by other means of know
ledge) of even one part of the Veda, would give it the character of in 
ference •: F.i. * The passages treating of Agnihotra, &o., are true, because 
they are Veda,, like the passage declaring * deftness * of the God of W ind  
(which is found to be true in ordinary experience) ’ ” ?

50. It will not be so, because the argument fails in the case of the 
passage which declares the sun to bo a p o st ; 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 no end to the counter-argu
ments (proving the invalidity of the Veda), as described before ( under 
Sutra 2 ),

51. For these reasons it is only when Verbal Authority, in the Veda 
as well as in human utterances, has its validity apart from the character of 
Inference (which is sought to be thrust upon it), that the validity of the 
Veda can be established.

52. For the same reason too wo cannot have the fa ct of being the 
exhortation of a trustworthy person, as a definition of “  Scripture ” ; because 
in the Veda, there is no possibility of any trustworthy speaker ; and in 
the case of ordinary human utterance too, Validity cannot rest solely upon 
that fact.

oil This has been explained before (under Sutra 2). Therefore the 
idea that is produced by Verbal testimony must have its validity in itself,—  
provided that its contradiction is not perceived (bv other and simpler 
means of right knowledge).

54, The only similarity that this (Verbal testimony) has with In
ference, is that both are valid, The opponent has however tried hard

60 »  S u b s i d i a r y  c h a r a c te r , $ * c .”  In the case of the d e f tn e s s  of Air fas declared in 
the (Vafci passage “  V v y u r v d  K s U p i s h t h d  d ev a ta  ”), we find it to be true, because it 
tallies with, other mean® of cognition. Therefore in the case of the Agnihotra passage 
also, we would have to admit its truth, on. the ground of the results tallying with 
the results obtained by other means of knowledge. And thus these passages would 
come to he only secondary passages, laying down the excellences of objects cognised by 
other means of cognition. Just as the passage “ The Sun is the post ” is accepted as 
laying down a peculiar excellence of the Sun, “  C o u n t e r  a r g u m e n ts  ”  :—these are des
cribed in fall under Aphorism 2,—and those have been refuted on the sole ground of the 
Veda being self-evident, and as such depending, for its validity, upon nothing else 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 Veda, would 
x i 'ound with doubled vigour, utterly damaging the cause of the Mimlnsa philosophy.

68 The definition given in the Bhashya is the only correct one.
M Verbal Testimony is twofold : in the form of Word, and Sentence. The Word 

has been precluded by the qualification “ a s a n n ik r is h ta ,”  in the definition given by the 
Bhnshya ■ inasmuch as the Word being before us, perceived by the Ear, cannot be said
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to prove the two to be identical; hence it is that wo also consider this 
question (of the validity of Words) here.

55-56. Of the characteristic Middle Term (of an inference) and of 
the Word, we find the objects to be entirely different : it will he shown 
hereafter that the Word has a * Samanya ’ for its object; and. it has been 
already proved that the Minor Term is an object endowed with a particular 
qualification, Therefore, so long as it has not got such a qualified object for 
its object, Verbal Authority cannot be (called) Inference*.

57. In the case of Verbal authority, anything other than the “ Sarn- 
anya” belongs only to the sentence , even when no second word is uttered 
it is always inferred through the force (of the uttered word).

58- 59. I f  it be urged that “ even in a single word, we have the 
denotation of a certain object, as characterised by a certain Number, fyc.” >—-( we 
reply) such h< nob the ease with “  Avyayas ”  (Indeclinables). Even where 
these (Number. & c„) are denoted, they only qualify the particular individual 
(and not the whole class ) ; because the action, signified by a different word 
(the verb), belongs to the Individual (and it is with reference to the verb 
that the Number of the nominative is determined).

59- 60, Even in the case of sentences where, such (qualified) words 
as “ Goman ”  ( 1 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 already a definitely established entity. Specially as (in the ease, of 
such words) the denotation is only so much as has beer, previously 
ascertained (and hence there can be no ground for th e . interference of 
Inference).

to bo “  aBamukrishta.” Consequently it is not necessary for us to prove the difference 
of Word-cognition from Inferential cognition,, Still, since the Bauddha has laboured 
hard over the identification of Word-cognition with Inference, we cannot but spare 
a little space for its consideration.

f)6j& « Hereafter”—i.e., in the Chapter on '* AkritL”
tT This anticipates the following 'objection . “ A word is also found to denote a

qualified object; as for instance, when one asks—‘ who is going’ ? —the reply is : * The 
King ’ * the meaning of the reply being—“ The King its g o in g .’  ”  The sense of the 
Karikh is that the instance cited is one of the uao of a S en ten ce , and not of «  Word, the 
reply being really in the form of a complete sentence : “ The King is going,” The 
wonting words a,re inferred from the force of the Nominative ending in “ Raja,’ * 
which stands in need of a verb, to complete its nominative signification.

68-5'ii The. class ia always one j the difference of Number belongs to the individual, 

which, according to oar theory, is not directly denoted by the Word, wihich denotes only 
the Class.

6A..60 “ C a n n o t he th e Mmor Term ” —It is only a known object, sought to he proved 
as having a property not yet known, that can be the Minor Term in an inferential 
argument. Its the case in question, however, prior to the utterance of the Word, 
nothing is known; and when the Word has been uttered, the qualified object is at 
once recognised ; and there is nothing left to be proved, which could form the Major 
Term of any Syllogism.
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61-62 Even in this case however, there is a. difference (from the qua1 i- 
fication of the terms of a syllogism), inasmuch as there is a difference between 
the meaning of the noun (“  Go, ” caw ) and that of the (possessive) affix 
( «  Mafcup Nor is there (in the case of the word) a cogn ition of the 
qnalification*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 m the
case of the Word, the case is quite the reverse.

62 ( Objection) :  “ Bub wherefore is not the -l Word made tae
Minor Term (object of Inference), as with regard to its huvmg a f in i t e
meaning (as the Major Term) ? ”  n  ,

63. In that case the Reason (Middle Term, “ Qabdativa ) would be a
part of the conclusion. It is only when a, particular ' smoke 5 (the one 
seen issuing from the mountain) is the Minor Term, that the class ‘ smoke
iu general, is made the Reason (Middle Term).

64, -65. W o cannot (in the same manner) have “ ^abdat-wa (the 
class ‘ word ’ in general)-as the Reason ; aud that there can be no such 
class as “ GogabdatWa ” will be shown later on. It is only the one particular 
individual (word) (and not a class) that can serve as the Reason. If it be 
urged that “ it can be so through the difference in the manifesting cau«® 
of the same word (as forming the Hetu, and as forming the Minor Terns) , 
(we reply) wc are cognisant of no idea (of any sttoh difference based
upon difference of the manifesting agency).

65-66. And again, what sorb of specification can you have m the case
;n question ? It  cannot be one either of time or of space. If it bo

ai.6* Anri h e n c e  th e  w h o le  n e e d  n ob  h e  ta k e n  as on e w o rd . “  Nor is there, 
in  I he case  o f a n  in fe r e n tia l  a r g u m e n t , th e  smoke, fo r  in s ta n c e , Is p e rc e iv e d  b y  i t s e l f ;  

a n d  so  a lso  is  th e  Fire, an d  ao a g a in  t h e  Mountain. W h e r e a s  m  th e  c a s e  ot th e  W o r d  

«  Ghrn&n, ”  th e  w o r d  c a n n o t b r in g  a b o u t  a n y  s e p a ra te  c o g n itio n  of- t h e  a igm ficat.u -n  c. 

t h e  p o ssessiv e  affix  b y  its e lf . And T h e  Mountain is r e o o g m s e d  b efore  **
q n alffib ation  (th e e x is te n c e  o f Fire) -, w h ile  in  th e  c a s e  o f  th e  w o rd  Goman w e  h a v e  

t h e  co g n itio n  o f t h e  Cow b e fo r e  th a t  o f  th e  person  possessing the co w .
62 T h e  s y llo g is m  b e in g  ; “  qabdo'rthamn ( th e  W o r d  h a s  m ea n in g ) CJabdafvM (b e 

c a u s e  it  is  n W o r d } ,  Ghaiapatadivat ( l ik e  th e  w o rd s ghata, p a l u ) ,  4 cv  ̂ _
64.35 W h a t  w e  h a v e  g o t  to  p ro v e  h e r e  is  th e  p r e se n c e  o f  a  d e fin ite  m e a n in g ; and  

c e r ta in ly  th e  class “  Q a M a t w a  ”  c a n n o t ,.in  a n y  w a y , h e lp  to  p rove ouch  p r e s e n c e . ' It u  
only H .  i f  is o n ly  the p a rtic u la r  w o r d  in  q n ostion  t h a t  can  b e  a s s e r te d  a s  In obelus 
and inasmuch as t h is  Is a lso  th e  M in o r  T e r m , th e o b je c t io n  r «  , t h e  a n o m a ly  o f  th e  

M id d le  T e r m  (o r  t h e  Minor P r e m is s )  b e in g  a  p a r t  o f th e  co n c h ls lo n - - -r e m a m  un oueho  
«  n  can be w, *«? .’ *— th e  d iffe re n ce  in  th e  m a n ife s t in g  a getle y  o f  th e  W o r d  m  th e  tw o  

nlft0ea w ill su ffice fo r  a ll th e d iffe re n ce  th a t  is  n e c e ssa r y  fo r  th e  a r g u m e n t .
P ’ iZ“ I t  o f  „ p e c f f i * t i »  ia  a sse rte d  w it h  r o S„ r d  ,,0 W o r d  ”  a s  th a  K . n o .  

T e r m  f  “ What r em a in s fc.~a.ll t h a t  is  s o u g h t  to  b e  p r o v e d  is th a t  such a n d  su ch  a  

l o r d  has g o t  s u c h  a n d  su c h  a  m e a n i n g ;  a n d  s o , w h e n , b e fo r e  t h e  e o n c  nmon 
o f  th e  In feren c e  h a s  b een  a rrived  a t , t h e  W o r d  is r e c o g n is e d  as h a v in g  a  d e fin ite  m e a n 

i n g ,  th ere is n o th in g  m ore le ft  to  b e  c o g n ise d , fo r  th o  sa k e  o f w h ich  w e  sh o u ld  h a v e

re c o u r s e  to  I n fe r e n c e .
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urged that “ it is taken as specified by the cognition of its meaning,”  then 
(we  ask) what then is left behind that would form the subject of 
Inference F

66- 68, Nor is any such 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 
c l a s s  * Fire/ Because power can belong to the class alone j and for the 
Minor Term and the Middle Terra too, you cannot but have the Glass; 
hence Inference cannot apply to the case of words as endowed with a 
certain meaning. ______

63-72. And again, how do you define the fact of “ Word ” being the 
property of the Minor Tone P As a matter of fact, there is no relation
ship except that of actin',- and agent. The King being the supporter of 
the man, we have the expression “ the King's mam ” ; the tree exists 
in the branches or the branches in the ttee hence “  the tree's branches ” 
in a place occupied by Fire, we have the agency of smoke, with regard to 
the action of existence. In all such relations as the causal and the like, 
there is al ways a certain action. And until the form of the relation has 
been recognised, there can be no such assertion as that “ the relation 
exists ” j nor, in the absence of a relation, is the “ Genitive-Tatpurusha ” 
possible ; therefore the fact that the Word is “  pakshadlmrma ” (property 
of the Minor Term) can never be rightly ascertained.

73-74. When (iu the above manner) all other relations have been 
precluded (from the compound ‘ pakahadarma ’), if some people were to 
assert the fact of Word being the pakshadkarma (property of. the Minor

808 jf that which is inferred be not the meaning, but a power to make the 
meaning comprehended, then—we ask—bo what factor does this povrer belong p if it 
belong to the word “ Cow ” then we become open to all the objections urged in K. 63 
et s eq . In the ease of “ Fire,” the c la s s  has boon round to extend over all indivi
dual F ires  ; hence the remembrance of the Fire and the Smoke in the culinary hearth 
leads to the inference of the existence of Are in the mountain. There can, however, be 
no such pervasion in the case of an individual, which therefore can never be the object 
of Inference, Y o u  h a v e  th e  sa m e, 8 f c . "  Since a S d m a n ya  (class) -— “ Word *’— 
alone is your Minor Term j and the Middle Term--”  (Jabdafcwa ” ia—also a S m n a n ya  ; 
so also is the Major Term. In swoh ft case, then no Inference is possible.

In an Inference, there are three factors j with regard to the Middle Term ; (1) 
the fact of its having a relation with the Minor Term, and thus constituting the Minor 
Premiss ; (2) its existence, in common with the Major Term, in a certain substratum, and 
thus constituting the Major Premiss and the Instance ; and (3) Non-existence in a place, 
where the Major Term never exists, and thus helping the formation of the Major 
Premiss. Karites 68-84 prove that in the case of “ Word ”  as the Middle Term, the 
brat factor is not applicable 5 Karikaa 85-95 set aside the application of the second 
factor, and Kfirikas 95-98 that of the third- “ G e n it iv e  T a tp u r u s h a '*; the compound 
word “ F a lu h a d h a rm a ,”  we can analyse as “ p a h sh a sya  d h a r r .ia h ”

13‘ l4 ‘ Like negation ■ i,e ,, just as absence is held to he the object of negation 
28
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Term, Meaning) in consideration of the relationship, that the word.be*rs to 
the meaning, viz., that the meaning forms its object—am in the case of ‘ ne
gation,’ — then those people too will have to explain in what manner the 
Word has the Meaning for its object. There is no coexistence in place 
or time, &c., between the two ; nor is there any proximity (of the one to 
the other).

75, For these reasons the fact of the Word having the Meaning for its 
object can be explained only by the fact that the Word brings about an 
idea of which the particular thing (denoted by the word) is the object ; 
and in this “ bringing about ” alone lies the action (that would justify any 
relationship between the tw o}.

76, Thus then the expressiveness of the Word (with regard to the 
particular meaning) having been previously established, such a * paksha - 
dharma ’ cannot be the means of the cognition (of the meaning) ; and hence 
for this reason too, there can be no Inference.

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

78- 79. Such people as are not cognisant of the relationship (that the 
Word bears to the Meaning), do not know the Word apart from its form (»s 
heard) ; and hence there is nothing else on which the notion of the Word 
being a ‘ pakshadharma ' could be based ; for certainly it is not on 'the 
mere shape of ‘ smoke/ &c., that their character of “ pakshadharma/’
Ts based.

79- SC Nor can the character of “ pakshadharma ” depend upon any 
previous relation. For even if this relation (of Smoke and Fire) has 
not been previously recognised, one has the notion that this mountain 
has f< smoke in it,” which asserts the fact of smoke (Middle Term) 
being the ‘ properly1 of the mountain (Paksha). And it is in this 
point alone that lies the difference (of pakshadharma) from the second 
factor (sapakshasaUiva).

19.80 “ The relation of the Word with the meaning has been recognised by some 
other people beforehand ; and this might serve as the bases of P a k sh a d h a rm a t-a .’

This cannot be : because, even if the relation of the Smoke and Fire, &c., &o , &c. It. is 
in  th is  p o in t ,  fy’c .”  Since the P a ksh ttd h a rm ata  • ».<?,, the relation predicated in the 
Minor Premiss) does not depend upon any previous recognition of the relations of the 
Middle Term ; therefore it is upon this ground alone that it differs from the SapahSha* 
sa tta  ( i . e . ,  the relation predicated in the Major Premiss), which does not depend upon 
the recognition of any relation at the present time,— oeir.g as it is, only a general state
ment of relations between the Middle and Major Terms, perceived beforehand j whereas 
the Minor Premiss is the statement of the particular relation that - the Middle Term 
hears to the Minor Term.

I
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81. In this case (of Inference with regard to W ord), sines the 
Minor Premiss (pakshadharmata) is nothing more than the previously 
recognised relation («.«., the Major Premiss); and since there is no 
relation previous to the recognition of the Meaning, therefore, such a 
Minor Premiss can never be any means (of getting at the Moaning of a 
Word).

82- 83. Nor (in the case of W ord) is the Minor Term previously cog
nised ; therefore there can be no Minor Premiss based upon it ; (in the 
case of the inference of fire from smoke) however the placo ‘ Mountain,’■ is 
such as has been known, prior to the recognition of its property (m oke).
And that (meaning) which is here assumed to be the Minor Term, is also 
the one which is sought to he cognised by moaus of Inference.

83- 81. And so long as that (Minor Term) has not been cognised, 
the predicate cannot be ascertained ; and if it he such as has been already 
cognised before even the Minor Premiss has been ascertained, what else 
remains, that would be learnt by means of the Inference got at by 
means of the subsequently cognised Minor Premies.

85-86, Nor can you ascertain any affirmative concomitance of the 
Mord with the Object ( Meaning-) sought to be proved by Inference, .for it 
is by means of a certain action that we arrive at the notion of the concomi- 
> auce of any thing <?,(/., where smoke is, there the presence of Fire, as 
an invariable concomitant, is clear ; but we have n , such certain idea 
that, 1 whenever word is, meaning is sure to exist. ’

87, For the meaning is not recognised as being concomitant, with the 
word, either in time or place. I f  it bo urged that “  Word being 
eternal and ftll-prevading, we cats always have an idea of such eoncomi- 
tance” then (on that ground) we would have (the notion of concomitance 
with word) of everything (and not only of the one definite meaning).

88. In this way, the Word being omnipresent, and (for the same 
reason) there being no negation with regard to it, every word in existence 
would 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 some one were to assert the cognition of the (form of the)
Word as ooncomitant with the cognition of the Meaning ; —then (we reply) 
even this (concomitance) does not exist; because we find that, even with
out any idea of the Meaning, thore is a cognition of the Word.—in the 
case of illiterate people. 31

31 The Minor Premiss is not any advance upon the Major Premiss, towards par- 
ticularisation.

3288 “ Ttiat which, 8fc" —If the object sought to be cognised by means of the Infer- 
once be already previously cognised, what is the use of the Inference ?

“ Cannot be ascertained ”— i.e,, we can hare no Minor Term.
90 Illiterate persons quite rightly comprehend the form of the word only by the
kut they may not understand its meaning.
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91. .(If it be urged that) “  we .may assume guch eoneomitance, when 
the Word is repeated (to the person, not comprehending its meaning 
the first at utterance ” ;— (we reply) in some instances we find that 
even if the Word is repeated a hundred times, its Meaning is not compre
hended.

92. (Objection). !( But we have a clear case of concomitance, in a 
place where the words are such as have their relations (with meanings) 
definitely ascertained/’ (lieply); Well, if the relation be ascertained prior 
to the comprehension of the comcomitance, then such concomitance cannot 
be held to be the means of getting at the idea of the meaning.

93-94. It  is an acknowledged fact that Inference owes its origin to 
invariable concomitance. But when the concomitance proceeds after the 
expressiveness of the Word ( with regard to its Meaning) ha® been recog
nised, how can such concomitance be said to be the cause of the cognition 
of such expressiveness ?

95. Therefore it must be admitted that the expressiveness of a Word 
is recognised independently of any such concomitance, Whereas (in the 
case of Inference) prior to the cognition of the concomitance of smoke 
(with fire), we do not get at the notion, of the presence of this (smoke) 
bringing about the cognition of the presence of fire.

96, If there be the recognition of a negative relation between the 
idea of the Word . and the Meaning not yet known ; even, this, occurring 
afterwards, cannot be the moans of bringing about the recognition of the 
moaning.

97, The relation, that we will lay down as being the means of the 
ascertainment of expressiveness, will have both affirmative and negative 
bearings ; bub these (affirmative and negative relations)cannot belong to 
the recognition of the Meaning (of W ords).

98. Thus, as to Sense-perception, so to “ Verbal testimony” too, the 
character of Inference cannot belong j ( 1 ) because it is devoid of the three

Hundred times. 1 The present day readers of the Veda repeat the whole 
ot’ it like a parrot, and. this too, very often but they do not comprehend its 
meaning.

'*'* The negation cannot be in the form— where there is no object, there is no 
word denoting it ; because though Kama himself does not now exist, the word con
tinues all the same. If the negative premiss bo in the form— “ Where there is no idea 
of the meaning there ia no idea of Word,"—then this becomes untrue, with regard to • 
illiterate persons. If it be asserted that the premiss holds with those who know of the 
relm ion between the Word and its Meaning,- -then, in that case, there being no other 
relation save that, of expressiveness, the negative premia® based, upon this appears only 
after its purpose (ke., the recognition of the expressiveness of the Word) has been 
fulfilled ; and ns such, it becomes useless, as a factor in- the. bringing about of the 
recognition of the meaning of the Word,

98 throo factors of Inference having been proved to be inapplicable to the 
case of Verbal authority.

• ' / :: ri' " /rife,/ ; # / / . / / /  / / ■  /  " / / /r i f  .

'-•■SS* " • ■' 1 ‘ I, i' ' ‘ it" ' ’ \ ' v'u' ’• ’ )V 1 f"‘ . ’/ ,* I] i ■
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factors, and ( 2 ) because an object like that of Inference is precluded 
(from being the object of {‘ Verbal testimony

99. It is only when the “ W ord ” ■ is accepted as a means of know
ledge that, we can discuss (as above) its difference or non-difference (from 
Inference). But, as a matter of fact, the meaning of a word is not recognised 
by means of the cognition of the ‘ word.’

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

101. The word, that is vised with reference to (3) the object that is 
already known (&c,'}> that which is perceived directly by the senses, is 
used only with regard to objects that are already cognised (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 hence is not, by itself, a 
means of knowledge).

102. With regard to (4 ) an object net known before, there is either 
no knowledge (produced by the W ord), or there is a cognition of mere 
relationship (between Word and Meaning), This ‘ Relation ’ is not the 
meaning of the word ; and that which is the meaning (of the word) is 
got at by other means of knowledge.

103-101. In the case of (2) an object which is not in contact with, 
the senses, and which is not known, there can be no idea of the meaning 
expressed (by the W ord ). And in the ease of an object which is behind 
the Senses, but known, wo can have only a remembrance. And since it 
is only to objects already cognised (by other means of knowledge) that 
Remembrance applies, it cannot have the character of an independent 
means of knowledge. Because such character (of the means of know
ledge) depends upon the moans leading to the specification (or deter
mination, of something not so determined by any other means).

105, “ Inasmuch as it brings about an independent 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 as has

I n  o u r o p in io n , i t  ia th e  S e n te n c e , a n d  not t h e  W o r d , th a t  is , th e  m e a n s  o f  c o g n i 

t io n . I n  th a t  c a se , th e r e  c a n  b o  n o  o c c a s io n  fo r  th e  a b o v e  d isc u ssio n s .

t0* “  By other means, tyc?  - T h e  o b je c t  d e n o te d  b y  t h e  W o r d  is  c o g n is e d  b y  m e a n s  

o f S e n s e -p e r c e p tio n , a n d  n o t  b y  th a t  o f  th e  W o r d .

A t  th e  t im e  th a t  t h e  o b je c t  ia remembered, i t  is  n ot p e rc e iv e d  b y  a n y  o th e r  
m e a n s  o f  k n o w le d g e ,

108 “  R e c o g n it io n ”  p r o v e s  th e  e x is te n c e  o f  th e  o b je c t  a t  th e  p a r tic u la r  t im e  ; an d  na

I
 .inch i t  is  h old  to  b o  a  “ .P r ftu jia a .” * w h e r e a s  a t  t h e  t im e  th a t  w e remember an  o b je c t ,  

w e  to  n o t k n o w  w h e th e r  at that time, th e  o b je c t  e x is ts  o r  n o t .
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been previously determined ; but in accordance therewith we hare no idea 
of the existence of the particular object (remembered), a!, the time of re
membrance.

107. The Word too does not differ from the means of remembrance, 
inasmuch in the case of that too, that which is expressed is nothing more 
(than what has been previously determined by other means of knowledge)
If there be anything more that happens to be cognised, it cannot be 
expressed by the Word.

108. Even though cognition by means of the word be an object of 
Inference, yet inasmuch as Verbal authority is attributed { by us) tq the 
meaning of a sentence, it does not touch the position of those who assert 
“ Verbal testimony ” to be a distinct means of knowledge (apart from In
ference). (?.e., W e, the Mlmansakas)

109. Since in the case of the meaning of a Sentence, the cognition is 
produced by means of the meanings of words (making up the Sentence), 
without the recognition of the relation (of invariable concomitance) neces
sary in Inference,— therefore it (recognition of the meaning of a Sentence) 
must beheld to be distinct (from Inference), like Sense-perception.

110 . This Reason (t he 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

1 1 1 . I t  was only on account of not having perceived any Sentences 
with definite meanings, that finding cognition to be brought about by the 
m e r e  cognition of the meanings of words, the Bauddhas and Vai^eshikas,
— being afraid of the difference from Inference being established (if 
cognition by means of a Sentence were acceptedh-whave laboured hard -to 
prove the identity of the “ Cognition by Word ” with “ Inference,”

Thus ends the Chapter on W&r&f*

(S ection 7. )

O F  A N A L O G Y .

1-2. “ Being asked by the town-people ” “ like what is a gavaya ’ 7

111 I f  c o g n it io n  b y  m e a n s  o f  a  S e n te n c e  b e  a d m itte d , th e n  th e r e  c a n  b e  u o  q u estio n  

o f  th e  id e n t ity  o f  V e r b a l A u t h o r ity  w ith  I n fe r e n c e . I t  is  fo r  th is  r e a s o n  t h a t  th e  

B a u d d h a s  p u r p o s e ly  e v a d e  th is  faofc, a n d  o n ly  se e k  t o  e s ta b lis h  t h e  id e n t i t y  o f  “ Word 
w it h  “  I n fe r e n c e ,”  — -h o p in g  th e r e b y  to  p r o v e  s u c h  id e n t ity  o f  “  V e r b a i A u th o r ity  

also , w h ich  w o u ld , th e r e fo r e , h a v e  to  b e  r e je c te d  a s  a  d is t in c t  m e a n s  o f  r ig h t  n otion .

1 S a y s  th e  B h u s h y a : “  Upaindnamapi sadffyam asannikrshte’rth# buddhiwiut•
pddayati fathd yavayadaiyanam g o s m a r a m s y a (A n a lo g y  a lso  is s im ila r ity  an d  b rin g s
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if the forester says that a ‘ gavaya is just like the cow ’— then we have 
what is commonly .known as “ Analogy/’ According to the view of pftbara 
however, this is nothing apart from l< Verbal testimony ” ; and hence 
4 Analogy ’ is explained in a different manner.

B. Because in the above instance the object (of Analogy) .is got at 
by means of the personal recognition of a man, and is 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,— such recog
nition being exactly similar to remembrance brought about by constant 
pondering, &c, p In'other cases. (Age, that of Pratyabkijna, .Recognition) 
t he object is specified by different time, piano, &c. ; it is not so in the case of 
the instance cited, because here the cow is remembered only as being inat ■ :A ‘-'.'i'y-, ‘ Y rn;i'. A.-",
the town.

6*7. According to some people,--tbs name ‘ Analogy ’ belongs to the 
cognition of the gavaya in the forest, when belonging to such people 
as have heard the assertion i f  the similarity of the cow to the gavaya,—  
such cognition being tinged by an idea of similarity with the cow. In 
this case too, in the case of the gavaya we- have. Sense-perception, and 
in that of ‘ Similarity ! we have mere remembrance.

7-8, “ Bat 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 previous assertion of the forester,, 
t hen such recognition would be nothing more than remembrance ; and as 
such being mere repetition (of a former cognition), it could have no 
validity.

9. If there is anything- in excess (of the former assertion), it is only 
such as is amenable to Sense-perception ; because if has already been 
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 attaches to the factor of remembrance, as dilfereu-

abont the cognition of an object not in contact with the senses ;  e .g ., the sight of 
tho ga va ya  reminds one of the cow).

*-5 'S he definition given in the Bhasliya means that when one object, on being 
produced, produces the recognition of another objeot similar to it, then we have what 
is called Analogy. Against this it is urged that this would only be a case of remem
brance. P r a ty a b h i jn i (Recognition) m considered valid only because, over and above the 
mere recognition of the object, it cognises the object as being the same objeot that was 
p a rce lv eA  be. ore, but o c c u p y in g  a n oth er  p la c e  a n d  tim e in  th e  p re s en t. There is, how- 
ever, no such fresh specification in the case of the g a v a ya  and the cow .

In order to avoid the objection urged above, these people add “ tin g e d , f y c . y  
as a fresh specification, on which they rest the validity of Analogy, 

i " j ; 1fls been proved ’’—tinder | Senso-porception.”
hven m the case of Remembrance, invalidity does not attach to every part of
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iiated from the factor of Seristious perception, Even the fact o f  a kncm- 
ledce of the assertion of similarity is not of much help, inasmuch as this 
(recognition of similarity) happens also in the case of such people as have 
cever heard of the assertion of similarity, but having known the cow,
happen to see the gavaya in the forest.

12 I f  it be urged that “ in the case of such people there is no idea 
• of the name ‘ gavaya' ” ~ ( w e  add) the name i« not the object; and this ( the 

object gamy a) is completely recognised by them (as resembling m

Nor then can the relation, between the word ( ‘ gavaya ) and its 
meaning (the object, animal), be said to be the object of recognition; 
because' when the object, (animal, .gavaya), has been ascertained to lesem- 
ble the cow, the relation of the animal with the word ( ‘ gavaya ) is 
recognised by the help of the previous assertion of "the forester,

14 Nor can it be urged that itt the forest, there is a recognition 
( Pridiabhijna) of this fact (of “ gavaya”  being the name o( the parti
cular animal) ; because the denotations of words being beyond the beuse«h 
the present instance cannot be anything more than mere Rememberance.

15 The factor of Sense-perception has been proved to enter also in o 
the case of such cognitions ak are intermixed with Verbal expressions.

a Mm factor of Sense-perception that enters into it, in the shape of a perception of the
hevnlid. urn the ^

of remembering something that has gone before. I'he specification « ,
a .  u « r t  t U  « . » < „ . »  <  “  Z

validity to the remembrance, because we hare notions of smnuuil), ev.r 
5  such people as have no idea of the said assertion, and yet rooogn se a sirndmity o 
t L  well-known mo with the whenever this latter happens to be seen in ^

forest. theo, y„..tlhat the object of Analogy is the recognition of the denote
... -  here controverted. No sooner has the men seen the

» ! ?  found it to resemble the cow, then he remembers the previous assertion 
o r Z f o  s er and from that he directly concludes that the oljoot that ho 
resembling the cow, must be the “ ’’ that the forester h «l described.■ ^
then we find that the recognition of the name “  gavaya due o pm i _ 
rity/the assertion of the forester, and the element of Analogy does not *
« Th6*”- i X ,  in cases where the person knows of the previous description by
forresner, .

1* In Pratyabhijna, there is n preset factor of Sense-perception ^on|vhich  j g  
validity rests. The opponent seeks refuge in this fact, and s-ys tm . • 
known'the name “ gavaya1’ to belong to something that resembles the _J»w, ^  
henoe as soon as ho sees snoh'an object w  the forest, the name, c as m p. j  
the factor of the perception of the animal lending validity to the remembrance ot the 
aal e  To this it is replied,-that the denotation of the name can never be ^
Sonse-perooption, and hence the idea of the name must be a pure case of Remen
branoe, and as Buch, it could nob have any validity. „ flker

U 0b jecHon ’ ‘ One vvho is not cognisant with the previous assertion of the lotestoi 
atl idea of the gavaya resembling the cow, unmixed with any notion ot words i
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Therefore you mttafc mention some peculiar transcendental object, endowed 
with resemblance, to bo the subject (o f  Analogy).

16. And farther, when you accept the fact of Sense*perception hav
ing the character of a positive function, how is it that Resemblance 
cannot be cognised by means of that, just a s"  class, &c.t”  are.

17. For those also who hold the theory of unspecified abstract percep
tion, this cognition of resemblance is a semblance of Sense-perception. But 
they attach no validity to it, inasmuch as according to them, there exists 
no such thing (as Resemblance).

18. The fact of “  Similarity ”  (or Resemblance) being a positive 
entity, however, cannot he denied ; inasmuch as it consists of .the pre
sence, in one class of objects, of such an arrangement (or coglomoxation) of 
constituent parts as is common to 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 those in the other.

20. Thus then. Similarity comes to be of different kinds, inasmuch as
it can rest upon one, two or three of the following points-.birth, property,
substance, action, power and specific character.

21. These properties themselves do no-t constitute Similarity; nor 
again is it the multiplicity (or repetition) based upon these (properties).
It is only the M class,”  or "genus,” Ac., as qualified by multiplicity (or re
petition), that is cognised as similar,

and such an idea may be amenable to Souse-perception. In the case of one who knows 
of the previous assertion, the factor of verbal expression cannot be so amenable ; and it 
is for the sake of this that we have recourse to Analogy.” The sense of the reply as given 
in the Karikh is, that we have just shown how the factor of Sense-perception enters into 
the latter case also. Therefore in order to establish Analogy, as an independent mean* 
of knowledge, tile Raiyayika, will have to assert the existence of a peculiar object, which 
res; * tables an object that has been seen, and which cannot be perceived by the senses,
But such an object does not exist j therefore the iSTyaya theory falls to the ground.

** The Bauddlia holds Sense-perception to belong to a specific abstract entity 
(“ Swadharma " )  alone, devoid of all concrete specifications. So ho can very well 
deny resemblance to be ftp object of Sense-perception, The Naiyfiyika .however holds 
the Class to be amenable to Sense■ perception ; so ho cannot very well deny the fact 
of Resemblance being amenable to it.

k “ S e m b la n c e , <J*c.’ ’■—••because it is qualified and concrete.
19 That is to a'V. where the Similarity lies, not in the fact of the objects themsel ves 

resembling each other in the arrangement of their constituent parts, but in that of the 
parts, severally, of each of the two objects.

srt “ ° f b i r t h , "  e .g . , Agui and Fire both Lave their origin in PrnjapatT* mouth.
“ P r o p e r t y  as, in the case of two pictures. “ S u b s ta n c e  as in the case of two men 
wearing similar jewels, ‘ A c t i o n f —-as between the kite, bird—-and the Oyena sacrifice.
“ P o u  r ”— as between the Lion and Devadatta. “ S p e c if ic  c h a r a c t e r " —  as between the 
P u n ch a va tta n a r& Q a n a a  sacrifice and the second' P r a y d ja .

SI Similarity is an inherent relation, and as snob, it rests iu the Class, and not in 
mere Property,

f t  29
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22- 23. If it bo asked— “ how then do yoa explain tho similarity of. 
■twins ? ” — (wo reply) we accept it because we actually see it so:,— how 
strange, that you should ask'such a, silly question 1 For Similarity.belongs 
sometimes to many, and sometimes only to a fe w ; and this peculiarity 
does not in any way affect the fact of similarity being a positive entity.

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 anyone of its substrates does not 
lead to its utter annihilation. Bui; this fact does not necessitate the 
hypothesis that all classes are eternal ; nor do we accept the litter annihila 
tion of any class, inasmuch as every class has got its. substrate somewhere 
(even when many of its substrates have disappeared).

26. And Similarity differs from the (classes) in that it rests upon a 
eoglomoiutiou of classes ; whereas the classes appear also severally among 
objects of Souse-perception,

27. In such cases too as where we recognise the similarity of pacts, 
we have the Similarity restiug upon the fact of the homogenity between the 
parts of each of these parts.

28. Thus then, we shall have a Class devoid of Similarity, at a point 
(in an atom) where there can be recognition of identity with anything 
else.

20, In a ease where we have the recognition of a single 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 and 
where there 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 pictures ” ? There too we have the resemblance of the various 
earthly colours, &e.

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

48.88 “  If similarity lies in the Class, how can. you explain the similarity of 
’ twins” ? The reply is given jocularly. “ T h i s  peculiarity "■— of belonging, at timos to 

many, and at, times to a few only.
88.86 “ Substrates ” ■—i . e . ,  the individuals constituting the Class.
S9 That which gives rise to a notion of similarity constitutes s a d r g y a . In a cas0 

where we rocogni o a c l a s s —“ cow” f.i.— pervading over principal wholes, we have 
tho notion of identity. It is only when the principal classes “ cow ’’ and “ gavaya 
differ from one another, that, wa have a notion of Similarity.

80 Because in the picture, we lutvo not got tho members of tho human body , 
“  colours, I'c,”—we have, in the picture, a resemblance of posture, colour, &c.

St This anticipates the objection that, in the picture, there is no o d o u r  or any other 
such property. The sense of the reply is that Similarity can rest even upon the renew* 
blance of a single property j .and iu the picture we have many losemblances, such as 
those of colour and tho like.
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32. In the earth, -&c, all theae (colour, odour, Ac.), naturally exist 

(always) ; but one or other of these is perceived according as they become 
manifested in the various manifestations of it,

3 3 . Nothing, that is a non-entity even in potency, can ever be 
brought into existence. Properties are not different from their sub
strates ; nor are they identical with them ; they occupy a middle posi
tion.

84s, Thus then, Similarity having been’proral to be a positive entity, 
■whenever it happens to be in contact with the Sens© of. sight,— bo it par
cel red in one or both of the members (between whom Similarity is cog
nised)— , the fact of its being an object of Sense-perception is not dis
puted,

35. Like a Class, Similarity too exists wholly in each of the two 
members ; therefore even when the corresponding member Is not seen 
at the time, a notion of Similarity is possible.

36. Hence though (in accordance with the Naiyayika explanation) in 
the case in question, the recognition of Similarity follows upon the remora- 
berance of the cow,— yet since Sense-contact at the time lies in the 
‘ gavaya* (seen at the time), therefore the Similarity must be an object 
of Sense-perception.

37. For this reason, it is the member remembered, recognised as 
qualified by similarity, that forms the object of Analogy ; or it may be the 
Similarity as qualified by that member.

38. Though Similarity is recognised by. Sense-perception, and the 
‘ cow ■ is remembered,, yet the * cww as qualified by similarity,’ not being re
cognised by any other means, Analogy comes to be recognised as a dis
tinct means of right knowledge.

39. JEl.gr., the place (mountain) is seen by the eye, and the 4 fire ’ 
is remembered (as being concomitant with smoke) ; and yet since the object 
to be cognised is a qualified one (the mountain as containing the fire), 
therefore the character of a distinct means of right knowledge is not denied 
to Inference.

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

52 As a matter of fact, oclonr, &o, also exist in the picture, but are not manifested.
53 That is, that which does not exist in the cause, can never be brought about,

c.f. Sinkliya KarikI 9 “  Properties.”—This is.in reply to the question,—“ Is similarity
different from, or identical with, its substrates " ?

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,

38 The Nyaya theory having been set aside, it must be admitted that the defini
tion given in the Bhashya is the only true one. It is not the similarity of the ganaya 
that is the object of Analogy, which pertains to the cow , as remembered at the time, 
and recognised as similar to the gnvaya that is directly perceived by the eye.
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41-42, This is said to be a, false semblance of similarity, becaose 
it is snbsequMtly set aside by an idea to the contrary, e.g,, the similarity of 
an elephant in a stack of hay f  in which ease when one is sufficiently near 
the stack, he realises.! that thero is no real similarity between the stack and 
the elephant. That notion of similarity, which is not Set aside ovt': cm 
close 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 (he., we have no premises) t 
Prior to there cognition of Similarity (by means of 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 * gavaya ' cannot hr og about 
an Inference (of its existence) in the cow.

4 4 - 45. That (similarity) which resides in the cow, cannot be the 
Middle Term ; because it (the similarity of the cow) forms part of what 
is to be proved. The ‘ gavaya ’ too (as qualified by similarity) cannot be 
the Middle Term, because it is not in any way related (to the Minor Term, 
the ‘ cow,’— and so there can be no minor premiss). Even the similarity 
(of the gavaya in the cow) has not been perceived by all men, as being 
invariably concomitant with it (the cow).

46. In a case wherever only one object (cow) has been seen (by the 
person), whenever the other ( the ‘ gavaya ’ ) happens to he seen in the 
forest, the cognition of this latter is produced simultaneously with that of 
similarity (between that object and the one seen before).

47. If the e cow ’ be asserted to have the character of the Middle Term, 
because of the concomitance of the class ‘ horn, &c.,’ (in the 4 gavaya ’ which 
is seen ); -even that wo deny; because the action of recognition of the 
class ‘ horn, &c.,r ends with the mere recognition of the ‘ gavaya * (as 
similar to the cow).

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

**•*6 It la the similarity, in the cow, of the gavaya, that is the true object of 
Analogy; whereas that which is p cceived by the oye is tlio similarity as located in 
the gavaya•, and the latter could not give rise to any Inference that would bring about 
any idea of the similarity in the coiv.

46.48 “  JSwn similarity, Sfc.”—This anticipates the objection that there is a rela
tion between the cow and the gavaya, namely, that of similarity, and the assertion of 
this relation would constitute the Minor Premiss of the inferential argument. The 
sense of the reply is that the cow has not been recognised by all men to  be invariably 
concomitant with the gavaya. Hence though there is a relation, there cm  be no each 
concomitance as is necessary for an Inference.

41 Analogy cannot bo said to be a form of Inference, because it. is found to 
function even in a case where none of the two members have been perceived by the eye.
JKvon one, who has never seen the gavaya before, when he sees it for the first time, ho 
»fc once recognises its similarity with the cow, even though this latter is not before him 
at that time.

48 “  Mere recognition, $’e.”—The presence of horns leads to the recognition of 
tlio fact of the gavaya being similar to the cow ; and there it ends, So it can have no

’/^R6 GOtoX ‘ ' ‘ 1 • • ' 1 ' l .
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(horns, &c.), i(. would bo devoid of an j  action of similarity; because the 
* cow ’ ie s irnilar, not to horns, &c., but to the gavaya.

49. Having got at the notion of similarity (of the cow in the 
gavaya), following upon, the recognition of horns, & c,— the idea of the 
‘ cow ’ (as being similar to the gavaya) is brought about by that of the 
gavaya.

50. If the fact of the similarity of the parts (horns of the cow with 
those of the gavaya) be brought forward,— then (we say that) we would 
have an Analogy of these farts) j and certainly the existence of the cow 
is not inferred in all cases where horn, <fec., are seen to exist.

51. For, one who would infer thus, would only be landing upon 
mistaken notions ; and the idea of the cow as existing in the villa go is 
nothing more than rcmemberance.

52. Analogy being thus proved to he distinct from Inference,— there 
being no concomitance (of the factors of procedure, fire, fie.), with the 
passages enjoining the “ Saurya,”  &c.,— how could mere similarity bring 
about the association of fire, 8fcs., (with the “ Saurya ”) ?— In this lies the 
use of Analogy.

53. In the case of the corn 41 V rlhi”  kept for the sacrifice, being 
spoilt (or stolen), we have the use of the “ Nivgra,” &o., which latter are 
the recognised substitutes of V rlhi, simply because they are similar to it.
This too forms .an i nstance where Analogy has its use.

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

influence in the recognition of the similarity of the gavaya, in the cow, which is the 
real object of Analogy.

49 The horns might recall the coir, but they cannot in any way bring about the 
idea that the cow is similar to the gavaya, which is only possible when the similarity of 
the cow has been perceived in the gavaya.

60 (1) First of all, we have the perception of the horn ; then (2) follows the recog. 
nition of the similarity of the Cow, in the gavaya ; and then (3) lastly, appears the notion 
of the similarity of gavaya (seen now) in the cow, that had been seen before. Thu a 
then, there being an interval between (1) and (3), the former cannot be said to be the 
direct cause of the latter. “ Oases ”—of the perception of the gavaya, for instance.

6! That would give rise to a notion of the similarity of the horns, Ac., and not to 
that of the cow.

If the horn alone is perceived, amt the similarity 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 being 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 wo could have would be a notion of the cow as we knew it in the village ; 
and his would be a case of remomberance only. Thus ebon, the notion of the similarity 
of the gavaya, in the cow remains untouched by your Inference. And as it is this simi- 
lanty that we hold to be the object of Analogy, this cannot but be accepted as a dis. 
tinct means of right cognition.

SS No such concomitance being recognised, we could have no Inference. No other 
means of cognition is applicable In the case. Between the " Agneya ” and the
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more like the original ( than the one denoted by the subsidiaries),— then 
the former, which has only a slight similarity becomes false, on the 
ground of its greater dissimilarity. And further, we hare a quicker recog
nition of the second (».<?.,’ that which has greater similarity), even in the 
absence o f any idea of the former (i.e., that which has only a slight 
similarity) ; ami it is for this reason also that it is set aside (in favout oi. 
the one which has greeter similarity).

Thus ends the Chapter on Analogy.

( Section 8.)

On Apparent Inconsistency.

1. A case.— where, in order to avoid the contradiction (or irrelevancy) 
of-any object ascertained by means of any of the six means of right notion, 
an unseen  object (or fact) is assumed,—is known to be one of “  Arthapatti ” 
(Apparent Inconsistency).

2. “  Unseon”  means ‘ not cognised by any o f the/toe means of right 
notion ’ ; because that produced by “  Verbal Authority ”  has been declared 
to be apart from the “  seen” (perceived)'; inasmuch as this latter (Verbal 
Authority) comprehends also the means of cognition (pabda) [whereas the 
other five comprehend only the object of cognition.], and in this lies its 
difference from the other five.

3 . (1) The assumption, of the burning power of fire, based upon the
facts of its burning a certain object ascertained by means of Sense-perception  
(constitutes au example of the first kind o f ;i Apparent Inconsistency ) j 
and (2 )  the assumption of the mobility o f the sun. based upon the fact of 
his movement from  place to place, which is ascertained by means of 
Inference (is an instance of the second kind o f Apparent Inconsistency 
based upon Inference).

4 (3) Apparent Inconsistency based upon “  V erbal Authority ”  Will 
be explained hereafter. (4) The assumption of the fact of the compre
hensibility of the.* cow ’ (as similar to the gavaya), based upon the fact 
of the ‘ c o w ’ having been perceived by ‘ A nalogy ’ to be s i m i l a r  to the 
gavaya (is an instance of Apparent Inconsistency based upon A n alogy).

5 The assumption (5) of the eternality o f words is based upon the 
fact of the expressive power of words, which is ascertained by moans of 
“  Apparent Inconsistency”  (resorted to) for the purpo se of the definition 
of the denotation of words.

■< Sanrya ”  there u the similarity of having a common Deity. Therefore the proper
ties aial appurtenances of the “  AgnSya”  can be said to apply themselves to the 
“ Sanrya”  only through Analogy.

a i* Five ” —leaving out Yerbal Authority.
h This is Arthapatti baaed upon another Arthapatti 5 tfc is explained m the follow

ing Karikfi.

I l l  " I <SL



0?r API’AHEMT 1N CO NS IS 3 KN C Y. 281

8-7. That is to say, inasmuch as the denotation of a word cannot- 
he otherwise defined, we assume (by Apparent Inconsistency) a expres
sive power (in words) j anrl- as the latter is not otherwise possible, there
fore we arrive, by means of another "Apparent Inconsistency, at the 
notion of the eternality of words. A11 this will be explained andei 
the aphorism “ 'JDarganaaya pararthafcwat ” £ I  —i—-18j .

S-A The absence of Uaitra from the house having been cognised by 
means of “ Negation,” We 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 A 
The instances of other forms of “ Apparent Inconsistency ” have been de
tailed under the treatment of the discrepancies of the Minor Term (chap, on 
Inference, K. 68 el seq.).

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 Inference, inasmuch as 
in Ibis case we have none of the appurtenances of Inference,— such as the 
assertion of the premises, Ac., Ac.

11. Because, whether the object to be cognised be ( I )  the object 
(Caitra) as qualified by existence outside, or (2) an outside as qualified by 
the existence of Caitra,— any wav, how can ‘ non-existence in the house ’ 
(which is brought forward as the Middle Term) be a property of the 
Minor Term ?

12- 18. “ The house, as qualified by Caitra’s absence ” cannot be the 
property of any (of the two alternatives pointed out in the last Karika) ; 
because at the time the object {Caitra or outside) is not recognised as quali
fied by absence in the house ; for it- is only the ‘ house ’ that is recogni sed 
and not Caitra.

13- 15. Nor can non-visibility (of Caitra in the house) be a .Middle 
Term, as will be explained in the chapter on “ Negation.” Therefore 
“ because he is not found in the house” cannot be accepted as the Inferen
tial Reason. The non-visibility having led to the ascertainment of the 
negation of the object of cognition (Caitra), there follows the notion

'u  No Denotation is possible without, expressiveness ; and this latter could not be 
possible, if the words wore not eternal.

11 “  Object to he cognised ’ ’—which will be the Minor Term of your syllogism.
Those who assert Apparent Inconsistency to bo a form of Inference, put forth the 
following syllogism : !< The living Caitra exists outside the house,—because he is
living and is not found within the house,—like myself ’’ : where “ living Caitra” is the 
Minor Term, “ exists outside ” the Major Term, and “  non-existence in the house ” 
the Middle Term. ‘ ’

liUB “ At the lime e„ when we goto  bis house and find that Caitra is not 
there.

_ t8’ tf because non-visibility’ is one step further removed, being intervened by the 
notion of the absence of Ohaitra from bin house,

■ ■ ■ / n(si.
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of his existence outside the house ; and hence this notion cannot be Said 
to be caused by ‘ non-visibility.” And (even if) the character of the Middle 
Terra belong to the absence of Oaitra, this resides in the house (and not in 
the Minor Term, Oaitra; and as such no premiss would be possible).

16. Nor can such an object, (Minor Terra) as has not been perceived 
before, can ever' be the object of cognition (by Inference); and in the' 
present case, neither * outside,’ nor Oaitra ’ has been perceived before (as 
concomitant with the Middle Term ; hence no premiss is possible).

17. Obi; “ In a case, where from rise in the river-surface you infer 
that there has been rain in the higher regions, how do you recognise the 
relation of the Middle Term (rise in the river) with the unseen higher 
regions (Minor Term) ? ”

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 risen. Or 
this too may he 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 not 
possible until “ his existence outside "  has been ascertained.

20. (In the case of the Inference of fire) the existence of smoke is cog
nised independently of the existence of fire ; because at the time of the per
ception of the existence of smoke, there is nothing that depends upon fire 
( for its exisfcence).

21. H A b sen ce  in She house,” pure and simple,— apart .from devoid of 
any idea of the person being alive,— is also found to apply to dead per 
sons; and as such it cannot be the means of getting at the notion of bis 
existence outside.

22. Whenever the notion of his absence in the house is accompanied by 
the notion of his being alive, Oaitra, being precluded from the bouse, is con
ceived to exist outside (without having any recourse to process oi In
ference) .

23. The notion of a general “ absence in the house,” by itself (with
out any reference to any particular individual), cannot bring about any 
notion of Caitra’s existence outside.

11 This case is admitted, by the Mlmitnsaka also, to be one o f  Inference, Hence 
the objector brings it forward as equally open to the arguments urged by the K d r i M  

against the theory of Apparent Inconsistency being only a special case of Inferential
reasoning.

18 The syllogism being-—“ T h e region  1 (there the r iv e r  has risen  (Minor Term) is 
su ch  as had ra in fa ll over its h igh er reg ion s (Major Term), because of th e  r ise  in  th e  

riv er  (Middle Term).” Finding this explanation not suitable he relegates this 
instance to Apparent Inconsistency,

If “ Absence in the house, of one who ia living ” cannot be accepted as true, so 
long as we have not become cognisant of his e x i s t e n c e  o u t s i d e  ; till then, the former 
proposition has all the appearance of absurdity. Therefore the Middle Term becomes 
dependent upon the conclusion, which vitiates the validity of the Inference.
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*24 It is only when the fact of his being’ alive has been established, 
that the notion of his absence in the house can point to his existence being 
outside, having precluded it from within the house.

25. Tims then we. find that absence in the house, independently of any 
idea of his being alive, is (also common to dead persons, and as such) con
trary (to the conclusion) ; and it is only the character of being not con
tradicted that is held to belong to the conclusion of your Inference.

26. Therefore the house being cognised by “ Seiiso-perception, ami 
the absence in the home by means of “  NV.."ttioa,” — the idea, of his existence 
( being alive) [which is all that is left of the Middle Term, after the first 
two factors, have been cognised by means of “ Sense-perception ' and 
“ Negation” ]■ is the same that is recognised as being outside.

27-28. It is only for the accomplishment of -.the Minor Premiss, that 
' ’ existence outside” has been introduced ; in ns much as it is only as 
qualified by this that the person can be the object of Inference, by means 
of the concomitance or the Middle Term and the Minor Term,- &e. Thus 
then, if the 'cognition of the Minor Premiss, &o\, be prod need by the cog
nition of “  outside existence,” and that of iT outside existence,*'' by the 
Minor (andMajor) premisses,— then we have an unavoidable mutual inter
dependence.

20. In the case of “  Apparent Inconsistency” on the other hand, this 
fact of being contained in the object to be proved, does not constitute a. 
fallacy, because it is actually meant- to be recognised as such.

**• In that ease, your conclusion becomes only an implication of the premisses, and 
not ai, independent proposition.

In your inferential argument, if mere a b s e n c e  in  th e  h ouse bo made the Middle 
Term, then it applies to dead persona also, and as such, contradicts yo»r own .conclusion.
It is only when the idea of absence ia the house is qualified by that o£ the person being 
alive, that you. can have the conclusion of his being outside. This has been shown in 
K .  22 , to bo only an implication of. the premisses, an<l not ati independent proposition.
Thus then you Must admit i hat in fact your conclusion is nothing but the pro misses 
themselves stated differently.

** The conclusion--existence outride—becomes only a part of the Minor Premiss',
The Middle Term consists- of throe' factors ; (1.) n o n e x i s t e n c e  (perceived by means of 
Negation) (2) iu the Ha-use (eeeu by the eye) (3) o f  on e  w h o is o l iv e . l’he first two 
arc cognised by of her meins.--’ of cognition, and the third implies bio existence outside,, 
find ns such the conclusion i.s no advance upon the Premisses,

'»7-28 “ Thus thou, ty’n.” —The fact. of his being alive cannot bo recognised, until h$» 
existence else who re (other than the. House, front where ho is found to be absent) lias 
boon ascertained 5 and as this, is a neuessary factor in the Middle Term (and hence iii 
the Minor Premiss), therefore' it seems that the premiss itself depends upon (the. recog
nition of) o u t s i d e  existence ,• ar.d as this m what is sought, to be proved by means of the 
premisses,.there is ni; absurd mutual inter-depondewoe.

Xn the case of Apparent Inconsistency, the inclusion .of the object to be cognised 
in the notion of '* absence from the house,” accompanied by .that of his being alive) does 
not affuet its validity adversely; because it is a peculiarity of this particular moan* 

cognition that it. leads to the assumption of something else, in order to avoid the 
3 °  ' ’ * ‘ ; ^ i p * "" ;  >'* * m \  *|
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30- 31. In variable concomitance too, in the case, could be recognised 
only when his existence outside lifts been ascertained. And inasmuch as it  
has not been recognised before, it cannot be the means of the cognition (of 
outside existence)* even though it exist (subsequently); because “ ab
sence in the house and “ existence outside ” have never been perceived 
to be invariably concomitant,

31- 32. In the matter of such concomitance, there is no other means 
of knowledge, save “ Apparent Inconsistency,” by means of which toe 
notion of one (absence in the house of one who is alive) brings about that 
of another (existence outside). If there be no such assumption (of the 
one by means of another), then we cannot get at their concomitance.

33. Therefore fit the time of the cognition of this relation, one of 
the two members related must be held to be recognised by means of 
“ Apparent Inconsistency ”  ; and after this-the Inference might follow.

34-3 ;, If one, sitting at the door of the house, were to assume Cailra s
existence outside,....(thinking that) 4 when he exists in one place (i.e., the
garden where he is seen) he does not exist in another placa, , the house) ; • 
even then, 1 he fact of his non-existence everywhere cannot be recognised (by 
means of Inference); because there could be no invariable concomitance 
between the Middle Term and * non-existence in one definite place!

30, ( Oby ). “ W ell, non-existence in a place before us is cognised by

apparent irrelevancy o f two well-recognised facts,—in fche: present ft*a bse nce  from the 
house, >:• nel being alive, th.e inconsistency whereof conld be avoided only by the assum
ing of the fact of his being outside,

80 The existence of the. Minor Premiss has been refated in the above Karikhs. 
Now begins the refutation of Invariable concomitance (embodied in fcho Major Premiss), 
us applied to cases of Apparent Inconsistency.

H.88 « T heir ”— i,e,., of “  existence outside,” and “ absence from fcho house.”
BS “  Inference, Sfcf'-—bhit by that time Apparent Inconsistency will have cl "tie its 

special work, and thus justified its distinct existence.
3*-86 Some people might urge that one who is sitting at the door is cognisant of 

the Concomitance of Caitra’i-, absence from the home with his existence outside somewhere 
in the garden (where be is seen by the man at the door) $ and henoe this man seeing 
him thus, could conclude that inasmuch as lie is in one place (in the garden) he cannot be 
elsewhere (in bbo house) % and thus he could recognise the concomitance of absence 
from the house With existence outside. In reply to this, it is urged that though tms 
may be possible, yet the fact of one who exists in one place not existing . elsewhere, 
cannot form the subject of Inference; because even the man at the gate cannot be 
cognisant of any concomitance with regard to such universal absence.  ̂ The Qbjefttet 
urges : “  Wo recognise the fact that one who is present in one place is not present m
another place (both placet! being before our eyes) : and upon this fact we can base the 
Inference of his absence from every other place in the world except the one in which 
he is seen.”  The reply to this also is the same as before. The concomitance that is 
cognised is with, reference to the absence from one definite place ; and this cannot form 
the basis of any Inference with regard to absence from all other places.

8« In Inference, yon urge the iaapplioafcion of invariable concomitance, &c., but 
Negation does not hbund in need of such' accessories. Therefore just as we recognise

11 1 -  <8L



• t ) t  ' : " %lV V s^ ^ *y  k^jL-i

ON APPARENT mCONSISTKNCr. 235

means of Negation; and, in  the same manner, this means of knowledge 
(Negation) requiring no special effort {on the part of the cogniser), 
we would get at the notion of absence, from everywhere else, of one who 
if found to exist in one place.”

37 . But Negation too cannot lead us to any correct idea of “ non- 
existence everywhere else” ; because such negation would also apply to the 
case of objects that fire positive entities, but are at a distance,— so long as 
we have not gone to that particular place.

38. It is only when we have visited different places, and found cer
tain objects not existing there, that, in the absence of any bit i ter means of 
knowledge (of the objects), we conclude that they do not exist (in those 
places).

39 “  (If such be the fact) then we could have no concomitance
between the absence of five, and the absence of smok‘d because we have not 
visited every place (where there is negation of fire). ’

40. He, for whom the object of Inference is “ absence m  another sub
strate” (i.e., of the Middle Term in a substrate wluve the absence of the 
Major Term is ascertained, i.e., the “ Vipaksha’ ), will be liable to the 
above objection. As for ourselves, the mere fact of our not seeing (the 
smoke, in two or three cases of the absence of lire) is enough to bring about 
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 (oak-ride),— being recognised by means of Negation, 
becomes quite possible.”

the non-existence of something in a place near us, so coaid we also do with regard 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- 
ferenoe would bo clear; aud there would be no need of any distinct means of knowledge 
in the shape of Apparent Inconsistency.

M Mere Negation we have also got with regard to such real existing objects as tire 
at a distance -due to the mere fact of our not.having gone to that place. So more 
Negation cannot be held to be a sufficient proof of jtpn-existence,

S3 The Objector urges : “  Yon have a Negative premiss in the case of your stock 
example of Inference where fire is not, smoke is not.’ Now, this would become 
impossible ; because so long as you have not visited every place where fire is not, you 
cannot assert any concomitance between the absence of fire and tbe absence of smoke.”

40 We do not stand in need of any idea of the absence of smoke, in all cases of 
t he absence of fire,—only two or three instances are sufficient for our purpose, just 
as we do not stand in need of ascertaining the existence of fire in every case of the 
existence of smoke,

1
*1 When affirmative concomitance has been ascertained (betw.een the Fire and the 
Smoke), if only a few instances of Liis concomitance of their contraries be necessary 
as yon urge, for a successful issue of the Inference,—then the existence of Caitra in 
one place (the garden) being found to be concomitant with his aosence from another 
place (the house),—and thus oven in one place, the conooinitaiict of absence from the


